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with Hong Kong, does not do what 
Democratic or Republican Presidents 
have done in the past in standing up 
for human rights and democracy. He 
has not done that. He doesn’t seem to 
care. As we know, he seems more eager 
to please dictators than to please those 
who are fighting for democracy. 

Congress can act. We have a bipar-
tisan bill in the Senate that has many 
cosponsors, including the senior Sen-
ators from Florida and New Jersey and 
from Maryland as well, that would re-
affirm our steadfast support for Hong 
Kong’s autonomy, democracy, and re-
spect for human rights. It would amend 
the Hong Kong Policy Act in order to 
give us the tools to safeguard and pro-
tect Hong Kong’s democracy and au-
tonomy and hold accountable those re-
sponsible for the abuse of the human 
rights of the people of Hong Kong. 

There is no objection to this bill on 
the Democratic side of the aisle. We be-
lieve the Senate should pass it. If there 
are objections on the Republicans’ side, 
let’s take a few days and work through 
the bill on the floor. We haven’t done 
much legislation. Here is a place at 
which we can come together in a bipar-
tisan way. So, if there are no objec-
tions, great. Let’s pass it this after-
noon. I believe the Senator from Flor-
ida will make a unanimous consent re-
quest in that regard. If there are objec-
tions, I urge the Republican leader, 
who has spoken out and defended the 
protests, to take a few days. Let some-
one try to invoke cloture—it will fail 
miserably—and let’s vote on this. 
Then, maybe, the House will pass it. 
That would be something, I think, that 
would happen and with the President 
as well. 

In addition, the Senator from Or-
egon, along with some others, has a bill 
that U.S. companies shouldn’t sell le-
thal types of equipment to the Hong 
Kong police that have been used on the 
protesters. I would hope we could find 
a way to work that proposal into this 
bill or, maybe, we could make a unani-
mous consent request alongside it. 

Nonetheless, we should pass the bi-
partisan bill in the Senate, reconcile it 
with similar legislation in the House, 
and quickly send it to the President’s 
desk. It would be the strongest action 
Congress could take immediately to 
demonstrate Americans’ support for 
the protests in Hong Kong. It would 
send a strong and clear message to the 
ruling party in Beijing. It would make 
a real difference. 

The words on the floor the Repub-
lican leader mentioned yesterday were 
good but were not sufficient. Again, I 
urge him to move on this legislation, if 
we can, by unanimous consent. If not, 
let’s have a debate on the floor so the 
handful of Senators who might try to 
block it are thwarted, and the bill will 
move forward. 

f 

IMPEACHMENT 

Mr. SCHUMER. Madam President, 
this morning, during the House’s im-

peachment inquiry, the American peo-
ple will hear more important testi-
mony from LTC Alexander Vindman, of 
the National Security Council, and 
from Jennifer Williams, an adviser to 
the Vice President. 

Regrettably, some Republicans, in-
cluding one in this Chamber, have 
tried, without evidence or substan-
tiation, to undermine, to call into 
question, and to smear the credibility 
of the witnesses, including of Lieuten-
ant Colonel Vindman—a Purple Heart 
recipient who has spent his life in serv-
ice to our country. The attacks on the 
witnesses are painful and wrong. They 
are reminiscent of the actions of a bru-
tal country, not of the democratic Re-
public that we are. 

I hope everyone will treat these wit-
nesses with respect and listen to their 
testimony with an open mind. Whether 
they agree or disagree with their testi-
mony, it is unbecoming of any Senator 
to smear these patriots. The House has 
a responsibility to seek the truth and 
uncover all of the facts, and if it comes 
to it, the Senate has a responsibility to 
examine the evidence and render im-
partial judgment. 

f 

INFRASTRUCTURE 

Mr. SCHUMER. Madam President, fi-
nally, on infrastructure, as the im-
peachment inquiry continues, the 
Democrats in both Chambers continue 
to do the work of the American people. 
Just last week, my colleagues in the 
House discussed a proposal for a very 
significant investment in infrastruc-
ture. At the very beginning of the 
Trump administration, the Senate 
Democrats proposed a trillion-dollar 
infrastructure plan that would create 
15 million jobs. 

At our meeting at the White House, I 
mentioned this to President Trump and 
asked him to join us in either sup-
porting our bill or in working to mod-
ify it in a way that he might be able to 
support it. At the time, after promising 
over and over again in his campaign 
that he would pursue a major overhaul 
of our Nation’s infrastructure, we had 
hoped President Trump would have 
worked with us on specific legislation. 
Unfortunately and typically, after 3 
years into the Trump administration, 
instead of working with the Demo-
crats, President Trump has done next 
to nothing. Earlier this year, the Presi-
dent walked out of a meeting on infra-
structure that was held between him, 
Speaker PELOSI, me, and some other 
Congressmen and Senators. We haven’t 
heard from him on the issue since. 

Meanwhile, Leader MCCONNELL has 
turned the Senate into a legislative 
graveyard and seems uninterested in 
any bipartisan, bicameral legislation. 
It is so typical of this administration— 
of President Trump. He campaigns on 
infrastructure and has commercials 
running right now that say the Demo-
crats are not doing anything on infra-
structure when he is the one who is 
doing nothing. He has an amazing 

penchant for looking at his own faults 
and then of pointing the finger at oth-
ers and saying those faults are theirs. 
It is glaring on infrastructure. 

The idea that the House impeach-
ment inquiry is some sort of distrac-
tion from other issues is plain wrong. 

President Trump, we are doing noth-
ing here in the Senate. Come talk to us 
about infrastructure, and we can get 
something done. 

The Democrats in the House and the 
Democrats in the Senate are willing to 
work with our Republican colleagues 
right now. We have over 200 House- 
passed bills we could consider here on 
the floor and have plenty of bipartisan 
Senate bills besides—from bills to 
lower the cost of prescription drugs to 
election security, to the Violence 
Against Women Act. We would like to 
work on a large infrastructure bill as 
well. It is entirely up to President 
Trump and Leader MCCONNELL to de-
cide if we are going to make progress 
on a topic like infrastructure or if the 
Senate, under MCCONNELL’s leadership, 
will continue to be a graveyard for 
commonsense ideas to help so many 
millions of Americans. 

I yield the floor. 
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. THUNE. Madam President, I ask 

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

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

f 

RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME 

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

f 

CONCLUSION OF MORNING 
BUSINESS 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Morning 
business is closed. 

f 

EXECUTIVE SESSION 

EXECUTIVE CALENDAR 

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

The senior assistant legislative clerk 
read the nomination of Robert J. Luck, 
of Florida, to be United States Circuit 
Judge for the Eleventh Circuit. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-
jority whip. 

DEFENSE APPROPRIATIONS 

Mr. THUNE. Madam President, our 
most fundamental responsibility as 
Members of Congress is to provide for 
our Nation’s defense, and a big part of 
that is ensuring that our men and 
women in uniform have the resources 
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they need to defend our country. That 
means, of course, that we have to en-
sure that our military receives ade-
quate funding to meet today’s prior-
ities and to prepare for the threats of 
tomorrow. It also means we need to en-
sure that our military receives timely 
funding. 

Our military doesn’t just need suffi-
cient funding to cover defense prior-
ities; it also needs to receive that 
money on time, on a predictable sched-
ule. That means passing the Defense 
appropriations bill before the end of 
each fiscal year instead of forcing the 
military to rely on temporary funding 
measures that leave the military in 
doubt about funding levels and unable 
to start important new projects. 

Right now, we are almost 2 full 
months into the 2020 fiscal year. We 
should have passed the Defense appro-
priations bill by the end of September, 
but we didn’t because, unfortunately, 
our Democratic colleagues were unable 
to resist the chance to pick yet an-
other fight with the President. This 
wasn’t supposed to happen. At the end 
of the summer, the congressional lead-
ers of both parties and the President 
reached an agreement on funding levels 
for 2020 and 2021. The leaders also 
agreed on a number of guidelines for 
appropriations bills, including a ban on 
poison pills intended to derail appro-
priations legislation. The idea behind 
this agreement was to pave the way for 
the timely passage of appropriations 
bills and to prevent the kind of situa-
tion we are in right now—almost 2 
months behind on passing defense and 
other funding. Unfortunately, the 
Democrats chose to renege on this 
agreement. 

The Senate Democrats are currently 
holding up defense funding by insisting 
on the type of poison pills they prom-
ised to forgo just a few months ago. 
The leader has attempted to bring up 
the Defense appropriations bill twice, 
and both times the Senate Democrats 
have filibustered the legislation. It is 
deeply disappointing. I understand that 
my Democratic colleagues are looking 
for any opportunity to pick a fight 
with the President, but funding for our 
men and women in uniform should not 
be subjected to the Democrats’ par-
tisan whims. 

Thanks to the Democrats, right now, 
our military is operating under a con-
tinuing resolution that leaves the mili-
tary short of the funding it needs for 
the 2020 fiscal year. That has real con-
sequences. In addition to leaving the 
military underfunded, a continuing res-
olution prevents the military from 
starting key projects that will help to 
ensure our men and women in uniform 
will be prepared to meet the threats of 
the future. The Pentagon can’t start 
new procurement projects. New re-
search and development initiatives 
that keep us a step ahead of our adver-
saries are put on hold. All told, under a 
continuing resolution, the military’s 
purchasing power is reduced by, rough-
ly, $5 billion each quarter. 

To put that in perspective, that is 
the equivalent of losing out on about 56 
Joint Strike Fighter planes, depending 
on the variant, every 3 months. That $5 
billion the Pentagon is going without 
is urgently needed funding for critical 
military priorities. The longer the Pen-
tagon goes without this funding, the 
greater the consequences for our mili-
tary preparedness. 

Playing politics with our national de-
fense is unacceptable. We owe our men 
and women in uniform timely, reliable, 
and adequate defense funding, and we 
owe every man, woman, and child in 
the United States the same thing. The 
safety of every person in this country 
depends on the strength of our mili-
tary. I hope that at least some of my 
Democratic colleagues will see their 
way to joining the Republicans in get-
ting this year’s Defense appropriations 
bill to the President’s desk. It is time 
to get our men and women in uniform 
the funding that they need and that 
they deserve. 

I yield the floor. 
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. DURBIN. Mr. President, I ask 

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
SCOTT of Florida). Without objection, 
it is so ordered. 

E-CIGARETTES 
Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, on Sep-

tember 11, President Donald Trump 
held a press conference with the First 
Lady in the Oval Office. He announced 
that his administration would finally 
be taking bold action to combat our 
Nation’s youth vaping epidemic. The 
epidemic is what the Food and Drug 
Administration characterized as the 
vaping that is going on in schools 
across America today—not just high 
schools, where 27 percent of the stu-
dents are currently vaping, but middle 
schools and grade schools as well. 

Seated next to the President on Sep-
tember 11 in the Oval Office was the 
First Lady. On the other side was the 
Secretary of the Department of Health 
and Human Services, Alex Azar. Di-
rectly across from the President was 
then-Acting Commissioner of the Food 
and Drug Administration, Dr. Ned 
Sharpless. 

At the press conference, President 
Trump stated: 

We have a problem in this country . . . and 
it is called ‘‘vaping’’—especially vaping as it 
pertains to innocent children. . . . And we’re 
going to have to do something about it. 

Then Secretary Azar said: 
An entire generation of children risk be-

coming addicted to nicotine. . . . So with the 
President’s support, the Food and Drug Ad-
ministration intends to finalize a guidance 
document that would . . . require that all 
flavors other than tobacco flavor would be 
removed from the market. 

This would include mint and menthol fla-
voring, as well as candy flavors, bubblegum 
flavor, fruit flavor, and alcohol flavor. 

Explaining why this action was nec-
essary, the Acting FDA Commissioner, 
Dr. Sharpless, said: 

Flavored e-cigarette products drive child-
hood use. 

Secretary Azar and Acting Commis-
sioner Sharpless committed to final-
izing this guidance, in their own words, 
within ‘‘a couple of weeks.’’ Yet here 
we are more than 2 months later with 
no e-cigarette flavor ban in place. 

What is worse, now there are reports 
that President Trump has decided to 
reverse himself, to break the promise 
he made to American families, as a di-
rect result of lobbying from big to-
bacco and big vape companies. We 
know whom this President is hearing 
from. He is hearing from JUUL, the 
company primarily responsible for to-
day’s youth vaping epidemic. He is 
hearing from Altria, the big tobacco 
company that just bought a major 
stake in JUUL. He is hearing from the 
Vaping Technology Association, a lob-
bying organization that represents 
vaping shops nationwide. It makes 
sense that these companies would want 
the President to reverse himself, to 
break his word to American families, 
because they make profits on the backs 
of our kids, just like Big Tobacco did 
for so many years. 

Today, almost 30 percent of all high 
school-aged children are vaping. That 
is more than 5 million kids. Where did 
they come up with these numbers? 
From this administration’s report to 
the American people. Four percent of 
adults are vaping and up to 30 percent 
of high school kids. When they show 
these pictures of adults walking around 
with buttons that say ‘‘We vape and we 
vote,’’ it is a tiny sliver of America. 
The kids should be wearing buttons 
that say ‘‘We vape, and our health is at 
risk.’’ 

Over the last 2 years of Donald 
Trump’s Presidency, the number of 
children vaping has increased by 135 
percent. More than 1 in 4 high school 
kids are using e-cigarettes, and more 
than 1 in 10 middle school children are 
following their example. Kids are using 
these products because of the cool, 
sleek designs of devices like JUUL and 
because of the flavors designed to ap-
peal to just kids. Listen to them: cot-
ton candy, unicorn milk, cool mint, 
mom’s sugar cookie, and, of course, 
menthol. 

According to the Food and Drug Ad-
ministration, more than 80 percent of 
children who vape started with fla-
vored e-cigarettes. Does anyone believe 
that these vaping flavors are actually 
intended for a 50-year-old chain smoker 
looking to quit cigarettes—flavors like 
Farley’s Gnarly Sauce, Bubble Purp by 
Chubby Bubble, Blue Razz by Candy 
King, and Cotton Candy by Zonk? Do 
you honestly think a 50-year-old trying 
to break a tobacco cigarette habit is 
going to buy Cotton Candy by Zonk 
flavoring? 

Every single one of these products is 
on the market today without review or 
authorization from the Food and Drug 
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Administration. That is because under 
President Trump, the FDA decided to 
delay regulation of these products for 
years. And while the FDA dithers, chil-
dren get addicted. As a result, it is the 
Wild Wild West out there with respect 
to unapproved, unregulated, dangerous, 
and addictive vaping products, and it is 
our kids who are paying the price. 

Despite what Big Vape says, these 
products are not safe. In recent 
months, we have seen thousands of ill-
nesses and 42 deaths associated with 
vaping, including four in Illinois. 

Two weeks ago, a woman came up to 
me and said: You don’t know me. I am 
a nurse. And she gave me the name of 
the hospital. She said: I just want to 
tell you, I was there when that 22-year- 
old man died last week from vaping. He 
had been in our hospital for months 
waiting for a lung transplant because 
of the damage he had done to his lungs 
by vaping. He couldn’t find a donor, 
and he died. 

There are other known dangers asso-
ciated with e-cigarettes and nicotine. 
Nicotine is a toxic, highly addictive 
substance that raises blood pressure 
and spikes adrenaline, increasing the 
risk of heart disease. Nicotine can have 
short- and long-term negative health 
impacts on the developing brain. Kids 
who use e-cigarettes are more likely to 
transition to tobacco cigarettes, and 
those kill 480,000 Americans each year. 
There is hardly a family in this coun-
try who hasn’t been touched by to-
bacco-related death and disease. 

A Dartmouth study shows that e-cig-
arette use leads to 81 new smokers for 
every 1 smoker who quits. Don’t buy 
the pitch from JUUL that you ought to 
be vaping so that you can get off of to-
bacco cigarettes. It is running just the 
opposite—kids starting on vaping and 
converting to tobacco cigarettes. 

What do we know about e-cigarettes? 
They are predominately used by our 
children. Flavors play a major role in 
hooking kids on nicotine. Nicotine use 
harms the developing brain, and kids 
who vape are more likely than their 
peers to transition to tobacco ciga-
rettes. 

Now let’s consider what we don’t 
know about e-cigarettes. We don’t 
know whether they are safe. We don’t 
know whether they actually help adult 
smokers quit. We often don’t know 
what the ingredients are in those de-
vices. 

E-cigarette flavors need to come off 
the market unless or until they can 
prove they have a public health ben-
efit—and good luck to that. 

The President of the United States, 
the Secretary of Health and Human 
Services, and the head of the Food and 
Drug Administration all told us on 
September 11 that they were on the 
side of kids and families and public 
health, and they promised us they were 
going to do something about it. Today, 
I am sending the President a letter 
asking him to keep his word, to ban e- 
cigarette flavors, which threaten our 
kids with a lifetime of nicotine addic-
tion, illness, and, sadly, even death. 

Along with families nationwide, I am 
hoping the President cares more about 
children than he does about the lob-
bying pressure from big tobacco and 
big vape companies. Just because they 
can buy an ad on FOX TV does not 
mean they are right. 

For goodness’ sake, Mr. President, 
stick with your promise of September 
11. Protect our kids from this vaping 
epidemic. 

I ask unanimous consent that my let-
ter to the President be printed in the 
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

U.S. SENATE, 
Washington, DC, November 19, 2019. 

Hon. DONALD J. TRUMP, 
President of the United States, 
The White House, Washington, DC. 

DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: As President of the 
United States, you have a responsibility to 
put the health and safety of our people—es-
pecially our nation’s children—above all 
else. On September 11, 2019, you were poised 
to do just that, announcing a long-overdue 
plan from the Oval Office to quickly ban all 
non-tobacco flavored e-cigarettes, including 
flavors such as cotton candy, sugar cookie, 
fruit medley, cool mint, and menthol. Sit-
ting alongside the First Lady, Health and 
Human Services (HHS) Secretary, and then- 
Acting Food and Drug Administration (FDA) 
Commissioner, it had all the trappings of a 
made-for-television event you seem to relish. 

Along with all major public health, edu-
cation, and parent organizations, I praised 
this move because e-cigarettes—and their ac-
companying kid-friendly fiavors—are revers-
ing decades of hard-fought progress our na-
tion has made in reducing youth smoking 
rates. And now, along with all major public 
health, education, and parent organizations, 
I have watched in horror over the past two 
months as you have seemingly caved to Big 
Tobacco and Big Vape lobbying pressure, 
breaking your promise to address our na-
tion’s youth vaping epidemic. 

Here is what we know about e-cigarettes: 
We know that, in the past two years of 

your presidency, our nation has experienced 
a 135 percent increase in youth use of e-ciga-
rettes. 

We know that five million children are now 
vaping, including more than one in four 
high-school students and more than one in 
ten middle-school students. 

We know that nearly 30 percent of children 
under the age of 18 are now vaping, compared 
with less than 4 percent of adults. 

We know that JUUL has fueled this youth 
public health ‘‘epidemic,’’ as it has been de-
fined by every major federal health official 
in your Administration. 

We know that e-cigarette flavors—includ-
ing mint and menthol—are why children 
first try and become addicted to e-cigarettes. 

We know that more than 2,000 Americans 
have recently been sickened as a result of 
vaping. We also know that, to date, 42 people 
have died—including four in my state. 

We know that not a single e-cigarette 
product available for purchase today is on 
the market with authorization from the 
FDA. 

Finally, we know that your Administra-
tion has completely abdicated its duty to 
protect the public health by repeatedly de-
laying and refusing to regulate any of these 
dangerous and addictive products. 

Here is what we do not know about e-ciga-
rettes: 

We do not know the short- or long-term 
health impacts of using these products, espe-

cially in children (though we do know that 
use of nicotine in the developing brain has 
many negative and long-term health con-
sequences). 

We do not always know what ingredients— 
beyond nicotine—are in e-cigarettes and the 
accompanying flavors, nor do we know the 
short- or long-term health impact of the use 
of those ingredients. We do not if e-ciga-
rettes and flavors actually help adult smok-
ers quit cigarettes (though we do know that 
e-cigarette use leads to 80 new smokers for 
every one smoker who reports quitting). 

We do not conclusively know why so many 
people who vape are getting sick and dying. 

We do not have answers to these questions 
because the tobacco and vaping industries— 
shrouded in secrecy and deception—have re-
fused to conduct the much-needed clinical 
trials and studies, instead preferring to keep 
the health consequences a secret. Perhaps 
even more concerning is that your FDA—the 
federal agency responsible for regulating to-
bacco products—has not required them to do 
so. 

More than two months ago, when you an-
nounced the impending e-cigarette flavor 
ban, you stated, ‘‘We have a problem in our 
country . . . It’s a problem nobody really 
thought about too much a few years ago, and 
it’s called ‘vaping’—especially vaping as it 
pertains to innocent children . . . And we’re 
going to have to do something about it . . . 
We’re looking at very strong rules and regu-
lations.’’ 

You further stated, ‘‘Vaping has become a 
very big business, as I understand it—like a 
giant business in a very short period of time. 
But we can’t allow people to get sick, and we 
can’t have our youth be so affected.’’ 

During your September Oval Office press 
conference with the First Lady, you made 
big promises that you now appear to be 
breaking. Children and families nationwide 
are still hoping that you will reverse course 
and quickly implement an e-cigarette flavor 
ban that protects our next generation from a 
lifetime of nicotine addiction, illness, and 
death. 

Sincerely, 
RICHARD J. DURBIN, 

U.S. Senator. 
AFFORDABLE CARE ACT 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, thanks 
to the Affordable Care Act, 20 million 
Americans have health insurance, in-
cluding more than 1 million in my 
State of Illinois. Why is it so impor-
tant? Let me tell you the story of 
Stefanie from Oak Park, IL. Recently, 
Stefanie wrote about her son, who has 
a history of mental health and sub-
stance abuse issues. Because of the Af-
fordable Care Act, her son will be able 
to stay on her health insurance plan 
until he reaches the age of 26. 

The Affordable Care Act also re-
quired that all health plans cover men-
tal health and addiction treatment. It 
is hard to imagine that people were 
selling health insurance in America 
that did not cover mental health and 
addiction. 

Two Senators on the floor of the Sen-
ate—Paul Wellstone, who stood right 
over there, and Pete Domenici, who 
stood there—teamed up to require that 
every health insurance plan in America 
cover mental illness. It is so obvious. It 
is an issue many families face. But 
health insurance plans were excluding 
it. Why did these two Senators who 
were wildly different politically decide 
they would team up for this? Paul 
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Wellstone had a brother and Senator 
Domenici had a son who were strug-
gling with mental illness, and they 
didn’t have protection in their health 
insurance, so the Senators fought to 
include it. 

Thank goodness they did. Because of 
that health law, insurance companies 
cannot discriminate against Stefanie’s 
son because of his medical history. Her 
son just graduated college. She is 
thankful he can stay on her company’s 
policy until he gets a job, and she is 
thankful her premiums are not higher 
due to her son’s health needs. Stefanie 
is afraid that if these protections go 
away because of a court case that is 
currently pending or the actions of the 
Republican majority in this Senate, 
her son will be uninsurable or face 
enormous medical bills that he will be 
unable to pay. Stefanie wrote to me, 
and she said that if the Affordable Care 
Act were to be eliminated, they are 
‘‘contemplating leaving this country to 
seek manageable health care.’’ 

Democrats are fighting to keep 
healthcare protections for people like 
Stefanie and her son. Because of the 
Affordable Care Act, people with pre-
existing conditions can no longer be de-
nied coverage or charged higher pre-
miums. Is there anyone among us who 
doesn’t know someone with a pre-
existing condition? I have one. This 
protects 5 million people in Illinois 
who have a preexisting condition. 

Insurance companies are no longer 
allowed to impose annual or lifetime 
caps on benefits or to deny coverage for 
mental health, substance abuse treat-
ment, prescription drugs, or hos-
pitalizations, and young people are al-
lowed to stay on their parents’ plan 
until they reach age 26. 

Despite the Republican and Trump 
administration’s continued efforts to 
repeal these protections both in Con-
gress and in the courts, health insur-
ance under the Affordable Care Act is 
open for business. If you are interested 
and want to know the policies avail-
able, healthcare.gov is the website to 
visit. 

Open enrollment for 2020 health plans 
began on November 1 and ends on De-
cember 15. If you can, sign up. It is a 
protection that you hope you will 
never need, but if you need it, it is 
good to have it. 

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. CASEY. Mr. President, I ask 

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

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

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

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

RUSSIA 
Mr. CASEY. Mr. President, beginning 

with Russia’s interference in our 2016 

national elections, to the recent with-
drawal of U.S. troops from Syria, 
President Trump has made multiple 
statements and decisions that serve 
only to benefit Vladimir Putin’s agen-
da to undermine democracy and expand 
Russia’s influence around the world. 

Taken together, these actions aren’t 
just a threat to U.S. national security, 
but they also undercut and diminish 
some of the core tenets and values of 
American democracy and global leader-
ship. The U.S. Senate, as part of a co-
equal branch of government, must rec-
ognize this threat and act as a body to 
ensure our institutions at home and in-
terests abroad are protected. Thus far, 
we have not lived up to this solemn re-
sponsibility. 

Let me start with a seminal news ar-
ticle from the Washington Post, just 
recently. White House reporter Anne 
Gearan, in her October 15, 2019, article, 
catalogs how the Trump administra-
tion has allowed Russia to assert domi-
nance globally. The headline reads: 
‘‘Trump’s moves in Ukraine and Syria 
have a common denominator: Both 
help Russia.’’ 

Anne Gearan writes as follows, and I 
will quote in pertinent part. 

. . . President Trump has taken action 
that has had the effect of helping the author-
itarian leader of Russia. 

. . . [The President’s] actions in Syria and 
Ukraine add to the list of policy moves and 
public statements that have boosted Russia 
during his presidency, whether that was 
their central purpose or not, confounding 
critics who have warned that he has taken 
too soft a stance toward a nation led by a 
strongman hostile to the United States. 

Anne Gearan goes on to discuss how 
President Trump’s withdrawal of U.S. 
troops from Syria has allowed Russia 
to assert a more dominant role in the 
region. She also discusses how the 
President’s intimidation of Ukraine’s 
recently elected President Zelensky 
has become the subject of a domestic 
impeachment inquiry and distracted 
from actual engagement and support to 
Ukraine as it continues to grapple with 
Russian aggression. 

Anne Gearan also notes: 
[President] Trump has publicly questioned 

the usefulness of NATO—the post-World War 
II military alliance established as a bulwark 
against first the Soviet Union and now Rus-
sia—as well as the utility of the European 
Union, a political and economic alliance 
Putin would love to weaken. 

This is all written by Anne Gearan. 
These actions have led to a growing 

consensus among the national security 
community that the President is not 
serving the national interest. Let me 
move to a second part of this. 

Sadly, President Trump’s recent ac-
tions with regard to Syria and Ukraine 
are, unfortunately, not isolated. Presi-
dent Trump has been consistent in tak-
ing actions that favor Russia. As early 
as April of 2016, then-candidate Donald 
Trump vowed to pursue closer ties to 
Russia if elected to the Presidency. 
Even before he took office, by way of 
Twitter and other platforms he was 
signaling to Vladimir Putin his def-

erence to a Putin-driven U.S.-Russia 
dynamic. 

From there, the American people 
have only learned more about the 
Trump campaign’s ties to Russia and 
Russia’s interference in the 2016 Presi-
dential election. 

The intelligence community’s un-
classified report concluded: 

We assess Russian President Vladimir 
Putin ordered an influence campaign in 2016 
aimed at the U.S. presidential election. Rus-
sia’s goals were to undermine public faith in 
the U.S. democratic process, denigrate Sec-
retary Clinton, and harm her electability 
and potential presidency. We further assess 
Putin and the Russian government developed 
a clear preference for President-elect Trump. 

The interference with our election 
process by a hostile government was an 
attack on our democracy and a threat 
to our national security carried out by 
Russian operatives at the direction of 
Vladimir Putin himself. 

Since Special Counsel Robert 
Mueller’s appointment as special coun-
sel to investigate Russia’s attack, 34 
indictments have been returned in con-
nection with the investigation, includ-
ing indictments against Russian indi-
viduals and Russian companies, as well 
as former Trump campaign manager 
Paul Manafort and deputy campaign 
manager Rick Gates, who were charged 
with ‘‘conspiracy against the United 
States.’’ Special Counsel Mueller also 
secured guilty pleas from other cam-
paign advisers, including George 
Papadopoulos and Michael Flynn. 

Despite this ample evidence of 
wrongdoing, the President attempted 
to impede the Russia probe at every 
step of the way. The U.S. intelligence 
community, the Senate Intelligence 
Committee, and Robert Mueller and his 
team of investigators have done a great 
service to our Nation in investigating 
the Trump campaign’s ties to Russia 
and Russian interference in our elec-
tion. The findings further confirm that 
President Trump not only benefitted 
from Russian interference but, as Anne 
Gearan wrote in the October 15 Wash-
ington Post story, President Trump 
‘‘has also disputed, at times, the U.S. 
intelligence community’s conclusion 
that Russia interfered in the 2016 elec-
tion to boost his candidacy, and he 
only reluctantly signed a bill imposing 
sanctions on Russia for the trans-
gression after weeks of resisting the 
measure, which he called, ‘seriously 
flawed.’’’ 

Anne Gearan is referencing the Coun-
tering America’s Adversaries Through 
Sanctions Act, known by the acronym 
CAATSA, or C-A-A-T-S-A. That is leg-
islation that I supported, and it passed 
both Houses of Congress with bipar-
tisan support to impose sanctions on 
U.S. adversaries, including Russia, for 
its incursions into Ukraine and Syria 
and interference in our elections. 

I believe it is likely that if CAATSA 
did not clearly prohibit it, President 
Trump would have removed preexisting 
Russia sanctions by now. 

So the evidence is clear. By inter-
fering in our national elections and 
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elevating Donald Trump’s prospects for 
success as a candidate, Vladimir Putin 
was assuring that a personal ally would 
be installed in the White House and 
that that particular ally would clear 
the way for Putin to advance his for-
eign policy goals around the world. 

Let me move to a second—or, I 
should say, a third—part of this. If it 
isn’t bad enough that the President is 
himself undermining our intelligence 
community’s findings, he has deployed 
Attorney General William Barr to try 
and discredit those findings—those 
findings by our intelligence commu-
nity with regard to interactions with 
allies. 

William Barr has been traveling the 
world chasing conspiracy theories and 
investigating President Trump’s com-
plaints about the origins of the govern-
ment’s investigation into Russian elec-
tion interference. Specifically, the At-
torney General is examining whether 
U.S. intelligence and law enforcement 
agencies acted properly when they ex-
amined possible ties between the 
Trump campaign and Russia, which ul-
timately led to Special Counsel 
Mueller’s investigation. We have 
learned that this probe is now a crimi-
nal investigation, suggesting that it is 
focused on the unfounded allegations 
pushed by the President’s allies about 
how the Russia probe was started. 

Considering that Special Counsel 
Mueller, the intelligence community, 
and the bipartisan Senate Intelligence 
Committee all confirmed in great de-
tail that Russia interfered in the 2016 
election, it is entirely unclear what 
legal or factual predicate Attorney 
General Barr is even relying on to jus-
tify this criminal investigation into 
the origins of the government’s inves-
tigation into Russia’s election inter-
ference. 

Attorney General Barr is pursuing 
these efforts, despite the fact that 
Italy’s Prime Minister Giuseppe Conte 
stated that Italy’s intelligence services 
played no role in the Russian inves-
tigation. It appears that Attorney Gen-
eral Barr is using the Justice Depart-
ment to chase unsubstantiated con-
spiracy theories that could benefit the 
President politically and also under-
mine Special Counsel Robert Mueller’s 
Russia investigation. 

The Attorney General has also dem-
onstrated eagerness to prejudge his 
own investigation by already telling 
lawmakers in April that he believed 
that ‘‘spying did occur’’ by the FBI on 
the Trump campaign. So the President 
has dispatched a top U.S. law enforce-
ment official around the world to pur-
sue a biased investigation into an ef-
fort to undermine our intelligence 
agencies and to undermine the work of 
a special counsel who was appointed by 
the very same Justice Department that 
Attorney General Barr leads, with the 
primary goal—the primary goal—being 
to clear Vladimir Putin’s government 
of wrongdoing. It is hard to com-
prehend or adequately articulate how 
disturbing that is. 

Let me move to another part of the 
evidence with regard to how the Presi-
dent deals with President Putin and his 
government—the Helsinki summit. 
President Trump’s dangerous deference 
to Vladimir Putin was most evident at 
the July 2018 summit in Helsinki. 
Putin and President Trump had a 2- 
hour one-on-one meeting, followed by 
an unprecedented press conference. 

President Trump appears to over-
whelmingly favor one-on-one, closed- 
door, direct communications with 
Putin on a regular basis. I have to ask 
at least two questions, among many we 
could ask. Question No. 1 is, What is he 
hiding? No. 2 is, Why not have experi-
enced U.S. personnel present at such 
bilateral meetings? 

Even more disturbing were the Presi-
dent’s statements following the 
Trump-Putin meeting. Here is a brief 
summary of what happened at that 
meeting: 

President Trump praised Putin and 
his leadership. 

No. 2, he repeatedly sided with Putin 
over our intelligence community, as-
serting that Russia did not, in fact, 
interfere in the 2016 elections. The 
President repeatedly siding with Putin 
over our intelligence community was a 
grave offense by the President that 
made our Nation less safe—in my judg-
ment, for sure less safe. It was one of 
the worst moments in any American 
Presidency. 

No. 3 in my brief summary of that 
public meeting in Helsinki is that Mr. 
Putin was silent the whole time when 
this was happening. 

President Trump’s rambling com-
ments over several minutes reflect not 
only the President’s disturbing desire 
to flatter and to show support for 
Putin but also his complete failure—in 
that instance, his complete failure—to 
advance U.S. interests. 

Let me move to the impeachment 
that is underway regarding Ukraine. 

The transcript of the now-infamous 
July 25 phone call with Ukrainian 
President Volodymyr Zelensky that is 
the subject of the current impeach-
ment inquiry also reflects the Presi-
dent’s failure to prioritize U.S. na-
tional security interests when it comes 
to Russia. 

Going back to Anne Gearan and the 
Washington Post story of October 15 of 
this year, she wrote: ‘‘During that call, 
Trump did not mention longstanding 
U.S. policy goals for Ukraine, including 
standing up to Russian pressure, and he 
may have tarred and weakened 
Zelensky and his winning anti-corrup-
tion platform by dragging him into do-
mestic U.S. politics.’’ 

Such major omissions send a clear 
signal to Putin that he could expand 
his aggression in Ukraine beyond Cri-
mea and to the Ukrainian people and 
also the message to the Ukrainian peo-
ple that Zelensky is not going to be the 
strong leader with U.S. backing that 
Ukraine needs at this time. 

We have already seen the impact of 
President Trump’s abandonment of 

Ukraine amid this impeachment scan-
dal. In early October, President 
Zelensky was effectively backed into a 
corner to sign Ukraine on to the so- 
called Steinmeier Formula, which sets 
the path toward elections in the 
Donbass region of eastern Ukraine and 
eventual negotiations with Russia over 
the future of Russian-occupied terri-
tories. He did this without achieving 
previously imposed preconditions of 
Russian troop withdrawal and security 
for the elections. 

Zelensky was effectively shamed into 
pursuing this Steinmeier Formula 
after President Trump urged him to ne-
gotiate with Putin—with Putin—sev-
eral times on camera during the United 
Nations General Assembly meetings in 
September. As Anne Gearan puts it, 
‘‘The result: A country that was look-
ing for strong U.S. backing, amid wor-
ries that Russia could seek to move its 
aggression beyond the annexation of 
Crimea, has been left to wonder about 
the Trump administration’s commit-
ment to its national interests.’’ 

Let me move to Syria. President 
Trump’s latest moves in Syria only 
further amplify the alarm over this 
President’s affinity for Vladimir Putin. 

In early October, President Trump 
announced the abrupt withdrawal of 
U.S. troops from Syria, clearing the 
way for Turkey to pursue a military 
operation against Kurdish allies of the 
United States in northern Syria. Fol-
lowing an initial U.S.-brokered 
ceasefire, Turkish and Russian authori-
ties have agreed to a more permanent 
status, sharing control of Syria’s 
northern border. 

Turkish and Russian forces are not 
only occupying Kurdish-held areas but 
also further expanding Russia’s role in 
Syria and committing war crimes 
against Kurdish civilians, according to 
the United Nations. 

Russia has already occupied U.S. 
military camps in the region, and 
Turkish President Erdogan’s deepening 
relationship with Vladimir Putin—as 
evidenced by Turkey’s purchase of the 
Russian S–400 missile system—only un-
dercuts U.S. influence in Syria, all but 
guaranteeing that U.S. interests will 
not be represented in a future Syrian 
political settlement. 

President Trump’s decision serves to 
benefit Vladimir Putin. Prior to with-
drawal, the United States was Russia’s 
only military equal in Syria, but Rus-
sia is now the primary and, according 
to some analysts, the sole power 
broker in Syria. 

In the vacuum left by the United 
States, Putin will be able to return 
control of the country to Bashar al- 
Assad, exercise increased control over 
Turkey—a NATO ally—and return to 
Russia’s Cold War-era dominance in 
the Middle East. 

As Georgetown University Russia 
specialist Andrew Bennett put it, 
‘‘[W]hat is clear is that Russia and the 
[Bashar al-] Assad regime that it backs 
have been the big winners in Trump’s 
abrupt retreat. . . . Now, suddenly 
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Putin is back in the driver’s seat in 
Syria, with leverage over all sides.’’ 

Mr. President, it is even worse than 
that. Let me recount some recent news 
with regard to actions by Vladimir 
Putin. 

President Trump’s transgression goes 
beyond simply allowing Russia to fill a 
vacuum. On October 13, just 2 days be-
fore Anne Gearan’s Washington Post 
story, the New York Times reported 
that ‘‘the Russian Air Force has re-
peatedly bombed hospitals in Syria in 
order to crush the last pockets of re-
sistance to President Bashar al-Assad.’’ 

The Times published evidence in that 
story that the Russians bombed four 
Syrian hospitals in a 12-hour period in 
May of this year. During the assault, 
the Kafr Nabl Surgical Hospital in Idlib 
Province was struck four times in 30 
minutes. Let me say that again. A hos-
pital was struck four times in 30 min-
utes. Dozens of hospitals and clinics in 
Idlib Province have been struck since, 
and Syrian medical workers live in 
constant fear of the next strike. 

Russia continues to act with impu-
nity. Not only did it bomb another hos-
pital in Idlib last week, Russia is using 
its sway at the United Nations Secu-
rity Council—where U.S. leadership has 
diminished significantly under this ad-
ministration—to limit the scope and 
the impact of a U.N. inquiry into these 
bombings. 

Such atrocities go beyond the pale of 
violating the Geneva Conventions and 
the laws of war; they demonstrate just 
how ruthless Putin and his regime are 
and the lengths they are willing to go 
to assert Russia’s influence in the Mid-
dle East. The tragedy is, this adminis-
tration is allowing it to happen. Under 
this administration, we have seen U.S. 
leadership erode and multilateral insti-
tutions deteriorate to the point where 
the U.N. is powerless to hold Russia ac-
countable for these atrocities. 

I cannot emphasize enough that this 
administration is not only failing the 
American people with regard to our re-
lationship with Russia and national se-
curity interests, but it is also making 
us less safe by allowing unspeakable 
atrocities to occur against innocent ci-
vilians—all on our watch. 

IMPEACHMENT 
Mr. President, I will be brief because 

I know I only have about 5 minutes be-
fore we have to move on, but I want to 
turn to some brief comments about the 
courageous public servants whom we 
have watched and will continue to 
watch testify before the House Intel-
ligence Committee both last week and 
again this week in the impeachment 
inquiry. 

We have heard from George Kent, 
Ambassador Taylor, Ambassador 
Yovanovitch, and today, Lieutenant 
Colonel Vindman and others, and my 
remarks go out to do justice to all 
those who will testify for their cour-
age. I want to make some brief com-
ments. 

These individuals and so many others 
are putting their careers and reputa-

tions on the line to testify publicly in 
defense of U.S. national security, 
moral leadership, and our democratic 
institutions. It is outrageous—and that 
is an understatement—that they have 
been subjected to partisan attacks— 
public servants who have sacrificed so 
much for our Nation. In the case of the 
diplomats, the diplomats have been at-
tacked without any support or defense 
from Secretary of State Pompeo or 
other senior Department of State offi-
cials. 

We should all be inspired by these 
and countless other public servants 
who work to protect and serve the 
United States every day. When I reflect 
upon their service to our country and 
their integrity, I am reminded of just 
one line from ‘‘America the Beautiful: 
‘‘O beautiful for patriot dream, That 
sees beyond the years.’’ One of the 
dreams of a patriot, of course, is to see 
beyond our own circumstances, to 
dream about a better future by uphold-
ing our institutions and by serving the 
rule of law, our democracy, and our 
Constitution. 

I will skip over all of the information 
we already know about the service of 
these Ambassadors and just conclude 
with some comments about what hap-
pened today. 

Today, Lieutenant Colonel Vindman, 
before questioning by the committee 
Members, was going through his expe-
rience. I will go through it briefly: in-
fantry officer, foreign area officer spe-
cializing in European and Eurasian po-
litical military affairs, political mili-
tary affairs officer, serving on the Na-
tional Security Council, and serving 
our country in combat and paying the 
price of being wounded in combat. 

At the end of his statement today, 
Lieutenant Colonel Vindman talked 
about his father. He said: 

His courageous decision [to come to this 
country] inspired a deep sense of gratitude in 
my brothers and myself and instilled in us a 
sense of duty and service. All three of us 
served or are currently serving in the mili-
tary. Our collective military service is a spe-
cial part of our family’s story in America. 

He went on to say: 
I am grateful for my father’s brave act of 

hope 40 years ago and for the privilege of 
being an American citizen and public serv-
ant, where I can live free of fear for mine and 
my family’s safety. 

He contrasted that with what hap-
pens in Russia. I think it is a good re-
minder for all of us. 

Let me conclude with these thoughts. 
It is appalling to see individuals such 
as Lieutenant Colonel Vindman who 
dedicated their entire lives to the safe-
ty and security of the United States be 
smeared by the President and by his 
attack dogs who are more concerned 
about tweets and FOX News headlines 
than protecting our Nation’s domestic 
foundations. 

Nothing the President has said or 
done in his nearly 3 years as President 
convinces me he has any understanding 
of public service. Looking beyond the 
current impeachment inquiry, this ad-

ministration’s blatant disregard and 
disrespect for career diplomats has had 
a grave impact on the State Depart-
ment and our National Security Agen-
cy’s ability to recruit the next genera-
tion of talented, committed public 
servants who promote U.S. interests 
abroad. 

I will not allow this administration’s 
continuing assault on our diplomats to 
undermine, devalue, or dishonor their 
service or the service of future patriots 
who choose to make a career of serving 
and protecting our Nation. 

The Ambassadors and officials who 
testified last week, as well as today— 
others, including Lieutenant Colonel 
Vindman—have lived honorable and du-
tiful lives in service to the United 
States of America. We owe them our 
deepest gratitude and appreciation for 
their integrity and commitment to 
American values. These are real Amer-
ican heroes who, despite the Presi-
dent’s bullying and harassment, have 
stood up in defense of our democratic 
institutions and the values the Found-
ers fought for to guide our Nation. 

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

ator from Tennessee. 

WIND PRODUCTION TAX CREDIT 

Mr. ALEXANDER. Mr. President, I 
have come to the floor to talk about 
the wind production tax credit. This is 
a subject that I’ve talked about before. 
The Senator from Pennsylvania, Mr. 
TOOMEY, will, I believe, come soon to 
talk on the same subject. 

The wind production tax credit is so 
generous with taxpayers’ money that 
wind developers can actually give away 
their electricity for free and still make 
a profit. Let me say that again. I am 
talking today about the wind produc-
tion tax credit, which is a tax sub-
sidy—taxpayer dollars—given to wind 
developers, and it is so generous that 
the developers can actually, in some 
cases, give away their electricity for 
free and still make a profit. 

That wind production tax credit has 
been extended 11 times. It has been on 
the books for more than 25 years. This 
was a tax credit that was supposed to 
jump-start a new industry—that’s 25 
years of jump-starting. Four years ago, 
Congress agreed to end it. We thought 
that was it. In doing so, Congress asked 
taxpayers to provide another $24 bil-
lion, according to the Joint Committee 
on Taxation, to extend the wind pro-
duction tax credit—$24 billion more in 
subsidies for another 5 years and 
gradually phase out the credit. That is 
what we thought we did 4 years ago. We 
would spend $24 billion more in ex-
change for phasing out and ending the 
wind production tax credit. This is on 
top of the nearly $10 billion taxpayers 
paid between 2008 and 2015 and the bil-
lions more the taxpayers have paid 
since the wind production tax credit 
was created in 1992. That was supposed 
to be the end of the wind production 
tax credit 4 years ago. Remember, it 
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was supposed to jump-start a new in-
dustry. President Obama’s Energy Sec-
retary said years ago that wind is al-
ready a mature industry. That was dur-
ing the Obama administration. 

Now some Members of Congress are 
trying to break the agreement of 4 
years ago to end the wind production 
tax credit. Earlier this summer, the 
House Ways and Means Committee re-
ported legislation that extends that 
credit through the end of 2020. This 
huge amount of money is not the only 
thing wrong with that proposal. 

First, the wind production tax credit 
undercuts reliable electricity like nu-
clear power. This is called negative 
pricing, which is when wind developers 
have such a big subsidy that they can 
give away their electricity and still 
make money. If you are a wind devel-
oper, for every kilowatt hour of elec-
tricity one of these 40-story-high wind 
structures produces, the taxpayers will 
pay you up to 2.3 cents, which in some 
markets is more than the cost of the 
wholesale value of each kilowatt hour 
of electricity. Negative pricing such as 
this distorts the marketplace. It puts 
at risk more reliable forms of energy 
such as nuclear power, which produces 
60 percent of all the carbon-free elec-
tricity in the United States. In con-
trast, wind produces about 19 percent 
of all the carbon-free electricity in the 
United States. I think it is important 
to produce carbon-free electricity. I be-
lieve climate change is a problem and 
that humans are a cause of the prob-
lem. 

Why would we undercut the produc-
tion of nuclear power—which is 60 per-
cent of our carbon-free electricity—by 
the negative pricing of this big, expen-
sive wind production tax credit? With 
nuclear power available, expecting a 
country the size of the United States 
to operate on windmills is the energy 
equivalent of going to war in sail 
boats. 

Second, in my view, windmills de-
stroy the environment rather than 
save it. You could run these 40-story 
structures from Georgia to Maine to 
produce electricity, scarring the entire 
eastern landscape or you could produce 
the same amount of electricity with 
eight nuclear power plants. If you did 
run these giant structures from Geor-
gia to Maine, you would still need nat-
ural gas or nuclear power to produce 
electricity when the wind is not blow-
ing, which is most of the time. 

There is a much better way to spend 
the dollars that are available for clean 
energy. Instead of subsidizing wind de-
velopers, the United States could use 
that money to double the nearly $6.6 
billion that the Federal Government 
spends on basic energy research to 
make truly bold breakthroughs that 
will help us provide cleaner, cheaper 
energy and raise family incomes. 

Earlier this year, I came to the Sen-
ate floor and called for a New Manhat-
tan Project for Clean Energy, a 5-year 
project with 10 grand challenges that 
will use American research and tech-

nology to put our country and the 
world firmly on a path toward cleaner, 
cheaper energy. Specifically, I encour-
aged funding breakthroughs in ad-
vanced nuclear reactors, natural gas, 
carbon capture, better batteries, 
greener buildings, electric vehicles, 
cheaper solar, fusion, advanced com-
puting, and doubling energy research 
funding. All of that is a better use of 
funding than more funding for wind de-
velopers, which is so generous that in 
some cases they can give away their 
electricity and still make a profit. Let 
wind energy go where we said it should 
go in 2015; let it go unsubsidized into 
the free market. That is where we 
thought we sent it 4 years ago, and 
that is where it should go. 

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

ator from Pennsylvania. 
Mr. TOOMEY. Mr. President, I want 

to join my colleague from Tennessee in 
explaining why we ought to allow this 
deal to stand—the deal that was struck 
some years ago to phase out these in-
credibly inefficient subsidies. 

I thank my colleague from Tennessee 
for his leadership on this issue. As you 
know, this is a very large tax subsidy. 
The government is already set to spend 
about $67 billion in energy tax sub-
sidies just over the next 5 years, and 
we should be very clear about this: 
These subsidies lead to a lower stand-
ard of living. When we choose to take 
an inefficient form of energy and throw 
a lot of money at it, it just lowers the 
standard of living. We have less re-
sources available for all the other 
things we could be doing with that 
money. 

As my colleague from Tennessee 
mentioned, the wind production tax 
credit began in 1992 for the very 
straightforward, simple reason that it 
couldn’t compete. It is completely eco-
nomically uncompetitive. The idea is, 
we will have this temporary subsidy to 
enable the wind production to reach an 
economy of scale, reach a maturity in 
the industry that would allow it to 
compete, and the consensus at the time 
was that ought to be achieved by about 
1999. After about 7 years of taxpayer 
subsidies, the industry should be on its 
feet, should be competitive, and there 
would be technological improvements 
and everything would be fine. That was 
20 years ago. We have been subsidizing 
it ever since. 

We extended this program 11 times. 
The wind component of all of our en-
ergy subsidies is about $25 billion over 
a 5-year period, and they still can’t 
compete. The reason it can’t compete 
is because it is just extremely expen-
sive to build the electricity-generating 
capacity if it is a windmill. It is much 
more expensive than alternative forms 
of energy. The cost of building wind ca-
pacity versus natural gas, for instance, 
is pretty stark. It costs less than $1,000 
per kilowatt of capacity for a natural 
gas-fired powerplant. It costs over 
$1,600 per kilowatt for wind production. 

Obviously, after the production is 
done, windmills don’t require ongoing 

fuel. Amazingly enough, that savings is 
not enough to ever recoup the huge 
amount of capital you have to lay out 
upfront to build this very, very expen-
sive technology. You don’t have to 
take my word for it. Warren Buffett 
had something to say about this. He 
knows something about investments. 
He knows something about economic 
efficiency. Warren Buffett said: 

We get a tax credit if we build a lot of wind 
farms. That is the only reason to build them. 
They don’t make sense without the tax cred-
it. 

That is the reality we have. It is 
compounded by the fact, of course, that 
wind energy is inherently unreliable. 
This will come as no surprise to my 
colleagues. You don’t generate elec-
tricity from a windmill unless the wind 
is blowing. Unfortunately, it is just a 
fact of nature that wind generation 
tends to peak in the middle of the 
night and early morning hours when 
our energy needs are at their lowest. 

It is very hard to store electricity, so 
we end up with this bizarre situation 
that the Senator from Tennessee al-
luded to, where sometimes the wind 
farms are generating tremendous 
amounts of electricity, when no one 
needs electricity, because there is a 
wind storm in the middle of the night, 
but because they are so heavily sub-
sidized by taxpayers, the wind farm 
companies are willing to pay the elec-
tric grid operator to take their elec-
tricity. Normally, you sell your elec-
tricity. They actually will pay money 
to have the electrical grid take their 
electricity. This is extremely disrup-
tive for the conventional sources of 
electricity, whether it is nuclear or gas 
or coal, because they have to be there 
all the time to adjust for the wild fluc-
tuations that come from wind-gen-
erated electricity. It is very hard for 
them to have a vehicle business model 
when occasionally the product they 
produce has a negative value. It is just 
bizarre. 

I want to stress another element of 
this, which is the original rationale. 
The original rationale was that this 
was a new industry. It was going to 
need some help getting on its feet and 
getting established, and after some pe-
riod of time, it would be able to com-
pete on its own. This is no longer even 
remotely the case. In fact, there is a 
tremendous amount of wind-generated 
electricity in America because these 
subsidies have been so big for so long. 

In 1999, we had only 41⁄2 billion kilo-
watt hours of electricity generated 
from wind. In 2018, we had 275 billion 
kilowatt hours—a 6,000-percent in-
crease in two decades. It is now 7 per-
cent of all U.S. electricity generation 
because these subsidies are so expen-
sive. 

I think it was, in part, because of the 
enormous growth of this industry and 
the maturity of it—the decades-long 
history—that Congress finally decided 
back in 2015 that we would phase out 
these subsidies. We wouldn’t do it im-
mediately, but we would phase them 
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out by 2019. So 20 years after the sub-
sidies were supposed to end, we are now 
on a glide path to phasing this out and 
having these taxpayer subsidies expire 
at the end of this year. 

At the time the Wind Energy Asso-
ciation looked at this in 2015, they 
said: ‘‘Growth in the wind industry is 
expected to remain strong when the 
PTC is fully phased out.’’ PTC is the 
production tax credit. That is what we 
are talking about. Lo and behold, we 
get to the end of 2019, or nearly so, and, 
sure enough, some folks in Congress 
are saying: Well, let’s not stick to that 
deal. Let’s continue this subsidy even 
longer. So we had a markup in the 
Ways and Means Committee of the 
other Chamber to add yet another 
year’s extension to the wind tax credit 
that will cost another $2 billion. 

I just don’t think we should break 
the deal that we had in 2015. This is an 
inefficient use of taxpayers’ money. 
This makes our economy less efficient. 
This lowers our standard of living and 
is disruptive to the ongoing base 
sources of electricity that we need 
across the country. 

The last point I want to make is that 
it is not as though we have an energy 
shortage in this country. It is not as 
though we are going to have to turn to 
hostile foreign sources to get the en-
ergy to replace if we don’t continue 
heavily subsidizing wind production. 
The fact is we have staggering amounts 
of natural gas—enough natural gas to 
serve our electricity generation needs 
for the indefinite future. In 2017, the 
United States became a net exporter of 
natural gas. It is a huge, growing 
source of electricity generation that is 
clean, that is reliable, and that is in-
credibly abundant. We came to the 
right conclusion some years ago. Now 
is our opportunity to stick to it. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

CRUZ). The Senator from Texas. 
SENATE LEGISLATIVE AGENDA 

Mr. CORNYN. Mr. President, history 
has taught us that the closer you get 
to election day, the harder it gets to 
pass legislation here in the Congress. It 
is hard, anyway, by design. You have to 
pass a bill through committees in the 
House and in the Senate. Both bodies 
have to pass a bill if they are different. 
They have to reconcile those in a con-
ference committee. Then, you have to 
negotiate with the White House in 
order to get the President’s signature. 
So, by design, it is hard to pass legisla-
tion, but it shouldn’t be this hard. 

With less than a year to go before the 
2020 election, we are racing against the 
clock. We started this year with bipar-
tisan ambitions to address healthcare 
costs, to bolster international trade, 
and to get the appropriations process 
back on track and avoid unnecessary 
government shutdowns. Yet, some-
where along the way, politics hijacked 
the process. 

Our colleagues across the aisle de-
cided that no matter how critical legis-
lation may be, foiling President Trump 

was even more important. They are so 
outraged by the President and so con-
sumed by his every word and every 
tweet that they have brought the work 
of this body to a screeching halt in an 
effort to remove him from office less 
than a year before the next general 
election. It seems they have no desire 
whatsoever to pass legislation that 
would benefit the American people, let 
alone any urgency to get things mov-
ing. The only thing our Democratic 
colleagues seem to care about is stop-
ping the President from getting any-
thing that could be construed as a win. 

Over in the House, the Democrats 
have put legislating on the back burner 
and are spending their days trying to 
nullify the results of the 2016 election. 
They are slow-walking negotiations on 
the National Defense Authorization 
Act, which has passed every year with-
out fail since 1961. Their negotiations 
with the administration over the 
USMCA—that is the successor to 
NAFTA, which helped to benefit the 
employment of roughly 13 million 
Americans—have kept farmers, ranch-
ers, and manufacturers in limbo for 
months. Along with the necessary 
funding to help to make up for the lack 
of funds in the highway trust fund, 
they have also complicated efforts to 
get a long-term highway bill reauthor-
ization passed. 

Despite the partisan frenzy in the 
House, I have always believed the Sen-
ate should do its best to stay above the 
fray, but the minority leader has prov-
en me wrong. In fact, last week, I came 
to the floor to ask unanimous consent 
to pass a bill that Senator RICHARD 
BLUMENTHAL, of Connecticut, a Demo-
crat, and I, a Republican, introduced 
together. Incredibly, this bill passed 
unanimously out of the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

Our legislation is designed to do what 
all here in Washington say they want 
to do, which is to reduce drug prices— 
in this case, by stopping drug makers 
from gaming the patent system. Our 
bill strikes a delicate balance of pro-
tecting innovation, which is very, very 
important—we must not lose sight of 
that—while it increases competition, 
and you know competition helps to 
bring down prices. As an added bonus, 
it would lower Federal spending by 
more than a half a billion dollars over 
10 years. That is not even talking 
about what it would do in the non-
governmental sector for savings. 

Senator BLUMENTHAL and I have done 
what you are expected to do here in a 
legislative body, which is to work hard 
to build consensus and come up with a 
bill that could gain bipartisan support. 
By any measure, we have succeeded in 
doing that, as it has a dozen bipartisan 
cosponsors. As I mentioned, when this 
legislation was reviewed by the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary—a committee 
that, notably, can be pretty conten-
tious at times—the committee passed 
it unanimously. Every Republican and 
every Democrat voted for it. 

I had hoped that would have been 
some indication that this bill would 

have quickly passed the full Senate 
when brought to the Senate floor. Ap-
parently, the minority leader, the Sen-
ator from New York, had other plans in 
mind, because when I, along with Sen-
ator BLUMENTHAL, came to the floor 
last week to try to get this legislation 
passed, he objected—hence, the Schu-
mer graveyard. 

On November 18, 2019, when referring 
to S. 1416, regarding the lowering of 
drug prices, Senator SCHUMER said: 
‘‘Democrats are happy and eager to 
work on those issues.’’ 

One thing I have learned around here 
is that it is not just what people say 
but what they do that counts, and he 
objected to this virtually unanimously 
supported bill, on a bipartisan basis, to 
lower drug prices. He actually called it 
a good bill. He said it was well-inten-
tioned, but he said there were other 
ideas that had to be included before he 
would lift his objection. So he doesn’t 
have any objection to our bill. He un-
derstands it is a good bill but that it 
may not be as comprehensive as he 
would like. 

Another thing I have learned in my 
time in the Senate is that if you de-
mand everything and are not willing to 
compromise, you are going to end up 
with nothing. Apparently, that is what 
the Democratic leader is happy with, 
including for his constituents in New 
York, by the way, who will have to pay 
more money out-of-pocket as a result 
of his objection to this commonsense 
bill. 

I would hope that he would talk to 
his own Members who have cospon-
sored this bill. Most notably, the 
Democratic whip, Senator DURBIN, of 
Illinois, has cosponsored the bill as 
well as Senator MURRAY, of Wash-
ington, who is the ranking member on 
the Committee on Health, Education, 
Labor, and Pensions. They are both co-
sponsors of this bill that the Demo-
cratic leader objected to. 

While all Senators have said they 
want to address rising drug prices, Sen-
ator SCHUMER has the distinction of 
being the only Senator to have actu-
ally blocked a bill that would do ex-
actly that. Why would he do that? He 
claims—I think, mistakenly so—that 
passing my bill would somehow render 
the Senate incapable of passing any 
other drug pricing legislation. That is, 
obviously, ridiculous and untrue. 

I happen to sit not only on the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary but on the 
Committee on Finance. There is a sig-
nificant bipartisan Committee on Fi-
nance bill, together with the Health, 
Education, Labor, and Pensions Com-
mittee’s bill, that has been produced by 
Senator ALEXANDER and Senator MUR-
RAY. Both of those contain many good 
ideas. I wish we had the time and the 
bandwidth to debate and vote on those 
on the Senate floor and in the House. 
But for the fact that our House col-
leagues are so obsessed with impeach-
ment and seem incapable of doing any-
thing else, I think we could do that. 

Of course, even though the Demo-
cratic leader himself is the reason this 
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bill did not pass last week, it hasn’t 
stopped him from complaining about 
the lack of progress on other legisla-
tion. Yesterday evening, for example, 
he came to the floor and said: ‘‘Demo-
crats are happy and eager to work on 
those issues.’’ I would suggest, when he 
says they ‘‘are happy and eager to 
work on those issues,’’ that it is just 
happy talk, not our actually rolling up 
our sleeves and working together to 
get the work of the American people 
done, which is the reason I thought we 
were here. 

The Democratic leader went on to 
say that the Senate Democrats are 
waiting with bated breath for the Re-
publican leader to put any of these 
bills on the floor and for any Repub-
lican to speak out and demand they go 
on the floor. Yet, when I asked for this 
bill to be passed on the floor, it was not 
a Republican who blocked it. It was the 
same person who said he would be 
happy and eager to work on those 
issues. Again, what people say in Wash-
ington, DC, is not what they actually 
do sometimes. I suggest it is important 
to see what people do, not just listen to 
what they say. 

Sadly, this isn’t the only time the 
Democratic leader has blocked 
progress on bipartisan priorities. It is 
just the latest. Here are some other 
tombstones in the Schumer graveyard. 

Over the summer, our colleagues on 
the Committee on Appropriations had 
the foresight to prepare for the funding 
fight that we expected this fall. That 
was a normal part of the process. They 
negotiated a spending caps agreement 
to make the appropriations process 
much more straightforward in both 
Chambers of Congress, and the House 
and the Senate approved the terms. We 
agreed to that top-line funding level 
both for defense and nondefense spend-
ing. There was also a promise not to 
derail the process with poison pills in 
the form of policy riders. We got all of 
it done with plenty of time to spare. 

After we voted on that, there was 
reason for hope and optimism in that, 
somehow, we had made it much easier 
for us to do the Nation’s business when 
it had come to the spending bills. While 
there was still a lot of work to do, we 
thought this put us on a strong footing 
to get funding bills passed before the 
end of the fiscal year. Yet here we are 
today, on November 19—a long time 
from those votes in August—and we 
still don’t have those spending bills 
passed. 

Our Democratic colleagues have, on 
two instances, actually objected to 
even debating the Defense appropria-
tions bill, which provides a pay raise 
for our troops. They will not even talk 
about it. They will not offer amend-
ments. They just blocked it. They just 
stopped it dead in its tracks. You 
would have thought everybody would 
have learned not to play politics with 
the appropriations bills. Our Demo-
cratic colleagues have held up govern-
ment funding due to a disagreement 
that is equal to about 0.3 percent of the 

discretionary spending budget, and 
they are trying to reopen the very 
budget agreement that they agreed to 
last summer that has become law. 

They blocked vital education fund-
ing, which would have provided more 
than $71 billion to the Department of 
Education. This spending bill would 
bolster a number of the grant programs 
that our students and our schools rely 
on, and it would promote college access 
and affordability to help more prospec-
tive college students. That same fund-
ing bill would have invested nearly $4 
billion in our fight against the opioid 
epidemic, supported workforce training 
programs, and strengthened our na-
tionwide mental health system. 

Could the majority leader put aside 
politics just long enough to let this 
funding bill, which would do so much 
good, pass? Well, apparently not. 

If you think that is bad, it just gets 
worse. Our most fundamental responsi-
bility in Congress is to provide for the 
common defense. Before we can worry 
about anything else, we need the safety 
and security that our military provides 
to fight, if necessary, our Nation’s wars 
and to defend our democracy. Actually, 
the strength of our military is directly 
related to our ability to live in peace 
because when our adversaries see us as 
tentative or weak or withdrawing or 
unwilling to fund our military training 
and readiness, they view that as a sign 
of weakness, which itself can be a prov-
ocation, which, again, ignores our most 
basic job as Members of the Congress. 

There have always been disagree-
ments about exact dollar figures; we 
are not talking about that. But the 
top-line figures were agreed upon last 
summer, so I thought we were ready to 
fund our military on time. 

Well, shame on me for being an opti-
mist or at least optimistic enough to 
believe that people would keep their 
commitments, keep their word, and we 
would somehow head down this path to 
funding the U.S. Government. 

Here we are, with one continuing res-
olution expiring in 3 days’ time. I be-
lieve the House will vote on an addi-
tional continuing resolution that will 
take us to December 20, and then the 
Senate will have to do that just to 
keep the lights on here in Washington, 
DC—just to make sure that govern-
ment actually functions. 

None of this is necessary, and all of it 
is directly related to hyperpartisan 
conflict, which we all understand, but 
it simply is getting in the way of our 
ability to do our business. 

The one that strikes me as the most 
indefensible, beyond the prescription 
drug objection, is blocking funding for 
our troops. We depend on an all-volun-
teer military, and obviously many of 
our military members are not just sin-
gle; they have families who depend on 
them and on the funding that Congress 
provides. But our colleagues blocked it 
two different times—again, voting 
against the motion to proceed to the 
bill which, in plain English, is just say-
ing that they didn’t even want to start 

talking about or amending the under-
lying bill, which each Senator would 
have the opportunity to do if they 
would allow us to begin that process, 
which they blocked. 

Well, the Democratic leader loves to 
talk about the legislative graveyard 
here in the Senate. What he really 
means is that he wants to control the 
agenda, even in his seat as the minor-
ity leader. Well, he knows the rules of 
the Senate don’t permit the minority 
to control the agenda. That is why it is 
so important that Senator MCCONNELL 
is where he is and that Republicans 
have a majority. 

We are not saying that you have to 
do it our way or the highway. We are 
saying: Let’s engage in the legislative 
process. Let’s take up legislation on 
the floor of the Senate and let Senators 
offer their amendments, their sugges-
tions, and then let’s vote on them. But 
let’s not just stop things dead in their 
tracks because of partisan politics or 
because somebody doesn’t want some-
body who happens to be on the ballot 
in 2020 to get a ‘‘win.’’ That is really 
beneath the dignity of the Senate or 
any Senator. It is less than what the 
American people have a right to expect 
of us. 

I would ask the Democratic leader 
again: Please don’t head down this 
path by creating a graveyard of your 
own for bipartisan legislation that 
could and should become law. It is not 
my way or the highway. We have to 
work on this together, and we are will-
ing to do our part. 

Let’s work on bills that strengthen 
our military, lower drug prices, help 
students, assist in the fight against the 
opioid crisis, and so much, much more. 

I think it is a shame that our Demo-
cratic colleagues seem to be unable to 
compartmentalize their feelings about 
the President from the urgent need for 
them to do the jobs they were elected 
to do here in the Congress. They have 
been given countless opportunities to 
engage with us on a bipartisan basis to 
pass meaningful legislation that would 
make the American people’s lives bet-
ter. Again, that is why I think we are 
here, but they refuse to do anything 
that could be construed as giving some-
body a victory because of political con-
siderations. While Senator SCHUMER 
continues to kill bipartisan bill after 
bipartisan bill—really, because of it— 
the work of this Congress has become 
paralyzed. 

We are not going to give up, though. 
We will keep fighting to ensure that 
the American people are not the ulti-
mate victims of our Democratic col-
leagues’ war against this President— 
again, less than a year before the elec-
tion. Why can’t they channel all of 
their anger, all of their energy into the 
election rather than invoking the im-
peachment process? This would be the 
fourth time that has been initiated in 
American history, and it has never 
been successful in getting a Senate 
conviction and a removal of any Presi-
dent in American history. Our Demo-
cratic colleagues know they are likely 
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headed to the same conclusion here, 
but they nonetheless want to occupy 
all of our time and all of our attention 
on something that they know, ulti-
mately, will likely be futile, will be un-
successful, and in the meantime leave 
the American people on the sideline 
and not care or do anything that would 
help make their lives just a little bit 
easier and our country just a little bit 
stronger. 

I yield the floor. 

f 

RECESS 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senate stands 
in recess until 2:15 p.m. 

Thereupon, the Senate, at 12:37 p.m., 
recessed until 2:15 p.m. and reassem-
bled when called to order by the Pre-
siding Officer (Mrs. CAPITO). 

f 

EXECUTIVE CALENDAR—Continued 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, all postcloture time 
has expired. 

Mr. LEE. I ask for the yeas and nays. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

question is, Will the Senate advise and 
consent to the Luck nomination? 

Is there a sufficient second? 
There appears to be a sufficient sec-

ond. 
The clerk will call the roll. 
The senior assistant legislative clerk 

called the roll. 
Mr. DURBIN. I announce that the 

Senator from New Jersey (Mr. BOOKER), 
the Senator from California (Ms. HAR-
RIS), the Senator from Minnesota (Ms. 
KLOBUCHAR), the Senator from 
Vermont (Mr. SANDERS), and the Sen-
ator from Massachusetts (Ms. WARREN) 
are necessarily absent. 

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

The result was announced—yeas 64, 
nays 31, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 358 Ex.] 

YEAS—64 

Alexander 
Baldwin 
Barrasso 
Blackburn 
Blunt 
Boozman 
Braun 
Burr 
Capito 
Carper 
Cassidy 
Collins 
Coons 
Cornyn 
Cotton 
Cramer 
Crapo 
Cruz 
Daines 
Enzi 
Ernst 
Feinstein 

Fischer 
Gardner 
Graham 
Grassley 
Hawley 
Hoeven 
Hyde-Smith 
Inhofe 
Isakson 
Johnson 
Jones 
Kennedy 
Lankford 
Leahy 
Lee 
Manchin 
McConnell 
McSally 
Moran 
Murkowski 
Murphy 
Paul 

Perdue 
Portman 
Reed 
Risch 
Roberts 
Romney 
Rounds 
Rubio 
Sasse 
Scott (FL) 
Scott (SC) 
Shelby 
Sinema 
Sullivan 
Thune 
Tillis 
Toomey 
Whitehouse 
Wicker 
Young 

NAYS—31 

Bennet 
Blumenthal 
Brown 
Cantwell 
Cardin 
Casey 

Cortez Masto 
Duckworth 
Durbin 
Gillibrand 
Hassan 
Heinrich 

Hirono 
Kaine 
King 
Markey 
Menendez 
Merkley 

Murray 
Peters 
Rosen 
Schatz 
Schumer 

Shaheen 
Smith 
Stabenow 
Tester 
Udall 

Van Hollen 
Warner 
Wyden 

NOT VOTING—5 

Booker 
Harris 

Klobuchar 
Sanders 

Warren 

The nomination was confirmed. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 

the previous order, the motion to re-
consider is considered made and laid 
upon the table, and the President will 
be immediately notified of the Senate’s 
action. 

f 

CLOTURE MOTION 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Pursuant 
to rule XXII, the Chair lays before the 
Senate the pending cloture motion, 
which the clerk will state. 

The senior assistant legislative clerk 
read as follows: 

CLOTURE MOTION 

We, the undersigned Senators, in accord-
ance with the provisions of rule XXII of the 
Standing Rules of the Senate, do hereby 
move to bring to a close debate on the nomi-
nation of Barbara Lagoa, of Florida, to be 
United States Circuit Judge for the Eleventh 
Circuit. 

Rick Scott, Steve Daines, Mike Crapo, 
Pat Roberts, Marco Rubio, Lindsey 
Graham, John Hoeven, Roy Blunt, 
Mike Rounds, John Thune, John Cor-
nyn, Deb Fischer, John Barrasso, 
James E. Risch, John Boozman, Tim 
Scott, Mitch McConnell. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. By unan-
imous consent, the mandatory quorum 
call has been waived. 

The question is, Is it the sense of the 
Senate that debate on the nomination 
of Barbara Lagoa, of Florida, to be 
United States Circuit Judge for the 
Eleventh Circuit, shall be brought to a 
close? 

The yeas and nays are mandatory 
under the rule. 

The clerk will call the roll. 
The senior assistant legislative clerk 

called the roll. 
Mr. DURBIN. I announce that the 

Senator from New Jersey (Mr. BOOKER), 
the Senator from California (Ms. HAR-
RIS), the Senator from Minnesota (Ms. 
KLOBUCHAR), the Senator from 
Vermont (Mr. SANDERS), and the Sen-
ator from Massachusetts (Ms. WARREN) 
are necessarily absent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mrs. 
BLACKBURN). Are there any other Sen-
ators in the Chamber desiring to vote? 

The yeas and nays resulted—yeas 80, 
nays 15, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 359 Ex.] 

YEAS—80 

Alexander 
Baldwin 
Barrasso 
Blackburn 
Blumenthal 
Blunt 
Boozman 
Braun 
Burr 
Capito 
Cardin 
Carper 
Casey 

Cassidy 
Collins 
Coons 
Cornyn 
Cotton 
Cramer 
Crapo 
Cruz 
Daines 
Duckworth 
Durbin 
Enzi 
Ernst 

Feinstein 
Fischer 
Gardner 
Graham 
Grassley 
Hassan 
Hawley 
Heinrich 
Hoeven 
Hyde-Smith 
Inhofe 
Isakson 
Johnson 

Jones 
Kaine 
Kennedy 
King 
Lankford 
Leahy 
Lee 
Manchin 
McConnell 
McSally 
Menendez 
Moran 
Murkowski 
Murphy 

Paul 
Perdue 
Peters 
Portman 
Reed 
Risch 
Roberts 
Romney 
Rounds 
Rubio 
Sasse 
Scott (FL) 
Scott (SC) 
Shaheen 

Shelby 
Sinema 
Smith 
Sullivan 
Tester 
Thune 
Tillis 
Toomey 
Udall 
Warner 
Whitehouse 
Wicker 
Young 

NAYS—15 

Bennet 
Brown 
Cantwell 
Cortez Masto 
Gillibrand 

Hirono 
Markey 
Merkley 
Murray 
Rosen 

Schatz 
Schumer 
Stabenow 
Van Hollen 
Wyden 

NOT VOTING—5 

Booker 
Harris 

Klobuchar 
Sanders 

Warren 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. On this 
vote, the yeas are 80, the nays are 15. 

The motion is agreed to. 
f 

EXECUTIVE CALENDAR 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the nomination. 

The legislative clerk read the nomi-
nation of Barbara Lagoa, of Florida, to 
be United States Circuit Judge for the 
Eleventh Circuit. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Louisiana. 

FCC AND C-BAND AUCTION 
Mr. KENNEDY. Madam President, I 

want to spend a very few minutes 
today to say thanks. I want to thank 
Chairman Ajit Pai and his colleagues 
at the Federal Communications Com-
mission. The Chairman announced yes-
terday that he was going to put 5G 
technology and the American taxpayer 
first by holding a public auction, as op-
posed to a private auction, of what we 
call the C-band. It was a courageous de-
cision that he made against a lot of 
pressure. 

Allow me, for just a few minutes, to 
explain why that is important. We have 
all heard about 5G, which stands for 
fifth generation. It is a brandnew wire-
less technology. It means incredibly 
fast internet and cell phone calls. It 
means the ability to deliver as much as 
100 times more data through wireless 
technology than we can do today. 

We will notice it in our iPads; we will 
notice it in our computers; but we will 
notice it also in our cell phones. 

As you know, a cell phone is really a 
sophisticated walkie-talkie. I will use 
the cell phone as an example to explain 
5G. A cell phone is just a very sophisti-
cated, much more complicated walkie- 
talkie. How does a walkie-talkie work? 
How does a cell phone work? Radio 
waves. The scientific term is ‘‘electro-
magnetic radiation.’’ 

A radio wave is just what it says, a 
wave that goes from my cell phone, 
say, to the President’s cell phone 
through an antenna, a transmitter, and 
a receiver. A radio wave and the air 
through which it travels and the right 
to send a radio wave is a sovereign 
asset. It belongs to the American peo-
ple. The American people own that 
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