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To my friends on the other side of
the aisle, the fiscal conservatives, we
need your voices.

If this program were going to the
urban areas or maybe to the poorer
people, we would hear an outcry from
certain Members on the other side, but
our farmers need the help too. When
you waste money on an ag program,
the people who are hurt the most are
our smaller and family farmers, par-
ticularly, in this case, in the Middle
West.

For years, my Republican friends in
this Chamber accused the Obama ad-
ministration—unfairly, in my mind—of
picking winners and losers in the mar-
ket. It was one of their favorite talking
points. Here, we have the Trump ad-
ministration literally picking winners
and losers among American farmers.
Sometimes the winners are not even
American. Oftentimes, the losers are
the small family farmers who need as-
sistance the most.

I am so glad that my Democrat col-
leagues on the Agriculture, Nutrition,
and Forestry Committee, especially
Ranking Member STABENOW, have
worked to inject some transparency
into the agriculture relief program.

The Trump administration should be
using the Market Facilitation Program
to help those farmers most in need—pe-
riod. The Trump administration needs
to stop picking winners and losers and
make sure all American farmers get
the help they deserve.

VETERANS

Mr. President, finally, on veterans—
this is another one—when I look at
what this administration is doing, and
if every American knew all these
things, Donald Trump wouldn’t stand a
chance. This one, I hope, will get out.

I talked a little bit about this yester-
day. We all know that so many of our
young men and women—my genera-
tion—went to Vietnam and risked their
lives. Many of them gave their lives for
our country. One of the worst aspects
of things is that they were not treated
as heroes when they came home.

I think America has made up for that
now, but here is a way that we are not
treating them well at all. Many of
them were exposed to Agent Orange,
and it became clear that many got sick
from exposure to Agent Orange while
fighting in Vietnam.

Well, what the VA has found is that
certain illnesses are caused by expo-
sure to Agent Orange, and they found
that there are four more illnesses that
have an Agent Orange link. But quietly
and secretly, the Trump administra-
tion denied payments to over 60,000
veterans who had these illnesses and
who received emergency care at non-
VA facilities in 2017.

It has missed deadlines to expand the
VA caregivers program to Vietnam and
Korean war veterans, and there are
some reports that the Trump VA hired
doctors on probation, but what is gall-
ing at the moment is this Agent Or-
ange situation and hiding the report.

Mulvaney, evidently, the Chief of
Staff, just said quietly: We are not
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funding it. It took a Freedom of Infor-
mation Act action to reveal that they
were cutting the money off for these
folks.

They went to Vietnam. Some of them
volunteered. Some of them were draft-
ed. They got sick because of exposure
to Agent Orange, and the Trump ad-
ministration, which loves to have ral-
lies with veterans, cuts the money off
from them, saying that Mulvaney said
we couldn’t afford it.

These veterans could afford to risk
their lives for us. We can afford to help
them in their hour of need. I hope the
administration will reverse its deci-
sion.

I yield the floor.

———

RECESS

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senate stands
in recess until 2 p.m.

Thereupon, the Senate, at 12:48 p.m.,
recessed until 2 p.m. and reassembled
when called to order by the Presiding
Officer (Mr. PERDUE).

————

EXECUTIVE CALENDAR—Continued

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Iowa.

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that I have the
right to yield to Senator COLLINS at
the end of my remarks.

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

PRESCRIPTION DRUG PRICING REDUCTION ACT

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, polls
show a surprising interest of Ameri-
cans in the high cost of prescription
drugs. It seems to be an issue that
unites Americans. I often point out
that Washington is an island sur-
rounded by reality. Here inside the
Beltway, people are obsessed with par-
tisan impeachment proceedings. It
seems like morning, noon, and night,
the relentless effort to unseat the
President of the United States is a
toxic strain of Potomac fever infecting
Capitol Hill.

Now, if only Congress would channel
every waking minute to fix problems in
the real world, wouldn’t that be won-
derful? So let me provide a reality
check. For people living in the real
world, impeachment inquiry is not
what keeps Americans up at night. It is
not what wakes up moms and dads wor-
ried sick about paying for their child’s
insulin. It is not what drains the pock-
etbooks of seniors and takes a big bite
out of people’s paychecks. The issue
that unites Americans from Maine, to
Iowa, to Oregon is the sky-high prices
that Americans and the taxpaying pub-
lic are paying for prescription medi-
cine.

As chairman of the Senate Finance
Committee, I am working in a bipar-
tisan way to fix what is broken in our
drug supply chain. In February, we
called the heads of Big Pharma to tes-
tify before the Finance Committee.
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Next, we heard from the largest phar-
macy benefit managers to examine re-
bates and unravel the pricing supply
chain. There was an awful lot of finger-
pointing between the various interests
about the soaring drug prices that
Americans pay for pharmaceuticals.
That finger-pointing, we heard in our
committee. Finger-pointing doesn’t de-
crease drug prices because the real
problem is there is too much secrecy
and not enough accountability in the
industry of pricing drugs.

When drug prices grow by leaps and
bounds, year after year, it is time to
look under the hood. It is time to kick
the tires along the drug supply chain
and check the gauge on the competi-
tion. Why in the world is insulin, just
as an example—a drug that has been on
the market for nearly 100 years—dou-
bling or tripling in price for patients in
the United States? It is surely not that
way in Europe.

We have gotten lots of feedback from
patient advocates, healthcare pro-
viders, and free market proponents.
The pushback from Big Pharma reveals
that we are really on to something.
Congress needs to take its foot off the
brake. It is time to deliver real sav-
ings, and our bill will deliver real sav-
ings to consumers and to the tax-
payers. It is time to pass reforms that
will cut prescription drug costs for the
American people.

Now, some of my colleagues may re-
quire a more blunt call to action so I
want to use the two-by-four illustra-
tion. Join us and score a win for the
American people. Otherwise, do noth-
ing and risk being on the losing side of
the ballot box next November.

At my annual 99 county meetings
where I always hold a Q&A with what-
ever groups of constituents gather, I
hear the same message from people all
across the State of Iowa. They have
family members and they have neigh-
bors who struggle to pay for prescrip-
tion management, to manage chronic
health conditions, and to treat dis-
eases. Thanks to breakthrough treat-
ments and cures, Americans are living
longer and healthier lives.

Many are beating the odds of a diag-
nosis that would have been a death sen-
tence a generation ago. However, if a
loved one is diagnosed with MS or dia-
betes or cystic fibrosis, no miracle cure
will help if Americans can’t afford to
pay for their medicine. It will not help
seniors if sky-high prices drain tax-
payer-financed health programs like
Medicare and Medicaid. Soaring drug
prices are forcing too many Americans
to skimp on other necessities or even
ration their doses of prescriptions that
they take.

Now, I just mentioned, as an exam-
ple, cystic fibrosis. Last month, the
FDA approved a promising new treat-
ment for this progressive genetic dis-
order. Cystic fibrosis impacts about
30,000 Americans. There is nothing par-
ents will not do to advocate for their
child living with this condition. That is
how I met one family from Iowa a few
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years ago. That is when I launched the
bipartisan Senate caucus on cystic fi-
brosis, to add our voices for awareness
and advocacy. Now, I am told the price
tag for the new drug is more than
$300,000 per patient, per year.

Without a doubt, this drug raises the
roof of hope for tens of thousands of
families, but it also raises a red flag
about drug prices. If prices keep going
through the roof year after year, how
will Americans who depend on prescrip-
tion medicines afford them? America’s
drug pricing regime is broken. It re-
quires reform to sustain fiscal sustain-
ability and also to steer incubation and
innovation forward. It needs more
transparency. It needs better incen-
tives. It needs real competition to
drive down prices. So all 100 of us have
our work cut out for us.

Big Pharma doesn’t want the pipeline
to the Federal Treasury tightened at
all, and they will spend big money to
scare people away from reasonable so-
lutions that will deliver real savings
and get the best deal for the taxpayers.
I referred to our working in a bipar-
tisan way. So, in July, Ranking Mem-
ber WYDEN and I secured broad, bipar-
tisan support in our Finance Com-
mittee—19 denying vote.

Our bill would save taxpayers more
than $100 billion. That is not this Sen-
ate saying that. That is the Congres-
sional Budget Office. The bill caps out-
of-pocket costs for seniors. The bill
saves their households more than $30
billion. We fine-tuned and improved
our bill to gain more momentum and
more support. Part of that support and
one of the outstanding advocates for
what we are trying to do doesn’t hap-
pen to be a member of the Finance
Committee, but it is my good friend
from Maine, Senator COLLINS, right
here on the floor. I will yield to her in
short time.

She is helping lead the fight to re-
duce drug prices. We have been work-
ing together on many issues. I am a
former chairman of the Special Com-
mittee on Aging, and she is the current
chair of the Special Committee on
Aging. We are committed to help older
Americans lead productive lives. We
also share a top priority not to miss a
vote. While I might have a stronger
voting streak, SUSAN hasn’t missed a
single vote. I hope Maine appreciates a
person who has been in the Senate
since 1997 and hasn’t missed a single
vote.

Senator COLLINS is one of those rare
lawmakers who doesn’t care who gets
the credit, as long as we are doing the
right thing. The name of this bill that
I am talking about—and I imagine she
will refer to—is the Prescription Drug
Pricing Reduction Act. That will be
the right thing to do, and it will do the
right thing. So it is time for Congress
to do the right thing.

Just in case I said anything different
about Senator COLLINS that is not ac-
curate, she can feel free to correct me,
but I now yield to Senator COLLINS, a
strong voice for this piece of legisla-
tion.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Maine.

Ms. COLLINS. Mr. President, let me
first thank and recognize Senator
GRASSLEY for his farsighted, coura-
geous leadership on this issue of vital
importance to the American people,
the escalating costs of prescription
drugs.

Under Senator GRASSLEY’s chairman-
ship, the Finance Committee has held
numerous hearings on drug pricing. His
diligence, his persistence on this issue
has produced the bipartisan Prescrip-
tion Drug Price Reduction Act, a bold
and effective set of proposals that I
strongly endorse and look forward to
seeing signed into law.

This past century could well be
called the age of miracle drugs, from
insulin and penicillin to pharma-
ceuticals that treat cancer, HIV, heart
disease, and so many other serious con-
ditions, modern drugs have been proven
to improve, extend, and even save lives.
In our time, however, we might define
a miracle drug as one that has not dou-
bled in price since the last refill. With
prescription drugs among the key fac-
tors driving up the cost of healthcare,
it is essential that we approve policies
that both encourage innovation and
protect consumers, particularly our
seniors.

Demonstrating the importance of
this challenge, three Senate commit-
tees—the Senate Finance Committee,
ably chaired by Senator GRASSLEY,
which I mentioned earlier; the Senate
HELP Committee, which is led by our
friend and colleague Senator LAMAR
ALEXANDER; and the Judiciary Com-
mittee, which is led by Senator GRA-
HAM—have advanced bills aimed at re-
forming our broken drug pricing sys-
tem.

In addition, the Senate Aging Com-
mittee, which I chair, has held eight
hearings on drug pricing since 2015 and
issued a major report in 2016 on Sudden
Price Spikes in Off-Patent Prescription
Drugs. Our report highlighted the ma-
nipulative schemes employed by Mar-
tin Shkreli, who increased the price of
a drug that was more than 63 years
old—a lifesaving medication—by 5,000
percent in just 1 day.

To paraphrase his words, he could
drive up the price of drugs like this one
on which he had not spent a dime in
the research and development because
he could. His price gouging caused real
hardships for patients.

Some of the most alarming testi-
mony we have heard on the Aging Com-
mittee has come from patients. They
describe the financial impact of their
prescription drug prices, the depths
they have gone to to access medica-
tions they need, and how this struggle
has affected their health and their
overall quality of life. They are truly
choosing between paying their electric
bill, buying the food they need, and
filling their prescription drugs.

An example is a young father from
New Gloucester, ME, who discovered
that the cost of a 90-day supply of insu-
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lin for his 13-year-old son who has type
1 diabetes had more than tripled to
more than $900.

A woman from Falmouth, ME, saw
her out-of-pocket costs for the arthri-
tis medication Enbrel that she needs
soar from $10 to $3,800 per month when
she transitioned from her employer-
sponsored insurance to Medicare when
she retired. She had no choice but to
switch medications, which did not
work nearly as well for her, but she
simply could not afford that out-of-
pocket cost.

I will never forget standing in line at
the pharmacy counter in Bangor, ME,
where I live. The couple ahead of me
received their prescription drug and
the unwelcome news that their pre-
scription copay was going to be $111.
The husband turned to his wife and
said ‘‘Honey, we simply cannot afford
that,” and they walked away, leaving
that needed prescription on the phar-
macy counter.

I asked the pharmacist: How often
does this happen?

His answer: Every day.

The results of exorbitant increases in
the price of drugs are that needed pre-
scriptions aren’t filled, doses are
skipped, and pills are cut in half—all
harmful to the patient’s health. And
why? Because the patient simply can-
not afford the exorbitant costs, the
skyrocketing costs of these drugs.

This should not happen. We must join
together to combat the exorbitant pre-
scription costs that confront more and
more Americans every day. More than
half of all Americans and 90 percent of
our seniors take at least one prescrip-
tion drug each month. For many, ac-
cess to these medicines is not only crit-
ical to their well-being, but it can lit-
erally be a matter of life and death.

For children and adults with type 1
diabetes, insulin is not a luxury or
something that is nice to have; insulin
is essential to their ability to survive.
Insulin was first isolated nearly a cen-
tury ago in Canada. Yet its cost has
soared in recent years.

Another chairman in the Senate who
has worked very hard on this issue,
along with Senator GRASSLEY, is Sen-
ator LAMAR ALEXANDER. He has made
it a strong priority of the HELP Com-
mittee, on which I serve, to increase
transparency and competition in the
prescription drug market.

I don’t think there is any product
that we buy in this country where
there is less transparency in the price
than the price of prescription drugs
and where the supply chain is more rife
with conflicts of interest.

Last year, in response to my experi-
ence listening to this couple in Bangor,
ME, I authored a bill to block phar-
macy gag clauses. Under these contrac-
tual gag clauses, pharmacists were ac-
tually prohibited from volunteering to
a consumer that it might well be less
expensive to pay out-of-pocket rather
than use their insurance. A recent
study published by the Journal of the
American Medicine Association found
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that this new law could help Americans
save money in nearly one out of four
prescription transactions in a phar-
macy.

Another bill I authored in 2017 to pro-
mote more competition from lower
price but equally effective generic
drugs is also showing results. To date,
the FDA has granted nearly 200 appli-
cation requests under the new expe-
dited pathway established by this law,
with 12 approvals. That is a much fast-
er pace than in the past.

In June, the HELP Committee re-
ported out the Lower Healthcare Costs
Act, which incorporates more than 14
measures to increase drug price com-
petition. I am pleased to say that it in-
cludes major portions of the Biologic
Patent Transparency Act that I au-
thored with Senator KAINE, and that is
cosponsored by Senators BRAUN,
HAWLEY, PORTMAN, SHAHEEN, STABE-
NOW, PAUL, and MURKOWSKI. It is in-
tended to prevent drug manufacturers
from gaming the patent system. It re-
quires earlier and greater disclosure of
the web of patents held by biologic
manufacturers, thus making it easier
for biosimilar competitors to develop
more affordable alternatives without
being stymied by the filing of last-
minute patents.

According to former FDA Commis-
sioner Scott Gottlieb, if all of the
biosimilars that have been approved by
the FDA were successfully marketed in
the United States in a timely fashion,
Americans would have saved more than
$4.5 billion in 2017.

The fact that a biosimilar version of
HUMIRA—the best selling drug in the
world—has been on the market in Eu-
rope for more than a year while Amer-
ican patients must wait until 2023 is a
clear example that the biosimilar mar-
ket is not working as it should.

The Lower Healthcare Costs Act also
includes the CREATES Act—a bill that
I know Senator GRASSLEY has been
very involved in. It addresses the anti-
competitive practices of companies
that delay or even block access to a
sufficient quantity of the brand-name
drug needed to conduct the bioequiva-
lency test required by the FDA as part
of the generic drug approval process.
This addresses one of the major prob-
lems identified by the Aging Com-
mittee when we looked at this issue
starting in 2016, examining the explo-
sion in prices of prescription drugs for
which there is no generic equivalent. I
am pleased that we are on the verge of
taking action to combat and stop this
unfair practice.

The HELP Committee bill also re-
quires significantly more disclosure on
the costs, fees, and rebate information
associated with PBM contracts; that is,
prescription benefit managers. I know
the Finance Committee bill does as
well.

As I mentioned previously, the Fi-
nance Committee passed the Prescrip-
tion Drug Pricing Reduction Act—
landmark legislation that would save
taxpayers more than $100 billion and
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save seniors more than $30 billion in
out-of-pocket costs for their prescrip-
tions. I strongly support this bill be-
cause it strikes the right balance be-
tween reducing out-of-pocket costs for
consumers without hindering innova-
tion and investment in the next life-
saving medications.

The Finance Committee bill also
makes crucial improvements to Medi-
care Part D, such as protecting seniors
with an out-of-pocket spending cap—
another long overdue change that
would ensure that patients with high-
cost conditions, such as cancer, mul-
tiple sclerosis, and rheumatoid arthri-
tis, can get the medications they need.
Furthermore, the bill would protect
taxpayers from higher than inflation
increases in drug prices, while reducing
government spending, premiums, and
overall out-of-pocket costs.

The Judiciary Committee has also
advanced proposals that would em-
power the Federal Trade Commission
to take more aggressive action on anti-
competitive behaviors.

These are three worthwhile pieces of
legislation that should be brought to
the Senate floor. The work of the Fi-
nance Committee, the HELP Com-
mittee, and the Judiciary Committee
is a tremendous breakthrough that
would make such a difference to the
American people.

As we continue to find further con-
sensus and a path forward on each of
these bipartisan bills, I hope we can
also look for additional improvements.
For example, as cochairs of the Senate
Diabetes Caucus, Senator SHAHEEN and
I, along with Senators CRAMER and
CARPER, have introduced legislation to
address flaws in the system that have
allowed pharmacy benefit managers
and manufacturers to implement what
are truly unscrupulous price increases
on lifesaving insulin. I also support a
measure introduced by Senators KLoO-
BUCHAR and GRASSLEY to prohibit
brand-name drug companies from com-
pensating generic drug companies to
delay the entry of a less costly but
equally effective generic into the mar-
ket. That is referred to as ‘‘pay for
delay.” I am amazed that it is not al-
ready illegal under our anti-trust laws.
This bill would make it clear that this
tactic is no longer permitted.

Congress has a tremendous oppor-
tunity to deliver a decisive victory in
both lowering healthcare costs and im-
proving healthcare for the people in my
State of Maine and throughout Amer-
ica. If we want new medicines to reach
consumers who need them, the compa-
nies that invest in research and take
the risks necessary must see a fair re-
turn on their investment, but at the
same time, we can no longer allow the
price manipulation and the market dis-
tortions to continue at the expense of
the most vulnerable Americans and
their families and ultimately at the ex-
pense of every American taxpayer.

We can act to make a real difference
in the lives of Americans whose health
depends on affordable prescription
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drugs. The required policy solutions
will not come in the form of a miracle
but through hard work and continued
bipartisan cooperation.

Let us come together. I urge all of
my colleagues to join in supporting the
measures we have worked so hard on
and that the HELP Committee, the Fi-
nance Committee, and the Judiciary
Committee have all reported, on a bi-
partisan basis, recognizing the hard-
ships imposed on the American people.
Let us bring these bills to the Senate
floor expeditiously.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from North Dakota.

NATIONAL DEFENSE AUTHORIZATION ACT

Mr. CRAMER. Mr. President, I come
down to the Chamber today to talk a
little bit and highlight the vast dif-
ferences in the priorities between the
two Chambers in the U.S. Congress
today.

Several of my colleagues will be
down here a little later today to talk
about and to encourage the passage of
the National Defense Authorization
Act—a bill, by the way, that passed the
Senate in a very strong bipartisan way,
reflective of strong bipartisan input, in
a vote of 86 to 8. The House also passed
their version of the National Defense
Authorization Act on more of a party-
line vote.

The point being, both Chambers have
passed it; the reconciliation of the two
bills has begun; the negotiations have
begun, but they have been stalled. I
think it is a strong reflection of the
differences between the two Chambers.

First, I will talk a little bit about
why it is important that we do this job.
First of all, there have been 58 years in
a row that the NDAA has passed the
House and the Senate and signed into
law. Why? Well, because it is the high-
est priority of the government—of all
the bills we do every year, apart from
and very close to appropriations, would
be authorization of our national de-
fense programs. That is why it has hap-
pened 58 years in a row.

It is important for a number of rea-
sons. One of the things that both the
House version and the Senate version
of the NDAA does is highlight the im-
portance of space with the creation of
a Space Force, as we call it the Senate,
and Space Corps, as they call it in the
House. Nonetheless, it is similar, and it
represents and recognizes the impor-
tance of space domain as a warfighting
domain going forward, a priority that
our near-peer allies have already recog-
nized in their policies.

Without NDAA passing, that goes by
the wayside for at least another year.
It also fully funds several national pri-
orities, not the least of which is, of
course, the largest pay increase in 10
years for our men and women who wear
the uniform.

On a more local level for me, it au-
thorizes the modernization of our nu-
clear fleet, including the ground-based
missiles known as the ICBMs that we
have 150 of in North Dakota at Minot.
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It modernizes this system, which is
several decades old. If we need any-
thing, we need to modernize our weap-
ons systems again to keep pace with
our near-peer adversaries.

It also authorizes millions of dollars
in funds to the national Global Hawk
mission, which is headquartered in
Grand Forks, another very important
Air Force base in my State. It author-
izes funds for the MQ-9 program. MQ-9s
are flown by North Dakota Air Na-
tional Guardsmen in Fargo’s Happy
Hooligans. It also advances the mission
of the Cavalier Air Force Station in
Cavalier, ND, one of the very few space
radar stations, and it ensures that the
needs of all our Guard operations are
met.

The House bill, by the way, also does
something that is very important to
me. It is a bill T have introduced, along
with my colleagues from New York,
that honors the 74 sailors who lost
their lives in the Frank E. Evans 50
years ago during the Vietnam war.
These sailors’ names have been left off
the Vietnam Memorial Wall over a
minor technicality, a technicality that
probably shouldn’t be in the rules to
begin with, but certainly it has been
waived in many other circumstances
and needs to be waived in this NDAA. I
would love to get that House language
into the final bill.

None of these priorities are going to
be met if House Democrats—and I focus
on House Democrats—if they don’t
come to the table and act in good faith
and negotiate in good faith. Senate
Democrats have had a major part in
this, and I welcome every bit of in-
volvement they provide.

One of the joys of being on the Armed
Services Committee for me has been
being able to see a functioning com-
mittee that works well across party
lines. Obviously, Senate Republicans
are all on board. House Republicans are
all on board. For some reason, the
House leadership on the Democratic
side is focused on other priorities, and
the contrast could not be more clear.

While we have been working hard in
the Senate on appropriations, as well
as the Defense authorization, our
chairman has used his voice—Chairman
INHOFE—and used his incredible work
ethic and his wisdom in working with
Senator REED, the ranking Democrat,
on getting these priorities to the fore-
front. I can’t think of a better tandem
than those two gentlemen.

Chairman INHOFE is truly one of the
hardest working, most decent, and hon-
orable people I have ever worked with.
Chairman SMITH, the chairman in the
House committee, could learn a few
things from him.

Again, while we passed the bill with
overwhelming bipartisan support, the
House bill was a much more partisan
exercise. We want to prevent a govern-
ment shutdown. We want to prevent a
continuing resolution. So along with
the NDAA, of course, is the Defense ap-
propriations bill, and we have to get
both of them done. We want to give our
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military a win-win situation, where
they get the pay raises, where they get
the modernization they need, where
new programs can be launched, and
where we can provide long-term cer-
tainty.

While we are trying to provide at
least a win for our military, Democrats
in the House are focused on trying to
win the 2016 Presidential election, not
even thinking so much about the next
one. They are involved in a kangaroo
court over there. I watched a half hour
of it today, and I could hardly believe
what I was seeing. Today’s political
theater in the House is unnecessary,
and 3 years into it, it is an outward
demonstration of the inward motiva-
tion of a party that is trying to undo
the Presidency of Donald Trump.

Instead of prioritizing our constitu-
tional responsibilities, they are en-
gaged in political theater in a kan-
garoo court. I am pleading, once again,
with my colleagues across the aisle and
especially across the Capitol, in these
last couple of days, while the nego-
tiators are together trying to figure
out a path forward, please come to the
table, please act in good conscience.
Please, please, please look for opportu-
nities where we can compromise, and,
for Pete’s sake, let’s at least pass the
things we all agree on.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Mexico.

Mr. HEINRICH. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to speak as in
morning business.

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

NOMINATIONS

Mr. HEINRICH. Mr. President, ear-
lier today, we were asked to vote on
the confirmation of Chad Wolf to serve
as the Under Secretary for Strategy,
Policy, and Plans at the Department of
Homeland Security. Mr. Wolf has been
serving in that role on an acting basis
since February.

Because of the way the Trump ad-
ministration functions, or fails to func-
tion, what we were really being asked
to do today was to confirm Mr. Wolf to
a position so the President can then
promote him to Acting DHS Secretary.
This comes on top of most appointed
positions at the agency going unfilled
or only filled with similarly temporary
acting roles.

Before we all throw our hands up in
the air and simply add this vote to the
growing list of broken norms and in-
competent actions on the part of the
Trump White House, I would like us to
consider what is at stake in this par-
ticular case. I beg us to take seriously
the human toll that has been incurred
because of this administration’s willful
chaos at the Department of Homeland
Security.

The Department of Homeland Secu-
rity is the Nation’s third largest Fed-
eral agency, behind only the Pentagon
and the VA. The agency oversees dis-
aster relief, transportation safety,
counterterrorism, and immigration and

November 13, 2019

border security. According to a report
in the Washington Post, Mr. Wolf is the
favored pick of senior Trump adviser
Stephen Miller to take over as Acting
Homeland Security Secretary. That
should tell us about everything we
need to know.

Stephen Miller has been the lead ar-
chitect of the White House’s immoral
and anti-immigration policies over the
last 3 years. The Senate should have
taken this vote as a reason to examine
how this administration has spent the
last 3 years flouting our Nation’s laws
and our Nation’s values through its in-
tentional chaos at the Department of
Homeland Security.

We should do our jobs and give an
honest accounting of this administra-
tion’s inhumane and, frankly, ineffec-
tive policies—policies, it should be
said, that Mr. Wolf has been right in
the middle of each step of the way. In-
stead, the Senate voted to confirm Mr.
Wolf in this sham process to a position
we weren’t even sure he will serve in.
This is shameful.

Now that the Senate has confirmed
Mr. Wolf to the Under Secretary posi-
tion and as we anticipate Mr. Trump
moving him into the Acting Secretary
role, I ask my colleagues to please con-
sider his record. We know Mr. Wolf
played a central role in authoring and
implementing the family separation
policy. We don’t fully understand how
much he did to implement President
Trump’s other harmful immigration
policies because the Department of
Homeland Security has stonewalled
and refused to provide key documents
to the Senate on his tenure before we
took the vote this morning.

However, given his major role with
Secretary Nielsen, it seems safe to as-
sume that Mr. Wolf was involved in
many of the administration’s policy
failures. Under these policies, thou-
sands of children, as young as infants
and toddlers, arriving at our Nation’s
southern border have been separated
from their families. We have seen mi-
grant families and children held in ap-
palling, overcrowded, some say
prisonlike—I would say prison facili-
ties—immigration detention facilities
like those in Clint, TX, that we saw in
the media.

The Trump administration has also
throttled major ports of entry where
refugees present themselves for asylum
as is actually dictated by current U.S.
law. This has resulted in huge groups
going instead to remote and dangerous
stretches of the southern border. We
have tragically seen that result in the
deaths of several children in New Mex-
ico near some of our remote ports of
entry that lack even the most basic
medical infrastructure.

We have seen President Trump play
politics with the lives of thousands of
refugees and asylum seekers, mothers,
fathers, and children who are des-
perately seeking refuge and the pros-
pect of a better life in this country.

We have seen the President even go
so far as shutting down the govern-
ment and stealing billions of dollars of
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congressionally appropriated funds
from the military to pay for his waste-
ful and candidly ineffective border
wall.

Finally, President Trump’s decision
to terminate the Deferred Action for
Childhood Arrivals Program, or DACA,
has thrown Dreamers across this coun-
try deep into fear and uncertainty. The
stakes of that decision have been
shown in oral arguments before the Su-
preme Court this very week.

Dreamers are among our best and
brightest—our best and brightest stu-
dents, teachers, and even veterans.
They only know this Nation as their
home in many cases, and today I am
meeting with a Dreamer named Sam-
uel, who lives in Las Cruces, NM.

Samuel came to the United States
from Mexico with his family when he
was 11 years old. He has called Las
Cruces his hometown for the last 13
years. As a DACA recipient, Samuel
was able to study accounting at New
Mexico State University and help pro-
vide for his family.

Dreamers like Samuel want to give
back to their communities and the
only Nation they know as home. They
are American in every way except on
paper, and because of President Trump,
Dreamers like Samuel face a deeply
fearful future.

Whenever we debate immigration,
frankly, it becomes a little personal for
me, and that is because, like most—all
of us in this Nation of immigrants—my
family’s story in America began with a
search for a better life. My father came
to the United States with his family
from Germany as a young boy. They
were fleeing the government of a rac-
ist, populist dictator who was first
elected democratically and then used
race and scapegoating to cement his
grip on power. I always wonder how dif-
ferent my own life would be if America
had turned my father away or sepa-
rated him from his family.

This is not some abstract question
for the mothers, fathers, and children
who are desperately seeking refuge and
the prospect of a better life in America
today. I know that so many Americans
watching this administration’s immi-
gration policies know in their hearts
what America truly stands for as a na-
tion built by many generations of im-
migrants like my father. That includes
local officials, first responders, and
volunteers in communities like
Deming, Las Cruces, and Albuquerque,
NM, who over the last year provided
shelter, food, and help to asylum seek-
ers who had nowhere else to turn. It in-
cludes the thousands of Americans who
marched in the streets and demanded
an end to family separation, and it in-
cludes millions of Americans who want
our leaders in Washington to finally af-
firm the incredible value that immi-
grants provide for our country.

I want all of you to know that I stand
with you. You are on the right and just
side of history.

I will keep calling on us to hold this
administration accountable to our
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American values, and I will keep call-
ing on Congress to uphold our end of
the bargain and finally act to reform
our broken immigration system. That
should start by passing the Dream Act.

We also need to address the root
causes of migration from Central
America, including extreme poverty,
criminal gangs, and violence. We must
make smart investments in real border
security and economic development in
our border communities. We need to
provide the necessary medical and hu-
manitarian resources to our border re-
gion, particularly for the rugged, back-
country terrain we have in my State.

I will never stop fighting for policies
that respect the dignity of immigrants,
recognize the real needs of our vibrant
border communities, and live up to our
true American values.

Unfortunately, I don’t think we will
ever have a productive path forward on
any of these urgent matters with this
President and his administration. That
is true no matter who President Trump
ultimately shuffles into the role of
Acting Homeland Security Secretary,
but it is especially true if the President
chooses Chad Wolf.

When Senator ROSEN questioned Mr.
Wolf in the Homeland Security and
Governmental Affairs Committee
about the role he played in family sep-
aration and other cruel immigration
policies, Mr. Wolf said: ‘“My job wasn’t
to determine if it was the right or
wrong policy.” In other words, folks,
he was just following orders.

I think it is clear that the Trump ad-
ministration has shown an appalling
disregard for basic human dignity. Now
the Senate has confirmed someone who
will simply rubberstamp the continued
failures of this administration.

I should also note that the current
pending vote on the floor is for a judi-
cial nominee, Steven Menashi, who has
also played a role in the administra-
tion’s shameful immigration policies.
As a counsel in the Trump administra-
tion, Mr. Menashi has acknowledged
that he advised Stephen Miller on im-
migration policy, and he has a long
record of opposing the basic human and
civil rights of people of color, women,
LGBTQ Americans, and immigrants.

As the general counsel at the Depart-
ment of Education under Betsy DeVos,
he played a leading role in trying to
deny debt relief to students defrauded
by for-profit colleges.

I can’t believe that we as the Senate
can allow these types of appointments
to keep going forward. We should not
let this go on. This is not who we are
as a country, and this is not the Amer-
ica that I know and love.

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

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

Mr. SULLIVAN. Mr. President, we
just celebrated Veterans Day here in
the Senate, back home, and across our
great country in the States that all of
us represent. Everybody was cele-
brating our troops, our military, and
supporting their families.

You hear that word ‘‘support’” a lot
when it comes to Veterans Day and our
military and their families, but I am
going to talk a little bit about that
rhetoric. That is great. Senators talk a
lot. But that is very disconnected from
what actually is going on in the Senate
right now and what is happening in
terms of the action of supporting our
troops.

I came to the floor a couple of weeks
ago to talk about this. I was pretty
fired up. I am someone who is very col-
legial with my colleagues on both sides
of the aisle, but the one thing I have
noticed is that there is talk on sup-
porting troops and then there is action.
The rhetoric, particularly with my col-
leagues on the other side of the aisle,
doesn’t always match what is actually
happening.

I would like to explain to my con-
stituents at home, the American peo-
ple, and anyone watching what is hap-
pening right now with regard to sup-
porting our troops—the action, not
rhetoric—the action. Two weeks ago,
my colleagues on the other side of the
aisle filibustered the Defense appro-
priations bill. That is the bill that
funds our troops. We had a big budget
deal. We all agreed to it.

It is hard to vote for it. I voted for it
because it actually supports rebuilding
our military pretty significantly after
the Obama-era cuts. I voted for that.

We are starting to bring up these
minibus appropriations. We had one a
couple of weeks ago. We debated and
voted on it. The plan was to bring up
the Defense approps bill. What did my
colleagues on the other side of the aisle
do? They filibustered it. It was the
ninth time since I have been in the
Senate that my colleagues decided to
filibuster the spending for our troops.
There is no other bill in the body of the
Senate that the Democrats filibuster
more than the bill that funds our
troops. They don’t want you to know
that. They don’t go home and brag
about it Dbecause they should be
ashamed about it, but that is what
they did.

Despite this budget deal and despite
all of this great support for our troops,
right now, my colleagues, for the ninth
time since I have been a Senator,
which is b years—nine times they fili-
bustered the spending for the men and
women who serve in the military. I ask
the leaders to come out and explain
that to the American people. Explain
that to the press. Explain that to the
people watching on TV. They don’t. I
think most of my colleagues don’t
want to do it, but they are told to do it
because their leadership wants another
priority. That is what is happening.

They talk about supporting our
troops, but then the action is that we
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are actually not supporting our troops
at all. We are keeping funding away
from them because we are trying to le-
verage the desire to support our mili-
tary and a Defense appropriations bill
for other political goals. This has hap-
pened nine times.

There is no other bill since I have
been elected to the Senate that my col-
leagues on the other side of the aisle
filibuster more. When they want lever-
age on a nonmilitary issue, they fili-
buster spending for the troops. I would
welcome some of my colleagues to
come and explain why they do that.
That is one issue.

Another issue is not my colleagues in
the Senate, but it is certainly the
Democrats on the other side of Capitol
Hill. We are now debating the National
Defense Authorization Act—the NDAA,
as we call it. This is the heartbeat of
the Congress. Why? It has passed this
body 58 years in a row. That is the clos-
est thing we have to a guarantee in
this body. Members—Democrats and
Republicans—come together, and we
set forward—coming out of the Armed
Services Committee, on which I sit—
the NDAA, which oversees, reforms,
and authorizes important programs for
our national defense and sets spending
authorization for the entire military.
Again, this process is normally very bi-
partisan, and it has been and continues
to be in the Senate.

I give Chairman INHOFE, the chair-
man of the Armed Services Committee,
my good friend from Oklahoma, and
Senator REED from Rhode Island, the
ranking member, enormous credit for
getting a bill that came out of com-
mittee 25 to 2. That is very bipartisan.
Then, when it came to the Senate
floor, it was 86 to 8. OK. That is the
Senate saying: Hey, this is really im-
portant. We are going to take care of
our military. We are going to lay out
the policies and the topline numbers
for rebuilding our military after the
massive cuts from 2010 to 2015. So that
is positive.

Why am I complaining about it?
Well, that bill right now on the House
side, as we have gone into conference,
is stuck. It is stuck. Many of the more
extreme Members on the House side,
who really aren’t big supporters of the
military—let’s call a spade a spade—
are now not allowing us to move for-
ward on any kind of compromise in the
broader NDAA as we move into con-
ference.

There are provisions that are very
important to the military that this
body strongly supported in a bipartisan
way, but right now, because of what is
going on in the House—the leadership
in the House, which seems to be a lot
more focused on other issues and not
the national security of our Nation, is
not moving forward on any com-
promise. Who does this benefit? Well, it
certainly doesn’t help our troops. It
certainly doesn’t help our military. It
certainly doesn’t help their families. I
can guarantee you, whether it is our
adversaries or potential adversaries—
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Russia, China, North Korea, or Iran—as
they are watching the stalemate on the
NDAA, they are very pleased.

This is something we need to come
together and address. I am asking the
chairman of the Armed Services Com-
mittee over on the House side, Chair-
man ADAM SMITH, and others to work
with the Senate, work with Chairman
INHOFE, work with Senator REED on
getting to the compromises we all
know we need to move this bill for the
fifth year in a row to support our mili-
tary. We think that should be based on
the Senate bill.

When you have 86 Senators vote for
something—a superbipartisan major-
ity—that should be the basis for com-
promise. But it is stalled. The chair-
man of the Armed Services Committee,
Chairman INHOFE, has done a great job.
He is a very patient man. He and Sen-
ator REED, the ranking member on the
Armed Services Committee, are frus-
trated. We are frustrated. The troops
are frustrated. We don’t have much
time to waste.

Again, I would like to conclude by
saying that there is a lot of rhetoric
here. There is a lot of rhetoric about
supporting our troops. But what we
need is action. By the way, I think a
lot of times my colleagues are like,
well, you know the men and women in
the military are not really watching
this. They don’t really know that my
colleagues on the other side of the aisle
have filibustered the funding for what
they need nine times in the last 4%
yvears—nine times. It is disgraceful, in
my view. People think, well, they are
not really watching what is going on
with the NDAA, how the extreme ele-
ments of the Democratic Party and the
House side are making sure there is no
compromise so that we can’t move this
bill. Guess what. They are watching.
They know this.

When they don’t get support from the
Congress of the United States, it is a
problem for our military, not just in
terms of the resources they need but in
terms of morale. I am going to ask my
colleagues on both sides of the aisle:
The next time you go home and give
speeches about supporting our troops,
supporting our families, do me a favor.
Don’t come back to this body and fili-
buster their spending or, for the Mem-
bers of the House, don’t stake out such
obstinate positions that you Kknow
there is going to be no compromise on
an NDAA bill that is really important
to our military and has strong bipar-
tisan support in this body.

I know some of my other colleagues
are going to be on the floor talking
about this NDAA issue, talking about
the Defense appropriations issue.
Again, let’s match the rhetoric we all
talked about with regard to Veterans
Day—about supporting our troops—
with action on the floor, not just hot
air and words.

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

Mr. MURPHY. Mr. President, I am
here to speak about the topic of
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healthcare, but while my friend from
Alaska is on the floor, I hope we can
bridge the policy disagreements we
have right now over the Defense appro-
priations bill, the appropriations proc-
ess and the authorization bill.

I have been in Congress long enough
to have heard this argument be trotted
out over and over again that if you
vote against a defense bill, then you
aren’t supporting the troops, even if
you have a legitimate policy disagree-
ment you are trying to work out. I
have heard that enough to know that it
just doesn’t match up with reality.

I was told that because I opposed the
Iraqg war, I didn’t support the troops.
People in the 1970s were told that if
they didn’t support the Vietnam war,
they were opposing the troops. The fact
is, we have a legitimate policy dis-
agreement that we are trying to figure
out. Democrats don’t think we should
be taking money from defense con-
struction projects that are housing and
protecting our troops to be used to
build a border wall with Mexico that
doesn’t do anything, in our opinion, to
protect the United States compared to
the benefit of the spending on military
construction projects. We think that,
ultimately, we are serving our troops
by making sure those military con-
struction projects get funded instead of
this wall that doesn’t make sense if not
for the President’s campaign speeches.

So we have some policy disagree-
ments over the budget. I would hope
that my colleagues wouldn’t try to use
this tired argument that if anyone here
ever votes against a defense budget,
then they somehow are opposing the
troops. That is just irresponsible and
disingenuous rhetoric.

HEALTHCARE

Mr. President, I am here to talk
about a few patients from Connecticut.
We on the Democratic side are trying
to put a face to this campaign that the
President is engaged in to try to weak-
en and ultimately eliminate the Af-
fordable Care Act. Right now there is a
court case proceeding through the ap-
pellate courts that, if successful, would
immediately end the Affordable Care
Act, which provides insurance to 20
million Americans and makes sure that
everybody in this country with a pre-
existing condition doesn’t get charged
more. The President has weighed in on
behalf of that lawsuit. He hopes it will
succeed.

If it does succeed, we are going to
have a humanitarian catastrophe in
this country if 20 million people lose
their insurance and, once again, insur-
ance companies are allowed to charge
you more if you have a sickness or a
sick child. We want to make sure we
put a face on who is going to be af-
fected if President Trump’s sabotage
campaign against the Affordable Care
Act succeeds.

I know my colleagues have remarks
and are lined up to speak, so let me be
as brief as I can. I want to tell you the
story of just a couple of patients from
Connecticut. I am going to cheat and
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make this ‘‘Patients of the Day.”
These are folks who reached out to my
office to tell me their story.

Jason is from South Windsor, CT. He
says:

I am 54 years old and I have been pur-
chasing insurance since I entered the work-
force at 22 years old. I have arthritis that is
manageable with medication. Without that
medication and care from my physician, I
would not be able to function. I would have
difficulty with simple tasks like walking and
shaking hands.

There is no question that I rely on my in-
surance. If I were denied coverage because of
my preexisting condition, it would be dev-
astating.

Jason is one of the tens of millions of
Americans who, without the protec-
tions from the Affordable Care Act,
would likely not be able to get insur-
ance. He is perhaps months away from
that reality.

Lisa, from New Britain, writes on be-
half of her grandkids. Because some
young kids can’t speak for themselves,
their parents and grandparents speak
for them. Lisa is the proud grand-
mother of two little girls who were
born with cystic fibrosis. She worried
that if her son ever had to switch jobs
and change insurance plans or if the
preexisting condition clause was struck
down by the courts, he would be denied
coverage because of their preexisting
condition. She says:

The girls are doing so well and thriving
with the current treatment and medicine
they are on. People with cystic fibrosis are
now living longer than ever because of medi-
cine available to them. We’ve worked so hard
in keeping them healthy. If this policy of al-
lowing insurance companies to deny people
with preexisting conditions or capping life-
time maximums is allowed, you would be
taking the lives of our family members.

Finally, Giuseppina, who is a con-
cerned sister in Bridgeport writes:

My youngest brother was born 2.5 months
premature in 1977. He spent two months in
the hospital and reached his lifetime limit
from my father’s employer-provided insur-
ance before he left the hospital! In January
of 1978, he was diagnosed with hydrocephalus
due to underdevelopment or birth trauma.

Due to the massive medical debt accrued
from his multiple surgeries and hospital
stays, my family had to receive public assist-
ance. . .. My father used to cry when he
went food shopping.

I want you to remember that reality.
Remember the reality of millions of
families who went bankrupt, who lost
all their savings, who went on public
assistance because they had massive
medical debt due to the fact that they
lost coverage because of a preexisting
condition or lifetime or annual caps.

All of that can come back if the Af-
fordable Care Act is struck down. It is
important for us to come down to the
floor and remind folks about the
human face of healthcare repeal and
the consequences if we don’t stand to-
gether and at least try to make a plan
for what will happen if the lawsuit is
successful and the Affordable Care Act
is struck down by the court system.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Missouri.
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Mr. BLUNT. Mr. President, on that
topic, of course, all Members of the
Senate have said they are preserving
the coverage of preexisting conditions.
It is sort of like the same speech our
friend from Connecticut said he was
tired of hearing about supporting the
troops when you don’t do everything
you can to pass the Defense bill. It is
at least as old as that—maybe older—
and often as tiring.

NATIONAL DEFENSE AUTHORIZATION ACT

Mr. President, in the shadow of Vet-
erans Day, we are here on our side of
the aisle to talk about why we are not
doing what we need to be doing to fund
the military. In my following Senator
SULLIVAN, there are multiple DAN SUL-
LIVANS who are in politics in Alaska.
The first time Senator DAN SULLIVAN
was on my radar, how could I tell them
apart? This one is Afghan Dan. There is
Afghan Dan because he was willing to
serve just like the Presiding Officer
was willing to leave law school and not
go to the JAG Corps but to go to the
Active, fighting forces of the country.
We are grateful for that. Both of them
speak with authority on these issues,
but the whole Senate and the whole
Congress would have a chance to speak
with authority on these issues if we
would just decide to do our jobs.

The way communities decide they
are going to honor Veterans Day, I
think, is unique among them. I had a
couple of events scheduled on Monday.
One was in Hartville, MO. Those in
Hartville were creating a wall of people
over the history of the country who
died in service. If you are in elemen-
tary school in Hartville today and you
look at that wall, I am confident you
will see some of the same last names of
the kids in your school.

I was at a high school event in
Camdenton at which we had about 20
World War II veterans on the stage. I
represent 500,000 veterans. My guess is
the chances of finding 20 in 1 county in
1 State is fairly hard to do these days,
but they were all there. We were also
talking about the beginning of a new
Junior ROTC Program at that high
school that will start in January.
There are 82 high school students who
are signed up to be part of that Junior
ROTC Program, which they have spent
10 years trying to put in place.

For those who have served and for
those who are willing to serve, the one
thing we can do in Congress is to pass
the two pieces of legislation that are
necessary to support that service. Un-
like in World War II and unlike in
many past conflicts, fewer than one-
half of 1 percent of the population
today serves in the military. The other
99.5 percent needs to stand up and do
what it can to be sure our military is
the best supported military in the
world. We never want an American sol-
dier, sailor, airman, marine, or a per-
son in the Coast Guard, in the National
Guard, or in the Reserves to be in a fair
fight. We always want them to be in an
unfair fight, wherein they have advan-
tages in that fight.
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The only way you can be sure they
will have those advantages is to have
the training dollars, to have the equip-
ment dollars, and to have the command
structure that allows that to happen.
For 59 straight years, the Senate has
passed the National Defense Authoriza-
tion Act. This is the act that defines
what Congress believes should be the
guiding principles for the military for
that year—the places in which money
should be invested, the equipment that
should be bought, and the other
changes that need to be made.

The other bill we passed is the appro-
priations bill that takes that author-
ization bill and really puts the money
by it that allows it to happen. For 59
straight years, it is the only authoriza-
tion act we have passed every year. I
think we could have a really good de-
bate as to why it is the most important
of what we do and is the most impor-
tant thing the Federal Government
does. We have done it, but we can’t
seem to get it done this year. The bill
that will have the biggest pay raise in
a decade for the people in the military
has somehow been negotiated since,
roughly, June 27 of this year. It should
have been a 1-week effort, not a weeks’
and months’ effort. When somebody is
assigned to a new base, this bill will
have the money in it to encourage
spouses to go to work and do what they
do as quickly as they can possibly do it
by the bill’s facilitating and expediting
State certification.

In January, we had our first military
spouse sworn in as a member of the
Missouri bar. Her husband had come to
take a command position at Fort Leon-
ard Wood. During the first week she
was in Missouri, she was able to be
sworn in to the Missouri bar and go to
work. Whether as a therapist, a teach-
er, a truckdriver, an electrician, an en-
gineer, or a welder, if you have those
skills and if you have followed your
spouse to a new assignment, we should
make that a top priority.

That is what happens in this bill. It
supports the readiness center in
Springfield, MO. It supports the vehicle
maintenance facility at Whiteman Air
Force Base and the C-130 flight simu-
lator facility at the Rosecrans Air Na-
tional Guard Base. As a Senate, we de-
cided all of those things needed to hap-
pen. Now we need to decide as a Senate
and a Congress how to make them hap-
pen. Whether they be 24 F/A-18 Super
Hornets that the Navy wants that will
be built in St. Louis, MO, or 15 F-15s
for the Air Force, these things will not
happen unless they are authorized.
Let’s get them authorized. Let’s appro-
priate the money. We are already
weeks late. We don’t need to be months
late. It is better to have the money the
day you are supposed to have it if you
are going to spend it as wisely as we
would hope you would be able to spend
it.

I join my colleagues and, I know, the
Presiding Officer in saying we need to
get this work done. It is critical. It is
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a priority. I am glad to join my col-
leagues on the floor in fighting for
those who fight for us.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
PERDUE). The Senator from Arkansas.

Mr. COTTON. Mr. President, I join
the Senator from Missouri, the Senator
from Alaska, and the other Senators in
calling for the passage of the National
Defense Authorization Act.

This bill is the last of a breed. It is a
bill we have passed with a large bipar-
tisan majority in Congress every single
year for 58 straight years. It hasn’t
been derailed by petty, partisan poli-
tics or grievances between the parties.
It has gotten large bipartisan majori-
ties because Congress has understood
that for those 58 years, the national de-
fense must come before politics. It is
the definition of a must-pass act, but
time is short to get it right, unfortu-
nately, because of those very kinds of
petty, partisan politics.

This bill is an opportunity for us to
continue rebuilding our military after
8 years of stagnation and cuts by the
last administration. The bill would in-
crease funding to our troops by $22 bil-
lion—money that would be spent on
cutting-edge technologies, like new
vertical-lift jet engines, to give our
troops an edge in future conflicts.

This kind of investment is essential,
especially as storm clouds brew in the
Western Pacific from a rising China.
The Communist Party of China is not
derailed by petty, partisan politics;
therefore, it is investing huge sums to
transform its military into a world-
class force that will be capable of rival-
ing and, it hopes, ultimately, of defeat-
ing our own military. At the same
time, China is pursuing an aggressive
technology strategy to dominate the
next generation of military hardware.
Beijing’s ultimate goal, of course, is to
replace us not just as the most power-
ful country in the Western Pacific but
in the entire world. So we must invest
in our military right now or else we
will reap that whirlwind in the future.

There are many other important
measures that have been included in
this year’s Defense bill that will not
pass—that will not even see the light of
day—on the Senate floor if we fail to
pass the bill.

There is the Fentanyl Sanctions Act,
which is my bipartisan legislation,
that would crack down on foreign
criminals—mostly Chinese—who smug-
gle deadly poisons across our border.
Synthetic opioids Kkill tens of thou-
sands of Americans every year, and
that toll will continue to rise if we
don’t start to bust up the criminal net-
works that originate in China and then
come through Mexico to poison our
communities. Let’s pass the Defense
bill to give law enforcement the tools
of the Fentanyl Sanctions Act.

There is also the PCS Act, which is
my legislation that would help mili-
tary spouses transfer their occupa-
tional licenses across State lines. When
your husband or your wife is in the
military, you follow his or her career,
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and if you are a lawyer or a nurse or a
teacher or any of the other hundreds of
jobs that require an occupational li-
cense in this country, you face barriers
to working and putting food on the
table for your family. This bill would
allow military spouses to continue to
pursue their careers uninterrupted,
which would therefore allow their mili-
tary servicemembers to focus on their
own missions and not worry about
their spouses’ jobs.

There is also our legislation to honor
the 241 American victims of the Beirut
marine barracks bombing that was per-
petrated by an Iranian suicide bomber
36 years ago last month. The Defense
bill would designate the anniversary of
that bombing as a national day of re-
membrance and strengthen our resolve
to fight the terrorist forces that car-
ried it out and that threaten our secu-
rity to this day.

There is also the opportunity to
strengthen trade restrictions on
Huawei by including in the Defense bill
the Defending America’s 5G Future
Act. Huawei is the eyes and ears over-
seas of the Communist Party of China,
so we must deny it access to our sen-
sitive networks and the networks of
our allies. There are 91 Senators who
voted to instruct the conference com-
mittee to include that legislation in
the Defense bill. They still hope it will
be included, but, first, we will have to
pass the Defense bill. If we don’t, then
China’s spy company stands to gain.

This is far from an exhaustive list of
the reforms that are or could be in-
cluded in this year’s Defense bill. It is
just a sample of the many valuable and
bipartisan measures that are under
consideration. They also underscore
the importance of passing the Defense
bill in the first place.

Consider the alternative to passing
the National Defense Authorization
Act—that being a terrible stopgap
spending measure that would include
zero reforms and that would degrade,
even as we face rising threats from
China and Russia every day, the fight-
ing capability of our military. A stop-
gap spending measure would freeze de-
fense spending at last year’s levels.
That is not to say that business would
go on as usual. No. Inflation would con-
tinue to erode the purchasing power of
last year’s funding levels, and the mili-
tary would have to tear up and renego-
tiate many of its multiyear contracts
with defense companies. Renegotiating
those contracts would cost billions in
administrative expenses that would
otherwise go to the pay and benefits of
our fighting men and women, to a new
aircraft, to new ships, to new guns, or
to new munitions. This so-called spend-
ing freeze would, in fact, cost tax-
payers an arm and a leg.

This is all the more reason for Con-
gress to act, once again, to pass the
National Defense Authorization Act, as
we have for 58 years, without being di-
vided by petty, partisan politics.

I urge my colleagues to put aside
their partisan objections on issues that

November 13, 2019

are really not even related to our mili-
tary. I urge them to make the hard
compromises necessary in order to pass
this bill and give our troops what they
need.

I yield the floor.

I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

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

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

Mr. PERDUE. Mr. President, the
world is more dangerous today than at
any time in my lifetime. We face five
threats across five domains: China,
Russia, Iran, North Korea, and ter-
rorism. The domains have gotten very
complicated—air, land, sea. Now we
have to deal with cyber and space.

But in that background, three times
over the last 50 years, this government,
under the leadership of three different
Presidents, has disinvested its military
significantly—under President Carter,
under President Clinton, and indeed
under President Obama. They cut the
military by 25 percent at least in each
one of those administrations.

The last one was extremely draco-
nian. We saw the impact of that on our
readiness, the fact that our moderniza-
tion program had been killed, and we
found ourselves falling behind what we
ought to now call near-peer competi-
tors. I would say they are peer com-
petitors now. When you look at the
money China is spending on their mili-
tary, when adjusted for purchasing
power parity, it is exactly the same as
we are spending. And they don’t have
the regulatory overhang and they don’t
have the legacy costs we have here in
the United States, so they can get
things done quicker and cheaper. In the
meantime, the world continues to be-
come very dangerous.

Yet here we are in the second month
of our fiscal year under a continuing
resolution. As we now are becoming
educated about, this is devastating our
military and has been. This is the 187th
time since the 1974 Budget Act was put
into place that we have executed a con-
tinuing resolution. It sounds really
easy. Well, we can’t get agreement on
how much to spend for the next year,
so we will just keep spending at the
same level. Some businesses do that,
but in this case with the U.S. military,
it is devastating because it locks them
into existing programs.

For example, we did an audit last
year. It was the first audit in the his-
tory of the United States of the De-
partment of Defense—the third largest
line item on our expense sheet. We did
an audit. In that audit was found and
identified by the Department of De-
fense $4 billion of obsolete programs
that nobody really wanted to keep and
continue spending on—$4 billion a year.
So right now, under this continuing
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resolution, not only are we not able to
give a 3.5-percent pay raise—the larg-
est in 10 years—to our military, not
only are we not able to improve their
housing, but right now we are obliged
to keep spending $4 billion a year on
obsolete programs that the Defense De-
partment doesn’t even want. This is lu-
dicrous.

Right now, I would say we are in
gridlock. We had 88 votes here in this
Senate where we voted to approve the
National Defense Authorization Act
several weeks ago—very bipartisan, ne-
gotiating in committee. I was on the
Armed Services Committee, and we
took this very seriously. We debated,
and it was a definite fight, but we
reached compromise. We reached bipar-
tisan agreement to support and defend
our military and to make sure they are
able to do the things they want to do
to make us competitive and defend our
country. Yet here we are, 6 weeks into
this fiscal year, and we still don’t have
this year funded. We are under a con-
tinuing resolution that devastates the
military. For six decades—58 years—
each year we have been able to do that.
Yet, this year, we can’t seem to come
to an agreement because the House and
the Senate can’t get together in con-
ference and agree on exactly what it is
they want to do.

That is all window dressing. It is no
more complicated than this: The
Democratic brethren in this body and
in the House simply do not want to
allow this President to spend another
dime on building a wall around our
southern border.

Let’s put this in perspective. First of
all, we have seen on this floor just in
the last 2 hours two different com-
ments: Well, we all know that building
a border wall doesn’t really work. It
doesn’t change anything.

Well, that is absolute propaganda.
Barack Obama built 135 miles of wall.
This body approved that. And wherever
that wall was built, illegal crossings at
the southern border went down 95 per-
cent. That is not propaganda; that is
fact. It is another example of the ob-
structionism we have been witnessing
here since the day this President was
sworn in.

On Inauguration Day, January 20,
2017, the headline of the Washington
Post was ‘“The campaign to impeach
President Trump has begun.” Since
day one, they have been obstructing
this President. We saw that in the con-
firmation process here. For the first
time in 230 years, we saw the minority
party not waive the 30-hour debate rule
and allow this President to get his
nominees confirmed. It has been the
slowest ever.

So we sit here today not being able
to build the space force that both sides
have agreed on. Eighty-eight people in
this body agreed that we need to go
ahead and start spending money and
doing that. We can’t do that. We can’t
put in the building blocks for the Ad-
vanced Battle Management System,
which is so important to deal with the
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modern fight. We can’t rebuild our nu-
clear triad, which is in absolutely crit-
ical shape. We can’t seem to get at our
readiness right now because of the lock
we have, under this continuing resolu-
tion, on the existing contracts out
there. As was just mentioned a few
minutes ago, we have to go in and re-
negotiate all these contracts.

Last year was the first time we did
not have a continuing resolution, and
there was such a sigh of relief inside
our military because it was the first
time in a long time—over a decade—
that they didn’t have that for the first
quarter of the year.

This is devastating. It has become
habit, and we have to stop it. It is abso-
lutely insidious. It is killing our mili-
tary and keeping us from doing the
things that both sides want to do be-
cause of petty politics.

We need to modernize our force, and
we need to do it right now. This NDAA
allows us to do that. We need to ration-
alize our expenditures to make sure
that every time we are spending on our
military, it is exactly what we should
be spending it on.

We have a Volunteer Force, and we
can never take that for granted. We
have to take care of our people in uni-
form wherever they are in the world.
That means working on their mental
health, their physical health, and their
housing.

I come from a State that has nine
military installations. We take na-
tional defense very seriously in Geor-
gia and always have.

People are concerned that this grid-
lock is endangering our country. It is
time that we get together, pass this
NDAA, move on the appropriations
bill, and get this done. People back
home are watching, the people in our
military are watching, and more im-
portantly, our potential adversaries
are watching.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Nebraska.

Mrs. FISCHER. Mr. President, I want
to join my colleagues today and speak
on the importance of passing the fiscal
year 2020 Defense authorization bill.

As others have mentioned, the proc-
ess of negotiating the national defense
bill is one that has a long history on
Capitol Hill. For the past 58 years, the
Congress has found a way to come to-
gether and unite behind a bipartisan
bill that supports our servicemembers
and enables the defense of this Nation.
We must continue this tradition, and
that means recommitting to the prin-
ciples of bipartisanship and com-
promise upon which it is built.

Thanks in large part to the hard
work and the leadership of Chairman
JIM INHOFE and Ranking Member JACK
REED and the members of the Senate
Armed Services Committee, the Senate
passed an overwhelmingly bipartisan
version of this year’s National Defense
Authorization Act. The House of Rep-
resentatives, however, passed a very
different bill. The conference process is
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ultimately about finding the best solu-
tion that supports our men and women
in uniform, but we have to be willing
to compromise and find consensus. We
cannot resort to political
brinksmanship.

As the chairman said last week and
as some of my colleagues have men-
tioned here today, we are running out
of time. It is essential that our col-
leagues in the House come to the table
to pass the fiscal year 2020 NDAA.

We live in a rapidly changing world
and unfortunately one that contains a
growing number of threats and chal-
lenges that our military must face
head-on. These threats demand that we
be ready, and our military can effec-
tively confront those threats only if we
provide our servicemembers with the
support they need to execute the mis-
sions, defeat the enemies of freedom,
and safeguard the Nation.

Providing for the common defense is
the highest responsibility this body
has, and that is why it is so essential
that we pass this legislation in a time-
ly manner.

As I said before, for 58 years the
NDAA has been the subject of a bipar-
tisan consensus in Congress despite all
of our other disagreements. No matter
what other issues arise, the one area in
which we must forge agreement is in
authorizing the resources our men and
women in uniform need.

Time and again, we have heard from
our senior military leaders that their
greatest obstacle is budget uncertainty
and unpredictable funding. If we do not
come together and pass this year’s
NDAA soon, we are at risk of damaging
our military capabilities and jeopard-
izing our ability to confront threats
from China, Russia, and other malign
actors.

It is essential that we work swiftly
to secure an agreement so that we do
not fail to provide the Department of
Defense with the predictable funding
they need. We must do our part and
honor the service of all our men and
women in uniform by moving this proc-
ess forward and passing the fiscal year
2020 National Defense Authorization
Act.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from North Carolina.

Mr. TILLIS. Mr. President, first, I
want to thank Senator FISCHER for all
of her work on the Senate Armed Serv-
ices Committee and in so many other
areas. I am here to talk about the same
subject, the National Defense Author-
ization Act.

It may be difficult to understand the
difference between appropriating and
authorizing. We have two different
sorts of committees here. One focuses
on the resources funding their use, but
they can’t be used unless they are au-
thorized. So every year for 58 years, we
have come into the committee, we
have heard differing opinions on prior-
ities, but at the end of the day, the
amazing thing about the Senate Armed
Services Committee when it comes to
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the National Defense Authorization
Act is that we always reach a bipar-
tisan agreement. It passed out of the
Senate Armed Services Committee
with I believe unanimous support, and
then it got passed out of the Senate.

Normally, this happens in the June
timeframe, maybe the July timeframe.
Now here we are in November. Not only
have we not passed the National De-
fense Authorization Act, but we are at
risk of not passing anything. Now what
we are hearing about is a so-called
skinny bill that would just be the basic
authorities while we are leaving every-
thing else on the table.

I am going to talk a little bit about
the Personnel Subcommittee, which I
chair, but what do authorities mean? It
means research on new weapons Sys-
tems. It means research for men and
women in a dangerous situation to
make sure the best possible technology
and training is available to make it as
safe as it can be in an unsafe environ-
ment. There are hundreds of authoriza-
tions in the National Defense Author-
ization Act that are at risk of sliding
another year for the first time in 58
years.

Now what I want to talk about is
what is at stake if we can’t reach an
agreement with Speaker PELOSI spe-
cifically in the Personnel Sub-
committee.

I actually requested the Personnel
Subcommittee because I wanted to
focus on the business of the Depart-
ment of Defense, and I wanted to focus
on military families and on the sol-
diers’ health and safety.

If we do not pass provisions that
passed out of my subcommittee and
that are in the National Defense Au-
thorization Act that passed out of the
Senate, here is what is at stake:

There is a pay raise for every soldier,
sailor, and marine—a 3.1-percent pay
raise that they could lose this year as
a result of not gaining agreement.

We have a lot of provisions in there
for military housing. I am from North
Carolina, and we have two very large
installations in North Carolina—Fort
Bragg, the home of the Global Re-
sponse Force, and Camp Lejeune, home
to a bigger population of marines than
any military installation in the world.

They are in housing today that needs
to be outfitted. They are in housing
that, quite honestly, is unsafe. This
National Defense Authorization Act
makes progress to make sure that the
families that are housed on bases are in
safe, clean settings, and quite honestly,
in some cases, they are not today,
which is why we have bipartisan sup-
port for the provisions we put into our
subcommittee mark.

Another thing that we are working
on—it is very difficult for one who
doesn’t come from a military back-
ground to understand how challenging
it is for a spouse to get a job for the
brief period of time that they may be
in one military installation or another.
This mark has provisions in it to make
sure that military spouses get employ-
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ment opportunities as quickly as pos-
sible and to cut through a lot of the red
tape that they are dealing with today.
That provision is at risk.

We have also taken major steps and
tried to prevent or reduce military sex-
ual assault. Provisions in this bill, I
am convinced, because they were voted
out on a bipartisan basis, are at risk
because we can’t seem to get agree-
ment with Speaker PELOSI’Ss House.

Another very important area is in
places like North Carolina. In North
Carolina, Camp Lejeune alone experi-
enced over $3.5 billion in damages as
the result of the most recent hurri-
cane, and Fort Bragg is still trying to
recover from a hurricane that hap-
pened about 2 and a half years ago.
There are authorities in there to make
sure that we can rebuild these facili-
ties. Military housing, as well as of-
fices and other training facilities at
Camp Lejeune, could slip another year
if we allow what I think right now is
the impasse between the House and the
Senate to move forward.

These are all very, very important
provisions in the National Defense Au-
thorization Act. These are all provi-
sions that got bipartisan support from
this body. If you all have been watch-
ing Congress, you know that we can
have our disagreements. There are cer-
tain things that we just simply aren’t
going to see eye to eye on, but we see
eye to eye on the National Defense Au-
thorization Act. That is why I do not
understand how the House would not
come to the table and pass something
that we have successfully passed for
every year of my life.

I am 59 years old. This could be the
first time in 58 years that we run the
risk of not showing the respect that I
think the men and women in the mili-
tary, in uniform, deserve, to give them
the authority to be trained properly, to
not run the risk of working with old
authorities that could diminish train-
ing and readiness and capabilities. This
is about these folks that have sworn to
defend the Constitution and our free-
dom, and we can’t take the time to
bridge the gap and eliminate the other
reasons that divide us and at least
come together on something for 58
years we have seen our way clear to
passing and making progress, for men
and women in uniform, for soldiers,
sailors, and marines and for their fami-
lies.

So I am for the Speaker of the House
and the Members of the House to come
to terms and pass what we have done
successfully for decades. We owe it to
the men and women in uniform, and we
owe it to every American to under-
stand what is at stake if we all of a
sudden slide for a year while our adver-
saries continue to gain ground.

I hope that my colleagues will con-
tinue to come together and pass this
bipartisan legislation. It is within
reach and absolutely an expectation, I
think, of every Member of Congress to
show our men and women in uniform
respect by doing our job.
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Thank you, Mr. President.

I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. WHITEHOUSE. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the
quorum call be rescinded.

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

NOMINATION OF STEVEN J. MENASHI

Mr. WHITEHOUSE. Mr. President, I
am here to speak on the confirmation
of Steven Menashi to be a judge on the
United States Court of Appeals for the
Second Circuit. We have grown accus-
tomed to the violations of norms
around here, kind of a dumbing down of
the institution. So by all of those
standards, I would ordinarily be oppos-
ing Mr. Menashi.

We have disposed of the blue slip con-
vention for Circuit Court nominees. I
just warn my colleagues, again, that
there is a price to be paid for that. The
blue slip for Circuit Court nominees is
the thing that connects a Circuit Court
nominee to a particular State so that
an Arkansas judge on the Circuit Court
of Appeals or the Rhode Island judge on
our Circuit Court of Appeals or the
Montana judge on their Circuit Court
of Appeals only is the Arkansas judge
or the Rhode Island judge or the Mon-
tana judge because we honor that blue
slip.

In another Presidency, when the shoe
is on the other foot, I don’t want to
hear any of my colleagues who have
thrown this Circuit Court blue slip out
complain when somebody who is not
even from their State gets appointed to
the so-called State seat on the Circuit
Court.

In addition, we have dealt with a lot
of unqualified candidates. I think this
administration has set the record for
ABA-designated unqualified can-
didates. This guy has never tried a
case, never taken a deposition. He ef-
fectively has not practiced law. When
he has tried to practice law, it has been
a disaster. He has been the counsel for
the Department of Education and man-
aged to have various programs that he
advised on all thrown out in court and
his Secretary held in contempt—so not
a guy who, when you get a mere legal
decision, comes up with a real winning
record.

Moreover, he refused, extremely arro-
gantly, to answer really basic ques-
tions, even to the point of frustrating
Republican members of the committee
when he was a witness before us, and
has refused to answer related questions
for the record as well.

So, for all of those reasons, this is a
pretty undesirable candidate for the
Federal bench, but it gets way, way
worse. If you look at what Mr. Menashi
has said over the years, it is quite an
astonishing window into his mind.
With respect to affirmative action, he
has compared universities—I am
quoting him here—he has compared
universities cataloging students ac-
cording to race on college applications
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and official documents, which you ob-
viously do as part of any affirmative
action program, he has compared that
to the Nuremberg laws.

If you look at the issue of sexual vio-
lence, he has made fun of Take Back
the Night marches and described
women who are active and concerned
about sexual violence as—his words
here—‘‘campus gynocentrics’’—maybe
he pronounced it gynocentrics, I do not
know—campus gynocentrics. When you
are talking about sexual violence, that
is not just a normal word to use. When
you are talking about affirmative ac-
tion, reference to Nazi Nuremberg laws
is just not normal.

He has argued that gun regulations
are ‘‘pointless”—I am quoting him
here—‘‘pointless and self-defeating be-
cause guns reduce crime.” Really? Ask
the victims of the firearms massacres
happening at such a horrifying rate in
this country how guns reduce crime.

With respect to the rights that have
been enshrined in our Constitution and
recognized in Roe v. Wade, giving
women the right, to some degree, of
self-determination about when to have
children, he described the rights codi-
fied in Roe v. Wade—I quote him here—
as ‘‘radical abortion rights advocated
by campus feminists.”” Good luck, on
an issue related to a woman’s right to
choose, getting a fair hearing from this
character once he is enrobed.

He mocked the gay rights group
Human Rights Campaign, which he
said incessantly exploited the slaying
of Matthew Shepard for both financial
and political benefit. We engage in
some pretty acid rhetoric around here,
but about a young man who was mur-
dered about being gay, that is just ap-
palling. If you are in his court on an
issue in which the rights of LGBT folks
are involved, there is almost no way
that you could believe that a judge
that has thought or said anything as
vile as that could ever give you a fair
hearing.

With respect to the question of diver-
sity, which many of us consider to be
one of America’s greatest traits, social
scientists, he said, have found that
greater ethnic heterogeneity, i.e., so-
cial diversity, is associated with lower
social trust. Ethnically heterogenetic
societies exhibit less political and civic
engagement, less effective government
institutions, and fewer public goods.

First of all, I don’t think that is true.
I don’t think that stands to scrutiny.
But, second of all, it is just kind of a
creepy thing to be saying, that we
would be a better country if we mar-
shaled ourselves together into our eth-
nic enclaves, which ‘‘provide the
groundwork for social trust and polit-
ical solidarity’”’—mot in my world, not
in Rhode Island. That is not the way
we work. I don’t think that is the way
America works.

So whether you are looking at diver-
sity, whether you are looking at gay
rights, whether you are looking at a
woman’s right to choose, whether you
are looking at safe regulation of guns,
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whether you are looking at sexual vio-
lence against women, whether you are
looking at affirmative action in col-
leges, you can find something truly
creepy that this individual has said.
That, on top of all the other disquali-
fying factors, makes him perhaps the
worst candidate that Donald Trump
has tried to put on the Federal bench—
by the way, that is in a crop of doozies.

The problem here is that people are
going to come into these courts and
they are going to have a feeling that no
American litigant should have and that
is that I have got a judge who is pre-
disposed against me, that it doesn’t
matter what my cause is. It matters
who I am.

And, sadly, I don’t think this is the
bug in these Trump judicial appoint-
ments; I think this is the feature. I
think it is the intention of the dark
money fueled apparatus that has got
this assembly line of unusual and pecu-
liar judges cranked on to our courts to
actually make sure that our courts are
more likely to rule for certain people
than others, that they are more likely
to rule for polluters, that they are
more likely to rule for gun companies,
that they are more likely to rule for
dark money political operators.

There are essentially, at this point,
with this nominee to a Circuit Court of
Appeals, no standards left—mo stand-
ards left. I can’t imagine anybody
much worse.

It is a sad day.

With that, I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mrs.
BLACKBURN). The Senator from Kansas.
S. 2330
Mr. MORAN. Madam President,
today in the Commerce Committee,
following an in-depth 18-month inves-
tigation to examine cultural and sys-
temic issues regarding abuse in the

Olympic movement, Senator
BLUMENTHAL and I introduced bipar-
tisan legislation, the Empowering

Olympic and Amateur Athletes Act of
2019. It was accompanied by an inves-
tigative report, findings, and, rec-
ommendations. I am pleased that the
Commerce Committee approved that
legislation today. This marks a signifi-
cant step forward to improving the pro-
tections and representations provided
to our amateur athletes.

The subcommittee that I chair exer-
cises jurisdiction over the U.S. Olym-
pic Committee and amateur sports at
large, and I remain fully committed to
ensuring the health and safety of all
American athletes. Our Empowering
Olympic and Amateur Athletes Act
would enact reforms to the U.S. Olym-
pic system by strengthening legal li-
ability and accountability mecha-
nisms, restoring a culture of putting
athletes first, and fortifying the inde-
pendence and capacity of the U.S. Cen-
ter for Safe Sports.

Our investigation, which led to the
foundation of the provisions in this
bill, included four subcommittee hear-
ings, interviews with Olympic athletes
and survivors, and the retrieval of
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70,000 pages of documents. This was
also made possible by the supportive
leadership of the committee—the
chairman and ranking member, Sen-
ator WICKER and Senator CANTWELL—
and the contributions of the committee
staff, including the contributions of my
staff and those of former Chairman
THUNE and Ranking Member NELSON.

Also, I want to take this moment to
thank Mr. GRASSLEY, the Senator from
Iowa and the chairman now of the Fi-
nance Committee. For a portion of the
time we were dealing with this issue,
he was the chairman of the Judiciary
Committee. He, too, made contribu-
tions to our legislation, and his contin-
ued leadership on this issue in general
has helped to move this bill forward
and out of the committee today.

During our investigation, Senator
GRASSLEY indicated an interest in
working together to protect amateur
athletes. After we introduced the legis-
lation, I am pleased we were able to in-
clude provisions from his legislation
that was just introduced yesterday
here in the Senate. Specifically, the
substitute amendment included fund-
ing accountability language for safe
sports, clarification on mandatory re-
porting parties related to child abuse,
and new reporting requirements to im-
prove transparency. Senator GRASSLEY
was also successful in working with
Senator PETERS to include whistle-
blower protection language in the bill
during today’s markup.

Again, I thank Senator GRASSLEY for
his leadership and commitment to the
health and safety of our amateur ath-
letes.

Additionally, there were thoughtful
contributions to our legislation—most
recently, in the form of our substitute
amendment—from other members of
the Commerce Committee, including
Senator GARDNER of Colorado.

I also thank my colleague Senator
BLUMENTHAL, the ranking member of
the subcommittee, for his steadfast and
ongoing support and leadership that he
has shown throughout this long proc-
ess.

This investigation and legislative
process started out as a bipartisan ef-
fort to provide substantive policy pro-
tections to amateur athletes and has
remained as such. That bipartisanship
has continued and will continue to be
prioritized as we push for timely con-
sideration of this legislation on the
Senate floor.

Finally, I would be remiss not to ex-
press my sincere and humble thanks to
the survivors for their bravery in guid-
ing our policymaking with their testi-
monies and ongoing input throughout
the process. Their willingness to re-
count and relive their traumatic expe-
riences played a vital role in informing
Congress as it seeks to address key re-
porting, governance, and resource
issues within the Olympic system. This
critical legislation would not have hap-
pened without their active involve-
ment.

I will never forget the question that
was asked of me by one of the survivors
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as we were gathered together in the
Russell Senate Office Building. The
question was this: Why was there more
than one? It is a question we would al-
ways hope to answer. There should
never be a victim or survivor of sexual
abuse. And if there is one, there should
never be a second.

The sad thing about this cir-
cumstance in which we found ourselves
and in which the athletes found them-
selves was that not only was there one,
but there were many more. We should
be able to take that call—why was
there ever more than one?—and make
certain that we do everything to keep
it from ever happening again.

I thank my colleagues in the Com-
merce Committee for their support on
this critical legislation. I look forward
to working with the leader and my
Senate colleagues as we push to enact
these necessary reforms.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Montana.

Mr. TESTER. Madam President, be-
fore I get into my comments on Agent
Orange, I just want to thank Senator
MORAN and Senator BLUMENTHAL for
leading the charge on making sure that
our Olympic athletes are protected.
There are some who say that govern-
ment has no business in this realm; I
couldn’t disagree with them more. The
fact is, this is a wrong that I think
Senator MORAN and Senator
BLUMENTHAL have tried to right. I just
want to thank them for their leader-
ship.

Mr. MORAN. I thank the Senator.

AGENT ORANGE

Mr. TESTER. Madam President, I
stand here today because the Trump
administration continues to turn its
back on our Nation’s veterans, many
who are suffering from illnesses relat-
ing to Agent Orange.

Agent Orange is a very toxic defo-
liant that was used in Vietnam. Every-
body who was there was exposed to it
because it was used in such great vol-
ume.

By denying eligibility to the folks
who have suffered from that exposure
the benefits and care they need, they
are not doing right by our veterans.
The fact is, there is no logical reason
behind it except for the fact that they
don’t want to pay for it. They don’t
think the exposure to these toxic
chemicals in Vietnam are a cost of war.
Well, they are.

Today, we are telling Acting Chief of
Staff and Acting Office of Management
and Budget Director Mick Mulvaney
and other White House officials to do
their jobs and make sure these vet-
erans are taken care of.

It is time for this White House to do
right by the 83,000 veterans—that is
83,000—who are currently suffering and
dying from significant health condi-
tions associated with Agent Orange ex-
posure. This administration—the
Trump administration—needs to stop
ignoring the overwhelming scientific
evidence put forth by medical experts,
scientists, and veterans.
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Internal documents obtained by a
veteran through the Freedom of Infor-
mation Act revealed that in 2017 Presi-
dent Trump’s first VA Secretary, Dr.
David Shulkin, tried to do right by
these veterans. At that time, the VA
proposed to expand the list of presump-
tive health conditions associated with
this toxic herbicide to include bladder
cancer, Parkinson’s-like symptoms,
and hypothyroidism so that these vet-
erans could become eligible for the
benefits they earned if they had these
conditions, but Mick Mulvaney and the
White House objected. They didn’t
want to spend the money. They said
they wanted more studies—studies that
would have effectively run out the
clock as more and more of these vet-
erans suffered and died.

Since then, the National Academy of
Medicine found evidence that hyper-
tension has even greater evidence of as-
sociation to Agent Orange exposure
than the conditions Dr. Shulkin at-
tempted to address. Yet the White
House still refuses to take care of these
veterans. They refuse to expand the
list to include these four conditions:
parkinsonism, bladder cancer, hyper-
tension, and hypothyroidism.

More have suffered and more have
died. These are Vietnam veterans who
are in their sixties, seventies, and
eighties. But this administration—the
same folks who are quick to beg for
nearly $20 billion for an ineffective bor-
der wall that Mexico was supposed to
pay for and who are happy to put a $1.5
trillion tax bill on the government’s
credit card—refuses to recognize that
this is a cost of war and that they need
to do right by the Vietnam veterans—
veterans who have already waited dec-
ades for the benefits and the care they
desperately need.

It is pretty simple. Do the right
thing. If you claim to be an advocate
for the veterans, no more excuses and
end the wait for these veterans and
their families. These veterans and their
families have already sacrificed great-
ly, and they should not be forced to
wait 1 minute longer. This issue needs
to be dealt with, and it needs to be
dealt with today.

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

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

NATIONAL HOMELESS CHILDREN AND YOUTH

AWARENESS MONTH

Mr. MANCHIN. Madam President, I
rise today to talk about a resolution
that I have introduced with my fellow
Senator from Maine, SUSAN COLLINS,
and 11 other fellow Senators from both
sides of the aisle—truly bipartisan—to
designate November 2019 as National
Homeless Children and Youth Aware-
ness Month.
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Specifically, this resolution high-
lights the issue of children and youth
homelessness and supports the efforts
of businesses, organizations, educators,
and volunteers who are dedicated to
meeting the needs of homeless children
and youth.

In the 2016-t0-2017 school year, there
were 1.3 million children and youth—I
repeat, 1.3 million children and youth—
who experienced homelessness in the
United States.

In West Virginia alone, our schools
have identified more than 10,500 stu-
dents experiencing homelessness. This
is simply unacceptable, and we must do
more to support our future genera-
tions. That is why I am a firm believer
that there are five promises—five
promises—we, as adults, should make
to every child.

No. 1 is every child must have an un-
conditionally loving and caring adult
in their life. That is the first. Every
child must know that someone loves
them unconditionally. No matter what
you do and no matter what mistakes
you make, at the end of the day, that
person loves you. It could be your mom
or dad; it could be a grandma or
grandpa; it could be an aunt or uncle;
or it could be a neighbor, someone who
knows they have your back no matter
what.

No. 2 is every child must have a safe
place to call home where harm cannot
enter. I would hope it is the home they
live in. Sometimes it is not always the
case. Sometimes it might be a school.
It might be an after-school program. It
could be a church. It could be a neigh-
bor’s home. Every child growing up has
to have somewhere safe in their life
where harm cannot enter and they are
protected.

No. 3 is every child must have a
healthy start and access to a nutri-
tious diet. I think that is why you have
seen in our school systems that we
have expanded our nutrition programs
from breakfasts to lunches. When I
went to school way back when in rural
areas, we had no cafeterias and no
lunches, but for some reason, I could
always tell when my mom or other par-
ents had put an extra sandwich in the
lunch pail knowing that we couldn’t
eat it but somebody could. There were
always those who kind of stepped in
and helped others.

Now we have that. Every child has to
have a healthy start and access to a
nutritious diet if they are going to
grow and be engaged and, basically, be
productive.

No. 4 is every child should be taught
a livable skill so that they can make
their own way through life. Primary
and secondary education is free in
America. It makes us different from
every other country in the world. We
commit to every child that they can
get an education to be literate—every
child. That is why education should be
held to a higher standard to make sure
that they have a skill set.

There should be no child graduating
from high school who is not ready to
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work or ready to learn more. We should
be able to identify in 7th, 8th, or 9th
grade what their interests are going to
be, whether they are going to be skill-
set driven or whether they are going to
be academically driven. Both are need-
ed, and we should not make them feel
like failures if they don’t go to college
because a lot of people aren’t desiring
to go to college. A lot of them want to
work with their hands. They want the
skill sets; they have that ability, and
we should identify that very early.

No. 5 is the hardest promise because
you cannot teach it. You can’t teach
this promise that you should keep to
every child—that that child should
grow to be a loving, caring adult and
give something back. They can learn
that fifth one only by how you conduct
your life, how that special adult in
their life—mom, dad, aunt, uncle, cous-
in, neighbor, after-hours group,
school-—someone in their life has given
them hope: Hey, I can be that person; I
can give something back; and I can
help somebody like me.

Those are the five promises. If we
can’t keep those, then God help us all.
We owe that to every generation. To
have one child homeless in this coun-
try is wrong. Homelessness means you
have no stability; you have no func-
tional family; and you have no biologi-
cal mom or dad to go home to. You are
either couch surfing or basically living
with another relative—whatever it
may be—and this is something we have
to intervene in and make sure we can
correct.

We must keep these promises to our
children so that our future generations
will grow up to be the best they pos-
sibly can and meet all their expecta-
tions. We expect our children and
youth to care about their education,
but if they don’t have a roof over their
head or a place to sleep, if they don’t
have adequate nutrition and meals,
they can’t focus on learning as they
should be able to.

I heard one child say: I am just try-
ing to survive. I am just trying to
make it through the day and survive. 1
would love to get the education you
want me to get, but when it becomes
basically survival tactics or edu-
cational tactics, survival will kick in
first.

That is what they are dealing with.
This crisis is affecting not just these
students in their homes, but it affects
their school life, too, and we must do
better to ensure that they can learn
and give back to their communities.

Speaking of doing more, there is a lot
of great work being done in my State
of West Virginia and nationally and, I
am sure, in all the States. One wonder-
ful example is the Children’s Home So-
ciety in West Virginia. I know they are
watching and are gathered for their an-
nual conference today. I want to thank
them for the incredible work they have
been doing. They have been strong
leaders in helping children and families
who experience homelessness in West
Virginia. We truly appreciate their
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leadership on this issue in our State
and hope that their work can be used
as a standard for the other States to
combat this issue.

Recently, I visited South Charleston
Middle School to see the work they are
doing to address the child and youth
homelessness crisis facing our State
from the perspective of a student’s life,
much of which is spent at school. They
use Federal funding to help correctly
identify students who are homeless so
that they can provide services to those
who need them.

I hope my resolution will help raise
awareness on this issue so that more
schools can use the funds available to
support the students who are experi-
encing homelessness. In West Virginia,
the child and youth homelessness crisis
is intensified by the opioid crisis that
has ravaged our State. The lasting ef-
fects of the epidemic on our children
and future generations are terrible,
from the increase in children and
youth homelessness to a rise in youth
substance use disorder.

This crisis will continue to affect
communities like those all across West
Virginia for decades to come, which is
why we must begin to combat and ad-
dress issues like child and youth home-
lessness now.

In the middle of this crisis, there are
success stories, too, like Hannah’s.
Hannah’s parents could not care for her
because of substance use issues, so she
went to live with a family friend, who
subsequently removed all support. A
high school counselor referred Hannah
to the Youth Services System Transi-
tional Living Program, which helped
her finish high school and go on to col-
lege. She is a recipient of the YSS Ron-
ald Mulholland Futures Scholarship
and attends West Virginia University,
where she is now a junior studying
chemistry. Last summer, she com-
pleted an internship in Tennessee.

The Youth Services System is a won-
derful national organization that
works to provide shelter for children
and youth across America. Organiza-
tions like the Youth Services System
and the Children’s Home Society de-
serve recognition for their incredible
work because, without them, success
stories like Hannah’s and so many oth-
ers wouldn’t even exist. This is why we
must raise awareness of this issue so
that we can support the wonderful
work being done across the United
States every day.

I am so proud to be here today to ad-
vocate for those 1.3 million children
and youth across our Nation who need
our help and deserve our help. We must
do Dbetter for them, and I believe
strongly that this resolution is the be-
ginning to work toward solving this
major crisis our Nation has with broad
bipartisan support. If there is one thing
that brings us together, it is the chil-
dren. It is not a Democrat or Repub-
lican problem. It is a problem for all of
us. It is an American problem, and we
have to face it.

With the support of 23 national orga-
nizations, I hope this resolution will
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pass quickly. I look forward to working
with my colleagues who have signed on
to this resolution and those on both
sides of the aisle to bring us back to-
gether to combat child and youth
homelessness.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Louisiana.

5G TECHNOLOGY

Mr. KENNEDY. Madam President, I
will talk for a few minutes today about
5G technology and taxpayer money. We
have all heard the term ‘5G.” 5G
stands for fifth generation—fifth gen-
eration technology. In short, what 5G
means is incredibly fast data trans-
mission—data going from my cell
phone to the President’s cell phone, my
internet to your internet, and the abil-
ity to connect a lot of different devices
at the same time.

Through 5G technology, which is
wireless technology, we will be able not
only to transmit data very quickly, but
we will also be able to transmit huge
amounts of data—almost breathtaking
amounts—and it is going to have a
huge impact on American society. It is
going to have a huge impact on the
world.

In some respects, it is going to
change the world. If technology has
changed the world thus far—and indeed
it has; among other things, it has made
the world smaller—5G is going to
change it even more. For example, you
will be able to use your smartphone to
open your garage door. You will be able
to use your smartphone and be a mile
away but turn on your coffee maker.
We will be able to do surgery by inter-
net. Surgeons will be able to be in one
place 1,000 miles away from a patient,
and that surgeon, through robotics and
other means, will be able to transmit
the data to operate on that patient.

Driverless cars are going to change
the world dramatically—not only the
way we get around. It is going to
change our need for roads; it is going
to change our tax base; and it is going
to change the insurance market.

5G is going to allow farmers to be
prewarned about encroaching diseases.
Farmers will not have to wait to see
their crops attacked by certain dis-
eases; through 5G technology, they will
be able to know and predict that those
diseases are coming. It is going to help
us feed the world.

5G technology is going to allow our
young people to have virtual appren-
ticeships. If you are a young woman or
a young man and you are right out of
school and you are offered an appren-
ticeship or an internship, let’s say in
San Francisco, and you are living in
Duluth—say you are a student and you
say ‘I don’t have the money to move
to San Francisco, and I don’t have the
money to live in San Francisco,” you
will be able to do an internship
through technology.

It is going to be 100 times faster. In
terms of the amount of data, I don’t
know how to quantify that, but it is
going to have an extraordinary impact
on wireless technology.
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What are we talking about here?
When my phone calls the President’s
phone, what are we talking about?
Really, we are just talking about radio
waves. We are talking about radio
waves. A radio wave is nothing more
than electromagnetic radiation. I don’t
want to get off the subject here. When
my phone talks to the President’s
phone, we are just sending radio waves
through the air. Sometimes you might
have heard that referred to as a spec-
trum. That is basically how a cell
phone and the internet works, except
with 5G, the speed with which that
data is transmitted and the amount of
data will be substantially larger.

Who owns those radio waves and the
air through which those radio waves
travel? According to Federal law—the
Federal Communications Act of 1934—
we do. We all do. The American people
do.

The Federal Government, through
the Federal Communications Commis-
sion and other agencies, including but
not limited to Congress, regulates
those radio waves going through the
air, which we call spectrum, but those
radio waves and the air through which
they pass are owned by the American
people. Just like a national park, just
like the oil and gas offshore in Federal
waters, just like the Rocky Mountains,
they are owned by us, the American
people.

Now there are certain types of radio
waves that are owned by the American
people that are perfect for 5G tech-
nology. These radio waves and this
spectrum, if you will—I will use the
term ‘‘spectrum,” but remember, I am
just referring to radio waves moving
through the air. This particular spec-
trum that is perfect for 5G technology
is called the C-band. I don’t know why
they call it that, but that is what they
call it. It is between 3.7 gigahertz and
4.2 gigahertz. Don’t worry about what
that means; just know that this part of
the overall spectrum is perfect for 5G.
It is perfect because it strikes a bal-
ance between coverage and capacity.
And this C-band, if you will, is not too
hot, not too cold. It is just right for 5G.
It is critical to our development of 5G
technology.

Since the American people own this
C-band and since many of our wireless
companies want to develop and offer 5G
technology to the American people,
given those facts, the FCC is going to
play an integral part. The FCC licenses
spectrum to companies that want to
use it. In other words, if you are a wire-
less company and you want to use a
portion of the spectrum—the radio
waves going through the air that are
owned by the American people—you go
to the FCC and say: I want to license
that spectrum, and I want to pay for it.

By law—not by custom; by law—the
FCC says: OK. To be fair, we are going
to hold an auction, and everybody who
wants to bid on this portion of the
spectrum can submit a bid.

In the last 25 years, the FCC has done
an extraordinary job, by the way, of
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getting spectrum out to the private
sector and getting the American tax-
payer paid for its property interest. In
the last 256 years, the FCC has con-
ducted over 100 of these auctions. The
FCC has brought in $123 billion for the
American people—billion. That is nine
zeros. I have met with folks at the FCC
who handle the public auctions. They
are incredibly experienced. They know
what they are doing.

Let me get back to the C-band. When
we left off, we were talking about the
C-band being perfect for 5G. We have a
lot of wireless companies that want to
lease it, if you will—want to license
it—and the FCC is there in the middle.
You would expect that what we would
do in this instance is what we always
do—we hold a public auction.

It has been estimated that if we hold
a public auction, if the FCC holds a
public auction and tells all the wireless
companies that want to bid to come on
down and bid, it will bring in $60 billion
for the American people—$60 billion.
Do you know what we could do with $60
billion? With $60 billion, we could put 1
million kids through college for all 4
years. With $60 billion, we could hire 1
million new cops for a year. With $60
billion, we could build 7,000 miles of
interstate. With $60 billion, we could
make sure that broadband reaches
every crevice and corner of America
because right now it doesn’t.

If you are in a rural area right now—
I don’t want to overstate my case, but
in many instances, if you are in a rural
area, you don’t have the same
broadband both in terms of reach and
coverage and speed that people have in
a large city, and that is true even be-
fore we get to 5G.

We could even give the money back
to people. We have 140 million tax-
payers in America. If we gave $60 bil-
lion back to 140 million taxpayers, that
is about $430 for every taxpayer in
America. I am not suggesting we do
that. That is above my pay grade, mak-
ing that decision. For a lot of people,
$430 isn’t that much money, but I have
a lot of friends who would say $430 is a
lot of money.

But in the middle of what I just de-
scribed, we have a hair on the biscuit.
We have three companies—and I am
not disparaging them. Two of them are
headquartered in Luxembourg, and one
is out of Canada. They are foreign sat-
ellite companies. They have gone to
the FCC and they have said: Look, we
are going to make you a deal. We know
we need to get this 5G, this C-band
spectrum, into the market as quickly
as possible. We will do the auction for
you.

It doesn’t matter that the FCC has
already done 100 auctions and brought
in $123 billion. These three foreign
companies have gone to the FCC and
said: Let us do the auction for you be-
cause we can do it better and quicker
even though we have never done a pub-
lic auction.

Then they told the FCC: By the way,
we want to keep the money. We can do
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it faster than you, FCC. Even though
you have done 100-plus auctions and we
have never done one, just trust us. We
can do it faster than you, and we want
you to give us the spectrum and let us
keep the $60 billion.

The FCC is considering doing it.

My State has a lot of oil and gas. The
Federal Government—the American
taxpayer—owns the seabed of much of
the Gulf of Mexico. Periodically, on be-
half of the American people, the Fed-
eral Government leases that seabed to
oil and gas companies to explore for oil
and gas. When the Federal Government
leases the land, the Federal Govern-
ment takes an upfront cash payment
and a portion of any oil and gas that is
found.

Can you imagine what would happen
if T went to the Federal Government
and said: Even though I have never
done an oil and gas auction, I can do it
faster than the Federal Government
even though the Federal Government
has done thousands of them. So I want
you to give me all the minerals in the
gulf and let me do the auction and keep
the money.

Can you imagine the reaction if I ap-
proached the Federal Government? The
people in charge of those oil and gas
leases would do one of two things. I
would end up in either handcuffs or a
straitjacket. But that is what is being
proposed here, and for the life of me, I
do not understand why the FCC is tak-
ing this seriously.

An article just came out a couple of
days ago. I will read the first sentence
of it. It came out of a periodical called
Market Watch on November 11, just a
few days ago.

It starts: ‘“A big step in the U.S. de-
ployment of 5G wireless could take
place by year’s end as the Federal Com-
munications Commission is expected to
back a plan from the satellite industry
for auctioning off radio spectrum.”

They called a couple of investment
bankers. One investment bank group is
called Height Capital Markets, and an-
other one is called Beacon Policy Advi-
sors. I don’t know where they are get-
ting their information, but they are
saying that the FCC has already agreed
not to do a public auction but to let
these foreign companies have the spec-
trum and get the $60 billion.

The article goes on to explain that
these three companies—these three for-
eign companies, the two Luxembourg
companies and the Canadian com-
pany—spent $515,000 lobbying regu-
lators and lawmakers on its auction
plan.

Then I go back and I look at another
article that came out not too long ago,
and it talks about one FCC Commis-
sioner. It sounds like he is already
sold. He was asked about the idea of
just giving the spectrum to these for-
eign companies and letting them keep
the money.

Here is what he said: ‘“‘Most of the
criticism of what is known as the CBA
proposal’’—that is the proposal by the
private companies—‘‘shows a lack of
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understanding of how the Internal
Commission works. [Dlon’t let
anyone try to lecture me on the com-
mission’s efficiency and timeli-
ness.

This Commissioner goes on to say:

If someone or some entities make a profit
for being at the right place at the right time,
I will live with that outcome. In the grand
scheme of things, if it is a contest between
speed and government trying to extract a
significant piece of the transaction through
a lengthy process, I'll take the speedy reso-
lution.”

Are you kidding me? What planet did
he just parachute in from? This is a
current member of the FCC. Somebody
needs to tell him about the President’s
Executive order, right here: ‘“Buy
American and Hire American.” It
doesn’t say ‘‘hire Luxembourg compa-
nies.” I have nothing against Luxem-
bourg companies; I just prefer Amer-
ican companies. It doesn’t say ‘‘buy Ca-
nadian companies and hire Canadian.”

I can tell you what is going to hap-
pen if the FCC does this. First of all,
the American people are going to lose
$60 billion. No. 2, they are going to get
sued. They say they can do it faster—
I don’t believe them—but I know this
much: I know a little something about
litigation. I used to do it for a living.
They are going to be tied up in court
for about 10 years—I can tell you
that—because the Federal Communica-
tions Act requires a public auction.

I can tell you what else is going to
happen. The people who live in rural
communities are going to get the little
end of nothing because we won’t be
able to control who gets this C-band. I
will bet you that the companies that
end up with it start—and I hope I am
wrong—and remain in the cities. So if
you live in the country, where I was
raised, you won’t get the benefit of 5G.

Also, if we give it to these three for-
eign companies and they get to decide
who gets the C-band, how do we control
who ends up with our spectrum? What
if they give it to Huawei? What if they
give it to a company that violates our
national security and our national in-
telligence?

This is a really bad idea, folks. There
is a bill that has been offered. It is a bi-
partisan bill in the House. I am going
to sponsor it in the Senate. It is offered
by two Republicans and two Demo-
crats. The bill is very simple. It says:
Do the right thing. This spectrum be-
longs to the American people. This C-
band belongs to the American people.
That $60 billion belongs to the Amer-
ican people. I am asking my friends at
the FCC to do the right thing. Do what
you have done 100 times already, and
let everybody bid. Let everybody bid.
Take the $60 billion that you get from
the American people, and let’s spend it
on something the American people
need.

I thank you for your time and atten-
tion.

I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.
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The senior assistant bill clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

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

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

UNANIMOUS CONSENT REQUEST—S.R. 420

Mr. BROWN. Madam President, ear-
lier this week, we celebrated Veterans
Day, a day we honor the sacrifice and
the service of those who fought in Nor-
mandy and Pearl Harbor and Inchon, at
Khe Sanh, Somalia, Bosnia-
Herzegovina, Kandahar, Mosul, and ev-
erywhere else where veterans work to
protect our country. We owe them and
their families a debt that we often fall
short in repaying. That is what this is
about today.

For years, the VA has been presented
with scientific information from the
National Academy of Sciences making
it clear that the list of the conditions
stemming from Agent Orange exposure
is extensive. It includes hyper-
thyroidism, bladder cancer, Parkin-
son’s-like symptoms, and hypertension.
In the late iteration of the Veterans
and Agent Orange Exposure Update 11,
published a year ago, the National
Academies recognized that those ill-
nesses—hypothyroidism, bladder can-
cer, Parkinson’s-like symptoms, and
hypertension—all have suggestive or
sufficient evidence associated with
Agent Orange.

Historically, the VA added illnesses
in those two categories to the list of
presumptive medical conditions associ-
ated with Agent Orange exposure. On a
bipartisan basis, this Congress has
done the right thing time after time.
We are all on the same side when it
comes to helping veterans who were ex-
posed to Agent Orange in Vietnam.

We recently found out that former
VA Secretary Shulkin decided to add
three of these conditions to the list of
presumptive medical conditions associ-
ated with that exposure only to have
OMB—the Trump administration—
block his decision. In an email to Di-
rector Mulvaney, Secretary Shulkin
said adding these conditions was ‘‘im-
perative.”” Yet no action took place.
There are 83,000 veterans living with at
least 1 of the presumptive medical con-
ditions—83,000. They are in Tennessee.
They are in Georgia. They are in South
Dakota. They are in Ohio. In a discus-
sion with blue water Navy veterans
last week, I learned that since the De-
partment put a stay on adjudicating
their Agent Orange claims earlier this
year, 12 veterans have died. Time is
running out. Some might accuse this
body of waiting until they all die. As
hard as it is to say that and hear that,
we are waiting until they all die before
we move.

For whatever political reason the ad-
ministration seems to place on this, we
need to ensure that veterans receive
the healthcare and the compensation
they earned. They shouldn’t have to
fight these one at a time when there
are sick men and women veterans of
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Vietnam. We did this to them. The
American Government decided to spray
Agent Orange. We knew it was harm-
ful. We know it is harmful. We knew it
then, and we know it now. The chem-
ical companies knew and the govern-
ment knew. Why does the administra-
tion now think it is OK to abandon our
commitment to these veterans? If you
are exposed to poison while serving our
country, there should be no question
that you deserve the benefits you
earned. Period. No exception.

Madam President, as in legislative
session, I ask unanimous consent that
the Senate proceed to the immediate
consideration of S. Res. 420, encour-
aging the President to expand the list
of the Department of Veterans Affairs
of presumptive medical conditions as-
sociated with exposure to Agent Or-
ange to include parkinsonism, bladder
cancer, hypertension, hypothyroidism,
which was submitted earlier today; I
further ask that the resolution be
agreed to, the preamble be agreed to,
and the motions to reconsider be con-
sidered made and laid upon the table
with no intervening action or debate.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. ISAKSON. I object.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion is heard.

The Senator from Georgia.

Mr. ISAKSON. Reserving the right to
object, I want to say to my committee
member how much I appreciate his
dedicated work. In the committee, we
work on a lot of things, including the
diseases in here, getting presumptive
conclusions done so we can cover as
much as possible, but medicine is not
exact. Diseases are not exact. Cir-
cumstances are not exact. When you
make a decision to include a benefit for
our veterans, you are making a com-
mitment to spend that money from the
taxpayers of the TUnited States of
America.

In the committee—and the Senator is
part of it, and he knows this because I
helped him a lot—we just approved
blue water Navy funds, which is going
to be one of the largest increases in the
history of benefits going to our vet-
erans. We are circumventing into that
some of the due diligence—which you
really ought to do before you make a
presumption of the diseases caused in
all cases.

I am an alumni of the Georgia Air
National Guard and a veteran. I am
chairman of the committee. I think the
world of the Senator from Ohio. What
he is trying to do is great and right,
just as he wanted to lead us to help get
us where we got to on the blue water
Navy funds, but I object to this motion
as one who would benefit because I
have Parkinson’s. I went into service
during the 1960s, during a year that
would be considered the Vietnam era. I
didn’t serve in Vietnam, but I served in
that era, so I would have consideration
if I got Parkinson’s disease—which I
have Parkinson’s. Then they can use
that as a conclusion to find out if it
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was presumptively caused or not by the
exposure I had.

I am just telling you as one who, if I
wanted to, could take a benefit from
this end run. I am not going to do it be-
cause I think it is time, as chairman of
the committee—that it is time we
make sure that every benefit we prom-
ise veterans, that we have the money
to do it so we don’t spend too much
money on other benefits and leave our-
selves short for theirs.

I object to the motion.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Ohio.

Mr. BROWN. Senator ISAKSON knows
this is no sort of false kind of flattery.
He knows how much I think of him. He
runs the most bipartisan committee in
the Senate. I have been honored to be
on it my entire 13 years in this body.
No Ohioan ever served on this com-
mittee as long as I have. I consider
that a privilege, No. 1, and an oppor-
tunity to pay people back.

I didn’t serve in the military. I know
Senator ISAKSON did. President Trump
had deferments from Vietnam. He
didn’t serve in the military. I think
that maybe perhaps, because I didn’t
serve in the military, I should work a
little bit harder to make sure those
people, most of whom are older than I
by a little bit, during the Vietnam
war—that they be treated better than
they were by the country and by the
public upon their return from Vietnam;
that they, in this case, get the benefit
of the doubt and the history of what
happened with Agent Orange.

You may remember years and years
ago, veterans—people who had fought
in Vietnam and had been exposed to
Agent Orange—had to prove, initially,
case by case, why they got sick, which
was darn near impossible, especially
when you are sick, trying to do that
and go through that pain.

Congress, on a bipartisan basis, did
the right thing back then. They put a
list of these illnesses together that ex-
posure to Agent Orange was likely re-
sponsible for. If you had one of these
illnesses and you were boots on the
ground in Vietnam, you automatically
qualified. You didn’t have to fight in
court. You didn’t have to get lawyers
or do any of that. That was then.

Now, even though Secretary
Shulkin—and I don’t know how many
Secretaries have come and gone. The
President can’t seem to keep Secre-
taries of the VA or staff of the VA be-
cause of the erratic policy he follows
with veterans. The President of the
United States goes to New York and
makes a great speech about veterans,
and we all applaud that, but then he is
not willing to give them the benefit of
the doubt. These are four illnesses Sec-
retary Shulkin thought—you heard the
term I used earlier, which is the term
he used—he used the term about these
conditions that it was ‘‘imperative”
that we do something.

I understand as well as anybody how
important it is to protect taxpayers. 1
also remember less than 2 years ago
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that Congress gave a tax cut—hundreds
of billions of dollars, and 70 percent of
it went to the richest 1 percent of peo-
ple in this country—and we can’t come
up with a few billion dollars to help
veterans who are dying from these four
illnesses? We can’t expand this list and
give them healthcare as we try to com-
fort them at the VA in Cleveland and
Dayton and Cincinnati and Columbus
and in Atlanta—all over? This is no end
run around process. These aren’t four
illnesses I heard somebody talk about
in Steubenville or Cleveland that ought
to be covered. These are four illnesses
the VA has looked at, the scientific
community has looked at, the medical
community has looked at, and Sec-
retary Shulkin—who served as Sec-
retary of the VA, appointed by Presi-
dent Trump, initially was acting under
President Obama—we can’t give them
the benefit of the doubt? This is no end
run. We can’t give them the benefit of
the doubt and say, yes, we should cover
this. I hope the chairman of the Vet-
erans’ Committee—that at some point
we can sit down and talk and he can re-
consider.

Why do we think we need to protect
President Trump, who, like me, didn’t
serve in the military? For me, it—I will
not get into that. But why can’t we
help these veterans and give them the
benefit of the doubt, cover these ill-
nesses, and move forward with the VA
taking care of people the way we
should?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from South Dakota.

UNITED STATES-MEXICO-CANADA AGREEMENT

Mr. THUNE. Madam President, it has
now been 13 months since the adminis-
tration concluded negotiations on the
United States-Mexico-Canada  Free
Trade Agreement. It has been 13
months of uncertainty for U.S. farmers
and ranchers, manufacturers, small
businesses, digital firms, financial in-
stitutions, and many others. It has
been 13 months of wondering what the
rules of the road on trade are going to
look like going forward.

We should have passed the United
States-Mexico-Canada Agreement
months ago. The Republicans in the
Senate have been ready to take up this
agreement for a long time, but trade
agreements have to be considered by
the House of Representatives first, and
the House of Representatives is con-
trolled by the Democratic Party, which
is far more interested in partisan pur-
suits than in actually doing any mean-
ingful legislating.

While the House Democrats are
happy to consider far-left messaging
bills that have no chance of going any-
where, they have no interest in work-
ing with the Republicans to actually
get something signed into law. Why?
The Democrats have convinced them-
selves that partisan posturing is more
important than securing a bipartisan
legislative victory, like a strong, new
trade deal that will benefit the Amer-
ican economy. So they are currently
opposing a trade agreement that would
benefit millions of American workers.
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Let’s be very clear. The Democrats’
decision to prioritize partisan politics
is having real consequences for the
American people. Right now, the mem-
bers of our military are unable to fund
new priorities because the Senate
Democrats are blocking the consider-
ation of Defense appropriations. Farm-
ers and ranchers in my home State of
South Dakota and around the country
are struggling, but the House Demo-
crats refuse to move forward on a trade
deal—the United States-Mexico-Canada
Agreement—that would bring them re-
lief.

Thanks to low commodity and live-
stock prices, natural disasters, and
protracted trade disputes, farmers and
ranchers have had a tough few years,
and one of the biggest things we can do
to help them is to take action on trade.
Our Nation’s farmers and ranchers de-
pend on trade.

When I talk to farmers and ranchers
at home in South Dakota, they empha-
size that the most important thing
Washington can do to boost our agri-
cultural economy is to take action on
trade agreements. Farmers and ranch-
ers need access to new and expanded
markets for their products, and, just as
importantly, they need certainty about
what international markets are going
to look like going forward.

The United States-Mexico-Canada
Agreement would help to meet those
needs. It would preserve and expand
farmers’ access to two critical export
markets, and it would give farmers cer-
tainty about what these markets will
look like long term.

I am particularly pleased with the
improvements the agreement makes
for dairy producers. South Dakota has
experienced a major dairy expansion
over the past few years, and this agree-
ment will benefit U.S. dairy producers
by substantially expanding market ac-
cess in Canada, where U.S. dairy sales
have been restricted. In fact, the U.S.
International Trade Commission esti-
mates the agreement will boost U.S.
dairy exports by more than $277 mil-
lion.

The agreement will expand market
access for U.S. poultry and egg pro-
ducers, and it will make it easier for
U.S. producers to export wheat to Can-
ada.

Of course, the benefits for the agri-
cultural industry are just one part of
this agreement. From manufacturing
to digital services, to the automotive
industry, virtually every sector of our
economy will benefit from the United
States-Mexico-Canada Agreement. The
USMCA breaks new ground by includ-
ing a chapter specifically focused on
small and medium-sized businesses. It
is the first time that a U.S. trade
agreement has ever included a dedi-
cated chapter on this topic. Roughly,
120,000 small and medium-sized busi-
nesses around our country export goods
and services to Mexico and to Canada.
The USMCA will make it easier for
these businesses to successfully export
their products.
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It would be nice if the House Demo-
crats woke up tomorrow and decided
that 13 months was long enough to
make America’s farmers and ranchers
and manufacturers and small business
men wait for the United States-Mex-
ico-Canada Agreement, but my hopes
of seeing action from the House grow
dimmer each day.

The Democrats in the House should
be addressing the American people’s
priorities. American workers shouldn’t
be sacrificed for the Democrats’ par-
tisan political goals. I hope that
enough of my Democratic colleagues in
the House of Representatives will urge
their House leadership to bring up the
United States-Mexico-Canada Agree-
ment in the very near future. Ameri-
cans have waited long enough.

The PRESIDING OFFICER
CRAMER). The Senator from Ohio.

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, I appre-
ciate Senator THUNE’s comments about
the USMCA. Some might call it
NAFTA 1.6. It just doesn’t do very
much. I was not in this body when
NAFTA passed. I was down the hall in
the House of Representatives. I voted
against it.

I saw what NAFTA did to my State
and what it did to our country in the
number of lost manufacturing jobs.
States in the industrial Midwest still
have not recovered from that legisla-
tion, from that trade agreement—the
North American Free Trade Agree-
ment. During the Clinton administra-
tion, I opposed the President of my
own party on this. In the Bush admin-
istration, the other party pushed the
one for Central America. There was one
after another after another of these
trade agreements, and we see the lost
jobs. President Trump made a huge
campaign promise that he was going to
do something about it, and this agree-
ment simply doesn’t do it.

We have talked to the U.S. Trade
Representative repeatedly about en-
forcing labor standards. The whole
point of fixing this agreement is so
that companies will not shut down in
Mansfield, in Zanesville, and in Lima,
OH, and move to Mexico to build plants
there and sell the products back to the
United States. Yet do you know what
is happening? Even the USMCA has no
language in it that is going to stop the
outsourcing of jobs. So, if this Congress
moves on the USMCA, you can bet that
month after month after month, we are
going to lose manufacturing jobs, that
the business plan of shutting down pro-
duction in Ohio, in Rhode Island, in
North or South Dakota, or in Montana
will continue, and that the USMCA
will not do anything about it.

This is the same President who went
to Youngstown, OH, as Lordstown was
about to shut down, and said: Don’t sell
your homes. We are going to bring
those jobs back.

No, we aren’t. GM moved more and
more jobs to Mexico at the same time
it shut down the GM plant in
Lordstown, OH. There were 4,500 jobs
lost. This USMCA is simply a

(Mr.
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wallpapering over of an agreement. It
doesn’t do what you have to do to stop
the outsourcing of jobs.

I look at trade agreements in one
way. Does it mean more jobs in our
country or does it mean fewer jobs?
The USMCA will do nothing to stem
the tide of jobs that are moving to
Mexico. That is why we should go back
to the table and include the Brown-
Wyden amendment on labor enforce-
ment—language that will, in fact,
mean there will be more prosperity in
both countries.

I thank Senator WHITEHOUSE for
yielding the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Rhode Island.

Mr. WHITEHOUSE. Mr. President, I
am not going to be that long. I ask
unanimous consent to speak for up to
half an hour as in morning business.

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

TRIBUTE TO ADENA LEIBMAN

Mr. WHITEHOUSE. Mr. President,
today is my 258th ‘““Time to Wake Up”’
speech, and I want to use this occasion
to take us back to our oceans.

Before I get into the substance of my
remarks, I note that this will be the
last “Time to Wake Up” speech during
which Adena Leibman will be with me.
She has been closely involved in all of
my office’s oceans work. She has, in-
deed, led it. She came to my office as a
Knauss fellow.

We loved Dean Knauss in Rhode Is-
land. He was the dean of the Graduate
School of Oceanography at the Univer-
sity of Rhode Island. In working with
Senator Pell, he helped to launch
NOAA, helped to start the Sea Grant
Program, and was extremely signifi-
cant in the ocean work of our govern-
ment. So one being a Knauss fellow—
one of the Knauss legacies—is a really
big deal and is a particularly big deal
in Rhode Island.

Adena has been coordinating the
oceans work now for 4 years and has
also been coordinating our appropria-
tions work. In the time that Adena has
been working on this, the bipartisan
Oceans Caucus, which Senator MUR-
KOWSKI and I established, has grown to
40 Members. It is very bipartisan. It is
very effective. We set it up as a work-
ing caucus, and it is working.

Adena helped us get the Coastal Re-
silience Fund passed into law. It is now
producing tens of millions of dollars in
grants for coastal communities that
need the support as sea levels rise.

She helped to get the Save Our Seas
Act passed. That was a unanimous ef-
fort. DAN SULLIVAN, of Alaska, was a
remarkable partner in all of that. The
participants in that included leaders
from landlocked States. Senator
INHOFE was a real leader on that bill.
We had such a good time with it that
we are now working on Save Our Seas
2.0, which today came through the
Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation Committee after having passed
the Foreign Relations Committee
unanimously and the Environment and
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Public Works Committee unanimously.
We are hoping that soon we will be able
to organize the floor consideration of it
and, perhaps, pass it by unanimous
consent in the way we did with the
Save Our Seas Act. The work of all of
that progress in those committees and
the negotiating of Save Our Seas 2.0
was led by Adena.

Lastly, this week, I started going
around to collect cosponsors for Sen-
ator MURKOWSKI’s and my BLUE
GLOBE Act, which is the ocean data
monitoring bill that we have worked
on and are now ready to launch. An
enormous amount of preparatory work
goes into getting that ready—getting
supporters lined up and doing all of the
work of cross-referencing the different
points of view—and getting a bill that
we also hope stands a good chance of
passing this body by unanimous con-
sent. So I give the speech with grati-
tude to Adena for her work.

CLIMATE CHANGE

Mr. President, the oceans send a
clear and consistent signal about cli-
mate change, and it is a signal that has
been untainted by fossil fuel industry
propaganda attacks that have been
problematic in other areas. The signals
are untainted for good reason, because
it is hard to dispute sea level rise
measured with tide gauges all around
the country. It is hard to dispute acidi-
fication that is measured with the kind
of pH test kit that a middle school
science classroom has, and it is hard to
dispute rising ocean temperatures that
are measured with that complex, ana-
lytical device—the thermometer. Even
the fossil fuel industry has trouble
fouling the climate signals from our
oceans.

The recent ‘“‘Special Report on the
Ocean and Cryosphere in a Changing
Climate’ confirms through grim data
that the health of our oceans is in
rapid decline, and it confirms that
these changes are caused not by nature
but by man. Headlines extracted from
the report are pretty alarming.

These are quotes: ‘“The global ocean

. . has taken up more than 90 percent
of the excess heat in the climate sys-
tem.”

‘. . . the rate of ocean warming has
more than doubled.”

‘““Marine heatwaves . . .
ing in intensity.”

‘“ ... the ocean has undergone in-
creasing ocean acidification.”

“ . mean sea level is rising. . . .

“Increases in tropical cyclone winds
and rainfall . . . increases in extreme
waves . . . extreme sea level events and
coastal hazards.”

“ . multiple climate-related haz-
ards. . . .”

As if that is not enough, ‘‘the ocean
is projected to transition to unprece-
dented conditions.”

It is a grim warning.

Look at acidification. Ocean acidifi-
cation is a chemical phenomenon. It is
not deniable. You can replicate it in a
middle school science lab. You can
demonstrate it with your breath and a

are increas-

X
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glass of water and an aquarium bubbler
and a pH strip, as I have done from this
desk.

The oceans absorb around 30 percent
of our excess CO, emissions in a chem-
ical interaction that takes up the CO,
but acidifies the seawater. Off our west
coast, the humble pteropod is a build-
ing block in the oceanic food chain.
Studies show the pteropod suffering
‘“‘severe shell damage,” worsened by
acidification. It is hard to make and
maintain a shell in acidifying seas.
Coral reefs are dying from acidifica-
tion. The great ocean die-offs in geo-
logic eras before humans existed were
signaled by ocean acidification. So
that is serious.

Look at heat. The oceans absorb over
90 percent of the excess atmospheric
heat—not 30 percent like the CO,—that
we have trapped in our atmosphere
with greenhouse gas emissions.

So think about it. All the terrestrial
effects that we are already seeing from
climate change come from less than
one-tenth of the excess heat that we
have trapped. The heat going into the
oceans is sparing us humans a real ca-
tastrophe, but all that heat is changing
the oceans. It is four Hiroshima-size
bombs’ worth of heat energy added to
our oceans every second—four Hiro-
shima explosions worth of heat energy
per second is the rate of ocean heating.
The rate of this ocean heating has al-
ready doubled, and the ocean is pro-
jected to absorb from five to seven
times more heat by 2100. So it is heat-
ing at the rate at which its heating is
accelerating.

What does that mean? Well, warming
seas expand—that is a basic law of
physics—and along with melting gla-
ciers and ice sheets, that means seas
rise: so far, about 6 inches globally; on
Rhode Island shores, already nearly a
foot. On our current trajectory, that is
more than 3 feet globally by 2100 and
more than 6 feet along our shores in
Rhode Island.

This is northern Rhode Island. This is
Narragansett Bay, and all of these
areas that you see that are blue are
land now. They are peoples’ homes.
They are peoples’ businesses. There are
roads and infrastructure—all projected
to disappear, all projected to be swal-
lowed by rising seas by the end of the
century if we keep fiddling around here
and not paying attention.

The First Street Foundation -cal-
culates that coastal communities like
these along our east coast and in the
Gulf of Mexico States have already lost
more than $15 billion in relative prop-
erty values as the insurance and mort-
gage markets start to look at sea level
rise and flooding, and it affects housing
prices.

In Rhode Island alone, they estimate
about $45 million in relative property
value lost. Predicted ahead is a coastal
property values crash. That is not com-
ing from an environmental organiza-
tion. That is coming from Freddie Mac,
the great American mortgage corpora-
tion.
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And it is global. The New York Times
recently reported new research ‘‘that
some 150 million people are now living
on land that will be below the high-tide
line by mid-century’’—150 million peo-
ple.

A UK study warns global sea level
rise could cost $14 trillion annually by
2100.

This is what Freddie Mac has to say
about this coastal property values
crash: ‘“The economic losses and social
disruption of the coastal property val-
ues crash may happen gradually, but
they are likely to be greater in total
than those experienced in the housing
crisis and Great Recession.” For those
of us who lived through the 2008 melt-
down, we don’t want to go there again.
Freddie Mac is forecasting that it is
going to happen because of coastal
property values.

Look here to the Pacific. A new Cli-
mate Central study shows that ‘“‘chron-
ic coastal flooding or permanent inun-
dation threatens areas occupied by
more than 10 percent of the current
population of nations including Ban-
gladesh, Vietnam, and many small is-
land developing states.”

Here is the southern part of Vietnam,
swallowed up by high tide in 2050. That
was the projection just a few years ago
with the flooding that was going to
come into the Vietnam delta area, up
here, in Ho Chi Minh City, or Saigon.
This is the new projection for 2050—all
of it under water, including a good part
of Saigon City.

As one of the authors of the report
said, ‘‘most sea level rise here between
now and 2050 is already baked in.”” Dec-
ades more of sea level rise means the
fate of many coastal communities here
and around the world is already sealed,
which may explain the 2013 warning by
the commander of our U.S. forces in
the Pacific that upheaval related to
climate change ‘‘is probably the most
likely thing that is going to happen
. . . that will cripple the security envi-
ronment.” He said:

You have the real potential here in the
not-too-distant future of nations displaced
by rising sea level. . . . If it goes bad, you
could have hundreds of thousands or millions
of people displaced and then security will
start to crumble pretty quickly.

Well, here it is, as predicted by our
Navy in 2013.

Thankfully, countries around the
globe are awakening to the problems in
our oceans. In 2015, I fought to protect
a mention—a mention—of oceans in
the Paris climate agreement. This
year’s original host, Chile, christened
the entire upcoming climate meeting a
“Blue COP” with a blue vision of re-
pairing ocean health.

I attended, as a U.S. congressional
delegation of one, this year’s inter-
national Our Ocean conference in Oslo,
where advocates, corporations, and
governments from around the world,
even the helpless Trump administra-
tion, made national and corporate and
regional ocean commitments.

Norway leads a panel of 14 nations—
14 heads of state and the United Na-
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tions Special Envoy for the Ocean, ad-
vised by people like our own former
NOAA Administrator, Jane Lubchenko.
A recent panel report outlined five
major ocean initiatives that could re-
duce 20 percent of global emissions by
2050.

The United Nations also declared the
2020s the ‘““Decade of Ocean Science for
Sustainable Development.”” The world
has turned toward action on oceans.

Now, usually, in confronting threats
of this magnitude, the United States
sets an example of leadership. We are
abandoning that tradition. In conversa-
tions about climate change and ocean
challenges, the United States is, at
best, absent. At worst, we are the ob-
struction. That is a mistake. The
United States should not lose its place
as an international leader, not if we
care about our vaunted role as the in-
dispensable Nation and not if we care
about the security and prosperity of
our democracy.

It doesn’t have to be this way. Other
ocean threats have prompted Congress
to do what is right. We passed inter-
national fisheries treaties and the Port
States Measures enforcement law. We
did it unanimously here in the Senate,
and now satellites are seeking out and
tracking pirate fishing ships to bring
them to justice.

We passed our first marine plastics
legislation unanimously, and a bigger,
better marine plastics bill is moving in
the Senate right.

Now Senator MURKOWSKI and I are
moving the biggest ocean data bill
since NOAA was founded through our
bipartisan Oceans Caucus.

So, yes, we can do better, and we
must.

Henry Kissinger once told me that
the great revolutions of the world have
come about from what he called a con-
fluence of resentments. Well, the poor-
est—those who depend most closely on
the oceans, those who lead subsistence
lives—will suffer most the brunt of the
coming crisis, and they will resent it.

Look at fisheries. The poorest starve
when their fisheries collapse. Others
are distressed when fisheries collapse
but have the resources to migrate or
find alternative food sources. For
wealthy nations, like ours, the fish in
our air-conditioned supermarkets may
cost a bit more, but our lives aren’t se-
riously affected. But when the poor and
distressed are hurt like that, they will
resent it. That is human nature, and if
you turn the pain up high enough, well,
good luck defending to them the sys-
tems of parliamentary democracy and
market capitalism that countenanced
their suffering.

Years ago, Daniel Webster described
the work of our Founders as having set
the world an example. He went on to
say that ‘“‘the last hopes of mankind,
therefore, rest with us.” From Jona-
than Winthrop to Ronald Reagan, we
have called America ‘‘a city on a hill,”
set high for the world to witness. Presi-
dent Clinton argued that ‘“‘people . . .
have always been more impressed by
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the power of our example than the ex-
ample of our power.”’

We still tout our system of democ-
racy and capitalism as a beacon of suc-
cess and progress, but we have aided
and abetted the failure of our system
to address the climate and oceans cri-
sis. Worst of all is the reason for it—
the fossil fuel industry’s menacing cli-
mate denial apparatus. That apparatus
may have won the day influencing Con-
gress for now, but it will surely fail the
test of time. History will judge harshly
an American generation that let its de-
mocracy be corrupted by this industry.

The voice of the oceans is more last-
ing than the greed and folly of man,
and it warns of consequences driven by
laws of chemistry, physics, and biol-
ogy. These stern natural laws cannot
be repealed or vetoed. Propaganda can
manipulate people, passions, and poli-
tics, but propaganda cannot change the
immutable laws of nature. The data are
the voice of the oceans, and if data
could scream, the oceans would now be
screaming.

So to paraphrase a poem, let us be
the ‘‘voice the sea would have if it had
not a better one: as it lifts . . . its rum-
bling, deep-structured roar.” Let us
wake up and get to our duty.

‘“Slap Nature,”” Pope Francis said,
“and she will slap you back.” We have
a hell of a slap coming if we don’t get
ahead of this, and we better wake up to
it.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Washington.

NOMINATION OF STEVEN J. MENASHI

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, I have
come here before to call out Senate Re-
publicans and their unwavering sup-
port for President Trump’s efforts to
pack our courts with partisan and ideo-
logically driven picks, but the nominee
I am speaking against today is truly
uniquely unfit to serve a lifetime ap-
pointment—a lifetime appointment—
on a Federal court: Steven Menashi.

Mr. Menashi has a deeply disturbing
history of disparaging comments
against women, communities of color,
immigrants, and the LGBTQI commu-

nity.
He unabashedly helped to roll back
protections for vulnerable commu-

nities. He defiantly refused to answer
basic questions from U.S. Senators,
both Democrats and Republicans,
about the policies he worked on while
advising the President. He has time
and again put extremism and ideology
ahead of the rule of law, and he has
proven himself incapable of serving as
a fair and impartial judge.

As if his record of extremism and
partisanship wasn’t bad enough, we
now know that Steven Menashi not
only helped but was the key architect
in Secretary DeVos’s efforts to ille-
gally deny relief to student borrows
who were cheated by predatory for-
profit colleges. These policies that Mr.
Menashi provided ‘‘legal advice’ for
were subsequently ruled to be in viola-
tion of Federal law.
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Secretary DeVos’s policy on borrower
defense led to her being held in con-
tempt of court. Whether Mr. Menashi
did not understand Federal law or
whether he advised the Secretary of
Education to blatantly ignore it at the
expense of students, the fact is that
this latest revelation undoubtedly and
unequivocally disqualifies him from
serving a lifetime appointment on a
Federal court—or, at least, it should.

Tomorrow, the Senate will take a
critical vote. This is a vote on whether
the Senate once again rubberstamps
President Trump’s unprecedented ef-
fort to remake the Federal judiciary on
a partisan ideological basis. It is a vote
that shows whether Republicans are
willing to support a judicial nominee
whose actions—his own actions—have
been found to violate the law as re-
cently as just a few weeks ago.

I implore my Republican colleagues
to consider not just Mr. Menashi’s
record of bigotry and the harm he
helped cause to cheated and defrauded
students, but also his blatant disregard
of the rule of law.

When casting their vote, I ask my
colleagues not to worry about what the
President might say on Twitter, but to
worry about the rule of law and to
worry about the idea yet another par-
tisan nominee getting a lifetime on the
Federal bench who doesn’t. It is that
simple.

Thank you, Mr. President.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Hampshire.

SURVIVORS’ BILL OF RIGHTS IN THE STATES ACT
OF 2019

Mrs. SHAHEEN. Mr. President, I am
pleased to join Mr. GRASSLEY from
Iowa on the floor today to talk about
important legislation that we are co-
sponsoring that built upon previous ef-
forts that both of us were engaged in to
protect survivors of sexual assault in
the criminal justice system. The ef-
forts to extend rights to sexual assault
survivors across the country is criti-
cally important, and I am hopeful that,
once our legislation is known to our
colleagues, that they will join us in
passing this important bipartisan bill.

Amanda Nguyen of the Rise organiza-
tion initially contacted our office in
2015. I know she also worked with Sen-
ator GRASSLEY. When she came to us
and detailed her harrowing story of
sexual assault, she was raped, and then
she felt like she was raped again by a
criminal justice system that was not
responsive to the challenges of sur-
vivors of sexual assault. Amanda de-
scribed the system that further trau-
matized survivors and provided scarce
protections for their rights.

Evidence of assault was being de-
stroyed without survivors’ consent, and
survivors were forced to periodically
follow up with law enforcement to pre-
serve that evidence. The broken proc-
ess that survivors were forced to en-
dure resulted in a system where they
were often re-victimized. Instead of a
process that helped them move forward
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with their lives as they pursued jus-
tice, survivors were confronted with
the trauma of reliving their attack
each time they sought to preserve evi-
dence or gather information about
their case.

Well, because of Amanda’s efforts,
the Sexual Assault Survivors’ Rights
Act was created. It was legislation that
provided for the first legally recognized
set of rights for survivors that could be
enforced in a court of law. Senator
GRASSLEY took that legislation, he in-
cluded it in the Adam Walsh Reauthor-
ization Act, and it was signed into law.
It has provided survivors with greater
protections in Federal cases because of
focus on notice, on access to evidence,
and on the preservation of sexual as-
sault evidence collection Kkits.

By creating this set of court enforce-
able rights at the Federal level, Con-
gress established a model for the
States to adopt similar legislation to
protect the rights of survivors. So far,
21 States, including my home State of
New Hampshire, have adopted that leg-
islation to guarantee survivors certain
basic rights in the criminal justice sys-
tem.

Now, unfortunately, we are trying to
figure out how to encourage other
States to follow the lead of Congress,
States that have not yet adopted legis-
lation protecting survivors. That is
why the bill that Senator GRASSLEY
and I are here to discuss today is so
critically important. The Survivors’
Bill of Rights in the States Act, the
legislation we are cosponsoring, would
establish a grant program accessible to
States that have in place a law which
guarantees the rights contained in the
Sexual Assault Survivors’ Rights Act.

The grand amount would be a per-
centage of the funding that the State
receives under the Stop Violence
Against Women Formula Grant Pro-
gram. States could then use the funds
to implement survivor rights, preserve
sexual assault evidence collection Kits,
reduce the backlog of kits, and provide
support for victim services.

Congress has previously passed legis-
lation using the Stop Formula Grants
to incentivize States to adopt legisla-
tion, and this is the perfect example of
why that kind of an approach would be
successful. No survivor should be com-
pelled to bear the indignity of peti-
tioning law enforcement merely to en-
sure that they are given a fair shake in
the criminal justice process. It is my
hope that this legislation will lead to
an increase in States passing bills to
protect survivors’ rights.

I think it is important that Congress
again show survivors that we are be-
hind them, that we will stand up with
them for their rights. The Survivors’
Bill of Rights in the States Act would
do just that.

I am so pleased to be joining Senator
GRASSLEY in this effort. I think, with
this bipartisan support, we can get sup-
port from all of our colleagues to enact
this follow-on legislation into law and
provide the additional support that
survivors need.
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Thank you, Mr. President.

I yield to my colleague,
GRASSLEY.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Iowa.

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, first
of all, it is a pleasure to work with
Senator SHAHEEN on this bill. I am
very happy to work together. We have
the same goals in mind. For the cyn-
ical people outside of Washington, DC,
that say there is never any Republican
or Democratic cooperation, there is
kind of a rule around here that Senator
SHAHEEN and I are examples of, but it
applies to all 100 Senators.

If you really want to get something
done, you have to seek bipartisanship
in this body. I can quantify that in this
way. There are 53 Republicans. There
are 47 Democrats. But if there were 53
Democrats and 47 Republicans, the
same rule would apply.

About 99 percent of the legislation
that gets done around here has to have
60 votes to stop debate before you can
even vote on the bill. So obviously,
even if all 53 Republicans were voting
together—and that doesn’t happen very
often—you still wouldn’t get the 60
votes to pass a piece of legislation. So
that is why almost every major piece
of legislation that gets through here—
and this example of Shaheen-Grassley
is just another example—it is because
you seek bipartisanship, and it is just
nice that it has to be that way.

So addressing this issue, I can say I
associate myself with the remarks of
Senator SHAHEEN and sit down, but
there is kind of a rule around the Sen-
ate. Everything that has been said on
this bill has been said, but I haven’t
said it yet, and I am going to say it.

I recently introduced S. 2770, known
as the Survivors’ Bill of Rights in the
States Act of 2019, with Senator SHA-
HEEN and Senator TILLIS. This measure
is a companion to what Congress-
woman SPEIER developed and intro-
duced in the other Chamber. It builds
on legislation entitled the Survivors’
Bill of Rights Act that we adopted in
2016.

As chairman of the Senate Judiciary
Committee in the last Congress, I
worked closely with a young woman,
Amanda Nguyen, on the development
of that 2016 measure prior to its intro-
duction. Amanda, a survivor of sexual
assault, found and leads the nonprofit
organization known as Rise, R-I-S-E.

She also worked with Senator SHA-
HEEN on the same legislation, intro-
ducing the final version in this Cham-
ber. We incorporated that 2016 package
of rights into an amendment that I of-
fered to another measure before the
Senate Judiciary Committee. In May
2016, that legislation passed this Cham-
ber 89 to 0. In October 2016, the House
version, which was introduced later,
was signed by the President.

The bills that we introduced this
month on the 2016 Survivors’ Bill of
Rights, it makes each State eligible to
receive a Federal grant to implement a
similar package of rights for victims of
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sex crimes at the State level. Such
rights include, for example, the right
to know the results of your forensic
exam, the right to have evidence pre-
served for a certain period, and the
right to notice before your forensic kit
is destroyed.

A State also may use its Justice De-
partment grants to preserve sexual as-
sault evidence kits, reduce the number
of kits awaiting testing, and extend ad-
ditional assistance to crime victims
under our legislation. Finally, the
measure we introduced authorizes 20
million annually for each of the fiscal
years 2021 through 2024 to support the
implementation of the new grant pro-
gram established by this bill. I urge my
colleagues to join us in cosponsoring
the Survivors’ Bill of Rights in the
States Act of 2019.

I thank Senator SHAHEEN for joining
in this effort and leading this bill and,
most importantly, to compliment her
over a long period of time in the Sen-
ate—and probably even before she came
to the Senate—her commitment to
working with me and with people gen-
erally on the issue of increased protec-
tion for victims of sexual assault.

Again, I thank Congresswoman
SPEIER and her staff for initiating this
measure in the House and for working
so hard to develop a bicameral, bipar-
tisan measure, and I thank Senator
SHAHEEN once again.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-
jority leader.

————

LEGISLATIVE SESSION

MORNING BUSINESS

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the Sen-
ate proceed to legislative session and
be in a period of morning business,
with Senators permitted to speak for
up to 10 minutes each.

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

SAFESPORT ACT OF 2019

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, this
week I introduced S. 2838 with Senators
ERNST, BLACKBURN, SULLIVAN, MUR-
KOWSKI, and PERDUE. This legislation,
which we have titled the SAFESPORT
Act of 2019, includes funding account-
ability, antiretaliation protection,
child abuse reporting, and other reform
measures.

I want to take this opportunity to
thank the Commerce Committee mem-
bers who lead the Senate subcommittee
with jurisdiction over the Ted Stevens
Act, along with Commerce Committee
Chairman WICKER, for including so
much of my SAFESPORT Act as an
amendment to a larger package that
they developed. That measure is S.

2330, the Empowering Olympic and
Amateur Athletes Act of 2019, spon-
sored by Senators  MORAN and
BLUMENTHAL.
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Senators MORAN and BLUMENTHAL
worked closely with me to secure the
inclusion of multiple provisions of my
SAFESPORT Act in their bill, which
cleared the Commerce Committee this
morning with unanimous bipartisan
support. Every one of these provisions
is designed to ensure that the U.S. Cen-
ter for SafeSport, which is tasked by
Congress with investigating abuse of
athletes in amateur sports, continues
on its current track of excellence. I ex-
tend my sincere appreciation to both
subcommittee leaders for their hard
work on S. 2330 and for collaborating
with me to improve their bipartisan
bill.

First, the SAFESPORT Act would
enhance child abuse reporting, by en-
suring that the Center for SafeSport is
subject to the same mandatory report-
ing requirements as other professionals
who work with children, under the Fed-
eral Victims of Child Abuse Act. By
law, this center is tasked with receiv-
ing and investigating complaints of
sexual abuse in amateur sports, which
is why its personnel should have to re-
port suspected crimes against children
to the authorities.

Second, this bill ensures that the
Center for SafeSport, a private organi-
zation that already receives millions
annually in revenue from the Olympic
community—and which would receive
$20 million annually, at the direction
of Congress, if the Moran-Bhimenthal
bill is enacted—is subject to an annual
audit by an independent auditor. Such
an audit is highly recommended by
charity watchdog groups for the high-
est functioning nonprofit organiza-
tions. It is also a standard requirement
for almost any nonprofit charitable or-
ganization receiving Federal grant
awards of more than $750,000 annually.
My legislation also calls for the Center
for SafeSport to implement any correc-
tive actions recommended by the audi-
tor each year or explain why it dis-
agrees with the recommendations.

Third, this legislation subjects the
Center for SafeSport to certain trans-
parency requirements, ensuring, for ex-
ample, that this organization reports
to Congress annually with a detailed
account of its activities, any changes
in its financial standing, and a correc-
tive action plan to implement auditor
recommendations, if any. We are enti-
tled to know how many complaints the
organization investigates and resolves
using the millions of dollars it receives
from the U.S. Olympic community
each year. Such information would be
made available to the public, under the
SAFESPORT Act.

The Commerce Committee included
all of these accountability, trans-
parency, and child abuse reporting pro-
visions, as well as the antiretaliation
language of my SAFESPORT Act in
the package it approved today. That
antiretaliation language, on which I
collaborated with Senator PETERS, pro-
tects whistleblowers who come forward
and report abuses in amateur sports. I
thank Senator PETERS for his collabo-
ration on that language. I am delighted
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