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The Senate met at 10 a.m. and was
called to order by the President pro
tempore (Mr. GRASSLEY).

————
PRAYER

The Chaplain, Dr. Barry C. Black, of-
fered the following prayer:

Let us pray.

Our Father in Heaven, we sing of
Your steadfast love and proclaim Your
faithfulness to all generations. Lord,
make us one Nation, truly wise with
righteousness, exalting us in due sea-
son.

Today, inspire our lawmakers to
walk in the light of Your countenance.
Abide with them so that Your wisdom
will influence each decision they make.
Lord, keep them from evil so that they
will not be brought to grief, enabling
them to avoid the pitfalls that lead to
ruin. Empower them to glorify You in
all they think, say, and do.

We pray in Your Holy Name. Amen.

———

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

The President pro tempore led the
Pledge of Allegiance, as follows:

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the
United States of America, and to the Repub-
lic for which it stands, one nation under God,
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all.

———

RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mrs.
HyYDE SMITH). Under the previous order,
the leadership time is reserved.

The Senator from Iowa.

Mr. GRASSLEY. Madam President, I
ask unanimous consent to speak for 1
minute in morning business.

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

————
THE JUSTICE ACT

Mr. GRASSLEY. Madam President,
it was a sad day yesterday when we
didn’t get enough votes because the

Senate

Democratic leader didn’t want Demo-
crats to vote. We did get four of those
votes from that side of the aisle, but
the police reform bill didn’t come out.

Senate Republicans are taking a step
in advancing real change on this issue
in our country. We have heard calls for
police reform and are responding—not
only because of George Floyd’s murder
in Minneapolis a few weeks ago but
also because of peaceful demonstra-
tions around the country on this issue
calling for police reform.

Senator ScoTT is the leader of the
JUSTICE Act. I am a cosponsor. It en-
courages States to stand as partners in
addressing police reform. If State and
local police departments don’t comply
with the provisions of the JUSTICE
Act, such as training officers on dees-
calation and use-of-force and ensuring
consistent use of body-worn cameras,
they will not receive Federal funding
for police action.

Iowa has made significant changes
already, and a number of other States
have followed Iowa’s example. The
Iowa Legislature unanimously passed
police reform issues very much like
what is in the Scott bill, and, working
with leaders of color in Iowa to accom-
plish this goal, it went very smoothly
through the Iowa Legislature. I got a
firsthand report from my grandson,
who is speaker of the Iowa House. The
Iowa House is divided 53 to 47, but both
houses of the Iowa Legislature passed
these reforms unanimously.

Why can’t Senate Democrats let us
go forward with the Scott bill? All we
need are four more Democratic votes.
If it can happen in the Iowa Legisla-
ture, it ought to be able to happen
here.

We have a role to play in the Senate,
but let’s not forget that, while we are
doing that, we are also encouraging our
State partners to also lead the charge
in effecting real change. In fact, 50
State legislatures—every munici-
pality—ought to be moving forward on
police reforms of not only our type but

whatever they may think is best for
their States or municipalities.
I yield the floor.

RECOGNITION OF THE MAJORITY
LEADER

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-
jority leader is recognized.

THE JUSTICE ACT

Mr. McCONNELL. Madam President,
the American people have been asked
to swallow a number of contradictions
over the past few weeks. I have already
discussed some of them here on the
floor.

Many citizens were told by their
mayors that small religious services
were just too dangerous. At the same
time, massive political protests were
not just allowed but encouraged.

Americans have been told they
should very carefully distinguish good
people from bad apples if they are talk-
ing about protests and riots, but they
must not make the same distinction if
they are talking about the police.

Recently, the country was informed
by hysterical journalists that a ration-
al policy essay from our colleague Sen-
ator COTTON was just too inflammatory
to publish, but the Speaker of the
House can say Senator TIM SCOTT and
his 48 cosponsors are ‘‘trying to get
away with . . . the murder of George
Floyd,” and Democrats just cheer her
on—cheer her on.

Americans have been ordered to
rethink and relearn our Nation’s his-
tory by a movement that is itself so
historically illiterate that they mis-
take George Washington, Ulysses S.
Grant, and a 19th-century abolitionist
for enemies of justice and destroy their
monuments.

One common thread seems to connect
all this: The far left wants you to play
by one set of rules if you think like
they do and a completely different set
of rules if you dare to think anything
else.
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Well, yesterday here in the Senate,
the latest absurdity was added to the
list. Our Democratic colleagues tried
to say with straight faces that they
want the Senate to discuss police re-
form while they blocked the Senate
from discussing police reform. They de-
clared that Senator ScoTT’s bill, which
contains many bipartisan components,
which literally contains entire bills
written by Democrats, was beyond the
pale. Senator ScoTT offered a wide-
open, bipartisan amendment process,
and they walked away.

Over in the House, when Democrats
shoot down every Republican amend-
ment in committee and allow zero
amendments on the floor, you can bet
it will be anointed a big, big success.

Now, as an aside, I could not help but
notice that in the Democratic leader’s
lengthy remarks yesterday morning,
he did not once address or acknowledge
the junior Senator from South Caro-
lina as the author of the JUSTICE
Act—not one time. Not one time did
the Democratic leader address Senator
TIM SCOTT as the author of the legisla-
tion he was trashing.

I cannot see why the Democratic
leader talks right past Senator ScoTT
as if he were not leading this discus-
sion, as if he were barely here. All I can
say is that it was jarring to witness, es-
pecially in a national moment like
this. Senator ScoTT was the leader of
the working group. He wrote the bill.
He has been studying and working on
and living these issues since long, long
before the Democratic leader came
rushing to the microphones on this
subject a few weeks ago.

I can certainly take all the angry
comments my colleague from New
York wants to throw my way. I don’t
mind. But if he would like to learn
something about the substance of this
issue, he might want to stop acting
like Senator ScOTT hardly exists and
learn from the expert who wrote the
bill.

The American people know you do
not really want progress on an issue if
you block the Senate from taking it
up. They know that most police offi-
cers are brave and honorable and that
most protesters are peaceful. They
know our country needs both. We need
both. The American people know they
don’t need history lessons from com-
mon criminals who are dragging
George Washington through the dirt.
They know prayer is no less essential
than protest. They know that a politi-
cian who compares a policy disagree-
ment to a brutal murder has just per-
manently forfeited the moral high
ground to the grownups who want solu-
tions.

Some forces are desperate to divide
our country any way they possibly can,
but if people of good will and common
sense stick together, the radical non-
sense will not stand a chance.
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NATIONAL DEFENSE
AUTHORIZATION ACT

Mr. McCONNELL. Madam President,
on a completely different matter, the
Senate does not have the luxury of let-
ting these disagreements prevent need-
ed bipartisan progress on other fronts.

While the House has been missing in
action on the longest spring break in
human history, the Senate has been
conducting the people’s business alone.
We have confirmed nominees. We have
conducted critical oversight. We passed
historic legislation for our national
parks and public lands. We have kept a
close watch on the bad actors abroad
who would love nothing more than to
take advantage of a distracted and di-
vided United States.

Today, months of focused work from
our colleagues on the Armed Services
Committee will let the Senate start to
move toward this year’s National De-
fense Authorization Act. Thanks to
Chairman INHOFE and the committee,
for a 60th straight year, the Senate has
an opportunity to lay out our priorities
for the U.S. military with a united
voice. Chairman INHOFE and Ranking
Member REED guided a collaborative,
bipartisan process.

The committee considered 391
amendments and reported out their
final bill on a nearly unanimous basis.
The result is legislation that honors
the unique sacrifices of our men and
women in uniform, from authorizing a
pay raise for Active-Duty personnel to
ensuring high-quality housing, health,
and childcare services for families sta-
tioned at home and abroad.

Their product will help ensure our
military continues to attract the next
generation of warfighters and leaders
and that those men and women will
have cutting-edge equipment and tools
to face off with competitors and defend
our security and our interests around
the world.

In just the last several weeks, China
has grown even bolder in its supposed
“enforcement’’ of disputed waters and
picked deadly fights with the world’s
largest democracy in the Himalayas.
Russia has deployed aircraft to within
eyesight of U.S. airspace and has kept
testing the free world’s tolerance for
cyber attacks. North Korea has threat-
ened a new round of the Korean war.
Iran continues to flout international
agreements and fuel instability
throughout its region. Terrorists prey
on the instability to advance their own
extreme violence.

Clearly, those who mean us harm will
not wait for America’s domestic chal-
lenges to fade away, and they certainly
will not wait for the United States to
quit bickering. So, notwithstanding all
our other differences, I hope and expect
this body will be able to put partisan-
ship aside and honor the bipartisan tra-
dition that has defined this crucial bill
for decades.

June 25, 2020

CONCLUSION OF MORNING
BUSINESS

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Morning
business is closed.

———

LEGISLATIVE SESSION

——————

NATIONAL DEFENSE AUTHORIZA-
TION ACT FOR FISCAL YEAR
2021—Motion to Proceed—Resumed

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senate will re-
sume consideration of the motion to
proceed to S. 4049, which the clerk will
report.

The senior assistant legislative clerk
read as follows:

Motion to proceed to S. 4049, a bill to au-
thorize appropriations for fiscal year 2021 for
military activities of the Department of De-
fense, for military construction, and for de-
fense activities of the Department of Energy,
to prescribe military personnel strengths for
such fiscal year, and for other purposes.

Mr. McCONNELL. I suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The senior assistant legislative clerk
proceeded to call the roll.

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

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

RECOGNITION OF THE MINORITY LEADER

The Democratic leader is recognized.

JUSTICE IN POLICING ACT

Mr. SCHUMER. Madam President,
the House of Representatives will pass
the Justice in Policing Act today—a
comprehensive, strong bill to bring
lasting change to police departments
across America and tackle the ex-
tremely large and difficult problem of
police bias, police violence, racial bias,
and the lack of transparency and ac-
countability in law enforcement.

Unlike the Republican policing bill,
the Justice in Policing Act will fully
ban choke holds. The Justice in Polic-
ing Act will ban no-knock warrants in
Federal cases, not just study them like
in the Republicans’ bill. Unlike the Re-
publicans’ bill, the Justice in Policing
Act will also bring sorely needed ac-
countability to police officers who are
guilty of misconduct, including quali-
fied immunity reform, use-of-force
standards, and policies to end racial
profiling.

My Republican colleagues should
look to the House today if they want to
see what a serious attempt at policing
reform looks like and if they want to
understand why their bill failed to earn
enough votes to proceed yesterday.

The Republicans’ policing reform bill
failed because it was not a serious
enough effort at reform. The legisla-
tion itself was so threadbare, so weak,
and so narrow, it could hardly be con-
sidered a constructive starting point.
That is why more than 138 civil rights
organizations, which want nothing
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more than to see progress on these
issues, strongly urged Senators to op-
pose the Republicans’ bill. That is why
the Leadership Conference on Civil
Rights called the bill ‘‘deeply problem-
atic” and a ‘‘menial, incremental ap-
proach.” That is why the lawyer rep-
resenting the families of George Floyd
and Breonna Taylor said he was
shocked that the Republicans’ bill
could even be ‘‘thought of as legisla-
tion.”

As I said the other day, I know my
friend from South Carolina is trying to
do the right thing, but the problem we
have and the problem so many civil
rights groups have is with the sub-
stance of the bill and with the way the
Republican leader—Leader MCCONNELL,
who controls the floor—set up the proc-
ess. The Republican majority drafted a
bill on its own, and instead of putting
it through committee, where members
of both parties could analyze and
amend it, he dropped it on the floor
and dared the Democrats to block it.

Let me be very clear: The debate on
policing reform is only over for those
who want it to be over and for, maybe,
those who never truly wanted this de-
bate in the first place, because the
truth is, by the end of the day today,
the House will have passed the most se-
rious policing reform bill in decades.
Here in the Senate, the Senate Demo-
crats have been clear that we want to
sit down with our colleagues and try to
negotiate a bipartisan product that can
go through committee and come to the
floor.

As I said a week ago, I know my
friend from South Carolina is trying to
do the right thing, but Leader McCON-
NELL decided to go about this the
wrong way—the partisan way. Let’s
start over the right way—the bipar-
tisan way. I have no doubt we can ar-
rive at legislation that, unlike the bill
that failed yesterday, would bring com-
prehensive and lasting change that pro-
testers, civil rights organizations, and
the families of George Floyd, Breonna
Taylor, and Ahmaud Arbery demand.

CORONAVIRUS

Madam President, the COVID-19 pan-
demic continues to spread and swell
across the United States. Yesterday
afternoon, the New York Times re-
ported that new cases of COVID-19 are
now at the highest levels in the United
States since the month of April, as
35,000 new cases were identified on
Tuesday alone—the third worst single
day of the entire pandemic. Hos-
pitalization rates in Arizona and Texas
have hit daily records, and Florida is
not far behind.

The rise in cases, scientists warn, is
not explained by the current rate of
testing in this country. One of the
main reasons our Nation has struggled
so to contain the coronavirus is Presi-
dent Trump’s complete mismanage-
ment of the government’s response. In
the early days of the virus, the Presi-
dent’s lack of attention led to a short-
age of PPE, ventilators, and a pain-
fully, damagingly slow ramp-up of test-
ing.
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Here again, 4 months into the virus,
as the case numbers continue to grow
in so many places, the President’s lack
of attention is causing a national fail-
ure to overcome the COVID-19 pan-
demic. The President is gallivanting
from State to State and holding polit-
ical rallies in two of the most affected
areas.

The President joked—or perhaps
didn’t joke—about instructing his ad-
ministration to ‘‘slow down the test-
ing, please,” because the number of
coronavirus cases might make him
look bad. Can you believe that? Again,
the President urged the administration
to ‘‘slow down the testing, please,” be-
cause the number of cases might make
him look bad. Whether it was a joke or
not, it is not a joking matter; it is seri-
ous stuff.

Throughout this struggle with the
coronavirus, the administration, at
best, has been late to the debate or
asleep at the switch or, at worst, has
been doing things that actually harm
rather than help.

There were reports yesterday that
the administration will, in fact, halt
Federal funding for a number of com-
munity-based COVID testing sites,
many of which are in Texas—a State
that is getting hit hard. The adminis-
tration is actually preparing to slow
down the testing, amazingly enough. A
lesson from so many countries is that
good, strong testing and contact trac-
ing is the key, but this President seems
to be blithely dancing along, going to
his little events, and not paying atten-
tion to the crisis and doing what is
necessary to get a real handle on it. We
are witnessing the highest number of
new cases since April, and the Trump
administration is cutting funding for
testing in some of the worst hotspots—
a terrible decision at a terrible mo-
ment but, unfortunately, not atypical
of this administration’s total inepti-
tude.

To cap it all off, today the Trump ad-
ministration is filing briefs in the Su-
preme Court in an attempt to invali-
date the Nation’s health law at a time
when roughly 27 million Americans
have lost job-based health coverage,
and their only backstops are the ex-
changes in the healthcare law, but the
administration is proposing to get rid
of it. It is sort of similar to yesterday,
with the nomination on the floor of
somebody so anti-voting rights to go to
the Fifth Circuit. A total contradiction
of what they say is what they do.

From the beginning, the President
has downplayed the severity of the dis-
ease. He has spread misinformation
about how to stay safe and put his po-
litical interests—his desire for credit
and avoidance of blame—above the
medical needs and safety of the Amer-
ican people. As a result, President
Trump has helped put America first in
the number of COVID-19 cases in the
world, and unfortunately the situation
is not much better in the Senate.

It has been 2 months since the pas-
sage of the last COVID relief legisla-
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tion. The Democrats had hoped to con-
tinue the bipartisan work—work that
produced the CARES Act—in April,
May, and now June but to no avail. The
House passed the HEROES Act over a
month ago, which includes hazard pay,
housing assistance, extended unem-
ployment insurance, and aid to State
and local governments. Yet, as the pan-
demic continued to spread and unem-
ployment skyrocketed, the Senate Re-
publicans said they felt no urgency to
act immediately. There have been
more than 40 million unemployment
claims—another 1.5 million this week
alone—and still Leader MCCONNELL and
the Republican Senate don’t feel an ur-
gency to act.

Leader MCCONNELL originally said
that another emergency relief bill was
likely during June. Now he is saying
late July. A few days ago, the Repub-
lican leader said:

If there is something that’s going to hap-
pen, it will emerge in the Senate; it will be
written beginning in my office.

Once again, Leader MCCONNELL
seems to prefer partisan pronounce-
ments to bipartisan legislating.

This is the same failed approach that
delayed the CARES Act 2 months ago
and that failed yesterday on policing
reform. It will only delay another
emergency relief bill, and such delays
will be measured in hospital beds, de-
serted storefronts, and pink slips.

There is one other point—the lack of
oversight. This morning, the GAO an-
nounced that $1.4 billion in relief
checks were sent to people who were
dead. Where is the oversight? This is a
$3 trillion package, and every small bit
of oversight that the Republicans have
done has had to be pushed by the
Democrats. We should be having far
more robust oversight over what has
happened as well as moving forward on
a new bill.

The Democrats are not going to wait
until July to bring some attention to
COVID-related issues. Next week, on
the floor, we will ask our colleagues to
take up some important legislation on
housing and rental assistance, hazard
pay for essential workers, small busi-
ness relief, funding to help schools
open safely, and aid to State and local
and Tribal governments. With cases
rising in more than 20 States and with
emergency unemployment insurance
for American families set to expire, we
cannot wait another month to act.

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

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

Mr. INHOFE. Madam President, I ask
unanimous consent to be recognized for
such time as I may consume.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
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Mr. INHOFE. Madam President, for
the next week, the Senate is going to
be debating what I consider to be and
what I think most people consider to
be the most important bill of the
year—the National Defense Authoriza-
tion Act. It is an act that we passed
and have passed every year for 60
years.

In just a few days, American families
across the country will celebrate the
Fourth of July, Independence Day—the
day that honors our blessings of life,
liberty, and the pursuit of happiness.
Not all countries share these values; in
fact, they reject them. China and Rus-
sia would rather have an authoritarian
world, one where democracy doesn’t
exist, where the rest of the world yields
to them.

The national defense strategy is a
document that I refer to all the time.
It was put together a few years ago
when actually 12 really expert Demo-
crats and 12 expert Republicans came
to an agreement as to what our defense
should look like in the future. Accord-
ing to this book, China and Russia are
our greatest threats right now. They
are building up their militaries and ex-
panding their influence around the
world.

The fiscal year 2021 National Defense
Authorization Act is about sending a
message to China and Russia that
there is no way you can defeat us, so
don’t try. That is a pretty blunt mes-
sage. We couldn’t have sent that mes-
sage 2 years ago. We have been building
up, but we are still not where we
should be.

We know the way we preserve peace
is by demonstrating our strength. We
have the best military in the world,
and our enemies need to know that. We
can’t rest on our laurels. We have to
implement the national defense strat-
egy because our comparative military
advantage is at risk right now. China
and Russia are actually catching up
and have surpassed us in some areas.
Here is one big reason: China and Rus-
sia have invested in their military.

This is a shocker when you talk to
people because they don’t expect it. I
learned many years ago—or at least I
believed—that we had the best of ev-
erything ever since World War II, and
it was true for a long period of time.
Yet, during the period of time between
2009 and 2018, China increased its mili-
tary spending by 83 percent. That is
just remarkable. Russia has grown its
budget by 35 percent. During that same
period of time, from 2010 to 2015, for
that 5-year period during the Obama
administration, we reduced our mili-
tary by 25 percent. Think about that.
China increased theirs by 83 percent,
and we reduced ours by 25 percent dur-
ing that same time period.

Don’t forget that these countries
willfully mislead on many things, in-
cluding on the actual sizes of their de-
fense budgets. Russia’s is almost three
times larger than most people think it
is. They look at it and think, well, ours
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is larger than theirs. It is just that we
don’t get accurate information, and we
know the threats that are out there.

Because of these investments, China
and Russia have grown not just the
sizes of their militaries but their capa-
bilities as well. Last October, China pa-
raded a hypersonic weapon. I remember
that so well because it was live on TV.
I saw it on television. This was state-
of-the-art for both offense and defense,
and China had it. Some people said
China was maybe faking it, but I be-
lieve it had it. It was in a parade, and
China showed us that it had something
we don’t even have. We don’t have it
yet.

Their investments aren’t restricted
by their borders, and I have seen their
buildup, actually, across the world.
One prime example is that China re-
cently built its first overseas military
base. It was in Djibouti. Now, prior to
this time in Djibouti and throughout
Africa, there was nothing. There was a
lot of Chinese presence but not a mili-
tary operation. In fact, historically,
military operations from China have
always started in and were evident
within its own city limits. I mean, this
is where China worked—not in
Djibouti, not in northern Africa. In
fact, I actually flew over the area. It
was supposed to be a restricted area.

So there is China over there in Afri-
ca, where they have never been before,
and in Djibouti, and not just in
Djibouti but all the way into southern
Tanzania.

And so that is what is going on right
now. It wasn’t going on before. Now we
see China and Russia grow more and
more aggressive and antagonistic.

China, in particular, has used the
pandemic to lash out in every direc-
tion. They have antagonized and har-
assed the Taiwanese, the Vietnamese,
the Indonesian vessels in the South
China Sea, and they have used every
tool that they could to harass them.

Do you know what they are doing in
the South China Sea? And I did witness
this. They did something that most
people don’t know is going on. China
has actually built seven islands, and
when you see what they have on these
islands—they don’t hide it—it is as if
they are preparing for World War III.

Now, we saw 20 Indian soldiers dead,
killed by what are essentially baseball
bats with spikes when the Chinese con-
ducted a military incursion in terri-
tory claimed by China. That just hap-
pened.

I called and talked to their Ambas-
sador and gave them our condolences,
but that is what China is capable of
doing.

Meanwhile, Russia continues to prop
up the murderous Assad regime. Putin
has sent mercenaries to Libya and
throughout Africa.

Both countries have been supporting
the corrupt Maduro regime in Ven-
ezuela.

We have seen warning signs of this
for at least a decade. Meanwhile, the
previous administration let our mili-
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tary advantage erode. For 8 years, we
had a President for whom the military
was not a top priority. I respected him
because he had other areas that he
thought were more significant. Of
course, he was President of the United
States, and he did it.

But I have to remind you of what I
just said a minute ago. We went down
by 25 percent between the 5-year period
of 2010 and 2015. At the same time, Rus-
sia was increasing by 35 percent. We
were reducing 25 percent, and they
were increasing. China was increasing
by 83 percent. Defending America
wasn’t his top priority, but he was hon-
est about it, and we learned that there
were areas where we were falling be-
hind.

Now we have started turning around.
Now we have a President whose pri-
ority is keeping American families se-
cure, and over the past few years, we
began rebuilding our military. Thanks
to President Trump—the guy that ev-
eryone criticizes—we are restoring our
military might with new planes, new
ships, and new weapons.

Take what we are doing at Fort Sill,
as an example. Fort Sill is in my State
of Oklahoma. Right now, we are out-
ranged and outgunned by Russia and
China. Fort Sill is leading the Army’s
modernization efforts on the long-
range precision fire to restore our com-
bat advantage. That is what is hap-
pening all over the country too. So we
are pulling out of this thing.

Restoring our might is important,
but it is not the only thing that mat-
ters. We have to make sure that the
planes, the ships, and the weapons are
in the right places at the right time,
and that is what the NDAA does. That
is what we are talking about right now.

The NDAA, as I stated before, I think
is the most significant bill that we
have all year round, and this will be
the 60th year that we have passed it. It
makes sure that we have a credible
military deterrent that signals to any
potential adversaries that they don’t
stand a chance against us. That is what
we are in the process of doing. That is
what this bill is all about.

We introduced it and started talking
about it yesterday. We probably should
have this finished prior to the 4th of
July recess. We should have it passed,
although that may be a little bit ambi-
tious.

So we are implementing the National
Defense Strategy. That is this book
that we are all so proud of. It is bipar-
tisan. It is saying what we need to do
to defend America, and this document
is one that we are following to the let-
ter right now. It is our roadmap.

The bill establishes the Pacific De-
terrence Initiative. That is kind of pat-
terned after the European Deterrence
Initiative. It focuses resources on the
Indo-Pacific, addressing key military
capabilities and gaps. That is the area
that we are concentrating on right
now, and that is what our document
says we should be doing. That is what
we are doing with the Defense author-
ization bill.
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The bill ensures that we have a com-
bat-credible forward posture, and it
helps us develop and field the joint ca-
pabilities needed to take on the con-
flicts envisioned by this NDS report.

We push back on China’s and Russia’s
attempts to expand their influence by
building new alliances and partnerships
and strengthening existing ones. They
are busy. They are out there.

We protect against intrusion from
China and Russia in space and beyond.
That is what we have in the bill. That
is what we are envisioning we will be
able to do.

We safeguard proprietary technology
and intellectual property from being
infiltrated by the Government of
China.

We also reduce our reliance on for-
eign countries like China as a source
for a variety of materials and tech-
nologies, including some of the micro-
electronics and rare earth minerals,
but also medical devices.

Last but not least, we accelerate in-
vestment in research and development
into technology that would help us
catch up with China and Russia—

hypersonic weapons, artificial intel-
ligence, quantum computing, and
more.

We are not leading in all areas, as
most people in America think we are,
but we are making such great progress.
Our Defense authorization bill last
year put us way ahead of where we
were before, and this bill does the same
thing. So the bill sends a message—a
strong message—to China and Russia
and anyone else who would try it: We
know what you are up to. We know how
to stop you. You simply can’t win
against us.

So I encourage my colleagues, first of
all, to get all of their amendments in.
We are trying to get our amendments
in by Friday. If we can do that, we will
probably get this thing done possibly
even by a week from today.

So we have been working on it all
year long, and this is one of the bills
that we work on all year long, and we
have a whole team working, including
Liz King and John Bonsell. John
Bonsell is the Republican staff direc-
tor, and Liz is with the Democratic
staff group, working with my partner
in this. They have worked very well to-
gether, and we should have this bill
done and ready to take out.

Of course, let’s keep in mind what we
want to accomplish. We want to put
our country ahead of China and Russia
and get us out of this problem area
that we have—an area where our allies
believe they are preparing for World
War III. So that is what the bill is all
about. Hopefully, we will get this thing
done and have the necessary ingredi-
ents in there. This should be the year
that we actually go ahead of China and
Russia. We want to make it happen,
and this is the only way to do it.

I yield the floor.

I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
ScoTT of Florida). The clerk will call
the roll.
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The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

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

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

———

COMMISSION ON THE SOCIAL STA-
TUS OF BLACK MEN AND BOYS
ACT

Mr. HAWLEY. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on Health, Education, Labor,
and Pensions be discharged from fur-
ther consideration of S. 2163 and the
Senate proceed to its immediate con-
sideration.

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

The clerk will report the bill by title.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

A Dbill (S. 2163) to establish the Commission
on the Social Status of Black Men and Boys,
to study and make recommendations to ad-
dress social problems affecting Black men
and boys, and for other purposes.

There being no objection, the com-
mittee was discharged and the Senate
proceeded to consider the bill.

Mr. HAWLEY. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Lankford
amendment at the desk be agreed to
and the bill, as amended, be considered
read a third time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Without objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment (No. 1809) was agreed
to as follows:

(Purpose: To require an equal number of Re-
publicans and Democrats to serve on the
Commission on the Social Status of Black
Men and Boys)

At the end of section 2, add the following:

(¢c) MEMBERSHIP BY POLITICAL PARTY.—If
after the Commission is appointed there is a
partisan imbalance of Commission members,
the congressional leaders of the political
party with fewer members on the Commis-
sion shall jointly name additional members
to create partisan parity on the Commission.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
for a third reading and was read the
third time.

Mr. HAWLEY. I know of no further
debate on the bill, as amended.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If there
is no further debate, the question is,
Shall the bill pass?

The bill (S. 2163), as amended, was
passed, as follows:

S. 2163

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

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘“‘Commission
on the Social Status of Black Men and Boys
Act”.

SEC. 2. COMMISSION ESTABLISHMENT AND MEM-

BERSHIP.

(a) ESTABLISHMENT.—The Commission on
the Social Status of Black Men and Boys
(hereinafter in this Act referred to as ‘‘the
Commission’) is established within the
United States Commission on Civil Rights
Office of the Staff Director.

(b) MEMBERSHIP.—The Commission shall
consist of 19 members appointed as follows:

S3281

(1) The Senate majority leader shall ap-
point one member who is not employed by
the Federal Government and is an expert on
issues affecting Black men and boys in
America.

(2) The Senate minority leader shall ap-
point one member who is not employed by
the Federal Government and is an expert on
issues affecting Black men and boys in
America.

(3) The House of Representatives majority
leader shall appoint one member who is not
employed by the Federal Government and is
an expert on issues affecting Black men and
boys in America.

(4) The House of Representatives minority
leader shall appoint one member who is not
employed by the Federal Government and is
an expert on issues affecting Black men and
boys in America.

(5) The Chair of the Congressional Black
Caucus shall be a member of the Commis-
sion, as well as 5 additional Members of the
Congressional Black Caucus who shall be in-
dividuals that either sit on the following
committees of relevant jurisdiction or are
experts on issues affecting Black men and
boys in the United States, including—

(A) education;

(B) justice and Civil Rights;

(C) healthcare;

(D) labor and employment; and

(E) housing.

(6) The Staff Director of the United States
Commission on Civil Rights shall appoint
one member from within the staff of the
United States Commission on Civil Rights
who is an expert in issues relating to Black
men and boys.

(7) The Chair of the United States Equal
Employment Opportunity Commission shall
appoint one member from within the staff of
the United States Equal Employment Oppor-
tunity Commission who is an expert in equal
employment issues impacting Black men.

(8) The Secretary of Education shall ap-
point one member from within the Depart-
ment of Education who is an expert in urban
education.

(9) The Attorney General shall appoint one
member from within the Department of Jus-
tice who is an expert in racial disparities
within the criminal justice system.

(10) The Secretary of Health and Human
Services shall appoint one member from
within the Department of Health and Human
Services who is an expert in health issues
facing Black men.

(11) The Secretary of Housing and Urban
Development shall appoint one member from
within the Department of Housing and Urban
Development who is an expert in housing and
development in urban communities.

(12) The Secretary of Labor shall appoint
one member from within the Department of
Labor who is an expert in labor issues im-
pacting Black men.

(13) The President of the United States
shall appoint 2 members who are not em-
ployed by the Federal Government and are
experts on issues affecting Black men and
boys in America.

(c) MEMBERSHIP BY POLITICAL PARTY.—If
after the Commission is appointed there is a
partisan imbalance of Commission members,
the congressional leaders of the political
party with fewer members on the Commis-
sion shall jointly name additional members
to create partisan parity on the Commission.
SEC. 3. OTHER MATTERS RELATING TO APPOINT-

MENT; REMOVAL.

(a) TIMING OF INITIAL APPOINTMENTS.—Each
initial appointment to the Commission shall
be made no later than 90 days after the Com-
mission is established. If any appointing au-
thorities fail to appoint a member to the
Commission, their appointment shall be
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made by the Staff Director of the Commis-
sion on Civil Rights.

(b) TERMS.—Except as otherwise provided
in this section, the term of a member of the
Commission shall be 4 years. For the purpose
of providing staggered terms, the first term
of those members initially appointed under
paragraphs (1) through (5) of section 2 shall
be appointed to 2-year terms with all other
terms lasting 4 years. Members are eligible
for consecutive reappointment.

(c) REMOVAL.—A member of the Commis-
sion may be removed from the Commission
at any time by the appointing authority
should the member fail to meet Commission
responsibilities. Once the seat becomes va-
cant, the appointing authority is responsible
for filling the vacancy in the Commission be-
fore the next meeting.

(d) VACANCIES.—The appointing authority
of a member of the Commission shall either
reappoint that member at the end of that
member’s term or appoint another person
meeting the qualifications for that appoint-
ment. In the event of a vacancy arising dur-
ing a term, the appointing authority shall,
before the next meeting of the Commission,
appoint a replacement to finish that term.
SEC. 4. LEADERSHIP ELECTION.

At the first meeting of the Commission
each year, the members shall elect a Chair
and a Secretary. A vacancy in the Chair or
Secretary shall be filled by vote of the re-
maining members. The Chair and Secretary
are eligible for consecutive reappointment.
SEC. 5. COMMISSION DUTIES AND POWERS.

(a) STUDY.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Commission shall
conduct a systematic study of the conditions
affecting Black men and boys, including
homicide rates, arrest and incarceration
rates, poverty, violence, fatherhood,
mentorship, drug abuse, death rates, dis-
parate income and wealth levels, school per-
formance in all grade levels including post-
secondary education and college, and health
issues.

(2) TRENDS.—The Commission shall docu-
ment trends regarding the topics described
in paragraph (1) and report on the commu-
nity impacts of relevant government pro-
grams within the scope of such topics.

(b) PROPOSAL OF MEASURES.—The Commis-
sion shall propose measures to alleviate and
remedy the underlying causes of the condi-
tions described in subsection (a), which may
include recommendations of changes to the
law, recommendations for how to implement
related policies, and recommendations for
how to create, develop, or improve upon gov-
ernment programs.

() SUGGESTIONS AND COMMENTS.—The
Commission shall accept suggestions or com-
ments pertinent to the applicable issues
from members of Congress, governmental
agencies, public and private organizations,
and private citizens.

(d) STAFF AND ADMINISTRATIVE SUPPORT.—
The Office of the Staff Director of the United
States Commission on Civil Rights shall pro-
vide staff and administrative support to the
Commission. All entities of the United
States Government shall provide informa-
tion that is otherwise a public record at the
request of the Commission.

SEC. 6. COMMISSION MEETING REQUIREMENTS.

(a) FIRST MEETING.—The first meeting of
the Commission shall take place no later
than 30 days after the initial members are all
appointed. Meetings shall be focused on sig-
nificant issues impacting Black men and
boys, for the purpose of initiating research
ideas and delegating research tasks to Com-
mission members to initiate the first annual
report described in section 7.

(b) QUARTERLY MEETINGS.—The Commis-
sion shall meet quarterly. In addition to all
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quarterly meetings, the Commission shall
meet at other times at the call of the Chair
or as determined by a majority of Commis-
sion members.

(¢) QUORUM; RULE FOR VOTING ON FINAL AcC-
TIONS.—A majority of the members of the
Commission constitute a quorum, and an af-
firmative vote of a majority of the members
present is required for final action.

(d) EXPECTATIONS FOR ATTENDANCE BY
MEMBERS.—Members are expected to attend
all Commission meetings. In the case of an
absence, members are expected to report to
the Chair prior to the meeting and allowance
may be made for an absent member to par-
ticipate remotely. Members will still be re-
sponsible for fulfilling prior commitments,
regardless of attendance status. If a member
is absent twice in a given year, he or she will
be reviewed by the Chair and appointing au-
thority and further action will be considered,
including removal and replacement on the
Commission.

(e) MINUTES.—Minutes shall be taken at
each meeting by the Secretary, or in that in-
dividual’s absence, the Chair shall select an-
other Commission member to take minutes
during that absence. The Commission shall
make its minutes publicly available and ac-
cessible not later than one week after each
meeting.

SEC. 7. ANNUAL REPORT GUIDELINES.

The Commission shall make an annual re-
port, beginning the year of the first Commis-
sion meeting. The report shall address the
current conditions affecting Black men and
boys and make recommendations to address
these issues. The report shall be submitted
to the President, the Congress, members of
the President’s Cabinet, and the chairs of the
appropriate committees of jurisdiction. The
Commission shall make the report publicly
available online on a centralized Federal
website.

SEC. 8. COMMISSION COMPENSATION.

Members of the Commission shall serve on
the Commission without compensation.

Mr. HAWLEY. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the motion to
reconsider be considered made and laid
upon the table.

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

Mr. HAWLEY. Mr. President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

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

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

————————

ENCOURAGING THE INTER-
NATIONAL COMMUNITY TO RE-
MAIN COMMITTED TO COLLABO-
RATION AND COORDINATION TO
MITIGATE AND PREVENT THE
FURTHER SPREAD OF COVID-19

Mr. TOOMEY. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on Foreign Relations be dis-
charged from further consideration and
the Senate now proceed to S. Res. 579.

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

The legislative clerk read as follows:

A resolution (S. Res. 579) encouraging the
international community to remain com-
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mitted to collaboration and coordination to
mitigate and prevent the further spread of
COVID-19 and urging renewed United States
leadership and participation in any global ef-
forts on therapeutics and vaccine develop-
ment and delivery to address COVID-19 and
prevent further deaths, and for other pur-
poses.

There being no objection, the com-
mittee was discharged, and the Senate
proceeded to consider the resolution.

Mr. TOOMEY. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that Lee-Durbin
substitute amendment to the resolu-
tion be considered and agreed to; that
the resolution, as amended, be agreed
to; that the Lee-Durbin amendment to
the preamble be considered and agreed
to; that the preamble, as amended, be
agreed to; that the Lee-Durbin amend-
ment to the title be agreed to; and that
the motions to reconsider be consid-
ered made and laid upon the table.

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

The amendment (No. 1810), in the na-
ture of a substitute, was agreed to as
follows:

(Purpose: In the nature of a substitute)

Strike all after the resolving clause and in-
sert the following: ‘““That the Senate—

(1) recognizes the historic leadership role
of the United States in stemming global
health crises in the past;

(2) commends the historic achievements of
the international community to address
global public health threats, such as the
eradication of smallpox and dramatic
progress in reducing cases of polio;

(3) encourages the international commu-
nity to remain committed to collaboration
and coordination to mitigate and prevent the
further spread of COVID-19;

(4) commends the promising research and
development underway to develop COVID-19
diagnostics, therapies, and vaccines within
the United States and with support from the
Federal government, public-private partner-
ships, and commercial partners;

(5) acknowledges the vast international re-
search enterprise and collaboration under-
way to study an expansive range of drug and
vaccine candidates;

(6) urges renewed United States leadership
and participation in global efforts on thera-
peutics and vaccine development and deliv-
ery to address COVID-19 and prevent further
American deaths; and

(7) calls on the United States Government
to strengthen collaboration with key part-
ners at the forefront of responding to
COVID-19.

The resolution (S. Res.
amended, was agreed to.

The amendment (No. 1811) was agreed
to as follows:

(Purpose: To amend the preamble)

Strike the preamble and insert the fol-
lowing:

Whereas there is a rich history of coordi-
nated global health collaboration and coordi-
nation, dating back to 1851, to strategically
and effectively combat deadly diseases of the
time, such as the spread of plague;

Whereas the United States has long been
an active and critical leader in such global
public health efforts, providing financial and
technical support to multilateral institu-
tions, foreign governments, and nongovern-
mental organizations;

Whereas international collaboration has
led to a number of historic global health
achievements, including the eradication of
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smallpox, the reduction of polio cases by 99
percent, the elimination of river blindness,
the decline in maternal and child mortality,
the recognition of tobacco use as a health
hazard, and countless others;

Whereas there has been bipartisan support
in the United States to lead efforts to ad-
dress global health needs, as evidenced by
initiatives such as the President’s Emer-
gency Plan for AIDS Relief (PEPFAR) and
the President’s Malaria Initiative;

Whereas the United States led the global
effort to end the Ebola outbreak in West Af-
rica between 2014 and 2016;

Whereas these bipartisan investments in
global health have helped not only save
countless lives around the world, but also at
home in the United States;

Whereas an outbreak of coronavirus dis-
ease 2019 (COVID-19) in Wuhan, China was
first reported in December 2019, with a global
pandemic declaration by the World Health
Organization on March 11, 2020;

Whereas, according to the Centers for Dis-
ease Control and Protection, more than
116,000 individuals in the United States are
known to have died due to COVID-19 as of
June 17, 2020, and a long-term, sustainable
solution will require international access to
a vaccine;

Whereas the COVID-19 outbreak continues
to place extreme pressure on health care sys-
tems and supply chains worldwide, impact-
ing international travel, trade, and all other
aspects of international exchanges, and re-
quires a coordinated global effort to respond;

Whereas the interconnectivity of our
globalized world means an infectious disease
can travel around the world in as little as 36
hours;

Whereas United States Federal depart-
ments and agencies have engaged in and sup-
ported certain research and clinical trial ef-
forts into coronaviruses, which may yield po-
tential discoveries related to vaccine can-
didates;

Whereas domestic and domestically sup-
ported vaccine candidates for COVID-19 com-
prise approximately 40 percent of the current
potential COVID-19 vaccine candidates
worldwide;

Whereas international collaboration and
coordination can help ensure equitable ac-
cess to safe, effective, and affordable thera-
peutics and vaccines, thereby saving the
lives of Americans and others around the
world;

Whereas the Coalition for Epidemic Pre-
paredness Innovations is working to accel-
erate the development of vaccines against
emerging infectious diseases, including
COVID-19, and to enable equitable access to
these vaccines for people during outbreaks;

Whereas, on May 4, 2020, the President of
the European Commission led a virtual sum-
mit where nations around the world pledged
more than $8,000,000,000 to quickly develop
vaccines and treatment to fight COVID-19;

Whereas Gavi, the Vaccine Alliance, is
working to maintain ongoing immunization
programs in partner countries while helping
to identify and rapidly accelerate the devel-
opment, production, and equitable delivery
of COVID-19 vaccines; and

Whereas, on June 4, 2020, the United King-
dom hosted a pledging conference for Gavi,
the Vaccine Alliance, for which the United
States made an historic $1,160,000,000 multi-
year commitment: Now, therefore, be it

The preamble, as amended, was
agreed to.

The amendment (No. 1812) was agreed
to as follows:

(Purpose: To amend the title)

Amend the title so as to read: ““A resolu-
tion encouraging the international commu-
nity to remain committed to collaboration
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and coordination to mitigate and prevent the
further spread of COVID-19 and urging re-
newed United States leadership and partici-
pation in global efforts on therapeutics and
vaccine development and delivery to address
COVID-19 and prevent further deaths, and for
other purposes.”.
S. RES. 579

Whereas there is a rich history of coordi-
nated global health collaboration and coordi-
nation, dating back to 1851, to strategically
and effectively combat deadly diseases of the
time, such as the spread of plague;

Whereas the United States has long been
an active and critical leader in such global
public health efforts, providing financial and
technical support to multilateral institu-
tions, foreign governments, and nongovern-
mental organizations;

Whereas international collaboration has
led to a number of historic global health
achievements, including the eradication of
smallpox, the reduction of polio cases by 99
percent, the elimination of river blindness,
the decline in maternal and child mortality,
the recognition of tobacco use as a health
hazard, and countless others;

Whereas there has been bipartisan support
in the United States to lead efforts to ad-
dress global health needs, as evidenced by
initiatives such as the President’s Emer-
gency Plan for AIDS Relief (PEPFAR) and
the President’s Malaria Initiative;

Whereas the United States led the global
effort to end the Ebola outbreak in West Af-
rica between 2014 and 2016;

Whereas these bipartisan investments in
global health have helped not only save
countless lives around the world, but also at
home in the United States;

Whereas an outbreak of coronavirus dis-
ease 2019 (COVID-19) in Wuhan, China was
first reported in December 2019, with a global
pandemic declaration by the World Health
Organization on March 11, 2020;

Whereas, according to the Centers for Dis-
ease Control and Protection, more than
116,000 individuals in the United States are
known to have died due to COVID-19 as of
June 17, 2020, and a long-term, sustainable
solution will require international access to
a vaccine;

Whereas the COVID-19 outbreak continues
to place extreme pressure on health care sys-
tems and supply chains worldwide, impact-
ing international travel, trade, and all other
aspects of international exchanges, and re-
quires a coordinated global effort to respond;

Whereas the interconnectivity of our
globalized world means an infectious disease
can travel around the world in as little as 36
hours;

Whereas United States Federal depart-
ments and agencies have engaged in and sup-
ported certain research and clinical trial ef-
forts into coronaviruses, which may yield po-
tential discoveries related to vaccine can-
didates;

Whereas domestic and domestically sup-
ported vaccine candidates for COVID-19 com-
prise approximately 40 percent of the current
potential COVID-19 vaccine candidates
worldwide;

Whereas international collaboration and
coordination can help ensure equitable ac-
cess to safe, effective, and affordable thera-
peutics and vaccines, thereby saving the
lives of Americans and others around the
world;

Whereas the Coalition for Epidemic Pre-
paredness Innovations is working to accel-
erate the development of vaccines against
emerging infectious diseases, including
COVID-19, and to enable equitable access to
these vaccines for people during outbreaks;

Whereas, on May 4, 2020, the President of
the European Commission led a virtual sum-

S3283

mit where nations around the world pledged
more than $8,000,000,000 to quickly develop
vaccines and treatment to fight COVID-19;

Whereas Gavi, the Vaccine Alliance, is
working to maintain ongoing immunization
programs in partner countries while helping
to identify and rapidly accelerate the devel-
opment, production, and equitable delivery
of COVID-19 vaccines; and

Whereas, on June 4, 2020, the United King-
dom hosted a pledging conference for Gavi,
the Vaccine Alliance, for which the United
States made an historic $1,160,000,000 multi-
year commitment: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved, That the Senate—

(1) recognizes the historic leadership role
of the United States in stemming global
health crises in the past;

(2) commends the historic achievements of
the international community to address
global public health threats, such as the
eradication of smallpox and dramatic
progress in reducing cases of polio;

(3) encourages the international commu-
nity to remain committed to collaboration
and coordination to mitigate and prevent the
further spread of COVID-19;

(4) commends the promising research and
development underway to develop COVID-19
diagnostics, therapies, and vaccines within
the United States and with support from the
Federal government, public-private partner-
ships, and commercial partners;

(5) acknowledges the vast international re-
search enterprise and collaboration under-
way to study an expansive range of drug and
vaccine candidates;

(6) urges renewed United States leadership
and participation in global efforts on thera-
peutics and vaccine development and deliv-
ery to address COVID-19 and prevent further
American deaths; and

(7) calls on the United States Government
to strengthen collaboration with key part-
ners at the forefront of responding to
COVID-19.

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

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

———

EXPRESSING THE SENSE OF THE
SENATE THAT THE HONG KONG
NATIONAL SECURITY LAW PRO-
POSED BY THE GOVERNMENT OF
THE PEOPLE’'S REPUBLIC OF
CHINA WOULD VIOLATE THE OB-
LIGATIONS OF THAT GOVERN-
MENT UNDER THE 1984 SINO-
BRITISH JOINT DECLARATION
AND THE HONG KONG BASIC
LAW AND CALLING UPON ALL
FREE NATIONS OF THE WORLD
TO STAND WITH THE PEOPLE OF
HONG KONG

——
HONG KONG AUTONOMY ACT

Mr. HAWLEY. Mr. President, a week
ago, I stood in this Chamber and spoke
about the death of democracy. I spoke
about how free people are slowly losing
their basic liberties right in front of
our eyes. I spoke about how deeply op-
pressive regimes are defiling laws and
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tearing up treaties that offer protec-
tions and peace. I spoke about how the
bright light of a great city is descend-
ing into darkness and chaos. I spoke
about the plight of the people of Hong
Kong.

I take this opportunity to remind ev-
eryone, both at home and those listen-
ing abroad, about the urgent and exis-
tential crisis that plagues this outpost
of liberty in the Indo-Pacific. On May
28, the Chinese Communist Party in
Beijing adopted a resolution and began
drafting a new national security law in
Hong Kong. That is what they call it,
anyway. But the more we learn about
this impending legislation, the more
concerned we should be. That is be-
cause we know that this is no legiti-
mate law.

I will tell you what this is. It is a dic-
tate from a dictatorship, and its pas-
sage will deal a mortal blow to the
freedoms and liberties that
Hongkongers have enjoyed for decades
now. It is a permanent break from the
one country-two systems principle that
has governed that city since 1997, the
principle to which Beijing committed
in the 1984 Sino-British Treaty, when
they also committed to upholding the
basic rights and liberties of the people
of Hong Kong.

Beijing wants to violate all of that
now. They want to sweep it aside, and
they want to do it through so-called
legislation adopted through their fake
legislature that would roll back the
commitments they have made, roll
back the protections and rights of the
people of Hong Kong, and snuff out this
light in the Indo-Pacific.

Imagine this great city with new re-
strictions on speech, assembly, and re-
ligion, because that is what the Chi-
nese Communist Party wants. They
call it a national security law. It
doesn’t have anything to do with na-
tional security. It has everything to do
with ending liberty. It has to do with
banning the freedom of assembly. It
has to do with squelching the freedom
of speech. It has to do with denying the
freedom of religion. That is the agenda.
That is the substance. That is what
Beijing wants, and it is what they are
going to do unless the free world, be-
ginning with the Members of this body,
stand up and say no.

This body must take action today to
support the people of Hong Kong. It
must speak with one voice. It must tell
the world that this is not acceptable
and that it must not stand, and free
peoples the world over must not si-
lently acquiesce.

Now, a week ago, I tried to do just
that. I asked this body for consent,
unanimously, to pass a resolution that
would condemn this new dictate from
Beijing and emphasize its clear viola-
tion of both Hong Kong basic law and
the Sino-British joint declaration. This
resolution that I am here again today
to offer, sponsored and supported by
Senators of both parties, would make
it clear to everyone that the United
States stands with the people of Hong
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Kong in this their hour of need. It
would encourage the administration to
take all necessary diplomatic action to
stop this new law, to stop this advance
against freedom, and it would rally the
free nations of the world to support a
free city.

That resolution was blocked last
week. You know, here in this body, we
often have the luxury of time. It seems
like that is all we have sometimes. We
debate and we wait, and we debate and
discuss, but the fact is, the people of
Hong Kong do not have time, not any-
more, and that means the U.S. Senate
does not have time. We must act, and
we must act today.

This new so-called law that Beijing is
intent on forcing through is set to pass
now on June 30. That is just 5 days
from today. The Senate needs to act
now to send a clear signal now that we
will stand up to this aggression, to
rally free peoples now in defense of the
rights and liberties of Hong Kong, and
to stand up now to protect our own in-
terests and to protect our own needs in
the Indo-Pacific, because there is noth-
ing more dangerous to the people of the
United States abroad than an impe-
rialist China intent on imposing its
will and imposing its way on the entire
globe, beginning in the Asia-Pacific
and beginning with the free people of
Hong Kong.

A chorus of voices from Hong Kong
and around the world are calling for
the passage of this resolution. They are
calling for it because they know it will
inspire hope in Hong Kong. They are
calling for it because they know it will
give pause to the tyrants in Beijing.

Our friends in Hong Kong know that
Beijing is watching closely. Beijing is
finalizing its national security law
even as we speak, and Hongkongers
know, as we must, that this could be
our last opportunity to stay Beijing’s
hand before it destroys what is left of
freedom in this city. Beijing must
know that its actions have con-
sequences. This resolution today
makes clear that that will be the case,
and that is why so many in Hong Kong
are so eager to see it pass and why Bei-
jing is so hopeful that it will fail.

As I said a week ago, the struggle of
the free people of Hong Kong is the
struggle of all free people everywhere.
It is a struggle to stay free from domi-
nation. It is a struggle to ensure that
Beijing does not extend its imperial
power around the globe and its influ-
ence to free countries and societies
across the globe. Hong Kong is the van-
guard, and it is vital that we stand up
for it now.

I ask unanimous consent that the
Committee on Foreign Relations be
discharged from further consideration
and the Senate now proceed to S. Res.
596.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. VAN HOLLEN. Mr. President.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Maryland.

Mr. VAN HOLLEN. Reserving the
right to object, I believe that we may
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have this worked out so there may not
be an objection, but I just want to say
a few words before I proceed with this
unanimous consent request.

As the gentleman from Missouri said,
he was on the floor of the Senate last
week proposing a Senate resolution
condemning the actions of China with
respect to Hong Kong. I said then and
I say again now, I fully agree with his
assessment.

What the Government of China is
doing in Hong Kong is unacceptable.
They are taking away the rights of the
people in Hong Kong. They are snuffing
out the freedoms that exist there right
now. Since we were on the floor last
week, the Standing Committee of the
National People’s Congress reportedly
reviewed an initial draft of the na-
tional security law, which has not been
released. So even in this last week,
they are moving forward in their proc-
ess to take away the liberties of the
people of Hong Kong.

Time is of the essence. What I said on
the floor last week and what I will say
again today is that passage of a Senate
resolution is not going to deter the ac-
tions of the Government of China. It is
a statement. It is an important state-
ment by the Senate. But to believe
that the Government of China will be
deterred one wit in moving forward on
the path that it is on to take away the
freedoms of the people of Hong Kong is
to not be even paying attention to
what is happening in Beijing.

I heard the Senator from Missouri
say: ‘‘Actions have consequences.” I
agree they should. From the perspec-
tive of the Government of China pass-
ing a Senate resolution as a con-
sequence to their action is hardly
going to be taken seriously in Beijing.
That is why it is important to actually
do something that shows that the Gov-
ernment of China will pay a price if it
continues down this path to extinguish
those freedoms of the people of Hong
Kong.

That is exactly why, right after the
Government of China headed down this
path, Senator TOOMEY, who is here
with us on the floor, and I introduced a
piece of legislation that would have
consequences, that would actually pun-
ish the government of China if it con-
tinues down this path. It establishes a
set of mandatory sanctions. It requires
the administration to identify all those
individuals who are culpable and
complicit in taking away the rights of
the people in Hong Kong. And more
than that, it would sanction those
banks that allow those individuals to
do business.

That is an action that does have con-
sequences. That is an action where at
least there is a chance that the Gov-
ernment of China will listen because
they understand it is not just a state-
ment by the U.S. Senate. They under-
stand that it is a statement with pen-
alties.

Now, let me make clear that in order
for this legislation to be effective,
eventually, the administration is going
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to have to follow the law, and it is
going to have to impose the sanctions
on those individuals who are respon-
sible.

I would be remiss or negligent if I
didn’t point out that the administra-
tion currently has authority to impose
sanctions against China for its actions
in Hong Kong based on legislation that
this body passed last year to uphold
the rights—the human rights and the
democratic rights—of the people of
Hong Kong.

So, despite some statements from the
Secretary of State, this administration
has still taken no action.

Now, this legislation that Senator
TooMEY and I have proposed—and I
really want to thank the Senator and
salute him for his leadership on this.
We have worked together in the past
on sanctions that have been adopted
into law with respect to North Korea,
and I think it is important that we
work on a bipartisan basis to take ac-
tion that is meaningful here in the
Senate.

The administration should act now
on their existing authority. The Senate
and the House should pass this legisla-
tion, the Hong Kong Autonomy Act, as
amended, here today and send it to the
White House. The President, we hope,
would sign it, and then we hope the
President would impose the expanded
sanctions that are provided for in the
Hong Kong Autonomy Act. That is
doing something that demonstrates to
the Government of China that con-
sequences have action, and that is why
it was discouraging last week when we
proposed this and we had a Senator
come to the floor and block it.

I agree with the Senator from Mis-
souri—it would have been great to pass
this last week—but a Senator came to
the floor to block it even though that
Senator was a cosponsor of this legisla-
tion. When asked why he did it, he said
he blocked it at the behest of the White
House. That is what he said. I am hop-
ing that is not the case today. I am
hoping that today we don’t, at the last
minute, have a Senator, at the behest
of the White House, coming forward.

Before I make my unanimous consent
request, I would like to yield the floor
briefly to the Senator from Pennsyl-
vania, who has been a partner in this
effort.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mrs.
FISCHER). The Senator from Pennsyl-
vania.

Mr. TOOMEY. Madam President, I
am going to just take a quick moment
here to thank both my colleague from
Missouri and my colleague from Mary-
land for their leadership on this ex-
tremely important issue.

In the interest of time, I will not re-
iterate the many very, very compelling
reasons that we are here on the floor
right now. The Senator from Missouri
has done an outstanding job eloquently
and passionately explaining why it is
our responsibility to stand up for the
freedom of a freedom-loving people
whose freedom is seriously eroded, sys-
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tematically being damaged, and that
is, of course, the people of Hong Kong.

I had the great experience of living in
Hong Kong for a year, learning so
much about that society, that culture.
The vibrancy of Hong Kong is just ab-
solutely stunning. And it is all pos-
sible—let’s be clear—because freedom
has prevailed in Hong Kong—or at least
it used to—freedom of speech, freedom
of assembly, freedom to practice their
faith as they see fit, an independent ju-
diciary, and the rule of law. All of that
is very, very seriously threatened right
now by the Chinese Communist Party
because their greatest fear is that the
people on the mainland will observe
the freedoms in Hong Kong and decide
maybe they would like some of those
freedoms too. That is the risk that the
Chinese Communist leadership cannot
tolerate.

I want to commend my colleague
from Missouri for putting a spotlight
on this, bringing our action, and call-
ing on the Senate to defend the people
who seek only their freedom.

I really want to thank very much my
colleague from Maryland. As he point-
ed out, we have been partners on legis-
lation in the past. Nobody works hard-
er to get their objective accomplished
than my colleague from Maryland.

Our legislation, which I think is
about to pass jointly with the resolu-
tion—I think we are going to have a
unanimous consent agreement whereby
both measures pass simultaneously. I
think that is the optimal outcome
here.

I want to thank the folks at the De-
partment of the Treasury, with whom
we worked extensively to get to the
point where they are in agreement
with this legislation.

I certainly hope that, after this big
step of passage here on the Senate floor
today, this legislation—both pieces:
the resolution and the sanctions legis-
lation—will soon be on its way to the
President’s desk for his signature.

With that, I yield back to the gen-
tleman from Maryland.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Maryland.

Mr. VAN HOLLEN. Madam Presi-
dent, in continuing to reserve the right
to object, would the Senator from Mis-
souri modify his request to also dis-
charge S. 3798 and consider S. Res. 596
and S. 3798 en bloc; and the substitute
to the bill at the desk be agreed to; and
the bill, as amended, be read the third
time; and that if the resolution is
agreed to and if the bill, as amended, is
passed by the Senate, that the pre-
amble then be agreed to and all mo-
tions to reconsider be considered made
and laid upon the table?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the
Senator from Missouri so modify his
request?

Mr. HAWLEY. I will.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
an objection to the request as modi-
fied?

Without objection, it is so ordered.

There being no objection, the Com-
mittee on Banking, Housing, and
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Urban Affairs was discharged, and the

Senate proceeded to consider the reso-

lution (S. Res. 596) and the bill (S. 3798)

en bloc.

The amendment (No. 1821) in the na-
ture of a substitute was agreed to, as
follows:

(Purpose: In the nature of a substitute)

Strike all after the enacting clause and in-
sert the following:

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE; TABLE OF CONTENTS.

(a) SHORT TITLE.—This Act may be cited as
the ‘““Hong Kong Autonomy Act”.

(b) TABLE OF CONTENTS.—The table of con-
tents for this Act is as follows:

Sec. 1. Short title; table of contents.

Sec. 2. Definitions.

Sec. 3. Findings.

Sec. 4. Sense of Congress regarding Hong
Kong.

Identification of foreign persons in-
volved in the erosion of the ob-
ligations of China under the
Joint Declaration or the Basic
Law and foreign financial insti-
tutions that conduct signifi-
cant transactions with those
persons.

Sanctions with respect to foreign
persons that contravene the ob-
ligations of China under the
Joint Declaration or the Basic
Law.

Sanctions with respect to foreign fi-
nancial institutions that con-
duct significant transactions
with foreign persons that con-
travene the obligations of
China under the Joint Declara-
tion or the Basic Law.

8. Waiver, termination, exceptions, and

congressional review process.

Sec. 9. Implementation; penalties.

Sec. 10. Rule of construction.

SEC. 2. DEFINITIONS.

In this Act:

(1) ALIEN; NATIONAL; NATIONAL OF THE
UNITED STATES.—The terms ‘‘alien’”, ‘‘na-
tional”, and ‘‘national of the United States”
have the meanings given those terms in sec-
tion 101 of the Immigration and Nationality
Act (8 U.S.C. 1101).

(2) APPROPRIATE CONGRESSIONAL COMMIT-
TEES AND LEADERSHIP.—The term ‘‘appro-
priate congressional committees and leader-
ship” means—

(A) the Committee on Armed Services, the
Committee on Banking, Housing, and Urban
Affairs, the Committee on Foreign Rela-
tions, the Committee on Homeland Security
and Governmental Affairs, the Committee on
the Judiciary, the Select Committee on In-
telligence, and the majority leader and the
minority leader of the Senate; and

(B) the Committee on Armed Services, the
Committee on Financial Services, the Com-
mittee on Foreign Affairs, the Committee on
Homeland Security, the Committee on the
Judiciary, the Permanent Select Committee
on Intelligence, and the Speaker and the mi-
nority leader of the House of Representa-
tives.

(3) BASIC LAW.—The term ‘‘Basic Law”
means the Basic Law of the Hong Kong Spe-
cial Administrative Region of the People’s
Republic of China.

(4) CHINA.—The term ¢China’ means the
People’s Republic of China.

(56) ENTITY.—The term ‘‘entity’”’ means a
partnership, joint venture, association, cor-
poration, organization, network, group, or
subgroup, or any other form of business col-
laboration.

(6) FINANCIAL INSTITUTION.—The term ‘‘fi-
nancial institution” means a financial insti-
tution specified in section 5312(a)(2) of title
31, United States Code.

Sec. 5.

Sec. 6.

Sec. T.

Sec.
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(7) HONG KONG.—The term ‘‘Hong Kong”’
means the Hong Kong Special Administra-
tive Region of the People’s Republic of
China.

(8) JOINT DECLARATION.—The term ‘‘Joint
Declaration’ means the Joint Declaration of
the Government of the United Kingdom of
Great Britain and Northern Ireland and the
Government of the People’s Republic of
China on the Question of Hong Kong, done at
Beijing on December 19, 1984.

(9) KNOWINGLY.—The term ‘‘knowingly”’,
with respect to conduct, a circumstance, or a
result, means that a person has actual
knowledge of the conduct, the circumstance,
or the result.

(10) PERSON.—The term ‘‘person’ means an
individual or entity.

(11) UNITED STATES PERSON.—The term
“United States person’” means—

(A) any citizen or national of the United
States;

(B) any alien lawfully admitted for perma-
nent residence in the United States;

(C) any entity organized under the laws of
the United States or any jurisdiction within
the United States (including a foreign
branch of such an entity); or

(D) any person located in the United
States.

SEC. 3. FINDINGS.

Congress makes the following findings:

(1) The Joint Declaration and the Basic
Law clarify certain obligations and promises
that the Government of China has made with
respect to the future of Hong Kong.

(2) The obligations of the Government of
China under the Joint Declaration were codi-
fied in a legally-binding treaty, signed by the
Government of the United Kingdom of Great
Britain and Northern Ireland and registered
with the United Nations.

(3) The obligations of the Government of
China under the Basic Law originate from
the Joint Declaration, were passed into the
domestic law of China by the National Peo-
ple’s Congress, and are widely considered by
citizens of Hong Kong as part of the de facto
legal constitution of Hong Kong.

(4) Foremost among the obligations of the
Government of China to Hong Kong is the
promise that, pursuant to Paragraph 3b of
the Joint Declaration, ‘‘the Hong Kong Spe-
cial Administrative Region will enjoy a high
degree of autonomy, except in foreign and
defence affairs which are the responsibilities
of the Central People’s Government’’.

(56) The obligation specified in Paragraph
3b of the Joint Declaration is referenced, re-
inforced, and extrapolated on in several por-
tions of the Basic Law, including Articles 2,
12, 13, 14, and 22.

(6) Article 22 of the Basic Law establishes
that ‘“No department of the Central People’s
Government and no province, autonomous
region, or municipality directly under the
Central Government may interfere in the af-
fairs which the Hong Kong Special Adminis-
trative Region administers on its own in ac-
cordance with this Law.”.

(7) The Joint Declaration and the Basic
Law make clear that additional obligations
shall be undertaken by China to ensure the
“‘high degree of autonomy”’ of Hong Kong.

(8) Paragraph 3c of the Joint Declaration
states, as reinforced by Articles 2, 16, 17, 18,
19, and 22 of the Basic Law, that Hong Kong
“will be vested with executive, legislative
and independent judicial power, including
that of final adjudication”.

(9) On multiple occasions, the Government
of China has undertaken actions that have
contravened the letter or intent of the obli-
gation described in paragraph (8) of this sec-
tion, including the following:

(A) In 1999, the Standing Committee of the
National People’s Congress overruled a deci-
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sion by the Hong Kong Court of Final Appeal
on the right of abode.

(B) On multiple occasions, the Government
of Hong Kong, at the advice of the Govern-
ment of China, is suspected to have not al-
lowed persons entry into Hong Kong alleg-
edly because of their support for democracy
and human rights in Hong Kong and China.

(C) The Liaison Office of China in Hong
Kong has, despite restrictions on inter-
ference in the affairs of Hong Kong as de-
tailed in Article 22 of the Basic Law—

(i) openly expressed support for candidates
in Hong Kong for Chief Executive and Legis-
lative Council;

(ii) expressed views on various policies for
the Government of Hong Kong and other in-
ternal matters relating to Hong Kong; and

(iii) on April 17, 2020, asserted that both
the Liaison Office of China in Hong Kong and
the Hong Kong and Macau Affairs Office of
the State Council ‘‘have the right to exercise
supervision . .. on affairs regarding Hong
Kong and the mainland, in order to ensure
correct implementation of the Basic Law”’.

(D) The National People’s Congress has
passed laws requiring Hong Kong to pass
laws banning disrespectful treatment of the
national flag and national anthem of China.

(E) The State Council of China released a
white paper on June 10, 2014, that stressed
the ‘‘comprehensive jurisdiction’ of the Gov-
ernment of China over Hong Kong and indi-
cated that Hong Kong must be governed by
‘“‘patriots’.

(F) The Government of China has directed
operatives to kidnap and bring to the main-
land, or is otherwise responsible for the kid-
napping of, residents of Hong Kong, includ-
ing businessman Xiao Jianhua and book-
seller Gui Minhai.

(G) The Government of Hong Kong, acting
with the support of the Government of
China, introduced an extradition bill that
would have permitted the Government of
China to request and enforce extradition re-
quests for any individual present in Hong
Kong, regardless of the legality of the re-
quest or the degree to which it compromised
the judicial independence of Hong Kong.

(H) The spokesman for the Standing Com-
mittee of the National People’s Congress
said, ‘“Whether Hong Kong’s laws are con-
sistent with the Basic Law can only be
judged and decided by the National People’s
Congress Standing Committee. No other au-
thority has the right to make judgments and
decisions.”.

(10) Paragraph 3e of the Joint Declaration
states, as reinforced by Article 5 of the Basic
Law, that the ‘‘current social and economic
systems in Hong Kong will remain un-
changed, as so will the life-style.”’.

(11) On multiple occasions, the Govern-
ment of China has undertaken actions that
have contravened the letter or intent of the
obligation described in paragraph (10) of this
section, including the following:

(A) In 2002, the Government of China pres-
sured the Government of Hong Kong to in-
troduce ‘‘patriotic’’ curriculum in primary
and secondary schools.

(B) The governments of China and Hong
Kong proposed the prohibition of discussion
of Hong Kong independence and self-deter-
mination in primary and secondary schools,
which infringes on freedom of speech.

(C) The Government of Hong Kong man-
dated that Mandarin, and not the native lan-
guage of Cantonese, be the language of in-
struction in Hong Kong schools.

(D) The governments of China and Hong
Kong agreed to a daily quota of mainland
immigrants to Hong Kong, which is widely
believed by citizens of Hong Kong to be part
of an effort to ‘“mainlandize’”” Hong Kong.

(12) Paragraph 3e of the Joint Declaration
states, as reinforced by Articles 4, 26, 27, 28,
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29, 30, 31, 32 33, 34, and 39 of the Basic Law,
that the ‘rights and freedoms, including
those of person, of speech, of the press, of as-
sembly, of association, of travel, of move-
ment, of correspondence, of strike, of choice
of occupation, of academic research and of
religious belief will be ensured by law” in
Hong Kong.

(13) On multiple occasions, the Govern-
ment of China has undertaken actions that
have contravened the letter or intent of the
obligation described in paragraph (12) of this
section, including the following:

(A) On February 26, 2003, the Government
of Hong Kong introduced a national security
bill that would have placed restrictions on
freedom of speech and other protected rights.

(B) The Liaison Office of China in Hong
Kong has pressured businesses in Hong Kong
not to advertise in newspapers and maga-
zines critical of the governments of China
and Hong Kong.

(C) The Hong Kong Police Force selec-
tively blocked demonstrations and protests
expressing opposition to the governments of
China and Hong Kong or the policies of those
governments.

(D) The Government of Hong Kong refused
to renew work visa for a foreign journalist,
allegedly for hosting a speaker from the
banned Hong Kong National Party.

(E) The Justice Department of Hong Kong
selectively prosecuted cases against leaders
of the Umbrella Movement, while failing to
prosecute police officers accused of using ex-
cessive force during the protests in 2014.

(F) On April 18, 2020, the Hong Kong Police
Force arrested 14 high-profile democracy ac-
tivists and campaigners for their role in or-
ganizing a protest march that took place on
August 18, 2019, in which almost 2,000,000 peo-
ple rallied against a proposed extradition
bill.

(14) Articles 45 and 68 of the Basic Law as-
sert that the selection of Chief Executive
and all members of the Legislative Council
of Hong Kong should be by ‘‘universal suf-
frage.”.

(156) On multiple occasions, the Govern-
ment of China has undertaken actions that
have contravened the letter or intent of the
obligation described in paragraph (14) of this
section, including the following:

(A) In 2004, the National People’s Congress
created new, antidemocratic procedures re-
stricting the adoption of universal suffrage
for the election of the Chief Executive of
Hong Kong.

(B) The decision by the National People’s
Congress on December 29, 2007, which ruled
out universal suffrage in 2012 elections and
set restrictions on when and if universal suf-
frage will be implemented.

(C) The decision by the National People’s
Congress on August 31, 2014, which placed
limits on the nomination process for the
Chief Executive of Hong Kong as a condition
for adoption of universal suffrage.

(D) On November 7, 2016, the National Peo-
ple’s Congress interpreted Article 104 of the
Basic Law in such a way to disqualify 6
elected members of the Legislative Council.

(E) In 2018, the Government of Hong Kong
banned the Hong Kong National Party and
blocked the candidacy of pro-democracy can-
didates.

(16) The ways in which the Government of
China, at times with the support of a subser-
vient Government of Hong Kong, has acted
in contravention of its obligations under the
Joint Declaration and the Basic Law, as set
forth in this section, are deeply concerning
to the people of Hong Kong, the United
States, and members of the international
community who support the autonomy of
Hong Kong.
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SEC. 4. SENSE OF CONGRESS REGARDING HONG
KONG.

It is the sense of Congress that—

(1) the United States continues to uphold
the principles and policy established in the
United States-Hong Kong Policy Act of 1992
(22 U.S.C. 5701 et seq.) and the Hong Kong
Human Rights and Democracy Act of 2019
(Public Law 116-76; 22 U.S.C. 5701 note),
which remain consistent with China’s obliga-
tions under the Joint Declaration and cer-
tain promulgated objectives under the Basic
Law, including that—

(A) as set forth in section 101(1) of the
United States-Hong Kong Policy Act of 1992
(22 U.S.C. 5711(1)), “The United States should
play an active role, before, on, and after July
1, 1997, in maintaining Hong Kong’s con-
fidence and prosperity, Hong Kong’s role as
an international financial center, and the
mutually beneficial ties between the people
of the United States and the people of Hong
Kong.”’; and

(B) as set forth in section 2(5) of the United
States-Hong Kong Policy Act of 1992 (22
U.S.C. 5701(b)), ‘“‘Support for democratization
is a fundamental principle of United States
foreign policy. As such, it naturally applies
to United States policy toward Hong Kong.
This will remain equally true after June 30,
1997.7;

(2) although the United States recognizes
that, under the Joint Declaration, the Gov-
ernment of China ‘‘resumed the exercise of
sovereignty over Hong Kong with effect on 1
July 1997, the United States supports the
autonomy of Hong Kong in furtherance of
the United States-Hong Kong Policy Act of
1992 and the Hong Kong Human Rights and
Democracy Act of 2019 and advances the de-
sire of the people of Hong Kong to continue
the ‘‘one country, two systems’ regime, in
addition to other obligations promulgated by
China under the Joint Declaration and the
Basic Law;

(3) in order to support the benefits and pro-
tections that Hong Kong has been afforded
by the Government of China under the Joint
Declaration and the Basic Law, the United
States should establish a clear and unambig-
uous set of penalties with respect to foreign
persons determined by the Secretary of
State, in consultation with the Secretary of
the Treasury, to be involved in the con-
travention of the obligations of China under
the Joint Declaration and the Basic Law and
the financial institutions transacting with
those foreign persons;

(4) the Secretary of State should provide
an unclassified assessment of the reason for
imposition of certain economic penalties on
entities, so as to permit a clear path for the
removal of economic penalties if the sanc-
tioned behavior is reversed and verified by
the Secretary of State;

(5) relevant Federal agencies should estab-
lish a multilateral sanctions regime with re-
spect to foreign persons involved in the con-
travention of the obligations of China under
the Joint Declaration and the Basic Law;
and

(6) in addition to the penalties on foreign
persons, and financial institutions
transacting with those foreign persons, for
the contravention of the obligations of China
under the Joint Declaration and the Basic
Law, the United States should take steps, in
a time of crisis, to assist permanent resi-
dents of Hong Kong who are persecuted or
fear persecution as a result of the contraven-
tion by China of its obligations under the
Joint Declaration and the Basic Law to be-
come eligible to obtain lawful entry into the
United States.
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SEC. 5. IDENTIFICATION OF FOREIGN PERSONS
INVOLVED IN THE EROSION OF THE
OBLIGATIONS OF CHINA UNDER THE
JOINT DECLARATION OR THE BASIC
LAW AND FOREIGN FINANCIAL IN-
STITUTIONS THAT CONDUCT SIG-
NIFICANT TRANSACTIONS WITH
THOSE PERSONS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 90 days
after the date of the enactment of this Act,
if the Secretary of State, in consultation
with the Secretary of the Treasury, deter-
mines that a foreign person is materially
contributing to, has materially contributed
to, or attempts to materially contribute to
the failure of the Government of China to
meet its obligations under the Joint Declara-
tion or the Basic Law, the Secretary of State
shall submit to the appropriate congres-
sional committees and leadership a report
that includes—

(1) an identification of the foreign person;
and

(2) a clear explanation for why the foreign
person was identified and a description of the
activity that resulted in the identification.

(b) IDENTIFYING FOREIGN FINANCIAL INSTI-
TUTIONS.—Not earlier than 30 days and not
later than 60 days after the Secretary of
State submits to the appropriate congres-
sional committees and leadership the report
under subsection (a), the Secretary of the
Treasury, in consultation with the Secretary
of State, shall submit to the appropriate
congressional committees and leadership a
report that identifies any foreign financial
institution that knowingly conducts a sig-
nificant transaction with a foreign person
identified in the report under subsection (a).

(c) EXCLUSION OF CERTAIN INFORMATION.—

(1) INTELLIGENCE.—The Secretary of State
shall not disclose the identity of a person in
a report submitted under subsection (a) or
(b), or an update under subsection (e), if the
Director of National Intelligence determines
that such disclosure could compromise an in-
telligence operation, activity, source, or
method of the United States.

(2) LAW ENFORCEMENT.—The Secretary of
State shall not disclose the identity of a per-
son in a report submitted under subsection
(a) or (b), or an update under subsection (e),
if the Attorney General, in coordination, as
appropriate, with the Director of the Federal
Bureau of Investigation, the head of any
other appropriate Federal law enforcement
agency, and the Secretary of the Treasury,
determines that such disclosure could rea-
sonably be expected—

(A) to compromise the identity of a con-
fidential source, including a State, local, or
foreign agency or authority or any private
institution that furnished information on a
confidential basis;

(B) to jeopardize the integrity or success of
an ongoing criminal investigation or pros-
ecution;

(C) to endanger the life or physical safety
of any person; or

(D) to cause substantial harm to physical
property.

(3) NOTIFICATION REQUIRED.—If the Director
of National Intelligence makes a determina-
tion under paragraph (1) or the Attorney
General makes a determination under para-
graph (2), the Director or the Attorney Gen-
eral, as the case may be, shall notify the ap-
propriate congressional committees and
leadership of the determination and the rea-
sons for the determination.

(d) EXCLUSION OR REMOVAL OF FOREIGN
PERSONS AND FOREIGN FINANCIAL INSTITU-
TIONS.—

(1) FOREIGN PERSONS.—The President may
exclude a foreign person from the report
under subsection (a), or an update under sub-
section (e), or remove a foreign person from
the report or update prior to the imposition
of sanctions under section 6(a) if the mate-
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rial contribution (as described in subsection

(g)) that merited inclusion in that report or

update—

(A) does not have a significant and lasting
negative effect that contravenes the obliga-
tions of China under the Joint Declaration
and the Basic Law;

(B) is not likely to be repeated in the fu-
ture; and

(C) has been reversed or otherwise miti-
gated through positive countermeasures
taken by that foreign person.

(2) FOREIGN FINANCIAL INSTITUTIONS.—The
President may exclude a foreign financial in-
stitution from the report under subsection
(b), or an update under subsection (e), or re-
move a foreign financial institution from the
report or update prior to the imposition of
sanctions under section 7(a) if the significant
transaction or significant transactions of the
foreign financial institution that merited in-
clusion in that report or update—

(A) does not have a significant and lasting
negative effect that contravenes the obliga-
tions of China under the Joint Declaration
and the Basic Law;

(B) is not likely to be repeated in the fu-
ture; and

(C) has been reversed or otherwise miti-
gated through positive countermeasures
taken by that foreign financial institution.

(3) NOTIFICATION REQUIRED.—If the Presi-
dent makes a determination under paragraph
(1) or (2) to exclude or remove a foreign per-
son or foreign financial institution from a
report under subsection (a) or (b), as the case
may be, the President shall notify the appro-
priate congressional committees and leader-
ship of the determination and the reasons for
the determination.

(e) UPDATE OF REPORTS.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Each report submitted
under subsections (a) and (b) shall be up-
dated in an ongoing manner and, to the ex-
tent practicable, updated reports shall be re-
submitted with the annual report under sec-
tion 301 of the United States-Hong Kong Pol-
icy Act of 1992 (22 U.S.C. 5731).

(2) RULE OF CONSTRUCTION.—Nothing in this
subsection shall be construed to terminate
the requirement to update the reports under
subsections (a) and (b) upon the termination
of the requirement to submit the annual re-
port under section 301 of the United States-
Hong Kong Policy Act of 1992 (22 U.S.C. 5731).

(f) FORM OF REPORTS.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Each report under sub-
section (a) or (b) (including updates under
subsection (e)) shall be submitted in unclas-
sified form and made available to the public.

(2) CLASSIFIED ANNEX.—The explanations
and descriptions included in the report under
subsection (a)(2) (including updates under
subsection (e)) may be expanded on in a clas-
sified annex.

(g) MATERIAL CONTRIBUTIONS RELATED TO
OBLIGATIONS OF CHINA DESCRIBED.—For pur-
poses of this section, a foreign person mate-
rially contributes to the failure of the Gov-
ernment of China to meet its obligations
under the Joint Declaration or the Basic
Law if the person—

(1) took action that resulted in the inabil-
ity of the people of Hong Kong—

(A) to enjoy freedom of assembly, speech,
press, or independent rule of law; or

(B) to participate in democratic outcomes;
or

(2) otherwise took action that reduces the
high degree of autonomy of Hong Kong.

SEC. 6. SANCTIONS WITH RESPECT TO FOREIGN
PERSONS THAT CONTRAVENE THE
OBLIGATIONS OF CHINA UNDER THE
JOINT DECLARATION OR THE BASIC
LAW.

(a) IMPOSITION OF SANCTIONS.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—On and after the date on
which a foreign person is included in the re-
port under section 5(a) or an update to that
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report under section 5(e), the President may
impose sanctions described in subsection (b)
with respect to that foreign person.

(2) MANDATORY SANCTIONS.—Not later than
one year after the date on which a foreign
person is included in the report under sec-
tion 5(a) or an update to that report under
section 5(e), the President shall impose sanc-
tions described in subsection (b) with respect
to that foreign person.

(b) SANCTIONS DESCRIBED.—The sanctions
described in this subsection with respect to a
foreign person are the following:

(1) PROPERTY TRANSACTIONS.—The Presi-
dent may, pursuant to such regulations as
the President may prescribe, prohibit any
person from—

(A) acquiring, holding, withholding, using,
transferring, withdrawing, transporting, or
exporting any property that is subject to the
jurisdiction of the United States and with re-
spect to which the foreign person has any in-
terest;

(B) dealing in or exercising any right,
power, or privilege with respect to such prop-
erty; or

(C) conducting any transaction involving
such property.

(2) EXCLUSION FROM THE UNITED STATES AND
REVOCATION OF VISA OR OTHER DOCUMENTA-
TION.—In the case of a foreign person who is
an individual, the President may direct the
Secretary of State to deny a visa to, and the
Secretary of Homeland Security to exclude
from the United States, the foreign person,
subject to regulatory exceptions to permit
the United States to comply with the Agree-
ment regarding the Headquarters of the
United Nations, signed at Lake Success June
26, 1947, and entered into force November 21,
1947, between the United Nations and the
United States, or other applicable inter-
national obligations.

SEC. 7. SANCTIONS WITH RESPECT TO FOREIGN
FINANCIAL INSTITUTIONS THAT
CONDUCT SIGNIFICANT TRANS-
ACTIONS WITH FOREIGN PERSONS
THAT CONTRAVENE THE OBLIGA-
TIONS OF CHINA UNDER THE JOINT
DECLARATION OR THE BASIC LAW.

(a) IMPOSITION OF SANCTIONS.—

(1) INITIAL SANCTIONS.—Not later than one
year after the date on which a foreign finan-
cial institution is included in the report
under section 5(b) or an update to that re-
port under section 5(e), the President shall
impose not fewer than 5 of the sanctions de-
scribed in subsection (b) with respect to that
foreign financial institution.

(2) EXPANDED SANCTIONS.—Not later than
two years after the date on which a foreign
financial institution is included in the report
under section 5(b) or an update to that re-
port under section 5(e), the President shall
impose each of the sanctions described in
subsection (b).

(b) SANCTIONS DESCRIBED.—The sanctions
described in this subsection with respect to a
foreign financial institution are the fol-
lowing:

(1) LOANS FROM UNITED STATES FINANCIAL
INSTITUTIONS.—The United States Govern-
ment may prohibit any United States finan-
cial institution from making loans or pro-
viding credits to the foreign financial insti-
tution.

(2) PROHIBITION ON DESIGNATION AS PRIMARY
DEALER.—Neither the Board of Governors of
the Federal Reserve System nor the Federal
Reserve Bank of New York may designate, or
permit the continuation of any prior des-
ignation of, the foreign financial institution
as a primary dealer in United States Govern-
ment debt instruments.

(3) PROHIBITION ON SERVICE AS A REPOSITORY
OF GOVERNMENT FUNDS.—The foreign finan-
cial institution may not serve as agent of
the United States Government or serve as re-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

pository for United States Government
funds.

(4) FOREIGN EXCHANGE.—The President
may, pursuant to such regulations as the
President may prescribe, prohibit any trans-
actions in foreign exchange that are subject
to the jurisdiction of the United States and
involve the foreign financial institution.

(5) BANKING TRANSACTIONS.—The President
may, pursuant to such regulations as the
President may prescribe, prohibit any trans-
fers of credit or payments between financial
institutions or by, through, or to any finan-
cial institution, to the extent that such
transfers or payments are subject to the ju-
risdiction of the United States and involve
the foreign financial institution.

(6) PROPERTY TRANSACTIONS.—The Presi-
dent may, pursuant to such regulations as
the President may prescribe, prohibit any
person from—

(A) acquiring, holding, withholding, using,
transferring, withdrawing, transporting, im-
porting, or exporting any property that is
subject to the jurisdiction of the United
States and with respect to which the foreign
financial institution has any interest;

(B) dealing in or exercising any right,
power, or privilege with respect to such prop-
erty; or

(C) conducting any transaction involving
such property.

(7) RESTRICTION ON EXPORTS, REEXPORTS,
AND TRANSFERS.—The President, in consulta-
tion with the Secretary of Commerce, may
restrict or prohibit exports, reexports, and
transfers (in-country) of commodities, soft-
ware, and technology subject to the jurisdic-
tion of the United States directly or indi-
rectly to the foreign financial institution.

(8) BAN ON INVESTMENT IN EQUITY OR DEBT.—
The President may, pursuant to such regula-
tions or guidelines as the President may pre-
scribe, prohibit any United States person
from investing in or purchasing significant
amounts of equity or debt instruments of the
foreign financial institution.

(9) EXCLUSION OF CORPORATE OFFICERS.—
The President may direct the Secretary of
State, in consultation with the Secretary of
the Treasury and the Secretary of Homeland
Security, to exclude from the United States
any alien that is determined to be a cor-
porate officer or principal of, or a share-
holder with a controlling interest in, the for-
eign financial institution, subject to regu-
latory exceptions to permit the United
States to comply with the Agreement re-
garding the Headquarters of the United Na-
tions, signed at Lake Success June 26, 1947,
and entered into force November 21, 1947, be-
tween the United Nations and the United
States, or other applicable international ob-
ligations.

(10) SANCTIONS ON PRINCIPAL EXECUTIVE OF-
FICERS.—The President may impose on the
principal executive officer or officers of the
foreign financial institution, or on individ-
uals performing similar functions and with
similar authorities as such officer or offi-
cers, any of the sanctions described in para-
graphs (1) through (8) that are applicable.

(c) TIMING OF SANCTIONS.—The President
may impose sanctions required under sub-
section (a) with respect to a financial insti-
tution included in the report under section
5(b) or an update to that report under sec-
tion 5(e) beginning on the day on which the
financial institution is included in that re-
port or update.

SEC. 8. WAIVER, TERMINATION, EXCEPTIONS,
AND CONGRESSIONAL REVIEW
PROCESS.

(a) NATIONAL SECURITY WAIVER.—Unless a
disapproval resolution is enacted under sub-
section (e), the President may waive the ap-
plication of sanctions under section 6 or 7
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with respect to a foreign person or foreign fi-
nancial institution if the President—

(1) determines that the waiver is in the na-
tional security interest of the United States;
and

(2) submits to the appropriate congres-
sional committees and leadership a report on
the determination and the reasons for the
determination.

(b) TERMINATION OF SANCTIONS AND RE-
MOVAL FROM REPORT.—Unless a disapproval
resolution is enacted under subsection (e),
the President may terminate the application
of sanctions under section 6 or 7 with respect
to a foreign person or foreign financial insti-
tution and remove the foreign person from
the report required under section 5(a) or the
foreign financial institution from the report
required under section 5(b), as the case may
be, if the Secretary of State, in consultation
with the Secretary of the Treasury, deter-
mines that the actions taken by the foreign
person or foreign financial institution that
led to the imposition of sanctions—

(1) do not have a significant and lasting
negative effect that contravenes the obliga-
tions of China under the Joint Declaration
and the Basic Law;

(2) are not likely to be repeated in the fu-
ture; and

(3) have been reversed or otherwise miti-
gated through positive countermeasures
taken by that foreign person or foreign fi-
nancial institution.

(¢) TERMINATION OF ACT.—

(1) REPORT.—

(A) IN GENERAL.—Not later than July 1,
2046, the President, in consultation with the
Secretary of State, the Secretary of the
Treasury, and the heads of such other Fed-
eral agencies as the President considers ap-
propriate, shall submit to Congress a report
evaluating the implementation of this Act
and sanctions imposed pursuant to this Act.

(B) ELEMENTS.—The President shall in-
clude in the report submitted under subpara-
graph (A) an assessment of whether this Act
and the sanctions imposed pursuant to this
Act should be terminated.

(2) TERMINATION.—This Act and the sanc-
tions imposed pursuant to this Act shall re-
main in effect unless a termination resolu-
tion is enacted under subsection (e) after
July 1, 2047.

(d) EXCEPTION RELATING TO IMPORTATION OF
GOODS.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—The authorities and re-
quirements to impose sanctions under sec-
tions 6 and 7 shall not include the authority
or requirement to impose sanctions on the
importation of goods.

(2) GOOD DEFINED.—In this subsection, the
term ‘‘good’” means any article, natural or
manmade substance, material, supply, or
manufactured product, including inspection
and test equipment, and excluding technical
data.

(e) CONGRESSIONAL REVIEW.—

(1) RESOLUTIONS.—

(A) DISAPPROVAL RESOLUTION.—In this sec-
tion, the term ‘‘disapproval resolution”
means only a joint resolution of either House
of Congress—

(i) the title of which is as follows: ‘A joint
resolution disapproving the waiver or termi-
nation of sanctions with respect to a foreign
person that contravenes the obligations of
China with respect to Hong Kong or a foreign
financial institution that conducts a signifi-
cant transaction with that person.”’; and

(ii) the sole matter after the resolving
clause of which is the following: ‘‘Congress
disapproves of the action under section 8 of
the Hong Kong Autonomy Act relating to
the application of sanctions imposed with re-
spect to a foreign person that contravenes
the obligations of China with respect to
Hong Kong, or a foreign financial institution
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that conducts a significant transaction with
that person, on ) relating to
., with the first blank space
being filled with the appropriate date and
the second blank space being filled with a
short description of the proposed action.

(B) TERMINATION RESOLUTION.—In this sec-
tion, the term ‘‘termination resolution”
means only a joint resolution of either House
of Congress—

(i) the title of which is as follows: ‘A joint
resolution terminating sanctions with re-
spect to foreign persons that contravene the
obligations of China with respect to Hong
Kong and foreign financial institutions that
conduct significant transactions with those
persons.”’; and

(ii) the sole matter after the resolving
clause of which is the following: ‘“The Hong
Kong Autonomy Act and any sanctions im-
posed pursuant to that Act shall terminate
on ., with the blank space being
filled with the termination date.

(C) COVERED RESOLUTION.—In this sub-
section, the term ‘‘covered resolution”
means a disapproval resolution or a termi-
nation resolution.

(2) INTRODUCTION.—A covered resolution
may be introduced—

(A) in the House of Representatives, by the
majority leader or the minority leader; and

(B) in the Senate, by the majority leader
(or the majority leader’s designee) or the mi-
nority leader (or the minority leader’s des-
ignee).

(3) FLOOR CONSIDERATION IN HOUSE OF REP-
RESENTATIVES.—If a committee of the House
of Representatives to which a covered resolu-
tion has been referred has not reported the
resolution within 10 calendar days after the
date of referral, that committee shall be dis-
charged from further consideration of the
resolution.

(4) CONSIDERATION IN THE SENATE.—

(A) COMMITTEE REFERRAL.—

(i) DISAPPROVAL RESOLUTION.—A  dis-
approval resolution introduced in the Senate
shall be—

(I) referred to the Committee on Banking,
Housing, and Urban Affairs if the resolution
relates to an action that is not intended to
significantly alter United States foreign pol-
icy with regard to China; and

(IT) referred to the Committee on Foreign
Relations if the resolution relates to an ac-
tion that is intended to significantly alter
United States foreign policy with regard to
China.

(ii) TERMINATION RESOLUTION.—A termi-
nation resolution introduced in the Senate
shall be referred to the Committee on Bank-
ing, Housing, and Urban Affairs and the
Committee on Foreign Relations.

(B) REPORTING AND DISCHARGE.—If a com-
mittee to which a covered resolution was re-
ferred has not reported the resolution within
10 calendar days after the date of referral of
the resolution, that committee shall be dis-
charged from further consideration of the
resolution and the resolution shall be placed
on the appropriate calendar.

(C) PROCEEDING TO CONSIDERATION.—NoOt-
withstanding Rule XXII of the Standing
Rules of the Senate, it is in order at any
time after the Committee on Banking, Hous-
ing, and Urban Affairs or the Committee on
Foreign Relations, as the case may be, re-
ports a covered resolution to the Senate or
has been discharged from consideration of
such a resolution (even though a previous
motion to the same effect has been disagreed
to) to move to proceed to the consideration
of the resolution, and all points of order
against the resolution (and against consider-
ation of the resolution) are waived. The mo-
tion to proceed is not debatable. The motion
is not subject to a motion to postpone. A mo-
tion to reconsider the vote by which the mo-
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tion is agreed to or disagreed to shall not be
in order.

(D) RULINGS OF THE CHAIR ON PROCEDURE.—
Appeals from the decisions of the Chair re-
lating to the application of the rules of the
Senate, as the case may be, to the procedure
relating to a covered resolution shall be de-
cided without debate.

(E) CONSIDERATION OF VETO MESSAGES.—De-
bate in the Senate of any veto message with
respect to a covered resolution, including all
debatable motions and appeals in connection
with the resolution, shall be limited to 10
hours, to be equally divided between, and
controlled by, the majority leader and the
minority leader or their designees.

(6) RULES RELATING TO SENATE AND HOUSE
OF REPRESENTATIVES.—

(A) TREATMENT OF SENATE RESOLUTION IN
HOUSE.—In the House of Representatives, the
following procedures shall apply to a covered
resolution received from the Senate (unless
the House has already passed a resolution re-
lating to the same proposed action):

(i) The resolution shall be referred to the
appropriate committees.

(ii) If a committee to which a resolution
has been referred has not reported the reso-
lution within 2 calendar days after the date
of referral, that committee shall be dis-
charged from further consideration of the
resolution.

(iii) Beginning on the third legislative day
after each committee to which a resolution
has been referred reports the resolution to
the House or has been discharged from fur-
ther consideration thereof, it shall be in
order to move to proceed to consider the res-
olution in the House. All points of order
against the motion are waived. Such a mo-
tion shall not be in order after the House has
disposed of a motion to proceed on the reso-
lution. The previous question shall be con-
sidered as ordered on the motion to its adop-
tion without intervening motion. The mo-
tion shall not be debatable. A motion to re-
consider the vote by which the motion is dis-
posed of shall not be in order.

(iv) The resolution shall be considered as
read. All points of order against the resolu-
tion and against its consideration are
waived. The previous question shall be con-
sidered as ordered on the resolution to final
passage without intervening motion except 2
hours of debate equally divided and con-
trolled by the sponsor of the resolution (or a
designee) and an opponent. A motion to re-
consider the vote on passage of the resolu-
tion shall not be in order.

(B) TREATMENT OF HOUSE RESOLUTION IN
SENATE.—

(i) RECEIVED BEFORE PASSAGE OF SENATE
RESOLUTION.—If, before the passage by the
Senate of a covered resolution, the Senate
receives an identical resolution from the
House of Representatives, the following pro-
cedures shall apply:

(I) That resolution shall not be referred to
a committee.

(IT) With respect to that resolution—

(aa) the procedure in the Senate shall be
the same as if no resolution had been re-
ceived from the House of Representatives;
but

(bb) the vote on passage shall be on the
resolution from the House of Representa-
tives.

(ii) RECEIVED AFTER PASSAGE OF SENATE
RESOLUTION.—If, following passage of a cov-
ered resolution in the Senate, the Senate re-
ceives an identical resolution from the
House of Representatives, that resolution
shall be placed on the appropriate Senate
calendar.

(iii) NO SENATE COMPANION.—If a covered
resolution is received from the House of Rep-
resentatives, and no companion resolution
has been introduced in the Senate, the Sen-
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ate procedures under this subsection shall
apply to the resolution from the House of
Representatives.

(C) APPLICATION TO REVENUE MEASURES.—
The provisions of this paragraph shall not
apply in the House of Representatives to a
covered resolution that is a revenue meas-
ure.

(6) RULES OF HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
AND SENATE.—This subsection is enacted by
Congress—

(A) as an exercise of the rulemaking power
of the Senate and the House of Representa-
tives, respectively, and as such is deemed a
part of the rules of each House, respectively,
and supersedes other rules only to the extent
that it is inconsistent with such rules; and

(B) with full recognition of the constitu-
tional right of either House to change the
rules (so far as relating to the procedure of
that House) at any time, in the same man-
ner, and to the same extent as in the case of
any other rule of that House.

SEC. 9. IMPLEMENTATION; PENALTIES.

(a) IMPLEMENTATION.—The President may
exercise all authorities provided under sec-
tions 203 and 205 of the International Emer-
gency Economic Powers Act (50 U.S.C. 1702
and 1704) to the extent necessary to carry
out this Act.

(b) PENALTIES.—A person that violates, at-
tempts to violate, conspires to violate, or
causes a violation of section 6 or 7 or any
regulation, license, or order issued to carry
out that section shall be subject to the pen-
alties set forth in subsections (b) and (c) of
section 206 of the International Emergency
Economic Powers Act (50 U.S.C. 1705) to the
same extent as a person that commits an un-
lawful act described in subsection (a) of that
section.

SEC. 10. RULE OF CONSTRUCTION.

Nothing in this Act shall be construed as
an authorization of military force against
China.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
for a third reading and was read the
third time.

The question is on adoption of the
resolution and passage of the bill, as
amended, en bloc.

The bill (S. 3798), as amended, was
passed.

The resolution (S. Res.
amended, was agreed to.

The preamble was agreed to.

(The resolution, with its preamble, is
printed in the RECORD of May 21, 2020,
under “Submitted Resolutions.’’)

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Missouri.

Mr. HAWLEY. Madam President, this
is a good moment for the Senate. I
think this is a moment when we have
been able to come together to speak
with one voice and to send a clear mes-
sage to Beijing that its attempts to
steamroll and destroy the liberties of
the people of Hong Kong will not go un-
noticed and will not go unaddressed.

I thank the Senator from Maryland
and the Senator from Pennsylvania for
their work with their bill, which will
give the administration important new
tools to address and to counter the ac-
tions of Beijing.

I just want to say to the people of
Hong Kong, whom I have had the privi-
lege to meet and to be with on the
streets as they protest, as they stand
up to this violent and authoritarian re-
gime, I hope that today’s actions will
give you an added measure of hope that
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the free people of this Nation and the
free people of the world are with you
and that we will not sit idly by; that
we will stand up; that we will take ac-
tion; and that your cause for your basic
rights, your cause for your basic lib-
erties, is our cause as well.

It is a privilege to stand with you as
an American and as a Missourian, and
it is a privilege to see this work accom-
plished today on the floor of the Sen-
ate.

I thank my colleagues.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Maryland.

Mr. VAN HOLLEN. Madam Presi-
dent, I want to thank the Senator from
Missouri for bringing us to the floor
last week, for bringing us to the floor
this week, and for working with us to
make sure that we could make impor-
tant changes to an important resolu-
tion that he brought before us today.

I agree it is a good day for the Sen-
ate. Again, I thank the Senator from
Pennsylvania, Mr. ToOMEY, for his bi-
partisan work on this. Hopefully we get
it to the President’s desk as soon as
possible and send a strong message to
the Government of China and send a
message to the people of Hong Kong
that we stand with them.

————

NATIONAL DEFENSE AUTHORIZA-
TION ACT FOR FISCAL YEAR
2021—Continued

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Virginia.

UNANIMOUS CONSENT REQUEST

Mr. KAINE. Madam President, before
I get to the motion I am going to
make, I am going to take just a few
minutes to discuss the importance of
why the Senate must pass the
Coronavirus Relief Flexibility for Stu-
dents and Institutions Act, which is S.
3947.

This has to do with an action that we
took as bipartisan colleagues—a most
important action—in March, passing
the CARES Act. The CARES Act in-
cluded $13.9 billion for higher education
emergency relief for institutions to di-
rectly support students facing urgent
needs related to this pandemic and also
to support the institutions as they
cope with the effects of COVID-19.

From this amount, about $12.5 billion
was provided to all institutions of
higher ed, and they had to use half
their dollars to award emergency aid to
students and half the funds to cover
the institutional expenses and needs.

Congress was very careful in crafting
this bipartisan provision to provide
flexibility so that the institutions
could make their own decisions about
how to use and reward those funds—
both for students and how to use them
for institutions. Unfortunately, the De-
partment of Education is not following
congressional intent and is including
additional restrictions and conditions
that Congress did not include that are
making these funds more difficult to
access by students and by the institu-
tions.
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On the institution side, colleges had
to quickly transition their programs
online, many doing so on a widespread
scale for the first time, without the
technology capacity and staff training
to conduct those classes.

Colleges have also had to quickly
send students living on campus home,
bring students home who were study-
ing abroad, clean and sanitize their fa-
cilities, and provide refunds to stu-
dents for room and board charges. They
have had to meet greater financial
needs and basic need challenges from
their students, including housing, food,
and childcare costs.

This has resulted in higher costs for
colleges at the same time as COVID-19
has led to a sharp reduction in normal
revenue streams: fundraising, housing,
dining, event space, athletic, book-
store, conferences, and much more—in-
cluding State funding that has been
hurt. These revenue losses are likely to
continue as students drop out and tui-
tion revenue decreases in the fall.

This would come as schools imple-
ment costly safety measures for re-
opening, like testing and PPE distribu-
tion. Many institutions have already
cut pay and benefits, laid off full-time
staff and student employees, and
slashed to reorganize academic and
athletic programs. This is all in addi-
tion to the potential cuts colleges will
likely see from State budgets.

I got a letter from the president of
one of my community colleges, Dr.
John Downey, president of Blue Ridge
Community College in Weyers Cave.
Here is what he said: ‘“We anticipate
devastating lost revenue and state
budget reductions, and we have no way,
with the possible exception of the
CARES Act institutional funds, to off-
set those losses. The current CARES
Act restrictions mean that community
college will likely only be able to offset
$100,000-$300,000 of [additional PPE ex-
penses while we] open up. . . . Without
the ability to offset revenue losses
looming for FY21, we are concerned
that we will be forced to close vital
programs and layoff hard-working per-
sonnel.”

Moody’s Investors Service has
changed their outlook for higher ed to
negative, indicating that 5 to 10 per-
cent of institutions—particularly re-
gional public schools and small private
colleges—could face significantly in-
tensified financial challenges.

In Virginia, one such institution,
Sweet Briar College, a small, rural, pri-
vate college, says the impact is likely
to be $10 million. VCU, a large, public
university, said it is likely to be $50
million in the next fiscal year.

This is why we acted together as
Congress to provide CARES Act fund-
ing that could be used for revenue
losses experienced by colleges. We
didn’t specifically exclude using these
dollars for revenue losses, as we did in
the State and local government aid; we
allowed such a use, as we did with the
PPP program and the aid to hospitals.
But the Department of Education is
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using a very narrow interpretation of
the law and refusing to allow colleges
to use money for revenue losses.

On to the student side of the equa-
tion, 50 percent of the money was to be
used for student aid. This is even more
concerning. The unauthorized guidance
that the DOE has issued outlines that
the financial aid for students can only
be provided to students who qualify for
aid under title IV of the Higher Edu-
cation Act, which would exclude any
student who hadn’t filled out a FAFSA,
who has a minor drug conviction, or
who is not meeting academic progress
requirements. Again, these were not
conditions that Congress put on the aid
to students. Nowhere in the CARES
Act are these restrictions mentioned.

The financial aid director at the Uni-
versity of Virginia wrote my office as
follows:

When the CARES Act was signed into law,
we, along with many others in the financial
aid community, believed that the funding
source would be available to provide assist-
ance to our students using school discretion.
Schools have long operated in this manner.
Because of COVID-19, the parents of many
students who suddenly lost their jobs or have
reduced employment realized that their in-
come had changed dramatically and wished
to appeal.

In other words, students who never
had to fill out a FAFSA or who never
did one because their parents were em-
ployed are now facing parents who are
not employed.

It is not right for the DOE to put new re-
quirements on the students and bar them
from receiving aid.

Some students have written. Here is
a third-year undergraduate student
from Fairfax: I was studying abroad
this past semester but had to return
home in March. My study-abroad pro-
gram is unsure whether they are going
to be able to refund any of the semes-
ter’s worth that I paid for fees, includ-
ing housing, meals, tuition. Due to the
travel ban, I had to book a ticket home
on 1-day’s notice, initially costing me
$1,800, but I was able to receive a par-
tial refund of $900. My father has been
the primary source of income for my
family, but he loses his job this month.
Since we don’t know when he will be
reemployed, this has resulted in sig-
nificant financial challenge to my fam-
ily.

There are similar stories from other
students—graduate students in engi-
neering in Henrico, undergraduates
from Halifax.

Again, Congress intended these dol-
lars to be used flexibly. The DOE is
getting in our way.

What the act would do that I am
about to call up—it would ensure that
the Secretary in the Department of
Education just follow congressional in-
tent by providing institutions of higher
ed and students with the increased
flexibility they need during this time.
The bill would allow colleges to use
their revenue from the CARES Act for
lost revenue—the higher ed funds for
lost revenue. The bill would ensure
that emergency financial aid to stu-
dents is made available to all students
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in need, letting the institutions decide
how to make that determination. Fi-
nally, it would better target funds des-
ignated for colleges hardest hit by
COVID-19.

Colleges and universities are major
economic drivers. Placing arbitrary re-
strictions on them is a challenge at
any time—especially now. We should be
working together to ensure that the in-
stitutions and our students get the
help that Congress wanted them to get.

Again, the bill I have before you
doesn’t create a new program, and it
doesn’t cost a penny. All it does is ask
the Secretary of Education to simply
follow what Congress intended.

Madam President, with that, I would
ask unanimous consent that the
Health, Education, Labor, and Pen-
sions Committee be discharged from
further consideration of S. 3947, a bill
to amend the provisions relating to the
higher education emergency relief fund
to clarify the flexibility provided to in-
stitutions and for students under the
fund, and that the Senate proceed to
its immediate consideration.

I further ask unanimous consent that
the bill be considered read a third time
and passed and that the motion to re-
consider be considered made and laid
upon the table.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

The Senator from Florida.

Mr. SCOTT of Florida. Madam Presi-
dent, reserving the right to object, I
appreciate my colleague’s focus on
higher education. We both had the
same opportunity as Governors to do
what we could to drive the cost of tui-
tion down and help make sure all of
our students had the opportunity to
get jobs.

My goal as Governor of Florida and
now as a U.S. Senator is to keep edu-
cation affordable and obtainable and
make sure students are able to get a
job when they graduate.

I know we all are focused on giving
our students every opportunity to suc-
ceed. My colleague has not shown how
giving a blank-check bailout to higher
education institutions helps our stu-
dents—students who are burdened with
mountains of debt from these same 4-
year colleges and universities.

The solution is not to give more
money to support the bloated bureauc-
racies of our public and private col-
leges and universities. And these very
institutions continue to raise tuition
year after year on our students and
their families. That is why I am in-
stead offering my STEM Act, which is
a real solution to make higher edu-
cation more affordable and ensure
schools are preparing students for jobs.
We made similar reforms in Florida,
and our students are getting a world-
class education at a price they and
their families can afford. My goal is to
bring this success to our Nation.

The STEM Act does three things:

One, it eliminates all Federal funding
for institutions that raise tuition.
There is no reason universities should
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be raising costs on students even one
bit. Businesses have to get more pro-
ductive every year; so should our col-
leges and our universities.

Second, my STEM Act holds colleges
and universities accountable for a por-
tion of student loans.

By forcing universities to take more
responsibility, they will have more of
an incentive to actually prepare stu-
dents for careers, instead of encour-
aging mountains of debt and degrees
that don’t lead to jobs after gradua-
tion.

Third, the STEM Act creates a met-
ric system for accountability to make
sure all higher education institutions
are doing their most important job—
preparing our students for the oppor-
tunity to get a great job, build a ca-
reer, and become more self-sufficient.

Our higher education system doesn’t
serve the student, and we need to
change that. Our students deserve
more than just throwing money at our
institutions with no checks and bal-
ances.

It is time we get something done to
fix the problems in our higher edu-
cation system and realign incentives. I
look forward to working with my col-
leagues to do this.

Madam President, I ask unanimous
consent that Senator KAINE modify his
request and, instead, the Committee on
Health, Education, Labor, and Pen-
sions be discharged from further con-
sideration of S. 2559, the Student
Training and Education Metrics Act,
and the Senate proceed to its imme-
diate consideration; further, that the
bill be considered read a third time and
passed and that the motion to recon-
sider be considered made and laid upon
the table.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the
Senator from Virginia so modify his re-
quest?

Mr. KAINE. Madam President, I ap-
preciate my Senate colleague’s desire
to increase accountability and trans-
parency of student outcomes. As Gov-
ernor, I was doing the same thing with
Virginia institutions. I view his re-
quest as a little bit of a non sequitur.
It is not really connected to mine.

He mentioned that we shouldn’t be
throwing more money at colleges. Let
me make plain again that my request
does not cost a penny. It is not about
an additional penny for colleges. It is
about implementing the CARES Act,
which was passed on an overwhelm-
ingly bipartisan vote by this body on
March 26.

Senator ScoTT’s bill does not deal
with something we have already done.
It does not deal with the COVID emer-
gency. It does deal very directly with
something that we are in the process of
doing. The HELP Committee right now
is considering the reauthorization of
the Higher Education Act. Senator
ScoTT’s proposal, dealing with trans-
parency and accountability, fits
squarely within the discussion that the
HELP Committee is currently having
about reauthorization of HEA, and it is
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an appropriate and important topic for
the committee to grapple with as we
work on the HEA reauthorization. But
in that sense, I am a little puzzled be-
cause there is a venue for his proposal
right now in the HEA reauthorization
discussion as we go forward and look at
what more accountability we would
ask of our colleges.

I don’t think we should jump Senator
ScoTT’s bill ahead of that reauthoriza-
tion and impose new restrictions on
universities in the middle of this pan-
demic, as we are trying to help them
get through COVID. For that and other
reasons, while I would certainly pledge
to work with the Senator on this mat-
ter in the committee on which we both
sit, during HEA reauthorization, I do
not agree to modify the request that I
made regarding S. 3947.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the original request?

The Senator from Florida.

Mr. SCOTT of Florida. Reserving the
right to object, I look forward to work-
ing with my colleague from Virginia to
do what we both tried to do as Gov-
ernors and we were both focused on. It
is hard to keep tuition down and to
make sure kids get jobs at the end. It
is a very difficult job.

I don’t think what we are doing
today with Senator KAINE’s proposal is
going to help our students get the jobs
they need and help keep our tuition
down. I don’t think we ought to be giv-
ing a blank check to our institutions
that raise tuition on our students. We
all know the mountains of debt—over
$1.7 trillion—which is ridiculous. I
think my STEM Act is a solution to
help make our higher education system
affordable and ensure kids have a fu-
ture. But, unfortunately, we are not
able to do that today. I respectfully ob-
ject. I look forward to working with
Senator KAINE to try to do everything
we can to get this tuition down and
help our kids get jobs.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ob-
jection is heard.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Ohio.

UNANIMOUS CONSENT REQUEST

Mr. BROWN. Madam President, for a
bit of good news, last year we finally
provided certainty to American export-
ers and their workers by enacting a 7-
year reauthorization of the Export-Im-
port Bank’s charter. This is a big vic-
tory after years of obstruction by a
handful of our Republican colleagues.

We know what happened here in this
Congress. In 2015, during the last de-
bate on reauthorizing the Bank, a
small group of opponents, supported by
far-right special interests, tried to kill
the Bank altogether. When that didn’t
work, they decided to block all nomi-
nees to Ex-Im’s Board, denying it the
quorum needed to approve transactions
greater than $10 million. Their obstruc-
tion cost us more than 130,000 jobs a
year by 2018.

Unfortunately, a few Republicans
continue to undermine American man-
ufacturers and our workers by pre-
venting Ex-Im from having a full Board
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of Directors. It is time for the Senate
to consider the long delayed nomina-
tions of Republican Paul Shmotolokha
and Democrat Claudia Slacik.

Today’s economic damage from
COVID builds, and Senator MCCON-
NELL, the leader of this body, refuses to
let us do our jobs and pass additional
help for families and communities of
small businesses. Ex-Im will be called
on—it is more important than ever—to
help ensure the survival of our manu-
facturing base and thousands of small
businesses and their workers.

Ex-Im, during the last crisis, added
515 new small business clients in 2009
alone. The stakes are even higher
today. There are more than 100 export
credit agencies. I believe President
Reed, head of the Ex-Im Bank, who is
doing a very good job, said 118 in com-
mittee this week. There are more than
100 export credit agencies and credit
programs around the world that sup-
port foreign manufacturers. But our
greatest challenge is China. China’s ex-
port finance activity is larger than all
of the export credit provided by the G-
7 countries combined, and we can ex-
pect China to continue using export
credit as a weapon to end manufac-
turing business in critical sectors. I
asked President Reed about that in
committee, and she is certain that Chi-
na’s threat will continue and perhaps
grow.

The President and many of my Re-
publican colleagues want to blame
China for darn near everything, includ-
ing the virus that has taken the lives
of 120,000 of our brothers and sisters
and parents and sons and daughters.
That is 30 percent of the world’s
deaths. We are 5 percent of the world’s
population, and we are 30 percent of
the world’s deaths. That is not because
we don’t have good doctors and medical
workers and all of that. It is because of
Presidential leadership.

China has not been a model of re-
sponsibility, but President Trump
needs to stop blaming China for his
own failures to do more at home to pre-
vent the spread of the coronavirus.

For my Republican colleagues who
profess concern about China, I wish
they had shown the same concern with
standing up to China during our 4-year
fight to support American manufactur-
ers. If you say you are concerned about
China, then, you should support filling
Ex-Im’s Board so our manufacturers
can better compete with China.

A core role of Ex-Im Board members
is educating the business community
about how to use the Bank’s export fi-
nancing to expand sales abroad and
create more jobs in the United States.
Many small businesses are just trying
to survive right now. Some of them
don’t know that Ex-Im is a tool that
can help. We need a full Board that can
be proactive about offering support.

Mr. Shmotolokha—as I said, a Repub-
lican nominee—has been nominated as
the First Vice President and was re-
ported out of the Banking Committee
more than a year ago, and Ms. Slacik
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was first nominated almost 4 years
ago. Neither is controversial. Mr.
Shmotolokha has decades of experience
in the telecom industry. He deeply un-
derstands how China competes. Ms.
Slacik previously served at Ex-Im and
has more than 30 years of commercial
banking experience.

Ex-Im has an effective management
team under President and Chair Kim-
berly Reed, but the Bank needs to oper-
ate at full capacity during this unprec-
edented crisis, not missing two of its
five members with critical expertise.

Don’t just take it from me. This
shouldn’t be partisan. It is not an ideo-
logical question. The Banking Com-
mittee chair—my counterpart, the
chair of the committee—MIKE CRAPO,
supports filling the Ex-Im Board. The
U.S. Chamber supports it. The National
Association of Manufacturers supports
confirming these two particular nomi-
nees.

On Tuesday, Ex-Im’s President and
Chair, Kimberly Reed, nominated by
President Trump, testified to the
Banking Committee that she wants a
full Board because Ex-Im is working to
make small business transactions 30
percent of its portfolio, as Congress di-
rected. She said: ‘“That takes a lot of
boots on the ground and a lot of work.”

I agree with Ex-Im President Reed
completely and Senator CRAPO com-
pletely. We need a full Board. We need
boots on the ground to help small busi-
nesses at Ex-Im. We also have a quali-
fied inspector general nominee, Peter
Coniglio, who is waiting for confirma-
tion. These nominations are long over-
due. I will ask the Senate to consider
them immediately. If we want Ex-Im to
support more small businesses and help
America manufacturers compete
against China, there is no excuse for
more obstruction.

Madam President, I ask unanimous
consent that the Senate proceed to ex-
ecutive session to consider the fol-
lowing nominations: Calendar No. 128,
No. 336, and No. 557; that the nomina-
tions be confirmed, en bloc; that the
motions to reconsider be considered
made and laid upon the table with no
intervening action or debate; that no
further motions be in order on the
nominations; that any related state-
ments be printed in the RECORD; that
the President be immediately notified
of the Senate’s action; and that the
Senate then resume legislative session.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

The Senator from Pennsylvania.

Mr. TOOMEY. Madam President, re-
serving the right to object, I think it is
worth reminding my colleagues exactly
what the Ex-Im Bank is all about.
What this is, then, is a Bank by which
taxpayers are required to subsidize big
corporations. That is what Ex-Im Bank
is.

The precise way that it works,
though, is to provide the subsidy di-
rectly to foreign entities—often state-
owned entities, often Chinese state-
owned entities—when they buy an
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American product, when they buy an
American export. The Ex-Im Bank is in
the business of forcing taxpayers to
subsidize foreign, often state-owned,
entities buying American products. I
object to that activity and so do many
of my Republican colleagues.

This is a controversial entity. It is a
controversial idea that we would ex-
pand the population on the Board be-
cause doing so diminishes the likeli-
hood that they might be at a point, at
some point in the future, where they
would not have a quorum.

My own view is that what we ought
to be doing is having a mutual negotia-
tion with our trading partners to phase
out all of these export subsidy banks
all around the world. And, unfortu-
nately, neither this administration nor
the previous administration has had
any interest in pursuing that.

In the meantime, I have asked for
improvements in the operations of the
Export-Import Bank—operations such
as transparency and controlling tax-
payer risk and the extent to which it
crowds out private financing and other
areas. I will say that I appreciate Ex-
Im Bank President Reed’s efforts in
these areas, but there is a long way to
go. It doesn’t solve the fundamental
problem, which is the mission of the
Bank.

The defenders of Ex-Im will some-
times argue that Ex-Im Bank—the sub-
sidy that taxpayers are required to pro-
vide to foreign purchasers—is essential
for our exports, that we need it and
jobs depend on it. It is interesting be-
cause we have a controlled experiment
that addresses that question directly.
From 2015 through the early part of
2019, the Ex-Im Bank didn’t have a
quorum, so it could not legally engage
in large-scale transactions. It couldn’t
do anything, and they didn’t.

You have a period of about 4 years,
and during that time, the volume of fi-
nancing—the volume of transactions
that Ex-Im Bank was doing—dropped
by about 80 percent. That is huge. The
Ex-Im Bank for several years was a
shadow of its former self.

What happened to American exports
during the time when the Ex-Im Bank
was basically out of business? I will
tell you what happened. American ex-
ports grew and hit an all-time record
high in 2018. That is what happened.
The fact is, Americans make great
products, and we can sell them over-
seas without having to subsidize the
buyer. Buyers and sellers arranged pri-
vate financing. There are lots of banks
and institutions that are in the busi-
ness of providing this financing. Tax-
payers shouldn’t have to subsidize it.
The proof is in the pudding. When Ex-
Im Bank was effectively closed, Amer-
ican exports grew and hit an alltime
record high.

It is also a fact that when the Ex-Im
Bank gets into the business of sub-
sidizing some, it inevitably does dam-
age to others. There was a case wherein
the Ex-Im subsidies created a competi-
tive advantage for Air India that cost
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jobs at Delta Air Lines because the two
competed directly on routes. The Air
India route was subsidized by virtue of
the Ex-Im subsidy, of its acquisition of
planes, and Delta didn’t get that sub-
sidy. According to the CEO, who testi-
fied before the House, just that omne
deal cost 1,000 jobs at Delta.

I have a substantive objection here. I
have an objection to this institution’s
mission, and growing its Board is part
of advancing that mission. I have to
say that this is in contrast to the ob-
struction that we are seeing from our
Democratic colleagues with respect to
nominees about whom they often have
no objection at all.

The fact is, there has been a mission
on the part of many of my Democratic
colleagues to just block President
Trump’s nominees just because they
are President Trump’s. In fact, Presi-
dent Trump’s nominees have had to un-
dergo the delaying tactic of the cloture
vote—a procedural vote that is de-
signed to just chew up time and pre-
vent us from functioning.

In the first year of his Presidency,
there were over 300. That is more than
the cumulative number of these delay-
ing tactics for the first terms of his
four predecessors, and it continues. In
fact, earlier this year alone, we had our
Democratic colleagues force this delay-
ing tactic—this cloture vote—on
judges, and then they voted for them,
some of whom were confirmed unani-
mously. District Judge Silvia Carreno-
Coll was forced to go through the de-
laying tactic and was then confirmed
96 to 0. There was a cloture vote—a de-
laying vote—on Robert Anthony
Molloy to be a U.S. district judge, who
was then confirmed 97 to 0.

There were still 68 reported nominees
on the Executive Calendar as of yester-
day. There are 13 of these nominations
that are over 12 months old, and many
of them are nominees about whom
there is no objection.

With this case, there is an objection.
It is a substantive objection to pro-
viding a cushion to a quorum of a bank
with whose mission I disagree. If people
want to go through the process of
bringing this to the floor and filing clo-
ture, it can be processed, but this isn’t
the way to do it.

So I object.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion is heard.

The Senator from Ohio.

Mr. BROWN. Madam President, I am
disappointed but not surprised that we
are not able to confirm the Ex-Im
nominees today. There is great bipar-
tisan support for this agency. We did a
long reauthorization that was close to
unanimous in its support. It is a place
in which we have worked together to
create American jobs.

I understand Senator TOOMEY’s dis-
cussion about corporate interests. I am
a bit surprised by that when this body
passes trade agreement after trade
agreement that supports corporate in-
terests and that costs workers their
jobs and when this body passed a huge
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tax cut for the rich 3 years ago that re-
duced the corporate tax rate and re-
duced it even further for companies
that shut down production in Shelby or
Lima or Akron, OH, and companies
moved overseas to get their tax breaks
and access to low-wage workers. I am
just disappointed that we couldn’t ac-
tually move forward.

It is the law of the land to have an
Ex-Im Bank. There are two out of five
slots that are empty. The President
and Chairman of the Ex-Im Bank, Kim-
berly Reed, a Trump appointee, said
very strongly that she needs more help,
more boots on the ground, because she
could create more jobs that way.

Lastly, I was a bit surprised to hear
complaints about the Democrats’ slow-
walking of nominees. I mean, instead
of actually doing the people’s business
here—getting help for unemployed
workers and helping people stay in
their homes as courts open up and
more evictions are on the horizon and
as layoffs in local governments and
State governments around the country
loom—this Senate spends most of its
time on confirming judges.

My wife and I watched almost the en-
tire rally in Tulsa. It was the first big
Trump campaign rally—not that big—
or the first purportedly big Trump
campaign rally. We watched numbers
of my colleagues with no masks in an
arena in which public health officials
said: Please, don’t do that.

I heard the President brag about all
of the judges he has gotten confirmed.
So when I hear any of my colleagues
complain that the Democrats have
been obstructionists—have tried to
stop Trump nominees—just remember
what Senator MCCONNELL did with a le-
gitimately chosen Supreme Court
nominee and, equally as important,
what this body has done in confirming
judge after judge, many of them young
and many of them far right and out of
the political mainstream. The Repub-
licans dutifully vote for them because
Senator MCCONNELL tells them to. We
know how that works around here. We
have so much more work to do than
that, but this Senate doesn’t seem to
be interested.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Tennessee.

COMMUNICATIONS DECENCY ACT

Mrs. BLACKBURN. Madam Presi-
dent, in the early days of the internet,
when we were all just beginning to get
online and experience what it was like
to have at our fingertips an entree to
the entire world—all of the informa-
tion you could want—everything at
that point really felt like a novelty. It
had a newness about it. Technology
was new, and consumers were able to
take their time carving out a comfort
zone for what they wanted to do online.
They were signing up for Facebook,
and they were trying to figure out
which of their retail merchants they
wanted to visit online, how they want-
ed to shop online, what transactions
they wanted to begin to put into that

S3293

search engine, and then conduct those
transactions online. At the same time,
technology firms were carving out
their place in the market.

I don’t have to tell you that this dy-
namic has really changed from those
early days and those first experiences
with the virtual space. We walk around
with computers in our pockets. That
level of convenience and connectivity
is great, but it has thrown off the bal-
ance of power between what is now
called Big Tech and consumers. Over
the past few years, these companies
have treated the American people to a
series of scandals that have opened the
floodgates to mainstream concerns
over issues like data privacy, child ex-
ploitation, a national security risk,
and blatant, anti-competitive business
practices.

Just this week, I sent a letter to the
Attorney General about Google’s latest
attacks on conservative media outlets.
As a reminder to everyone, Google
threatened to remove the Federalist
and ZeroHedge from the Google Ads
platform after determining that these
outlets” comments sections—did you
get that? It was their comments sec-
tions, which are the areas you go to
participate in public debate—contained
content that violated company policy.
Well, how about that?

A representative from Google ran to
the press and insisted that both outlets
had published dangerous, hateful con-
tent. It really makes you wonder: What
was their real reason for this threat?
What was the real reason for the
Google representative’s breathless ac-
cusations to the press?

In my letter, I encouraged Attorney
General Barr to meet with representa-
tives from both the Federalist and
ZeroHedge so that they could explain
firsthand what a permanent ban from
the Google Ads platform could lead to
in terms of loss of traffic and revenue.
Of course, the answer to that inquiry is
that a ban would be catastrophic for
any outlet, and here is the reason:
Guess who dominates online adver-
tising. Google. It is called a monopoly.
It is called ‘‘they control those ad plat-
forms.”

This Friday, State attorneys general
are meeting with Justice Department
officials to discuss this, and if I were
Google, I would be a little bit nervous
about that. I think it is fair to say that
many of these attorneys general have
just about had it with some of these
online practices.

This particular scandal is interesting
because it implicates both antitrust
concerns and the section 230 protec-
tions that are laid out in the Commu-
nications Decency Act. Lately, we have
heard quite a bit about section 230, and
we have already discussed at length
whether it should be left alone, re-
formed, or scrapped entirely.

When section 230 was implemented in
the early days of the internet, the vi-
sion was that it would shield emerging
and new technology firms from law-
suits. It would give them the ability to
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kind of stand up, if you will. It would,
in good faith, allow platforms to re-
move content that they would find to
be obscene, violent, harassing, or oth-
erwise objectionable even if the mate-
rial would be otherwise constitu-
tionally protected speech. At the time,
when all of these businesses were in
their infancies, when they were new
starts, this worked ©pretty well.
Startups were allowed to innovate
without having to worry about law-
suits sending their companies into
bankruptcy or threatening their abil-
ity to raise venture capital, but, as I
said earlier, times have changed.

Now, as is the case with most policies
involving Big Tech, heavy-handed gov-
ernment intervention will not fix this
problem. Still, many of my colleagues
here in the Senate believe that using
strict legislation and policing speech is
the only path to reform. I will tell you,
as someone who has been censored by a
social media platform, I fully appre-
ciate and understand their points of
view. Not only is it frustrating to be-
come a victim of that bias, but it is
also so disheartening to watch our
country devolve into a place where peo-
ple would rather be shielded from de-
bate than learn from the people with
whom they disagree.

You know, there used to be a time
when you would engage your friends
who had different opinions than you.
You would engage them and partici-
pate in some point and counterpoint
and have a friendly discussion about
your take on the issues. Yet, when it
comes to reining in Big Tech, the
innovators have to be allowed to inno-
vate. They need some guardrails, but
they do not need straightjackets.

This is the same approach I took
when drafting the BROWSER Act,
which was the data privacy legislation
I introduced in the Senate last year
but had worked on this since I had been
in the House, and it is the approach
that we are taking with the bipartisan
Tech Task Force. Policies like these
take a lot more time and a lot more
one-on-one communication to draft and
to work through to a resolution, but
they are much better for the industry
and innovation than something that is
purely punitive.

I am working closely with the White
House and the Justice Department on a
series of changes to section 230 that
will allow us to fix the rules we have
without having to start from scratch.

First, we can incentivize online plat-
forms to address truly illicit content
by implementing three carve-outs that
exempt specific categories of speech
from immunity. First, facilitating or
soliciting third-party activity that vio-
lates Federal criminal law—we call
this one the ‘‘bad Samaritan carve-
out”; second, content involving child
exploitation and abuse, terrorism, and
cyber stalking; and third and last, we
will revoke that immunity if a plat-
form is caught failing to act when it
has actual knowledge of or was pro-
vided with a court judgment regarding
unlawful content.
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We also need to clarify once and for
all that section 230 immunity does not
apply to actions brought by the Fed-
eral Government. But what about
those startups, those up-and-coming
tech companies that are looking for
the next great idea? How will reform
treat them differently from the
Facebooks and the Googles of the
world?

What we can do is limit liability
based on minimum platform user
thresholds. We would limit those sec-
tion 230 protections to platforms with
fewer than 50 million American users.
Just for reference, Google has 259 mil-
lion American users, Facebook has 221
million, and Twitter has 64 million
American users. Under this standard, a
user alleging harm would be able to
move forward with a lawsuit against a
platform only if that platform’s user
threshold were above 50 million U.S.
users and a court has reasonable
grounds to believe that the platform
contributed to the offending post or re-
fused to act on it once notified.

These are all simple changes that
will rebalance the relationship between
online platforms and their customers,
and we shouldn’t delay in our imple-
menting them because the internet is
more than just a place where we post
our status updates or photos of what
we had for dinner; the digital revolu-
tion fundamentally changed the way
we live our lives, consume the news,
and interact with corporations, media
outlets, and our local governments.

We can’t afford to let these platforms
leverage their own biases to arbitrarily
decide who is allowed to speak or what
information we are allowed to con-
sume, but we also can’t afford to imple-
ment heavy-handed policies that will
inevitably collapse the entire industry.

I look forward to the Senate’s con-
tinuing its work on this on both the
Commerce and Judiciary Committees.

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.

Mrs. HYDE-SMITH. Madam Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the
order for the quorum call be rescinded.

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

THE JUSTICE ACT

Mrs. HYDE-SMITH. Madam Presi-
dent, it is a shame the Senate has been
prevented the opportunity to discuss
meaningful legislation to strengthen
and improve our law enforcement sys-
tem.

The Senate had an opportunity to
implement public safety measures the
American people believe are needed
and the American people want. Most
importantly, the Senate was blocked
from working toward helping bind the
Nation together.

Sadly, this was due to partisan poli-
tics by our Democratic colleagues. It is
disappointing that, when given the
chance to back up a lot of big talk
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about reform and change, our col-
leagues on the other side of the aisle
simply walked away. I was under the
impression we were all in agreement
that the matters addressed in this leg-
islation were, at the very least, worth
debating. By refusing to even consider
a debate, Senate Democrats leave the
American people with irresponsible de-
mands to defund the police and de-
struction of public property.

My friend and colleague, the junior
Senator from South Carolina, worked
tirelessly to produce very good legisla-
tion. He and the leadership offered to
work with our Democratic colleagues
and assure them there would be an
open amendment process.

Had we had a chance to proceed, I
was prepared to file an amendment
that would have gotten the top Federal
and State law enforcement officials to-
gether from rural and urban areas and
developed a best practices curriculum
for training incoming law enforcement
officers. The amendment would have
provided the resources to train the
trainers.

This simply illustrated that Members
on both sides of the aisle wanted an op-
portunity to offer meaningful changes
to the bill, but only one side of the
aisle thought that opportunity was
worthwhile. I am ready to debate on
that and any other amendment should
we do the right thing and have an open,
purposeful conversation on a very crit-
ical issue.

The tragic death of George Floyd in
Minneapolis last month exposed an ero-
sion of public confidence in the rule of
law and law enforcement practices.
There is no doubt in my mind that the
vast majority of law enforcement offi-
cers, who are very good friends of
mine—many of them across the coun-
try—do their jobs fairly and justly.
However, the bad actions of a few are
enough to cause us as elected leaders
to consider responsible changes to im-
prove police practices and rebuild pub-
lic confidence in those we trust with
ensuring our public safety.

I encourage my colleagues to recon-
sider and engage in this debate. It
would be a real tragedy not to use this
national moment in our history to im-
prove law enforcement through more
accountability, transparency, and bet-
ter training.

Let’s stop looking for ways to divide
the American public. Let’s bring people
together and work together toward
meaningful reform that improves law
enforcement, public safety, and the
confidence Americans deserve in the
rule of law.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
YOUNG). The Senator from Colorado.

70TH ANNIVERSARY OF THE KOREAN WAR

Mr. GARDNER. Mr. President, I rise
today to speak about the Republic of
Korea on this June 25, the 70th anniver-
sary of the start of the Korean war.

The Republic of Korea is a longtime
ally and partner that resides in one of
the most prosperous and one of the



June 25, 2020

most dangerous parts of the world.
When most of us hear about Korea, we
instinctively focus on the threat ema-
nating from the bizarre failed state in
the north, and we often forget about
the incredible successes and stories of
success in the south that was made
possible largely by the United States-
South Korea Alliance.

When I visited the Korean War Me-
morial in Seoul in July of 2017, I read
the names of Americans and Colo-
radans that died answering the call to
defend a country they never knew and
a people they never met. I think that,
today, we owe it to our fallen soldiers
to recognize what the world has gained
from their sacrifice.

On June 25, 1950, Kim Il-sung’s army
crossed the 38th parallel to invade
South Korea. In response, the United
States mobilized the international
community under the U.N. flag and
sent hundreds of thousands of U.S.
troops to defend Korea. To this day,
thousands of U.S. soldiers remain unac-
counted for. Over 1 million Korean ci-
vilians perished. Most survivors have
never seen or spoken with their fami-
lies across the border.

The U.S. decision to intervene in
that war transformed the future of
Asia. South Korea has blossomed from
a war-torn state to an economic power-
house, a thriving democracy, and, in
recent months, a global leader in re-
sponse to a public health crisis.

South Korea boasts the 12th largest
economy in the world and has become
a leader in critical future technologies
such as telecommunications, elec-
tronics, and semiconductors. They
managed to do this despite having a
population of only 50 million people,
few natural resources, and effectively
operating as an island restricted to
maritime trade.

South Korea’s hard-fought transition
from authoritarian governments to vi-
brant democracy took time, it took
perseverance, and it took grit, but they
did it. It is now a democracy with a
highly educated and active civil soci-
ety that embraces the rule of law and
human rights and stands in stark con-
trast to its authoritarian neighbors in
North Korea and China.

As our South Korean ally has grown
more prosperous and more capable, it
has also taken on an outsized global re-
sponsibility. Since the Korean war,
South Korea has fought alongside the
United States in all four of our major
conflicts.

Once a recipient of foreign aid, Seoul
is now a worldwide donor of aid. It has
become a critical pillar in upholding
the postwar order, playing a valuable
role in the global nonproliferation re-
gime, global emissions reduction,
peacekeeping, cybersecurity, counter-
terrorism, and postconflict stabiliza-
tion.

South Korea has also become a key
stakeholder in various international
organizations, including the United Na-
tions, World Trade Organization, G-20,
the Organization for Economic Co-
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operation and Development, and the
Asia-Pacific Economic Cooperative
forum, just to name a few.

The alliance has proven to not only
be crucial for U.S. economic and na-
tional security interests but for our
health as well. This was most evident
as South Korea led a pivotal response
to the COVID-19 pandemic. I worked
closely with our South Korean allies
and the Colorado Governor Jared Polis
to obtain hundreds of thousands of
COVID-19 testing kits for Colorado,
which will continue to be vital as we
get through this ongoing pandemic.

Weeks ago, President Trump invited
President Moon of South Korea to the
upcoming G7 meeting. I fully endorse
this decision, and at the current junc-
ture, I believe it is time to explore new
avenues to broaden cooperation with
South Korea on the global stage, in-
cluding in global health, the environ-
ment, energy security, and emerging
technologies.

South Korea is situated in one of
most precarious neighborhoods in the
world. Koreans have historically ex-
plained their geography of being a
“‘shrimp among whales.”” Indeed, north-
east Asia holds a number of nuclear-ca-
pable states, economic mammoths, and
the largest standing armies in the
world.

In our alliance, we vow to defend one
another from attack, but it often goes
unstated that South Korea bears the
frontline burden of this defense. While
North Korea has only recently tested
an ICBM capable of reaching the conti-
nental United States, Seoul has been
under the threat of artillery, short-
range missiles, an armed invasion for
decades. In the shadow of this threat,
South Korea has invested considerably
in defense, over 2.5 percent of its GDP.
It also funded over 90 percent of the
costs of Camp Humphreys, what is now
the largest overseas U.S. military base
in the world. These are just a few of
the ways in which South Korea re-
mains a model alliance partner.

Against the backdrop of rising ten-
sions in recent weeks, we should swift-
ly conclude negotiations on the Special
Measures burden-sharing agreement,
which would provide strategic stability
on the Korean Peninsula and strength-
en the U.S.-South Korea alliance.

The United States and South Korea
maintain a tightly-integrated com-
bined forces command that is unique to
the world. This demonstrates the im-
mense trust and combined capability
between our two militaries. This
unique structure makes credible our
ability and commitment to meet those
threats at a moment’s notice. It also
allows us to stand shoulder to shoulder
as allies and say ‘‘kachi kapshida’ or
‘“‘we go together.”

But the alliance faces greater threats
today than at any time in the past.
Chinese coercion in the Yellow Sea and
the East China Sea, as well as mili-
tarization of the South China Sea, have
all increased in recent years. As China
has grown, it has also become more ag-
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gressive. We must come together with
regional partners to resist this coercive
behavior.

Only with a concerted voice can we
preserve global mnorms and inter-
national law, and South Korea plays a
growing role in upholding this regional
order. Our North Korea policy has for
decades failed to achieve
denuclearization of the Korean Penin-
sula. However, the U.S.-South Korea
alliance has succeeded in deterring
Pyongyang, retaining regional sta-
bility, and maintaining conditions for
the growth and prosperity of every
country in the region, except for
Pyongyang.

We stand ready to welcome the peo-
ple of North Korea into the inter-
national community, but this requires
Pyongyang to commit to economic re-
form, to treat its people with dignity,
and to refrain from menacing others
with weapons of mass destruction.

I believe U.S. policy toward North
Korea should be straightforward. Until
we achieve the denuclearization of
North Korea, the United States will de-
ploy every economic, diplomatic, and,
if necessary, military tool at our dis-
posal to deter Pyongyang and to pro-
tect our allies.

Pyongyang recently exploded the
inter-Korean liaison office in Kaesong
and began rolling back its commit-
ments under the April 2018 Panmunjom
Declaration. Since February 2019, since
that summit in Hanoi, Pyongyang has
rebuffed working-level negotiations
with the U.S.

In March of this year, Kim launched
a record number of missiles in a single
month and continues to unveil new
missile systems that impose novel
threats to our allies South Korea and
Japan.

Kim Jong Un is showing that he sim-
ply doesn’t want diplomatic and eco-
nomic engagement on the terms of-
fered by the United States and the
international community but wants
only to deepen his country’s self-isola-
tion and build his weapons programs.

The United States must respond with
our allies. We must consider restoring
military exercises with our partners in
Seoul and Tokyo, enhance missile de-
fense, and remain in close consultation
to reassure our allies of our commit-
ment to defend them from any aggres-
sion or coercion. Kim Jong Un must
not underestimate the resolve of the
United States to defend our allies.

The peaceful resolution of the North
Korean problem also requires the inter-
national community to finally join to-
gether in fully implementing United
Nations sanctions. In this effort, we re-
quire greater cooperation from Beijing.
China accounts for 90 percent of North
Korea’s trade, including virtually all of
North Korea’s exports. The most recent
U.N. Panel of Experts report to the
North Korean Sanctions Committee
provided clear evidence of illicit ship-
to-ship transfers between North Korean
and Chinese ships just off the Chinese
coast. These blatant violations of sanc-
tions must end now.
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In 2016, I led the North Korean Sanc-
tions and Policy Enhancement Act,
which passed the Senate by a vote of 96
to 0. The Trump administration has
the opportunity to use these authori-
ties to build maximum leverage not
only with Pyongyang but also with
Beijing. If China will not act to ensure
its entities comply with international
law, then perhaps pressure from the
U.S. Treasury and the Department of
Justice will make it a priority for Bei-
jing.

I was initially encouraged by the ad-
ministration’s decision in June of 2017
to sanction the Chinese Bank of
Dandong. This conveyed an unprece-
dented statement that we were serious
about the maximum pressure cam-
paign, and it got results. However, even
as we saw Chinese sanctions enforce-
ment wane after summits in 2018, the
pace of designations and indictments
has slowed tremendously.

The administration, with congres-
sional support, should now make clear
to any entity doing business with
North Korea that they will not be able
to do business with the United States
or have access to the U.S. financial
system.

Last month, the U.S. Department of
Justice charged 28 North Koreans and 5
Chinese citizens with using a web of
more than 250 shell companies to laun-
der over $2.5 billion in assets through
the international banking system. This
is a good sign, but individual indict-
ments have not effectively deterred
further sanctions violations. We need
to pressure Chinese banks that serve as
the illicit conduit between North Korea
and the outside world.

As for any prospect of engagement,
we must continue to make it clear to
Beijing and Pyongyang that the United
States will not negotiate with
Pyongyang at the expense of the secu-
rity of our allies. Maintaining robust
U.S. alliances in the Asia-Pacific, in
fact, should be our No. 1 priority. That
is why last Congress I authored and
passed the Asia Reassurance Initiative
Act. ARIA outlines a long-term stra-
tegic framework to double down on en-
gagement in the Indo-Pacific, to pro-
tect U.S. interests, and to uphold the
post-war order that has benefited the
United States, its allies, and much of
the world over the past 70 years.

Maintaining peace and prosperity on
the Korean Peninsula and throughout
the Indo-Pacific is an effort that can
no longer be and never could be accom-
plished without our allies, without our
friends. That is what makes America
so strong.

Today I hope my colleagues in the
Chamber will aid me in passing this
resolution commemorating those Kore-
ans and Americans who fell in defense
of freedom on the Korean Peninsula 70
years ago. There is no greater way to
honor their sacrifice than to look back
on all that our two peoples have ac-
complished over the past 70 years and
to continue to nurture the steadfast al-
liance between the United States and
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South Korea. I urge my colleagues to
support the resolution.

I yield the floor.

Mr. GARDNER. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the vote
scheduled for 1:30 p.m. begin now.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Without objection, it is so ordered.

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 bill 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 mo-
tion to proceed to Calendar No. 483, S. 4049,
a bill to authorize appropriations for fiscal
year 2021 for military activities of the De-
partment of Defense, for military construc-
tion, and for defense activities of the Depart-
ment of Energy, to prescribe military per-
sonnel strengths for such fiscal year, and for
other purposes.

Mitch McConnell, Marsha Blackburn,
Joni Ernst, John Boozman, Steve
Daines, Cory Gardner, Pat Roberts,
Mike Rounds, Mike Crapo, Roger F.
Wicker, Cindy Hyde-Smith, Lamar
Alexander, Shelley Moore Capito, Rob
Portman, Roy Blunt, John Barrasso,
John Thune.

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 motion to
proceed to S. 4049, a bill to authorize
appropriations for fiscal year 2021 for
military activities of the Department
of Defense, for military construction,
and for defense activities of the De-
partment of Energy, to prescribe mili-
tary personnel strengths for such fiscal
yvear, and for other purposes, shall be
brought to a close?

The yeas and nays are mandatory
under the rule.

The clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk called the roll.

Mr. THUNE. The following Senators
are necessarily absent: the Senator
from North Carolina (Mr. BURR), the
Senator from Wyoming (Mr. ENzI), and
the Senator from Kansas (Mr. MORAN).

Further, if present and voting, the
Senator from Kansas (Mr. MORAN)
would have voted ‘‘yea.”

The yeas and nays resulted—yeas 90,
nays 7, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 127 Leg.]

YEAS—90
Alexander Cassidy Gillibrand
Baldwin Collins Graham
Barrasso Coons Grassley
Bennet Cornyn Hassan
Blackburn Cortez Masto Hawley
Blumenthal Cotton Heinrich
Blunt Cramer Hirono
Booker Crapo Hoeven
Boozman Cruz Hyde-Smith
Braun Daines Inhofe
Brown Duckworth Johnson
Cantwell Durbin Jones
Capito Ernst Kaine
Cardin Feinstein Kennedy
Carper Fischer King
Casey Gardner Klobuchar
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Lankford Reed Sinema
Leahy Risch Smith
Lee Roberts Stabenow
Loeffler Romney Sullivan
Manchin Rosen Tester
McConnell Rounds Thune
McSally Rubio Tillis
Menendez Sasse Toomey
Murkowski Schatz Udall
Murray Schumer Van Hollen
Paul Scott (FL) Warner
Perdue Scott (SC) Whitehouse
Peters Shaheen Wicker
Portman Shelby Young
NAYS—T7

Harris Murphy Wyden
Markey Sanders
Merkley Warren

NOT VOTING—3
Burr Enzi Moran

The PRESIDING OFFICER. On this
vote, the yeas are 90, the nays are 7.

Three-fifths of the Senators duly cho-
sen and sworn having voted in the af-
firmative, the motion is agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Arkansas.

WASHINGTON DC ADMISSION ACT

Mr. COTTON. Mr. President, our
country faces real challenges today.
For example, anti-American mobs are
roaming the streets in many cities,
tearing down statues of our greatest
statesmen, men like Abraham Lincoln,
U.S. Grant, and George Washington,
after whom this Capital City is named.

But the Democrats aren’t doing any-
thing about that problem. Oh, no, on
the contrary, the mob is, in many
ways, the youth movement of the
Democratic Party. So they are per-
fectly content to look the other way—
or even cheer it on. I mean, have you
heard Joe Biden, CHUCK SCHUMER, or
NANCY PELOSI denounce the mob vio-
lence we see on our streets? Me nei-
ther.

Instead, the Democrats have found
another pressing issue. The House is
voting tomorrow on a bill to make
Washington, DC, a State. If that sounds
insane, you are not alone. More than
two-thirds of the American people op-
pose DC statehood, according to a Gal-
lup poll last summer.

By some estimates, DC statehood is
less popular even than defunding the
police. So why are the Democrats push-
ing for it? The answer is simple—
power. The Democrats want to make
Washington a State because they want
two new Democratic Senators in per-
petuity.

The Democrats are angry at the
American people for refusing to give
them total control of the government,
for going on a decade now. So they
want to give the swamp as many Sen-
ators as your State has. They want to
make Washington a State to rig the
rules of our democracy and try to give
the Democratic Party permanent
power.

In doing so, the Democrats are com-
mitting an act of historical vandalism
as grotesque as those committed by
Jacobin mobs roaming our streets. In
their rush to make Washington a
State, they disregard the clear warn-
ings of our Founding Fathers.
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If the Democrats succeed in forcing
through DC statehood, they will do so
only as a narrow faction that scorns
the history of our country and seizes
power against the will of the people
who want Washington to remain what
it has been for more than 200 years—a
Federal city, our Nation’s Capital.

The District of Columbia is unusual,
though not unique, among capitals of
the world, in that it didn’t grow natu-
rally over the centuries but was pur-
pose-built as the Capital of our Nation.
The Founders created Washington as a
Federal city so that the operations of
government would be safe and free
from domination by the States around
it.

James Madison wrote in Federalist 43
that ‘‘the indispensable necessity of
complete authority at the seat of gov-
ernment, carries its own evidence with
it.”

It is so obvious as to be self-evident.
Without complete control over its ter-
ritory, Madison wrote, the government
“might be insulted and its proceedings
interrupted with impunity.”

Hostile magistrates or an angry mob
might interfere with the people’s elect-
ed representatives or even usurp the
government.

Now, this was no abstract concern for
the Founders. Just 5 years before Madi-
son wrote those words, several hundred
mutinous soldiers assailed the Con-
gress in Philadelphia, where it met at
the time. They issued demands to Con-
gress for money and wantonly pointed
their muskets at Independence Hall.

Pennsylvania’s Governor rejected
Congress’s pleas for help, saying he
would wait until the mob committed
some actual outrages on persons or
property before sending in the State
militia. Congress ultimately had to ad-
journ and flee to New Jersey while
Washington sent in troops to put down
the mutiny.

This mutiny was an insult, an inter-
ruption of the sort Madison refers to in
Federalist 43. The Founders made
Washington, DC, independent so that
the Federal Government would never
again be at the mercy of a mob or a
hostile State.

The wisdom of this decision was on
display just days ago when violent
riots erupted near the White House,
setting fire to a historic church and
committing other acts of vandalism
and destruction across the city. Those
riots were contained thanks to an im-
pressive show of force by Federal law
enforcement officers under Federal
control.

One can only imagine how much
worse the destruction would have been
if those Federal officers hadn’t been
there, if most of Washington were
under the control not of the Federal
Government but of a leftwing politi-
cian like Muriel Bowser, who fre-
quently takes the side of rioters
against law enforcement.

Would you trust Mayor Bowser to
keep Washington safe if she were given
the powers of a Governor? Would you
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trust Marion Berry? More importantly,
should we risk the safety of our Capital
on such a gamble?

Now, of course, the Democrats will
argue that the statehood bill doesn’t
entirely eliminate Federal control of
Washington because it preserves a
small Federal district that encom-
passes the White House, the Capitol,
the Supreme Court, the Library of Con-
gress, the National Mall, and a few
other government buildings. What a
humbling demotion from the grand
Federal city that President Wash-
ington and Pierre I’Enfant envisioned
more than 200 years ago, which they
hoped would rival Paris in size and am-
bition.

By contrast, look at this ridiculous
map. Look at it. The Democrats pro-
pose to turn Washington into little
more than a gerrymandered govern-
ment theme park, surrounded on all
sides by a new State controlled, of
course, by the Democrats.

The Federal Government’s safety and
independence cannot be assured by
such a laughable district. Again, look
at it. It has 90 sides. A mere city block,
less than 200 yards, separates the White
House from the proposed boundaries of
a new State, governed at present by a
politician who hates the President. The
Supreme Court and several congres-
sional office buildings are right at the
edge of the map, separated from the
new Democratic State by the width of
a single city street. In the event of
emergency, like the Philadelphia mu-
tiny of 1783, those narrow boundaries
could jeopardize the operations of the
Federal Government.

Consider also what is not included in
this ridiculous new map of a new Wash-
ington, DC. The headquarters of the
Department of Homeland Security
would be outside the Federal Govern-
ment’s control, as would be the head-
quarters of the FBI and the FCC, which
governs all communications in the
country.

The seat of government would be sep-
arated for the first time from its mili-
tary bases—Fort McNair in Southwest
Washington, the marine barracks in
Southeast Washington, and Bolling Air
Force Base, across the river.

Washington’s roughly 200 foreign em-
bassies would no longer be in the Fed-
eral district but in the Democrats’ new
State, giving it unusual prominence in
foreign affairs—precisely the kind of
treatment the Founders hoped to avoid
by creating a Federal city.

While the proposed Federal District
would have access to a single power-
plant, undoubtedly it would rely on the
Democrats’ new State for many basic
utilities—not just power but water,
sewage, and telecommunications. It
would also rely on the new State, as
well as Virginia, for access by land.

The civil servants and officers of the
Federal Government would have no
choice but to reside in a different State
on which they would wholly depend for
access to the Federal zone.

These may seem like minor or ob-
scure problems, and, at peaceful times,
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maybe they are. But recognize the
truth: The government of the most
powerful Nation in the world wouldn’t
have control of critical infrastructure
necessary for its own safety, func-
tioning, and independence in a crisis.
Maybe that seems like a remote dan-
ger, although one should think better
after the riots earlier this month, to
say nothing of the Civil War itself,
when our seat of government faced im-
minent danger in encirclement by hos-
tile forces. In fact, the danger was so
severe that President Lincoln wanted
Washington to be enlarged, not dimin-
ished, and to include the area south of
the Potomac that was retroceded to
Virginia in 1846. He said:

The present insurrection shows, I think,
that the extension of this District across the
Potomac at the time of establishing the cap-
ital here was eminently wise, and con-
sequently that the relinquishment of that
portion of it which lies within the state of
Virginia was unwise and dangerous.

How much more unwise and dan-
gerous would it be to shrink the Fed-
eral District even further to just a few
buildings in a 90-sided map? But that is
exactly what the Democrats propose to
do.

Those are just the practical and pru-
dential problems. DC statehood also
presents a grave constitutional conun-
drum. Attorneys General as diverse as
Bobby Kennedy and Ed Meese under-
stood that the 23rd amendment to our
Constitution forecloses the Democrats’
statehood proposals. The 23rd amend-
ment, ratified in 1961, gave Washington
residents a meaningful vote in Presi-
dential elections. The amendment
grants three electoral votes to, in its
own words, ‘‘the district constituting
the seat of government of the United
States.”

But of course, the Democrats’ new
State would also be entitled to its own
three electoral votes. Yet, if the 23rd
amendment isn’t repealed, the rump
Federal district will retain its three
electoral votes. The practical effect, of
course, would be to increase the
swamp’s electoral power in Presi-
dential elections.

Even the radical Democrats can’t ig-
nore this thorny problem. Their bill
calls for the swift repeal of the 23rd
amendment, but they would allow
Washington to become a State before
the amendment is repealed. But there
is no assurance that the amendment
would actually be repealed. The Con-
stitution has only been amended on 18
occasions in our Nation’s history. It is
not a walk in the park in the best of
times. Yet the Democrats want you to
think they can pull off an amendment
to alter the electoral college in the
midst of a Presidential election.

In the meantime, DC statehood,
along with the 23rd amendment, will
lead to absurd consequences. This
small Federal district, with three elec-
toral votes, would have virtually no
residents. In fact, as far as I can tell,
the only residents in the district are
right here, in the White House.
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If the House passes this bill tomor-
row and the Senate were to approve it
for the President’s signature, then
Donald and Melania Trump need only
change their voter registration from
Florida to Washington to get their
own—their very own—three electoral
votes. I can’t help but think this isn’t
what NANCY PELOSI had in mind.

Even putting aside these practical
and constitutional problems with DC
statehood, though, we return to a basic
truth: Washington is a city with all the
characteristics of a city, not a State.
Washington doesn’t have the size or di-
versity of interest of even the smallest
of the 50 States.

Consider Washington’s size. At just
shy of 70 square miles, DC is 18 times
smaller than the smallest State in the
union—Rhode Island. But, of course,
the Democrats say size doesn’t matter.
What matters is population. Wash-
ington has just over 700,000 residents—
more than Wyoming and Vermont and
about as many as Alaska. Doesn’t this
qualify Washington as a State? If it
did, we would need a lot more States
because Washington is just the 20th
largest city in the country. If Wash-
ington deserves to be a State at 700,000
residents, how much more does New
York City deserve to be its own State
at 8 million residents? Perhaps Bill de
Blasio should trade out his title of
mayor for Governor, all the better to
battle his nemesis Andrew Cuomo on
equal terms. But let’s not give the
Democrats any bright ideas.

What about Jacksonville, FL, at
more than 900,000 residents, shouldn’t
we have a State of Jackson to accom-
pany the new State of Washington? We
all know that will not do. Jacksonville
is governed by a Republican, and the
Democrats have canceled Andrew
Jackson.

Washington also doesn’t have the di-
versity of interest and financial inde-
pendence that Madison explained were
necessary for a well-functioning State.
Yes, Wyoming is smaller than Wash-
ington by population, but it has 3
times as many workers in mining, log-
ging, and construction, and 10 times as
many workers in manufacturing. In
other words, Wyoming is a well-round-
ed, working-class State. A new State of
Washington would not be.

What about Alaska? It provides more
than 60 percent the Nation’s seafood,
and its vital geography protects the en-
tire Nation with missile defense sys-
tems and enables us to check Russian
and Chinese ambitions in the Arctic.

But what vital industries would the
new State of Washington represent—
lobbying, bureaucracy? Give me a
break. By far, the largest group of
workers in the city are bureaucrats
and other white collar professionals.
This State would be nothing more than
an appendage of the Federal Govern-
ment, not separate from the govern-
ment, as the State ought to be.

Faced with these insuperable facts,
the Democrats will retreat to the claim
that it is not fair for Washington to
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pay taxes but not be represented in
Congress. Washington residents, they
say, get a raw deal. ‘‘No taxation with-
out representation,” as their license
plates proclaim.

But, of course, this is backward. As
our Nation’s Capital, the District of
Columbia is represented by the very
fact of its privileged position, and it
reaps the benefits of that privilege. For
every $1 that District residents pay in
taxes, they get $4 back in Federal
spending. That is more than any of the
50 States.

Nor is Washington unique in its rela-
tionship to Congress. Just like other
Territories—Puerto Rico, the U.S. Vir-
gin Islands, American Samoa, Guam,
and the Northern Mariana Islands—
Washington has a nonvoting member of
Congress who is empowered to intro-
duce legislation, advocate for it on the
House floor, and sit on committees. In
fact, Washington’s Delegate introduced
the very bill that Democrats plan to
vote on tomorrow to create this ridicu-
lous Federal district.

If it is a special indignity for Wash-
ington residents not to have a voting
Member of Congress, is it also an indig-
nity for the 55,000 American Samoans?
Should they get two Senators as well?
Once again, though, let’s not give the
Democrats any bright ideas. They al-
ready want to make Puerto Rico a
State.

But all of my observations about the
practical effects and constitutional ob-
stacles in the end give too much credit
to what the Democrats are really up
to—a naked power grab. Democrats in
Congress are advocating DC statehood
against the will of the American peo-
ple—including the will of democratic
voters, a majority of whom oppose DC
statehood. Democratic politicians are
pushing for this radically unpopular
idea not because it is a sound idea but
because they are angry that they don’t
win every election under the current
rules, and so they want to change the
rules.

If you doubt this whole endeavor is
about power, consider that the Demo-
crats could just as easily call for retro-
ceding the District of Columbia to
Maryland. This would give Washington
residents the voting power in Congress
that is supposedly at the heart of this
matter—a voting Member in the House,
probably of its own, and representation
in the Senate. There is even historical
precedent for retrocession, unlike turn-
ing the Federal District into a State.
But retrocession wouldn’t give the
Democrats their real aim—two Demo-
cratic Senators in perpetuity to
rubberstamp the swamp’s agenda. So
you will not hear them talk about
that.

Also consider the Democrats’ other
big idea as of late. You will see that
startling them. Earlier this week, the
junior Senator from Delaware ex-
pressed his openness to ending the leg-
islative filibuster in the Senate, even
though he wrote the letter demanding
that we preserve the filibuster. Having
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two more Democratic Senators would
be awfully handy to that goal. The
Democrats also have a scheme to abol-
ish the electoral college so that a hand-
ful of massive, liberal cities can pick
the President. They want to pack the
Supreme Court so liberal activists
never lose again at the highest Court
in our land.

These proposals have practical and
constitutional problems as glaring as
DC statehood, but the Democratic
Party pushes forward nevertheless be-
cause their goal is to accumulate as
much power as possible and never re-
linquish it.

This week, the mob comes for Wash-
ington—his statue, his history, and
now his city. We must oppose this de-
structive campaign in the Senate, just
as it is opposed by the majority of
American people across the country.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Maryland.

REMEMBERING THE CAPITAL GAZETTE
JOURNALISTS

Mr. CARDIN. Mr. President, this
Sunday, we will mark a grim anniver-
sary. On June 28, 2018, a 38-year-old
man who held a longtime grudge
against the Capital Gazette newspaper
in Annapolis, MD, for reporting about
him, made good on his sworn threats.
He entered the newspaper’s office,
headed to the newsroom, and delib-
erately shot and killed five employees
of this community newspaper.

The Capital Gazette is the local
paper of record in Annapolis. It is one
of the oldest continuously published
newspapers in the United States. It
traces its roots back to the Maryland
Gazette, which began publishing in
1727, and the Capital, which was found-
ed in 1884.

Two years later, the senseless loss of
life remains so personal to so many
people in Annapolis and around the
State. You need to understand that the
Capital Gazette is as much a part of
the fabric of Annapolis as the State
government that it covers better than
anyone in the business. Today, it still
carries out that mission better than
anyone else, with an added priority of
covering the gun violence that con-
tinues to plague this country and ef-
forts to reduce gun violence and in-
crease public safety.

As I did 2 years ago, I want to take a
moment to mourn those we lost and to
thank the first responders who ap-
peared on the scene literally 60 seconds
after the 9-1-1 call. On this day 2 years
ago, Anne Arundel County police offi-
cers happened to be down the street
from the offices when the shooting
started. Their location and fast re-
sponse most definitely saved lives.

According to Anne Arundel Police
Chief Timothy Altomare, within 2 min-
utes, the Anne Arundel County Police
Department, the Annapolis Police De-
partment, and the Anne Arundel Sher-
iff’s Office rushed into the offices and
into the newsroom and apprehended
the gunman.
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State and Federal law enforcement
personnel from the Federal Bureau of
Investigation and the Bureau of Alco-
hol, Tobacco Firearms, and Explosives
and many other agencies quickly ar-
rived to support local officials in their
efforts to clear the building and me-
ticulously investigate the scene.

I want to thank, again, Chief
Altomare and every one of those law
enforcement officers who did their job
and contributed to the emergency re-
sponse. I want to acknowledge, again,
the victims.

Gerald Fischman, 61, was an editor
with more than 25 years of service with
the Capital Gazette, well known at the
newspaper and throughout the commu-
nity for his brilliant mind and writing.
Most often, it was his voice and his
insightfulness that came through on
the editorial pages of the Capital Ga-
zette.

Rick Hutzell, the Capital Gazette’s
editor, described Fischman as ‘‘some-
one whose life was committed to pro-
tecting our community by telling hard
truths.”

Rob Hiaasen, 59, was a columnist,
editor, teacher, and storyteller who
brought compassion and humor to his
community-focused reporting. Rob was
a coach and a mentor to many. Accord-
ing to the former Baltimore Sun col-
umnist Susan Reimer, he was ‘‘so
happy working with young journalists.

. . He wanted to create a newsroom
where everyone was growing.”’

John McNamara, age 56, was a skilled
writer and avid sports fan. He com-
bined these passions in his 24-year ca-
reer as a sports reporter at the Capital
Gazette. Former Capital Gazette sports
editor Gerry Jackson, when remem-
bering ‘“‘Mac,”’ said:

He could write. He could edit. He could de-
sign pages. He was just a jack of all trades
and a fantastic person.

Rebecca Smith, age 34, was a newly
hired sales assistant known for her
kindness, compassion, and love for her
family. A friend of her fiance described
‘“‘Becca’” as ‘‘the absolute most beau-
tiful person’ with the ‘‘biggest heart”
and called her death ‘“‘a great loss to
this world.”

Wendi Winters, age 65, was a talented
writer, who built her career as a public
relations professional and journalist,
well known for her profound reporting
on the lives and achievements of people
within the community. She was a
“proud Navy Mom’ and Navy daugh-
ter. Wendi saved lives during the at-
tack. She confronted and distracted
the gunman, throwing whatever she
could find around her at him.

As the newspaper noted:

Wendi died protecting her friends, but also
in defense of her newsroom from a mur-
derous assault. Wendi died protecting free-
dom of the press.

My heartfelt condolences and prayers
go out to the families of these five
wonderful people.

The surviving staff members also de-
serve our continued prayers and praise
for their resilience and dedication to
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their mission as journalists. During
and after the attack, staff continued to
report by tweet, sharing information to
those outside, taking photos and docu-
menting information as they would
any other crime scene. Despite their
grief, shock, anger, and mourning, the
surviving staff—with the help of their
sister publication the Baltimore Sun,
Capital Gazette alum, and other re-
porters who wanted to lend a hand to
fellow journalists—put out a paper the
next morning, as they have done every
day since.

The staff fittingly left the editorial
page blank the day after the shooting,
but for these few words:

Today, we are speechless. This page is in-
tentionally left blank to commemorate the
victims of Thursday’s shootings at our of-
fice.

The staff promised that on Saturday,
the page would ‘‘return to its steady
purpose of offering our readers in-
formed opinion about the world around
them, that they may be better citi-
zens.”” And they carried that out.

Our Constitution, which establishes
the rule of law in this country, grants
us certain rights and responsibilities.
Freedom of the press, central to the
very First Amendment of the Constitu-
tion, has often been under attack, figu-
ratively speaking, since our Nation’s
founding. Today, those attacks have
become more frequent, and they are
not just figurative anymore. They are
physical. These attacks are spurred on
by dangerous rhetoric that has created
an open season on the media for doing
its job—asking questions that need to
be asked, investigating stories that
need to be investigated, and bringing
needy transparency to the halls of
power, whether they are in Annapolis,
Washington, DC, or anywhere in this
country.

In 2018, after the shooting at the Cap-
ital Gazette, the United States was, for
the first time, added to the list of ‘‘the
most deadly countries for journalists”
in an annual report by the group Re-
porters Without Borders.

President Trump’s rhetoric—calling
the media ‘‘a stain on America’ and
the “‘enemy of the American people”’—
certainly has been harmful. I have said
this before and I will keep saying it:
The President’s language is dangerous.
It has gone beyond the pale, and he
needs to stop it.

As Jason Rezaian wrote in the Wash-
ington Post after the Capital Gazette
shooting, Donald Trump ‘‘didn’t create
the problem of hostility to journalists,
but he exploits and exacerbates it.”

He went on to say:

That’s true, too, of the leaders in other
countries who routinely call reporters en-
emies of the state, terrorists and national se-
curity threats. And we must be vigilant to
standing up to these empty accusations.

In the United States, physical at-
tacks on media have grown so trouble-
some that the Committee to Protect
Journalists, an independent nonprofit
that promotes freedoms globally, actu-
ally started a U.S. freedom tracker to
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show the scope of the problem. So far,
in 2020, there have been 107 journalists
attacked and 36 arrested in the United
States.

Instead of attacking the free press,
we need to be honoring it. Toward that
end, I have introduced a bill, S. 1969, to
establish the fallen journalists memo-
rial here in Washington, DC. I am
pleased that the Natural Resources
Committee ordered the bill to be re-
ported favorably by voice vote. The
changes the committee made reflected
input from stakeholders, including the
National Park Service, which supports
the bill.

The legislation is bipartisan, non-
controversial, and does not impose any
additional costs on taxpayers. The me-
morial will serve as a fitting tribute to
the Capital Gazette staff and to all
journalists who have died in the line of
duty and to our Nation’s commitment
to the free press.

My hope is that we will all agree that
building a new memorial to honor the
fallen victims is appropriate and
should be done and should be passed.

As Walter Cronkite remarked, ‘‘Free-
dom of the press is not just important
to democracy, it is democracy.”

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

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

THE JUSTICE ACT

Mr. CORNYN. Mr. President, the
Senate was prepared yesterday to an-
swer the call of millions of Americans
to take action on police reform. The
senseless and tragic death of Houston
native George Floyd galvanized people
of all races and ethnicities to speak out
against the injustices that persist in
our criminal justice system and to de-
mand action. We tried to take that re-
sponsibility seriously.

Senator TIM ScOTT, our colleague
from South Carolina, led the effort to
draft a bill that would improve polic-
ing practices around the country. That
bill, the JUSTICE Act, addressed choke
holds and no-knock warrants—two
practices which have, for good reason,
been brought into question by recent
events. This legislation would have en-
sured that the best trained officers on
our police forces would be using body
cameras—reporting critical data—and
being held accountable for crossing
redlines.

We thought our colleagues across the
aisle would have taken this matter se-
riously as well. They drafted their own
version of a reform bill. While there
were differences between the two pro-
posals, there was a lot of overlap. In
fact, there was more these two bills
had in common than was different.

Both bills, for example, focused on
training, transparency, and account-
ability.
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I had hoped that would have meant
that we would have been in a good
place when it came to trying to rec-
oncile the remaining differences. After
all, the Democratic leader had been
urging the majority leader to put a po-
lice reform bill on the floor by July 4,
and that is exactly what we did. Leader
MCCONNELL made clear that this would
be an open debate and that there would
be amendments and an opportunity for
our Democratic colleagues to work
with us in order to make the bill bet-
ter. Ultimately, if they had decided to
get on the bill, as the Presiding Officer
knows, there would have been 60-vote
thresholds on the back end that would
have given them leverage to have made
sure that the debate would have been
fulsome and fair. But that simply
wasn’t enough for our friends across
the aisle.

When it came time to take a purely
procedural vote to begin debate, they
blocked it. They refused to engage in
any meaningful or productive way.

So after promising the American peo-
ple that they were going to act to re-
form America’s police departments,
they were given the opportunity, but
they broke their promise.

As Senator SCOTT said yesterday, it
wasn’t what was being offered but who
offered it. Our colleagues on the other
side of the aisle find themselves too po-
litically conflicted to work on a bipar-
tisan basis to enact meaningful re-
forms, so they have chosen to take the
low road of obstruction. They have
shown they can’t be bothered to pass a
bill that would help families like the
Floyds who have lost their loved ones
in a senseless and completely prevent-
able way. They proved yesterday that
this was a purely political calcula-
tion—very sad.

Both Democrats and Republicans
have said repeatedly over the last few
weeks that the status quo was not sus-
tainable and that it is time to change.
As I said, both parties drafted bills, but
it is pretty clear there was only one
party interested in making a law.

Unless you can get enough votes to
pass a Republican-led Senate, a Demo-
cratic-led House, and get the signature
of a President, those reforms won’t
change the behavior of a single officer.
If those solutions only live on the page
of a bill or within the borders of a press
release, they are not going to accom-
plish anything.

So I understand that our Democratic
colleagues weren’t happy starting with
the JUSTICE Act, but the temper tan-
trum we witnessed yesterday isn’t
moving us one step closer to achieving
the results they claim they want,
which is change.

The majority leader has indicated
that this body will have another oppor-
tunity to vote on whether to begin de-
bating this legislation. Again, this
wasn’t about the final bill; this was
about beginning the process of deter-
mining what that bill would look like.
So I hope our colleagues across the
aisle will reconsider. I hope they will
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listen to the millions of Americans who
want to see us working together. They
want to see action, not cynical polit-
ical gestures.
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Mr. President, turning to another
matter, I am glad the Senate has now
moved to consider another critical
piece of legislation—the National De-
fense Authorization Act.

The NDAA, as it is called, represents
one of the most basic duties of the Fed-
eral Government, and that is to pro-
vide for the common defense. The Na-
tional Defense Authorization Act is
how we ensure that critical Depart-
ment of Defense programs are contin-
ued, that American servicemembers
are paid, and that our national defense
is modernized to keep pace with the
rapidly evolving threat landscape.

All of us have understood the impor-
tance of passing the NDAA each year,
which is why, for the last 59 years, we
have done it without delay.

I hope Members of this body are com-
mitted to continuing that tradition be-
cause as our Nation battles on so many
different fronts, we cannot afford to let
military readiness lapse.

One of my top priorities is to make
sure our men and women in uniform
have the support they need and the
training they need on and off the bat-
tlefield.

The defense authorization bill builds
on the progress we have made to imple-
ment the national defense strategy and
ensure that our military is prepared to
counter the threats we face today and
those that will inevitably come tomor-
row. It goes a long way to maintain our
technological advantage, to modernize
our weapons, to build resilience, and to
strengthen our alliances.

America’s 2.1 million servicemembers
have made a commitment that few are
willing to make and joined the ranks of
America’s heroes who have defended
our country throughout our history.
Roughly 225,000 of them call Texas
home, in places like Fort Hood, Fort
Bliss, Lackland Air Force Base, Naval
Air Station Corpus Christi, and Elling-
ton Field, just to name a few. Those
Texans—those Americans—carry out
missions that are crucial to our na-
tional security, protecting us from in-
creasingly complex threats.

We have a responsibility to provide
our troops with the training, equip-
ment, and resources they need so they
can complete their critical missions
and hopefully return home safely.
After all, these men and women are
much more than dedicated and tal-
ented servicemembers; they are our
sons and daughters, our parents, our
spouses, and our family members.

While we are providing them the re-
sources they need to succeed, we need
to support those military families.
This legislation includes a 3-percent
pay raise for our troops, additional
support for the family members, such
as military spouse employment oppor-
tunities, and childcare.

Earlier this month, the Senate
Armed Services Committee completed
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its markup and voted overwhelmingly
to send this bill to the Senate floor.

As we begin consideration of the de-
fense authorization bill, I want to
thank all of the men and women who
serve in our U.S. military and ensure
them that we will do everything we can
to support them and ensure they are
empowered and mission-ready.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Vermont.

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. President, if
there was ever a moment in American
history to fundamentally alter our na-
tional priorities, now is the time.

Whether it is fighting against sys-
temic racism and police brutality,
transforming our energy system away
from fossil fuel, ending a cruel and dys-
functional healthcare system, or ad-
dressing the grotesque levels of income
and wealth inequality in our country,
now is the time for change—real
change.

When we talk about real change, it is
incredible to me the degree to which
Congress continues to ignore our bloat-
ed $740 billion defense budget, which
has gone up by over $100 billion since
Trump has been in office.

Year after year, Democrats and Re-
publicans—who disagree on almost ev-
erything—come together with minimal
debate to support an exploding Pen-
tagon budget, which is now higher than
the next 11 countries combined—now
higher than the next 11 countries com-
bined—and which represents more than
half of our discretionary spending.

Incredibly, after adjusting for infla-
tion, we are now spending more on the
military than we did during the height
of the Cold War, when we faced a major
adversary in the Soviet Union, or dur-
ing the wars in Vietnam and Korea.

This extraordinary level of military
spending comes at a time when the De-
partment of Defense is the only agency
of our Federal Government that has
not been able to pass an independent
audit, when defense contractors are
making enormous profits, while paying
their CEOs exorbitant compensation
packages, and when the so-called War
on Terror will end up costing us some
$6 trillion.

I believe this is a moment in history
where it would be a very good idea for
all of my colleagues and the American
people to remember what former Re-
publican President Dwight D. Eisen-
hower said in 1953. As we all recall, Ei-
senhower was a four-star general who
led the Allied Forces to victory in Eu-
rope during World War II. He knew
something about war and defense
spending. Eisenhower said, and I
quote—and this is a profound state-
ment we should never forget—Eisen-
hower said:

Every gun that is made, every warship
launched, every rocket signifies, in the final
sense, a theft from those who hunger and are
not fed, those who are cold and are not
clothed.

This world in arms is not spending money
alone, it is spending the sweat of its labor-
ers, the genius of its scientists, the hopes of
its children.
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Dwight D. Eisenhower.

What Eisenhower said was pro-
foundly true 67 years ago, and it is pro-
foundly true today.

If the horrific pandemic we are now
experiencing has taught us anything, it
is that national security is not just
building bombs, missiles, jet fighters,
tanks, submarines, nuclear warheads,
and other weapons of mass destruction;
national security also means doing ev-
erything we can to improve the lives of
our people, many of whom have been
abandoned by our government decade
after decade.

In order to begin the process of trans-
forming our national priorities, I have
filed an amendment to the National
Defense Authorization Act with Sen-
ator MARKEY of Massachusetts to re-
duce the military budget by 10 percent
and to use the $74 billion in savings to
invest in distressed communities all
across our country—communities that
have been ravaged by extreme poverty,
mass incarceration, deindustriali-
zation, and decades of neglect.

At a time when more Americans have
died from the coronavirus than were
killed fighting in World War I, when
over 30 million Americans have lost
their jobs in recent months—30 million;
when tens of millions of Americans are
in danger of being evicted from their
apartments or their homes because
they no longer have adequate income;
when education in America—from
childcare to graduate school—is in des-
perate need of reform; when half a mil-
lion Americans are homeless tonight;
and when close to 100 million of our
people are either uninsured or under-
insured, now is the time to invest in
our people—in jobs, education, housing,
healthcare here at home—not more
military spending for an already bloat-
ed military budget. Now is the time to
get our priorities right.

Under this amendment, distressed
communities in every State in our
country would be able to use this $74
billion in funding to create jobs by
building affordable housing desperately
needed in our country, by investing in
schools when school budgets all over
America are in desperate shape, invest-
ing in childcare facilities, community
health centers, public hospitals, librar-
ies, sustainable energy projects, and
clean drinking water facilities.

These communities will also receive
Federal funding to hire more public
school teachers, provide nutritious
meals to our children, and offer free
tuition at public colleges, universities,
or trade schools.

Mr. President, at this pivotal mo-
ment in American history, we have to
rethink our Nation’s priorities, and we
have to make a fundamental decision
about who we are as a people.

Do we really want to spend billions
more on endless wars in the Middle
East, or do we want to provide good-
paying jobs to millions of unemployed
Americans at home as we rebuild our
communities? Do we want to spend
more money on nuclear weapons, or do
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we want to invest in childcare and
healthcare for the American people
who need it the most?

When we take a close look at the De-
fense Department budget—I am sorry
to say that I don’t think we are doing
that here in the Senate—it is inter-
esting to note that Congress has appro-
priated so much money for the Defense
Department that the Pentagon lit-
erally does not know what to do with
it. Children go hungry in America, peo-
ple sleep out on the streets, young peo-
ple can’t afford to go to college, but
the Defense Department literally does
not know what to do with all of the
money Congress throws at it.

According to the Government Ac-
countability Office—the GAO—between
2013 and 2018, the Pentagon returned
more than $80 billion in funding back
to the Treasury. They couldn’t spend
the money that they had.

In my view, the time is long overdue
for us to take a hard look not only at
the size of the Pentagon budget but at
the enormous amount of waste, cost
overruns, fraud, and at the financial
mismanagement that has plagued the
Department of Defense for decades.

Let’s be clear. About half of the Pen-
tagon’s budget goes directly into the
hands of private contractors, not our
troops. And I think I share the view
with every Member of the Senate that
we must protect our troops. I don’t
want troops and their families on food
stamps. I don’t want to see our mili-
tary living in inadequate housing or
lacking childcare for their kids. We
must make sure that our men and
women in the Armed Forces have as
good a quality of life as we can provide.
But let’s again not forget that about
half of the Pentagon’s budget goes di-
rectly into the hands of private con-
tractors, not the troops.

Over the past two decades, virtually
every major defense contractor in the
United States has paid millions of dol-
lars in fines and settlements for mis-
conduct and fraud, all while making
huge profits on those government con-
tracts.

Since 1995, Boeing, Lockheed Martin,
and United Technology—some of the
major defense contractors in America—
have paid over $3 billion in fines or re-
lated settlements for fraud or mis-
conduct—over $3 billion in fines or re-
lated settlements for fraud or mis-
conduct. Yet those three companies re-
ceived around $1 trillion in defense
contracts over the past two decades
alone.

I find it interesting that the very
same defense contractors that have
been found guilty or reached settle-
ments for fraud are also paying their
CEOs excessive compensation pack-
ages. Last year, the CEOs of Lockheed
Martin and Northrop Grumman both
made over $20 million in total com-
pensation, while 90 percent of the com-
pany’s revenue came from defense con-
tracts. In other words, these compa-
nies—and it is important to note, and
we don’t talk about this often—for all
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intents and purposes, these companies
are governmental agencies. They are
receiving over 90 percent of their rev-
enue from the Federal Government.
Yes, they are private corporations, but
they are essentially subsidiaries of the
Federal Government. Yet, despite re-
ceiving over 90 percent of their funding
from the taxpayers of this country,
they are paying their CEOs over 100
times more than the Secretary of De-
fense makes. And the Secretary of De-
fense does just fine, but the CEOs, on
government revenue of the major de-
fense companies, earn 100 times more
than the Secretary of Defense. It is
not, therefore, very surprising to learn
that we have a revolving door where
our generals and admirals and other of-
ficials in the military leave govern-
ment service and then end up on the
boards of directors of these major de-
fense companies.

Moreover, as the GAO has told us,
there are massive, massive cost over-
runs in the Defense Department’s ac-
quisition budget that the U.S. Congress
must address. According to the GAO,
the Pentagon’s $1.8 trillion acquisition
portfolio currently suffers from more
than $628 billion in cost overruns, with
much of the costs taking place after
production.

In other words, they tell the govern-
ment—they tell the DOD that they will
produce a weapons system for X dol-
lars. It doesn’t mean much because the
total amount ends up being Y after
they get the contract.

The GAO tells us also that ‘“‘many
DOD programs fall short of costs,
schedule and performance expecta-
tions, meaning the DOD pays more
than anticipated, can buy less than ex-
pected, and in some cases delivers less
capability to the warfighter.”

The Commission on Wartime Con-
tracting in Iraq and Afghanistan con-
cluded in 2011, and $31 to $60 billion in
Iraq and Afghanistan has been lost to
fraud and waste—$31 to $60 billion. Sep-
arately, in 2015, the Special Inspector
General for Afghanistan Reconstruc-
tion reported that the Pentagon could
not account for $45 billion in funding
for reconstruction projects. It just got
lost. A few bucks here, a few bucks
there? No, $456 billion of taxpayer
money was lost and cannot be ac-
counted for. More recently, an audit
conducted by Ernst & Young for the
Defense Logistics Agency found that
the DOD could not properly account for
some $800 million in construction
projects. That is what happens when
you have a huge agency that is truly
unaccountable.

I believe in a strong military, but we
cannot keep giving more money to the
Pentagon than it needs when millions
of children in our country are food in-
secure, when 140 million Americans
cannot afford the basic necessities of
life without going into debt, throwing
billions after billions into the Pen-
tagon and a few blocks away from here,
in the Nation’s Capital, people are
sleeping out in the streets, children
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can’t find a decent education, and
young people can’t afford to go to col-
lege.

In 1967, Dr. Martin Luther King, Jr.,
warned us that ‘‘a nation that con-
tinues year after year to spend more
money on military defense than on pro-
grams of social uplift is approaching
spiritual death.”

Let me repeat that.

Dr. King said that ‘‘a nation that
continues year after year to spend
more money on military defense than
on programs of social uplift is ap-
proaching spiritual death.”

The time is long overdue for the U.S.
Senate to listen to what Dr. King said.
At a time when, in the richest country
in the history of the world, half of our
people are struggling paycheck-to-pay-
check; when over 40 million Americans
are living in poverty; and when over
500,000 Americans are homeless, to
quote Dr. King, we are approaching
spiritual death.

At a time when we have the highest
rate of childhood poverty of almost
every major country on Earth and
when millions of Americans are in dan-
ger of going hungry, we are approach-
ing spiritual death.

At a time when over 60,000 Americans
die unnecessarily every year because
they can’t afford to go to a doctor
when they need to go to a doctor and
when one out of five Americans cannot
afford the prescription drugs their doc-
tors prescribe, yes, we are approaching
spiritual death.

Now, at this moment of unprece-
dented national crisis, it is time to
rethink what we value as a society and
to fundamentally transform our na-
tional priorities. The status quo is no
longer good enough. Now, at this mo-
ment of national crises, a growing pan-
demic and economic meltdown, the de-
mand to end systemic racism and po-
lice brutality, and an unstable Presi-
dent, it is time for us to truly focus on
what we value as a society and to fun-
damentally transform our national pri-
orities. Cutting the military budget by
10 percent and investing that money in
human needs is a modest way to begin
that process.

With that, I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Alaska.

TRIBUTE TO DANIEL WELBORN

Mr. SULLIVAN. Mr. President, it is
Thursday, and it is that time of the
week that I like to come down to the
Senate floor and talk about somebody
who is doing something great in my
State, someone I get to brag about, a
special Alaskan, somebody we refer to
as our Alaskan of the Week.

Sometimes this person has made big
headlines back home, maybe even
across the country, and throughout the
State, people know them. But often-
times—and one of the reasons we start-
ed this whole series many years ago—
this is a person who has worked more
behind the scenes day in, day out, year
in, year out, doing the kind of public
service that is so vital to the health
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and well-being of our communities
throughout Alaska, throughout Amer-
ica, but is not always recognized and
certainly not recognized enough.

Our Alaskan of the week, Fairbanks
police officer Daniel Welborn, is one of
those people. He recently retired from
the Fairbanks Police Force after 26
years—more than a quarter of a cen-
tury—and is one of those everyday he-
roes who we think are important to
highlight as an Alaskan of the Week
and as an American helping his fellow
Americans and Alaskans.

Before 1 get into Officer Welborn’s
story, let me tell you a little bit about
what is going on in Alaska right now.
The weather has been glorious in many
areas—sunny in a lot of places, rainy in
others. We have a very big State. The
summer solstice is just a few days be-
hind us. That is the longest day of the
yvear and a huge day in Alaska—mid-
night Sun, energy. It is great being in
Alaska right now.

Most of the State has opened up with
precautions, of course, in place, given
the pandemic. More and more people
are getting out. The salmon are cer-
tainly running, beginning to run up our
rivers. The bears are fully woke—
maybe not woke in that sense, but they
are awake.

I was home last week in Fairbanks
celebrating the amazing life of my
mother-in-law, Mary Jane Fate, whom
our family put to rest. She was one of
the most revered Alaskan leaders and
elders who recently passed away, and
we had a beautiful, moving ceremony,
talking about this trailblazing woman.

I can’t wait to get back home—get
back home to Fairbanks in particular,
the Golden Heart City, where Officer
Welborn has spent his entire career
protecting and defending.

As you know, much attention has
been spent on our Nation’s police
forces in recent weeks, but there hasn’t
been nearly enough attention, in my
view, drawn to what it actually means
to be a police officer—not an easy job—
and to be a good police officer—a criti-
cally important job—which the vast
majority of police officers—certainly
in Alaska but I would say across Amer-
ica—are, good police officers who put
their lives on the line every day for us,
and Alaskans and Americans should be
grateful that they do that.

As I have said many times before at
police memorial ceremonies back
home, every job in our country, every
job in my State is important, but there
is something special, noble, even sa-
cred about a job that entails protecting
others and being willing to put your
life on the line to keep your fellow citi-
zens safe.

So let me talk about a good police of-
ficer, one of many in my State. Dan
Welborn and his large Catholic family
of seven brothers and sisters moved to
Fairbanks in 1988. Dan’s father was in
the Army, which, of course, draws a lot
of people to the Golden Heart City of
Fairbanks and to the great State of
Alaska. We have more veterans per
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capita than any State in the country.
By his father and mother and probably,
I am sure, a bunch of his siblings, he
was taught discipline and respect and
the importance of giving back to his
community.

Dan graduated from West Valley
High in Fairbanks and then went on to
the University of Alaska at Fair-
banks—UAF, as we call it. As a stu-
dent, he began working with the cam-
pus police, which piqued his interest in
law enforcement as a career and led
him—he put himself through the law
enforcement academy in Alaska.

Eventually, newly married and con-
sidering starting a family, Dan got a
job at the Fairbanks Police Depart-
ment, and that is the job he has kept
for 26 years, and he has done it very
well. He has done nearly every job
there is to do on the force. Traffic
duty, patrol, oversight of investiga-
tions, homicides, sexual assaults,
fraud, forgery, computer and internet
crimes—you name it, Dan’s done it. He
helped build a property crimes unit in
Fairbanks.

He wrote dozens and dozens of grants
to help the department get the equip-
ment it needed so they can keep up
with the times.

His awards are extensive. I was look-
ing at his record. It is very impres-
sive—Officer of the Year, numerous
service awards and ribbons.

His community service is also exten-
sive beyond just being a police officer—
serving on the board of Mothers
Against Drunk Driving, starting a
project called Operation Glow in Fair-
banks, which helps keep kids safe on
Halloween when they are out trick-or-
treating.

In 2016, Officer Welborn was pro-
moted to deputy chief of police where,
again, he excelled. He is Kknown
throughout the State for his solid deci-
sionmaking, his even temperament,
and for the good way that he has with
people. He is judicious and stern when
needed, but always kind, considerate,
and respectful, which is what we want
in our police force.

Service also runs in Dan’s family. I
love this part of his life. His brother
Doug is also a Fairbanks police officer,
and his son Brett was sworn in as a
Fairbanks police officer on May 20, a
month ago. Wow. That is a family of
service.

What he tells his son Brett is this:

It’s important that you understand defen-
sive tactics. [This is not always easy work.]
But the most important thing is your people
skills. You need to be able to sympathize
[empathize] with people, and take charge if
you need to. And if you need to take charge
and you get someone under control, you
must treat them with professionalism and
respect. It’s a hard thing to remember [some-
times], but it’s the most critical thing to re-
member.

That is Officer Welborn. That is sage
wisdom.

Now, I hear that Dan will be moving
to St. Louis to be close to his beloved
baseball team, the Cardinals. He will
miss the community, his job, and his
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family. By the way, his sister Patty
wrote this great letter to me, which I
read all about his community service.

Boy, Dan, your sister thinks you are
amazing. We hope that you will come
back. Actually, we are pretty confident
you are going to come back to Alaska
because we want you to come back.
You are not done serving our commu-
nity.

We know this: Officer Welborn will
certainly be missed, and he will miss
being a patrol officer. He loved work-
ing the traffic beat because of all the
people he got to meet and all the times
he got to help people on the road. Of
course, there are things about the job
he won’t miss. I am not sure this is
talked about enough, images that will
likely stick with him and images that,
unfortunately, haunt many police offi-
cers across the country because the
fact of the matter is, people can be dif-
ficult. People can be brutal to each
other, domestic violence and child
abuse. The police see it all. It is not
easy, and he has witnessed way too
much of that brutality, and he has pro-
tected Fairbanks’ citizens from a lot of
it.

Here is what he also knows: Mostly,
the vast majority of people are good,
and that is so important to remember.
Alaskans are good people. Americans
are good people. He has witnessed that,
too, and he has contributed to that
goodness.

He recently told a story about a time
at the department that will stay with
him. He talked about attending a wed-
ding at a hotel. There was a man there
setting tables and working at the
hotel. He looked at Officer Welborn and
said, ‘‘Officer, can I talk to you for a
minute?”’ He said, ‘“‘Sure.” This man
went up to Officer Welborn and said:

Officer, you probably don’t remember me,
but you arrested me years ago for a DUI. [I
was having problems then, and] I've turned
my life around since then. All these years
later, Officer Welborn, I still remember how
well you treated me.

Think about that. Those are the kind
of good memories that will stay with
Dan too. So, thank you, Officer
Welborn, for all you have done for our
community and the great city of Fair-
banks. Thanks for your service to Alas-
ka and to America. Thanks for pro-
tecting us and for setting the example
with respect.

We wish you all the happiness in re-
tirement. We really want you to come
back to Alaska, so don’t stay in St.
Louis too long. The Cardinals aren’t
even that good of a baseball team.

Congratulations on being our Alas-
kan of the Week.

I yield the floor.

(Mr. SULLIVAN assumed the Chair.)

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
ScoTT of Florida). The majority leader.
———
EXECUTIVE SESSION
———

EXECUTIVE CALENDAR

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the Sen-
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ate proceed to executive session and
the Committee on Commerce be dis-
charged from further consideration of
PN1674; that the Senate proceed to its
consideration; that the nomination be
confirmed, the motion to reconsider be
considered made and laid upon the
table with no intervening action or de-
bate, and that the President be imme-
diately notified of the Senate’s action
and that the Senate then resume legis-
lative session.

The nomination considered and con-
firmed is as follows:

PN1674—COAST GUARD

The following named officers for appoint-
ment in the United States Coast Guard to
the grade indicated under Title 14 U.S.C.,
sec. 2121(e):

To be captain

ERIN N. ADLER
BRADFORD E. APITZ
WILLIAM L. ARRITT
MATTHEW J. BAER
JONATHAN BATES
KRISTI L. BERNSTEIN
MARC BRANDT
VERONICA A. BRECHT
JASON A. BRENNELL
RANDALL E. BROWN
JONATHAN A. CARTER
MICHAEL A. CILENTI
DANIEL H. COST
CHRISTOPHER F. COUTU
THOMAS D. CRANE
PATRICK A. CULVER
THOMAS C. DARCY
CARMEN S. DEGEORGE
KELLY K. DENNING
JOSE E. DIAZ

KEITH M. DONOHUE
ERIC D. DREY

DAVID M. DUBAY
JEFFREY T. ELDRIDGE
BRIAN C. ERICKSON
SEAN C. FAHEY
JOSHUA W. FANT

AMY E. FLORENTINO
BENJAMIN M. GOLIGHTLY
JEFFREY R. GRAHAM
JASON B. GUNNING
MATTHEW W. HAMMOND
SEAN P. HANNIGAN
JOHN HENRY

EDWARD J. HERNAEZ
WESLEY H. HESTER
TEDD B. HUTLEY
MICHAEL S. JACKSON
ANDREW S. JOCA

ERIC J. JONES
WARREN D. JUDGE
DANIEL P. KEANE
BRAD W. KELLY

DIRK L. KRAUSE
BRIAN C. KRAUTLER
MARK I. KUPERMAN
MICHAEL R. LACHOWICZ
TAYLOR Q. LAM
LEANNE M. LUSK
BENJAMIN J. MAULE
LEON MCCLAIN JR.
EUGENE D. MCGUINNESS
ZEITA MERCHANT
JOSEPH E. MEUSE
JOSHUA P. MILLER
MATTHEW J. MOORLAG
STEPHANIE A. MORRISON
MAURICE D. MURPHY
BRYAN C. PAPE

JOSE PEREZ

SHANNON M. PITTS
ROBERT H. POTTER JR.
SCOTT B. POWERS
CLINTON J. PRINDLE
ARTHUR L. RAY
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RYAN S. RHODES

LUIS J. RODRIGUEZ
RICHARD M. SCOTT
MICHAEL R. SINCLAIR
JENNIFER A. STOCKWELL
JOHN M. STONE

TODD C. TROUP

DANIEL R. URSINO
DANIEL R. WARREN
CHARLES E. WEBB
MOLLY A. WIKE

ERIN E. WILLIAMS
WILLIAM C. WOITYRA
CHRISTOPHER G. WOLFE
MARC A. ZLOMEK

——
LEGISLATIVE SESSION

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ate will now resume legislative session.

MORNING BUSINESS

CORONAVIRUS

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, we are
now several months into a global pan-
demic that has caused terrible human
and economic suffering.

Here in the United States alone,
more than 2.3 million Americans have
been infected, and more than 120,000
have died.

That is more Americans killed in the
Korean, Vietnam, Afghanistan, and
Iraq wars combined and more than
those killed in one of our most deadly
wars, World War 1.

I recently spoke with Melinda Gates
about the foundation she and her hus-
band Bill established and its efforts re-
garding the coronavirus pandemic.

Bill warned years ago to prepare for
just this kind of pandemic, including
directly with Donald Trump just before
taking office.

Not surprisingly, their foundation
has provided millions to global efforts
to find a vaccine and treatment for the
coronavirus.

One such event was an EU-hosted vir-
tual conference in May with many of
our key allies that raised more than $8
billion to be spent over 2 years to fur-
ther promising vaccine and treatment
efforts.

The EU and Norway each gave $1 bil-
lion; the French, Germans, and Brits
combined also gave nearly $1 billion;
the Canadians pledged $850 million; the
Swiss $400 million, and the Dutch, $200
million. Japan and others also made
sizeable pledges.

The Gates Foundation gave $125 mil-
lion, with Melinda wisely telling the
gathering, ‘‘This virus doesn’t care
what nationality you are . .. As long
as the virus is somewhere, it’s every-
where.”’

And what was the contribution of the
United States? Nothing.

The U.S. Government under Presi-
dent Trump didn’t participate in this
shared effort that could help save
American lives.

But that is not all. On this 40th anni-
versary of the World Health Organiza-
tion’s historic achievement to eradi-
cate smallpox, President Trump also
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withdrew the United States and sus-
pended U.S. funding from this Kkey
global health organization.

That is right, amid a deadly, world-
wide pandemic with devastating im-
pacts on the American people, Presi-
dent Trump decided this was the time
to walk away from the body heading a
global response.

I cannot think of more counter-
productive, ill-informed, and petty de-
cision when it comes to addressing this
pandemic.

Twice in the last 2 months, I came to
the floor to ask consent on a simple
and timely resolution sponsored by
nearly half of this Chamber’s Members.

It urged increased American partici-
pation in these global coronavirus vac-
cine and treatment efforts.

After all, we don’t know where a vac-
cine or effective treatment may ulti-
mately be discovered. With so much
medical and scientific knowledge, it
may be here in the United States. I
hope so.

But why not team up with our allies
on joint programs that maximize and
speed up the chances of success? Do we
really want the American people left
out of such efforts?

For example, today there are more
than 100 coronavirus vaccine can-
didates in development worldwide. The
United States launched Operation
Warp Speed to focus on 14 of them, in-
cluding promising ones like those from
Oxford-AstraZeneca and Modern.

We are proud to have some of the
world’s best researchers and experts—
from the NIH and our leading univer-
sities to private industry—but it is
quite plausible the safest and most ef-
fective vaccine will be developed in
Germany, China, or elsewhere.

But when the United States pursues a
go-it-alone approach while the rest of
the world is working together, where
will that leave us?

Look no further than the worldwide
demand and competition we faced ac-
cessing PPE. The supply chain for vac-
cine products like glass vials, stoppers,
and syringes will demand global co-
operation.

Just ask NIH’s Drs. Fauci and Col-
lins, who said, ‘‘The ability to manu-
facture hundreds of millions to billions
of doses of vaccine requires the vac-
cine-manufacturing capacity of the en-
tire world. ¢

But ultimately it is simple math.
Most of the vaccine candidates cur-
rently in human trials have not origi-
nated in the United States, joining
global efforts makes sense and is the
point of my resolution.

Sadly, the majority objected both
times.

Therefore, I am pleased to announce
that this week, the resolution has fi-
nally passed the full Senate, and I want
to thank Senators Lee and Risch for
working with me on a path forward.

This final resolution now states the
obvious: that the United States should
work with key partners around the
world to find an effective and timely
coronavirus vaccine and treatment.
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On this historic 40th anniversary of
the global cooperative effort that
eradicated smallpox, I can think of no
more timely message from the Senate.

I only wish we had said so sooner.

———
BORROWER DEFENSE RULE

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, this
week, the House of Representatives
will vote on the override of President
Trump’s veto of my resolution over-
turning Education Secretary Betsy
DeVos’s borrower defense rule.

Congress passed the resolution on a
bipartisan basis in both Chambers. Ten
Republicans joined Democrats to over-
turn the rule in the Senate.

Unfortunately, in just the eighth
veto of his Presidency, President
Trump rejected the measure.

Unless Congress overrides his veto—
with a two-thirds vote in both the
House and the Senate—the DeVos bor-
rower defense rule will take effect.

It means that student borrowers who
are defrauded by their schools will
have almost no chance of getting their
Federal student loans forgiven.

Estimates show that only 3 percent
of all student loans associated with
school misconduct and fraud will be
forgiven under the DeVos rule.

That is because it places unreason-
able new burdens on defrauded bor-
rowers.

First, the DeVos rule eliminates all
group relief.

It makes every individual borrower
who is defrauded gather and submit
their own evidence instead of being
able to apply as a group when they
have experienced similar misconduct.

To prove their claims, borrowers
must provide evidence that the school
intended to deceive them, had knowl-
edge of the deception, or acted with
reckless disregard for the truth.

How are defrauded borrowers sup-
posed to prove that?

In addition, borrowers under the
DeVos rule are required to show finan-
cial harm above and beyond the fact
that they now carry huge amounts of
debt as a result of their experience.

They have to prove that they have
been trying to find a job, weren’t fired,
or didn’t fail to meet other employ-
ment standards. It is unfair and exces-
sive.

Who are these borrowers who are
being defrauded? More than 318,000 stu-
dent borrowers have applied for bor-
rower defense relief from the Depart-
ment of Education.

They come from every State in the
Union. Sadly, many of them are vet-
erans. That is why more than 30 vet-
erans organizations, including the
American Legion, called on President
Trump to sign our resolution to over-
turn this terrible rule.

In his statement “‘imploring” Trump
to sign, American Legion National
Commander James ‘‘Bill”’ Oxford said:

Student veterans are a tempting target for
. . . for-profit schools to mislead with decep-
tive promises while offering degrees and cer-
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tificates of little-to-no value. Under [the
DeVos rule], it is nearly impossible for vet-
erans to successfully use a borrower defense
[to have their loans forgiven when they’ve
been defrauded].

Unfortunately, just days after Memo-
rial Day, President Trump ignored the
pleas of veterans and vetoed the resolu-
tion.

This issue isn’t going away anytime
soon.

More students are going to be de-
frauded by for-profit colleges and are
going to be left high and dry by the
DeVos rule—unless Congress votes to
override Trump’s veto.

The Department of Education esti-
mates that nearly 200,000 borrowers
will be subject to illegal practices by
their schools next year alone.

Those estimates were before the cur-
rent pandemic, which creates a new op-
portunity for predatory for-profit
schools to take advantage of students.

Last week, a New York Times article
entitled ‘‘For-Profit Colleges, Long
Troubled, See Surge Amid Pandemic.”

The article notes how the industry
saw a similar surge during the 2008 fi-
nancial crisis when Americans were
losing jobs and turning to flexible,
highly advertised, for-profit college
programs to continue their education
in an attempt to make themselves
more marketable to employers.

Unfortunately, these programs are
too often of dubious quality, the prom-
ises they make are often false, and the
cost leaves students buried in debt.

For-profit college stocks are begin-
ning to see increases as investors smell
the opportunity.

The CEO of for-profit American Pub-
lic Education, Inc., which owns Amer-
ican Public University and American
Military TUniversity, put it plainly
when she said, ‘‘The pandemic has cre-
ated an unexpected opportunity.”

Predatory for-profit Ashford Univer-
sity is hiring hundreds of new recruit-
ers to take advantage.

We are seeing these for-profit schools
use the same tactics they developed
during the last recession.

Only this time, if the DeVos rule goes
into effect, these defrauded borrowers
will be stuck with crippling student
debt for a worthless degree for the rest
of their lives.

I ask unanimous consent that the
New York Times article to which I re-
ferred to be printed in the RECORD fol-
lowing my remarks.

My colleagues in the House will have
the chance to hold schools accountable
and not leave students and veterans
holding the bag for the misconduct of
their schools.

I urge Republicans and Democrats to
come together, stand with students and
veterans, and vote to override the
President’s veto.

How many of us have given speeches
about how much we support our mili-
tary and veterans?

Well, tomorrow is the time to prove
it by voting to override the President’s
veto and overturning the DeVos bor-
rower defense rule.
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There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

[From the New York Times, June 17, 2020]

FOR-PROFIT COLLEGES, LONG TROUBLED, SEE
SURGE AMID PANDEMIC

(By Sarah Butrymowicz and Meredith

Kolodner)
In March, as colleges and universities shut-
tered campuses under a nationwide

lockdown, Strayer University updated its
website with a simple message: ‘‘Great
things can happen at home.”

Capella University, owned by the same
company as Strayer, has run ads promoting
its flexibility in ‘‘uncertain times’” and
promising would-be transfer students that
they can earn a bachelor’s degree in as little
as a year.

Online for-profit colleges like these have
seen an opportunity to increase enrollment
during the coronavirus pandemic. Their
flexible programs may be newly attractive to
the many workers who have lost their jobs,
to college students whose campuses are
closed, and to those now seeking to change
careers. The colleges’ parent companies
often have substantial cash reserves that
they can pump into tuition discounts and
marketing at a time when public univer-
sities and nonprofit colleges are seeing their
budgets disintegrate.

Few of the largest for-profit colleges oper-
ating primarily online have track records to
justify the optimistic advertising pitches.
Some have put students deep in debt while
posting dismal graduation rates amid a his-
tory of investigations by state and federal
agencies, including many that have led to
substantial financial settlements.

Still, there is evidence that interest in the
schools has increased.

“I hate to call anybody a winner in this
crisis,” said Jeffrey M. Silber, managing di-
rector at BMO Capital Markets, a financial
services company, ‘‘but I think growth will
increase this fall and could continue there-
after.”

For-profit colleges have long devoted large
sums to advertising, spending almost $400
per student in 2017, according to research
from the Brookings Institution. For non-
profit institutions, that figure was $48, and
for public colleges it was $14.

“Unfortunately, because of the financial
distress a lot of not-for-profits are facing,
they may have to cut back on marketing,”
Mr. Silber said. “‘I think the for-profits may
be at a competitive advantage.”

Ashford University has received so many
new inquiries in recent months that it has
announced plans to hire 200 additional ‘‘en-
rollment advisers’” to field them. Another
school that operates largely online, Grand
Canyon University, says it has had a surge in
enrollments. (Grand Canyon has nonprofit
status in Arizona and with the Internal Rev-
enue Service but is designated as a for-profit
institution by the U.S. Department of Edu-
cation.) Capella and Strayer have reported
increases in requests for information.

The trend concerns many student-protec-
tion advocacy groups, which point out that
the colleges that stand to gain are among
those with the most troubling records. For
the most part, the largest online for-profit
universities have poor graduation rates—
often no higher than 25 percent, and some-
times as low as in the single digits. Several
have been accused of intentionally mis-
leading students about potential job pros-
pects to persuade them to enroll and often to
take on tens of thousands of dollars in debt.

Eileen Connor, the legal director at the
Project on Predatory Student Lending at
Harvard Law School, said she was worried by
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the prospect of a resurgence for online, for-
profit schools.

“In times of economic downturn, that’s
when the for-profit colleges start to thrive,”’
she said. Online colleges ‘‘have a running
start, especially now, when there’s an eco-
nomic downturn keeping people in their
homes,”” she added. ‘‘That is a perfect storm
for the thing that they’re trying to do.”

These schools often attract low-income,
nontraditional college students who tend to
have lower completion rates than those who
enroll straight from high school and attend
full time. Many have family pressures that
interfere with study.

In recent earnings calls, many companies
emphasized the quality of the education they
provide. Karl McDonnell, the chief executive
of Strategic Education Inc., the parent com-
pany of Capella and Strayer, told investors
in March, ‘“We’re going to continue to focus
on maintaining the highest possible aca-
demic quality figuring that that’s really the
best way to sort of position yourself vis-a-vis
any kinds of regulatory or legislative initia-
tives.”

In the first quarter, Strategic Education
took in $46.5 million in profit, up from $36.7
million over the same quarter last year. Its
executive chairman, Robert Silberman, told
investors that the company had a ‘‘fortress
balance sheet with over $500 million in
cash.”

Before the broad market decline last week,
Strategic’s stock price had climbed steadily
since early April, as had those of other pub-
licly traded companies that own universities
and college-related education services, in-
cluding Grand Canyon Education Inc.,
Perdoceo Education Corporation and Zovio.
But for many of their students, the future is
precarious.

At Capella, only 11 percent of undergradu-
ates earn a degree within eight years, ac-
cording to the most recent federal statistics.
At Strayer, graduation rates range from 3
percent at its Arkansas campus to a high of
27 percent in Virginia.

Fewer than a third of students at Perdoceo
campuses graduate within eight years. The
company’s schools were recently barred from
receiving G.I. Bill money from new students
after the Department of Veterans Affairs
found that they had used sales and enroll-
ment practices that were ‘‘erroneous, decep-
tive or misleading.”

Ashford University, owned by Zovio, had a
25 percent graduation rate, according to the
most recent federal data. Those completing
degrees had a median debt of $34,000 on leav-
ing. Zovio is being sued by the California at-
torney general, accused of making false
promises to students and using illegal debt
collection practices. The company denies
any wrongdoing.

For-profit schools made a similar play for
students during the 2008 recession, as people
searching for work in a shrinking job market
sought new credentials at low cost. Enroll-
ment at for-profit colleges climbed 24 per-
cent at the height of the recession, according
to an analysis by BMO Capital Markets.

Along with that surge came increased scru-
tiny. Government investigators concluded
that two of the biggest for-profit operators,
Corinthian Colleges Inc. and ITT Technical
Institute, had mismanaged or failed to ac-
count for millions of dollars in federal finan-
cial aid. They were subsequently barred from
receiving such aid, which led to their col-
lapse. The companies were also accused of
pushing students to take loans they could
never expect to repay.

The Obama administration put rules in
place to shut down programs whose grad-
uates didn’t earn enough to pay back their
student debt and to make it easier for stu-
dents who had been defrauded to have their
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loans forgiven. Experts say conditions are
ripe for new growth in the for-profit sector
because the Trump administration has rolled
back those changes.

““A lot of the pieces are in place to be right
back where we were in 2008, and the regula-
tions that had come out of lessons learned
are being whittled away,” said Yan Cao, a
fellow at the liberal-leaning Century Foun-
dation who studies higher education.

The Trump administration’s Department
of Education has disputed criticism of its
oversight of forprofit colleges. It notes that
it has expanded information on its websites
to help students make informed choices.

Shawn Cooper, an Air Force veteran, said
he was twice given approval for his disserta-
tion project at Capella and worked on it for
months, only to be told that he needed to
start over with a new topic. He said he was
forced to leave, despite a 4.0 grade-point av-
erage.

Mr. Cooper says he owes more than $100,000
in student loans after his time at Capella.
““At the end of the day, I feel like it’s all just
a facade on their end,” he said. ‘‘Get people
in, take their money and get them out, usu-
ally without anything to show for it.”

A lawsuit was filed against Capella seeking
class-action status for students like Mr. Coo-
per who say the school intentionally and
needlessly prolonged their doctoral pro-
grams, costing them tens of thousands of
dollars. Last year, a judge allowed three
counts in the suit to continue, all regarding
the time it took a ‘‘typical’ student to com-
plete programs, but dismissed most other
counts, including those about how long the
programs were ‘‘designed’ or ‘‘structured”
to take.

Strategic Education officials did not reply
to requests for comment.

Angela Selden, the chief executive of
American Public Education Inc., which owns
American Public University and American
Military University, told investors that the
company has started spending part of its
marketing budget originally earmarked for
later this year. ‘“The pandemic has created
an unexpected opportunity,” Ms. Selden
said.

Wallace Boston, the president of American
Public’s two universities, said both schools
offered a highquality education. ‘‘People who
are critical of the sector on a whole tend to
be looking at things on the surface, and mar-
keting is one of the things they pick on the
most,”” Mr. Boston said. “I don’t think that
those critics are justified unless they do
their homework.”

Relative to some other online-only institu-
tions, the American Public University Sys-
tem is cheaper, at $6,880 a year in tuition and
fees, and has higher graduation rates. Still,
22 percent of American Public University’s
36,000-plus students graduate after eight
years, according to the most recent federal
data.

Mr. Boston said the university allowed stu-
dents to take up to a decade to complete
their programs. The most recent 10-year
graduation rate was 35 percent, he added.

Tyler Hutchinson, of Brigham City, Utah,
enrolled at American Public University in
2017. He had three children and worked part
time, so the flexibility of taking online
classes offered hope a degree in environ-
mental science that would lead to a well-
paying job.

But Mr. Hutchinson, 31, dropped out after
one semester because, he said, the college
did not disburse his federal financial aid. The
school also sent him a bill for more than
$1,000 for classes the next semester that he
had never signed up for, he said—a bill that
has been sold to a collection agency.

Mr. Boston said the university could not
provide information about a student without
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the student’s consent. Mr. Hutchinson gave
his consent by email, but a spokesman said
the university needed a formal consent filing
and would have no further comment.

Having been laid off at a convenience store
and with his work as a United States Census
worker suspended because of the coronavirus
pandemic, Mr. Hutchinson has no income.

“When they advertised, what got me was
the work-life balance. And with financial
aid, it was really attractive,”” he said. ‘“‘Even
though I really enjoyed it, the financials
were such a burden we just decided to dis-
continue.”

American Public Education Inc.’s net in-
come of $2.4 million in the first three months
of 2020 was more than double that of the
same period last year, and on June 9 its
stock price hit its highest closing point in a
year.

RELEVANT SECTION OF THE INSPECTOR
GENERAL ACT
INSPECTOR GENERAL ACCESS ACT STRIKES b(3)
b5a U.S. Code §8E. Special provisions
concerning the Department of Justice

(a)

(1) Notwithstanding the last two sentences
of section 3(a), the Inspector General shall be
under the authority, direction, and control
of the Attorney General with respect to au-
dits or investigations, or the issuance of sub-
poenas, which require access to sensitive in-
formation concerning—

(A) ongoing civil or criminal investiga-
tions or proceedings;

(B) undercover operations;

(C) the identity of confidential sources, in-
cluding protected witnesses;

(D) intelligence or counterintelligence
matters; or

(E) other matters the disclosure of which
would constitute a serious threat to national
security.

(2) With respect to the information de-
scribed under paragraph (1), the Attorney
General may prohibit the Inspector General
from carrying out or completing any audit
or investigation, from accessing information
described in paragraph (1), or from issuing
any subpoena, after such Inspector General
has decided to initiate, carry out, or com-
plete such audit or investigation, access such
information, or to issue such subpoena, if the
Attorney General determines that such pro-
hibition is necessary to prevent the disclo-
sure of any information described under
paragraph (1) or to prevent the significant
impairment to the national interests of the
United States.

(3) If the Attorney General exercises any
power under paragraph (1) or (2), the Attor-
ney General shall notify the Inspector Gen-
eral in writing stating the reasons for such
exercise. Within 30 days after receipt of any
such notice, the Inspector General shall
transmit a copy of such notice to the Com-
mittees on Governmental Affairs and Judici-
ary of the Senate and the Committees on
Government Operations and Judiciary of the
House of Representatives, and to other ap-
propriate committees or subcommittees of
the Congress.

(b) In carrying out the duties and respon-
sibilities specified in this Act, the Inspector
General of the Department of Justice—

(1) may initiate, conduct and supervise
such audits and investigations in the Depart-
ment of Justice as the Inspector General
considers appropriate;

(2) except as specified in subsection (a) and
paragraph (3), may investigate allegations of
criminal wrongdoing or administrative mis-
conduct by an employee of the Department
of Justice, or may, in the discretion of the
Inspector General, refer such allegations to
the Office of Professional Responsibility or
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the internal affairs office of the appropriate
component of the Department of Justice;

(3) shall refer to the Counsel, Office of Profes-
sional Responsibility of the Department of Jus-
tice, allegations of misconduct involving Depart-
ment attorneys, investigators. or law enforce-
ment personnel, where the allegations relate to
the exercise of the authority of an attorney to
investigate, litigate, or provide legal advice, ex-
cept that no such referral shall be made if the
attorney is employed in the Office of Profes-
sional Responsibility;

(4) may investigate allegations of criminal
wrongdoing or administrative misconduct by
a person who is the head of any agency or
component of the Department of Justice; and

(5) shall forward the results of any inves-
tigation conducted under paragraph (4),
along with any appropriate recommendation
for disciplinary action, to the Attorney Gen-
eral.

(c) Any report required to be transmitted
by the Attorney General to the appropriate
committees or subcommittees of the Con-
gress under section 5(d) shall also be trans-
mitted, within the seven-day period specified
under such section, to the Committees on
the Judiciary and Governmental Affairs of
the Senate and the Committees on the Judi-
ciary and Government Operations of the
House of Representatives.

(d) The Attorney General shall ensure by
regulation that any component of the De-
partment of Justice receiving a nonfrivolous
allegation of criminal wrongdoing or admin-
istrative misconduct by an employee of the
Department of Justice, except with respect
to allegations described in subsection (b)(3),
shall report that information to the Inspec-
tor General.

———

THE INTER-AMERICAN
DEVELOPMENT BANK

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. Presisent, according
to press reports, the Trump adminis-
tration plans to nominate Mauricio
Claver-Carone to be the next president
of the Inter-American Development
Bank, IDB. It is also my understanding
that a number of Latin American gov-
ernments have already expressed sup-
port for his nomination.

As someone who has supported the
IDB for decades, including at times
when amendments were proposed to
eliminate or reduce the U.S. contribu-
tion, it is important to be aware that
this nomination could jeopardize U.S.
support for and cooperation with that
institution. Further, if the U.S. Treas-
ury Department and other IDB share-
holders believe this nominee will help
to build support for a capital increase
for the Bank in the U.S. Senate Appro-
priations Committee, of which I am
vice chairman, Mr. Claver-Carone is
the wrong nominee to make the case
for such an increase.

This nomination would break a 60-
year precedent that a Latin American
serves as president of the IDB and a
U.S. citizen serves as executive vice
president. That precedent exists for a
reason. The Bank is an institution
working to improve the lives of mil-
lions of people in Latin America and
the Caribbean, and absent a compelling
reason to the contrary, it should con-
tinue to be led by a person from the re-
gion it serves. There are any number of
Latin Americans who are well-qualified
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for the job and who would be supported
by the United States.

I am disappointed, albeit not sur-
prised, that the Trump Treasury De-
partment would nominate such a con-
troversial candidate as Mr. Claver-
Carone. As senior director for Western
Hemisphere Affairs at the National Se-
curity Council, he has been the archi-
tect of President Trump’s most ideo-
logically driven policies toward Latin
America, policies that have failed to
achieve any of their stated goals. In
fact, these ineffective policies have
made resolving conflicts with govern-
ments we disagree with more difficult,
and they have complicated our rela-
tions with friends and allies.

Mr. Claver-Carone’s idea of diplo-
macy is often to admonish and impose
sanctions, which in Latin America
more often than not means unilateral
sanctions, which have isolated the
United States, emboldened those who
the sanctions are intended to punish,
and harmed people in those countries
who we want to help. While there are
circumstances when well-designed
sanctions make sense, Mr. Claver-
Carone seems to believe that even
when it is obvious that sanctions have
failed the solution is to tighten them
rather than fix them. This approach to
regional problems is wholly unsuited
for the IDB, whose shareholders have
traditionally supported the institution,
in part, because of its long history of
addressing regional priorities. A polar-
izing American at the helm could in-
tensify divisions, weaken shareholder
support, and diminish the Bank’s abil-
ity to carry out its mission on behalf of
the people it was established to serve.

I also worry that a Claver-Carone
presidency at the IDB would set the
Bank on a collision course with its
largest shareholder, the United States,
should Vice President Biden win in No-
vember. Electing Mr. Claver-Carone to
a b-year term just weeks before the
U.S. Presidential election, coupled
with his unpopularity with some Mem-
bers of Congress, including key mem-
bers of the Senate and House Appro-
priations Committees, would not bode
well for U.S. support for the Bank in
the coming years.

For these reasons, I urge the IDB
board of governors to carefully con-
sider the enormity of the economic,
public health, political, and other chal-
lenges currently confronting Latin
America, and the implications of Mr.
Claver-Carone’s election shortly before
the U.S. Presidential election. These
challenges have been greatly com-
pounded by the COVID-19 pandemic,
which will have grave ramifications for
the social, economic, and political sta-
bility of the region for years to come.

The need for steady IDB leadership
that can build consensus during this
time of regional uncertainty has never
been more evident than it is today.

I ask unanimous consent that an ar-
ticle in The Economist on the Claver-
Carone nomination be printed in the
RECORD.
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There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

[From the Economist, June 20, 2020]

A GRINGO TAKEOVER BID FOR THE INTER-
AMERICAN DEVELOPMENT BANK

THE UNITED STATES BREAKS A GENTLEMEN’S
AGREEMENT

Since it was founded in 1959, the Inter-
American Development Bank (idb) has had
just four presidents: a Chilean, a Mexican, a
Uruguayan and, since 2005, Luis Alberto
Moreno, a Colombian. Under the gentlemen’s
agreement by which it was founded, Latin
America has the presidency and a small ma-
jority of the capital while the United States
has the number-two job and some informal
vetoes over how the bank is run. The idb has
not been free of the faults of such institu-
tions, such as bureaucracy and a degree of
cronyism, but it has played an important
role in the region. It lends around $12bn a
year for infrastructure, health, education
and so on, does some useful research and ad-
vises governments. It has also been a chan-
nel of communication between the two
halves of the Americas.

Donald Trump doesn’t believe in gentle-
men’s agreements, and his administration
this week broke this one. The Treasury De-
partment named Mauricio Claver-Carone,
the top official for Latin America at the Na-
tional Security Council (nsc), as its can-
didate to replace Mr Moreno, who is due to
step down in September. Mr Claver-Carone, a
Cuban-American, is technically qualified for
the post. He has been an adviser to the
Treasury and a representative to the imf,
and was involved in the Trump administra-
tion’s initiatives on development finance. He
has told interlocutors that he would serve
only one term at the idb, would bring fresh
ideas and would be better placed than a
Latin American to get the Treasury’s crucial
support for a capital increase that would
give the bank resources to mitigate the
covid-19 slump in the region. These are
things that many in Latin America might
welcome.

But Mr Claver-Carone is a controversial
choice, and not just because his nomination
breaks with tradition. At the nsc he has been
the chief architect of Mr Trump’s Venezuela
policy, which has failed in its aim of getting
rid of the dictatorship of Nicolas Maduro.
‘“He’s a guy who comes with very Miami-
type baggage, adversarial to Cuba and Ven-
ezuela and representing a conservative alli-
ance,” says a Latin American diplomat. ‘“‘He
would bring ideology directly into the
bank.” Mr Claver-Carone walked out of the
inauguration of Argentina’s president,
Alberto Fernandez, in December because of
the presence of a Venezuelan minister. Many
who have dealt with him describe him as ar-
rogant and confrontational.

Given the Trump administration’s cold war
against China, Mr Claver-Carone’s appoint-
ment as head of the idb might force Latin
America to choose between the two coun-
tries, which the region is reluctant to do. Al-
though China is granting fewer loans to
Latin America than it did recently, it re-
mains one of the region’s most important
trade partners. The Trump administration
was furious with Mr Moreno for agreeing to
hold the bank’s annual meeting in China in
2019 (though in the event it was delayed and
moved to Ecuador because of a row over who
represented Venezuela). Mr Claver-Carone
has his own animus against Mr Moreno, who
vetoed his appointment as the bank’s vice-
president.

For Latin America the loss of the idb pres-
idency would be a big diplomatic defeat, re-
flecting the region’s weakness and ideolog-
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ical division. Its leaders are a generally
unimpressive bunch. They have failed to
unite behind a candidate of their own. Dip-
lomats expected the job to go either to
Brazil or to Argentina. Jair Bolsonaro’s gov-
ernment in Brazil informally canvassed sup-
port for Rodrigo Xavier, an experienced
banker. Argentina’s putative candidate, Gus-
tavo Béliz, is a competent former idb offi-
cial, but its centreleft government has few
allies in the region. Brazil looks likely to
back Mr Claver-Carone, mainly because Mr
Bolsonaro has aligned himself closely with
Mr Trump. Other smaller countries may,
too, because they are desperate for money.

The new president must secure a double
majority, of countries representing 50% of
the idb’s shares (the United States has 30%
and Brazil 11%) and separately of the 28
members in the Americas. That may yet be
a problem for Mr Claver-Carone.

The biggest reason to oppose his nomina-
tion is that he represents a polarising admin-
istration that may well lose an election in
November, making him ‘‘the earliest lame
duck in history”’, as a South American offi-
cial puts it. The sensible course would be to
extend Mr Moreno’s term until next year,
both to give time for other candidates to
emerge and to see whether Mr Claver-Carone
really represents the United States.

———————

REMEMBERING BYRON MALLOTT

Ms. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, in
the short history of Alaska as a State
in our Union, there have been a handful

of people—Bill Egan, Elizabeth
Peratrovich, Jay Hammond, Wally
Hickel, Ted Stevens—whose lives

formed the fibers that wove Alaskans
together. Another of those leaders
passed recently.

Byron Mallott stands among the best
of us. Born in the small town of Yak-
utat, AL, to the Kwaash Ke Kwaan clan
of the Tlingit, in 1943 when Alaska was
still a territory, he went on to an
amazing life and career. His father was
the long-time mayor of Yakutat, and
when he died unexpectedly, Byron re-
turned home from college, campaigned
to take over the job, and won the elec-
tion in 1965 at the age of 22. He then
went on to serve the State’s first Gov-
ernor, Bill Egan, as the commissioner
of the Department of Community and
Regional Affairs. When Egan lost his
reelection campaign, Byron went back
home to Yakutat and served on the
city council. In 1968, he ran for a seat
in the State house, losing by only 23
votes. In 1969, U.S. Senator Mike Grav-
el hired Byron to work on his staff in
Washington, DC, where he had a hand
in drafting the Alaska Native Claims
Settlement Act, the foundational legis-
lation that continues to define our
State and the relationship with Alaska
Natives.

After ANCSA was signed into law,
Byron spent 20 years working for
Sealaska Corporation, 1 of 12 Native
corporations which was created by the
law. Sealaska is based in Juneau, and
its shareholders are primarily Tlingit,
Haida, and Tsimshian. Over the course
of his tenure with Sealaska, Byron was
a director, chairman, and then spent a
decade as president and CEO of the cor-
poration. He helped fulfill the vision of
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ANCSA by supporting not just the eco-
nomic vitality of the Native people in
the region, but a cultural renaissance
as well.

His additional business experience
was extensive. Byron was a director of
several commercial banking institu-
tions, including 6 years on the Seattle
Branch Board of Directors of the Fed-
eral Reserve Bank of San Francisco,
multiple years as a director of the
Alaska Air Group, and on the board of
the National Alliance for Business. He
also served as president of the Alaska
Federation of Native, a brief stint as
the mayor of the city and borough of
Juneau, and executive director of the
Alaska Permanent Fund Corporation.

But Byron was far more than a sum-
mation of his résumeé, impressive
though it was. He was a good man and
a good friend. When I made the deci-
sion to run as a write-in candidate in
2010, I called to ask him to be the co-
chair of that campaign. His response
was instant, ‘“Yes, absolutely.”” When I
said I was making the announcement
in an hour, he said, “I'll be there.”
There was no hesitation, no concern
that he was a lifelong Democrat, sup-
porting a long-shot Republican can-
didate. He exemplified in the best way
Ted Stevens’ philosophy: To hell with
politics, do what is right for Alaska.
With Byron’s help, I was able to make
history by winning the second write-in
campaign for U.S. Senate in the coun-
try’s history. I don’t know if I would
have been successful without him.

In 2014, Byron made history himself
when he won the Democratic nomina-
tion for Governor of Alaska, then sac-
rificed his own ambition by joining
with the Independent candidate for
Governor to create a Unity Ticket.
Byron agreed to serve as the candidate
for Lieutenant Governor, with Bill
Walker leading the ticket. Again, we
did what he felt was right for Alaska,
rather than his person political gain.

The Unity Ticket won the 2014 elec-
tion, but faced some serious challenges,
with low oil prices and a tough deficit
situation. The fiscal crisis unfortu-
nately dominated the 4 years of the
Walker-Mallott administration and
created rough political seas for them to
weather, necessitating some hard deci-
sions. Through it all, Byron continued
to do what he had always done, work
for Alaska and Alaskans. In the end,
Byron held himself strictly account-
able, which is something few people do,
especially in politics.

A friend of mine, Dr. Rosita Worl,
says that the Tlingit mourn the pass-
ing of a leader by noting, ‘“‘In our for-
est, a great tree has fallen.” That is a
fitting metaphor for Byron, who stood
strong for decades, serving as both
shelter and a guide for people in Alas-
ka. Byron was a strong and proud man,
not in a boastful way, but as a true
leader whose passion allowed him to
put all Alaskans first. His heart was
Alaska, and mine is stronger for having
been blessed to call him my friend. I
will miss him. Alaska will miss him.
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TRIBUTE TO JACKIE STRATTON

e Mr. DAINES. Mr. President, this
week I have the honor of recognizing
Jackie Stratton of Toole County for
her tremendous efforts to support her
community.

Jackie, a graduating senior at Shelby
High School, took the initiative to
start a food bank at her school to help
those in need.

Jackie’s FFA and Ag teacher encour-
aged her to apply for a grant from
Montana State University to fund her
idea. After applying for the grant, she
received $500 from the Alpha Gamm
Rho fraternity at Montana State Uni-
versity to start her food bank. Her self-
less efforts then caught the attention
of community member Lynda Barker,
who was able to secure a $2,500 grant
from the America’s Farmers Build
Community Bayer Fund to help Jack-
ie’s efforts.

With these grants, Jackie was able to
purchase a refrigerator, shelving, food,
and hygiene products. Jackie also col-
laborated with the local Albertsons for
dairy, breads, and frozen foods. Addi-
tionally, Jackie secured the donation
of 300 pounds of ground beef from
Flesch Angus in Shelby for her food
bank.

It is my honor to recognize Jackie
for her selfless efforts to help her fel-
low students and community members
in need of support during this difficult
time. Her bold initiatives inspired—
others to give as well and dem-
onstrated how Montanans can come to-
gether to help one another.e

————

TRIBUTE TO EMILY AHO

e Ms. HASSAN. Mr. President, I am
proud to recognize Emily Aho of
Jaffrey as June’s Granite Stater of the
Month. Aho has stepped forward and
provided emotional support for
healthcare workers on the frontlines of
the COVID-19 pandemic, reflecting our
State’s commitment to the idea that
every individual can make a difference
in times of critical need.

Aho is the executive director of the
Newfoundland Pony Conservancy in
Jaffrey, a nonprofit organization that
provides a safe living environment for
the endangered Newfoundland pony. Up
until December 2019, Aho was also a
registered nurse until some physical
ailments made it difficult for her to
work in a hospital.

Shortly after her retirement, COVID-
19 began to spread rapidly throughout
the United States, and Aho found her-
self feeling helpless as she watched her
loved ones succumb to the deadly
virus, including her father, a World
War II veteran who was a guard during
the Nuremburg trials.

After her father’s death, Aho went
searching for her father’s old photos
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and memorabilia and found them in the
closet where she also kept her mate-
rials for equine-assisted learning. Her
discovery of those materials was an in-
spiration and a reminder that, despite
her loss, she had much to give.

Through a partnership with True
Hope Therapeutic Horsemanship, Aho
helped establish the Heal the Heroes
program, which provides free thera-
peutic sessions with ponies and horses
for healthcare workers who have expe-
rienced heightened mental and phys-
ical challenges amid the pandemic.

The healthcare workers visit Aho’s
conservancy once a week for 4 weeks,
where they learn to communicate and
connect with her Newfoundland ponies.
Due to social distancing guidelines, the
program can only take two people in
one session, and all the equipment is
properly sanitized to avoid spreading
the virus. After 4 weeks with the New-
foundland ponies, the participants
graduate to True Hope Therapeutic
Horsanship, where they continue thera-
peutic work with horses, both ridden
and unridden.

This pandemic has impacted people
and organizations throughout our
State, including nonprofit organiza-
tions like the Newfoundland Pony Con-
servancy that Aho operates. But de-
spite her own financial struggles, Aho
still found a way to give back to her
community and provide support to
those on the front lines of this crisis.
Aho’s empathy and commitment to im-
proving the mental wellness of her fel-
low community members exemplifies
the best of our State and what it
means to be a Granite Stater. I am
honored to recognize her.e

———

TRIBUTE TO JEFF FOX

e Mr. RISCH. Mr. President, along
with my colleagues Senator MIKE
CRAPO and Representative MIKE SIMP-
SON, I congratulate College of Southern
Idaho, CSI, president Jeff Fox on his
well-deserved retirement.

At age 10, just as CSI was gearing up
to offer its very first classes in the fall
semester of 1965, Dr. Fox’s grandfather
took him to the farm fields where the
new local college was being built.
Twenty-two years later, Dr. Fox re-
turned to the College of Southern
Idaho to begin his career in education.

For 33 years, Dr. Fox has dedicated
his life to educating and developing the
citizens and the communities of South-
Central Idaho. He first came to CSI as
an English professor, spending 15 years
in the classroom helping his students
learn and grow. His talent and skill
eventually led him to accept positions
in the college’s administration, serving
as the director of the Academic Devel-
opment Center, chairman of the
English Department, and executive
vice president and chief academic offi-
cer.

In 2014, Dr. Fox was selected to serve
as the fourth president of CSI. During
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his tenure, he oversaw a rapid expan-
sion of the campus and community, in-
troducing new training programs and
academic offerings to better equip stu-
dents to thrive after graduation.
Among his many accomplishments, he
was instrumental in the dedication and
administration of the Applied Tech-
nology and Innovation Center that
houses CSI's workforce development
and custom training programs for busi-
nesses and industries.

Today, CSI is known throughout
South-Central Idaho for its out-
standing nursing, agriculture, business,
and workforce development programs,
and its passion for equipping students
with the tools needed to build a suc-
cessful career and life. The students
and faculty at CSI have been fortunate
to prosper under Dr. Fox’s skilled and
steady leadership, and there is no ques-
tion he has left an indelible mark on
the CSI campus and the Magic Valley
community at large.

President Fox, congratulations on
your outstanding career. You make our
great State proud, and we wish you all
the best in your retirement and future
endeavors.e

————

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT

Messages from the President of the
United States were communicated to
the Senate by Mr. Thomas, one of his
secretaries.

EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED

In executive session the Presiding Of-
ficer laid before the Senate messages
from the President of the TUnited
States submitting sundry nominations
which were referred to the appropriate
committees.

(The messages received today are
printed at the end of the Senate pro-
ceedings.)

——————

EXECUTIVE AND OTHER
COMMUNICATIONS

The following communications were
laid before the Senate, together with
accompanying papers, reports, and doc-
uments, and were referred as indicated:

EC-4889. A communication from the Direc-
tor of the Regulatory Management Division,
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule en-
titled ‘‘2-Propenoic acid, homopolymer,
ester with a-methyl-u-hydroxypoly(oxy-1,2-
ethanediyl) and a-[2,4,6-tris(1
phenyletgy)phenyl]-u-hydroxypoly(oxy-1,2-
ethanediyl), graft, sodium salt; Tolerance
Exemption” (FRL No. 10006-65-OCSPP) re-
ceived in the Office of the President of the
Senate on June 23, 2020; to the Committee on
Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry.

EC-4890. A communication from the Direc-
tor of the Regulatory Management Division,
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule en-
titled ‘‘Cyflumetofen; Pesticide Tolerances”
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(FRL No. 10009-25-OCSPP) received in the Of-
fice of the President of the Senate on June
23, 2020; to the Committee on Agriculture,
Nutrition, and Forestry.

EC-4891. A communication from the Direc-
tor of the Regulatory Management Division,
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule en-
titled “Formic Acid and Sodium Formate;
Exemption from the Requirement of a Toler-
ance’” (FRL No. 10009-36-OCSPP) received in
the Office of the President of the Senate on
June 23, 2020; to the Committee on Agri-
culture, Nutrition, and Forestry.

EC-4892. A communication from the Direc-
tor of the Regulatory Management Division,
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule en-
titled ‘“‘Tetraethyl Orthosilicate; Exemption
from the Requirement of a Tolerance’” (FRL
No. 10007-73-OCSPP) received in the Office of
the President of the Senate on June 23, 2020;
to the Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition,
and Forestry.

EC-4893. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Forest Service, Department of
Agriculture, transmitting, pursuant to law,
the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Land Uses; Spe-
cial Uses; Streamlining Processes of Commu-
nication use Applications’” (RIN0596-AD38)
received in the Office of the President of the
Senate on June 22, 2020; to the Committee on
Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry.

EC-4894. A communication from the Fed-
eral Register Liaison Officer, Office of the
Secretary, Department of Defense, transmit-
ting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule en-
titled ‘‘Civilian Employment and Reemploy-
ment Rights for Service Members, Former
Service Members, and Applicants of the Uni-
formed Services” (RIN0790-AK93) received in
the Office of the President of the Senate on
June 22, 2020; to the Committee on Armed
Services.

EC-4895. A communication from the Sec-
retary of the Treasury, transmitting, pursu-
ant to law, the six-month periodic report on
the national emergency with respect to seri-
ous human rights abuse and corruption that
was declared in Executive Order 13818 of De-
cember 20, 2017; to the Committee on Bank-
ing, Housing, and Urban Affairs.

EC-4896. A communication from the Presi-
dent of the United States, transmitting, pur-
suant to law, a report relative to the
issuance of an Executive Order that declares
a national emergency with respect to the at-
tempts by the International Criminal Court
(ICC) to assert authority over United States
personnel without the consent of the United
States, and over personnel of countries that
are allied with the United States without
these governments’ consent; to the Com-
mittee on Banking, Housing, and Urban Af-
fairs.

EC-4897. A communication from the Chief
of Policy, Regulation, and Analysis, Bureau
of Ocean Energy Management, Department
of the Interior, transmitting, pursuant to
law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Air Qual-
ity Control, Reporting, and Compliance”’
(RIN1010-AE02) received in the Office of the
President of the Senate on June 22, 2020; to
the Committee on Energy and Natural Re-
sources.

EC-4898. A communication from the Direc-
tor of the Regulatory Management Division,
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule en-
titled ‘‘Air Plan Approval; Minnesota; Revi-
sion to the Minnesota State Implementation
Plan” (FRL No. 10007-92-Region 5) received
in the Office of the President of the Senate
on June 23, 2020; to the Committee on Envi-
ronment and Public Works.

EC-4899. A communication from the Direc-
tor of the Regulatory Management Division,
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
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ting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule en-
titled ‘‘Air Plan Approval; Missouri and Kan-
sas; Determination of Attainment for the
Jackson County, Missouri 1-hour Sulfur Di-
oxide Nonattainment Area and Redesigna-
tion of the Wyandotte County, Kansas
Unclassifiable Area to Attainment/
Unclassifiable” (FRL No. 10010-76-Region 7)
received in the Office of the President of the
Senate on June 23, 2020; to the Committee on
Environment and Public Works.

EC-4900. A communication from the Direc-
tor of the Regulatory Management Division,
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule en-
titled ‘“‘Approval and Promulgation of Imple-
mentation Plans; Wyoming; Regional Haze 5—
Year Progress Report State Implementation
Plan” (FRL No. 10010-53-Region 8) received
in the Office of the President of the Senate
on June 23, 2020; to the Committee on Envi-
ronment and Public Works.

EC-4901. A communication from the Direc-
tor of the Regulatory Management Division,
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule en-
titled ‘“National Emission Standards for Haz-
ardous Air Pollutants; Miscellaneous Coat-
ing Manufacturing Residual Risk and Tech-
nology Review” (FRL No. 10010-12-OAR) re-
ceived in the Office of the President of the
Senate on June 23, 2020; to the Committee on
Environment and Public Works.

EC-4902. A communication from the Direc-
tor of the Regulatory Management Division,
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule en-
titled ‘“National Emission Standards for Haz-
ardous Air Pollutants: Taconite Iron Proc-
essing Residual Risk and Technology Re-
view” (FRL No. 10010-15-OAR) received in
the Office of the President of the Senate on
June 23, 2020; to the Committee on Environ-
ment and Public Works.

EC-4903. A communication from the Direc-
tor of the Regulatory Management Division,
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule en-
titled ‘“‘Redesignation and Maintenance Plan
for the West Virginia Portion of the Steu-
benville Sulfur Dioxide Nonattainment
Area’” (FRL No. 10010-63-Region 3) received
in the Office of the President of the Senate
on June 23, 2020; to the Committee on Envi-
ronment and Public Works.

EC-4904. A communication from the Biolo-
gist, Fish and Wildlife Service, Department
of the Interior, transmitting, pursuant to
law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Endan-
gered and Threatened Wildlife and Plants;
Removing the Borax Lake Club From the
List of Endangered and Threatened Wildlife’’
(RIN1018-BA43) received in the Office of the
President of the Senate on June 18, 2020; to
the Committee on Environment and Public
Works.

EC—4905. A communication from the Vice
President of External Affairs, Tennessee Val-
ley Authority, transmitting, pursuant to
law, a report relative to a vacancy for the
position of Inspector General, Tennessee Val-
ley Authority, received in the office of the
President of the Senate on June 23, 2020; to
the Committee on Environment and Public
Works.

EC-4906. A communication from the Asso-
ciate General Counsel for General Law, De-
partment of Homeland Security, transmit-
ting, pursuant to law, a report relative to a
vacancy in the position of Commissioner, De-
partment of Homeland Security, received in
the Office of the President of the Senate on
June 22, 2020; to the Committee on Homeland
Security and Governmental Affairs.

EC-4907. A communication from the Asso-
ciate General Counsel for General Law, De-
partment of Homeland Security, transmit-
ting, pursuant to law, a report relative to a
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vacancy in the position of Under Secretary,
Department of Homeland Security, received
in the Office of the President of the Senate
on June 22, 2020; to the Committee on Home-
land Security and Governmental Affairs.

EC—4908. A communication from the Asso-
ciate General Counsel for General Law, De-
partment of Homeland Security, transmit-
ting, pursuant to law, a report relative to
two (2) vacancies in the Department of
Homeland Security, received in the Office of
the President of the Senate on June 22, 2020;
to the Committee on Homeland Security and
Governmental Affairs.

EC-4909. A communication from the Asso-
ciate General Counsel for General Law, De-
partment of Homeland Security, transmit-
ting, pursuant to law, a report relative to a
vacancy in the position of Under Secretary
for Intelligence and Analysis (1&A), Depart-
ment of Homeland Security, received in the
Office of the President of the Senate on June
22, 2020; to the Select Committee on Intel-
ligence.

EC-4910. A communication from the Chief
of Regulatory Analysis and Development,
Animal and Plant Health Inspection Service,
Department of Agriculture, transmitting,
pursuant to law, the report of a rule entitled
“Animal Welfare; Amendments to Licensing
Provisions and to Requirements for Dogs”’
(RINO0579-AES35) received in the Office of the
President of the Senate on June 22, 2020; to
the Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition,
and Forestry.

EC-4911. A communication from the Assist-
ant Chief Counsel for Regulatory Affairs,
Pipeline and Hazardous Materials Safety Ad-
ministration, Department of Transportation,
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of
a rule entitled ‘‘Hazardous Materials: Lique-
fied Natural Gas by Rail”’ (RIN2137-AF40) re-
ceived in the Office of the President of the
Senate on June 22, 2020; to the Committee on
Commerce, Science, and Transportation.

——————

PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS

The following petitions and memo-
rials were laid before the Senate and
were referred or ordered to lie on the
table as indicated:

POM-210. A concurrent resolution adopted
by the Legislature of the State of Louisiana
memorializing its support for the annual
Gulf Hypoxia Mapping Cruise conducted by
the Louisiana Universities Marine Consor-
tium, and urging the United States Congress
to authorize continued funding; to the Com-
mittee on Commerce, Science, and
Transportation.

HOUSE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION NoO. 64

Whereas, the growth of a large area of low-
oxygen off Louisiana’s coast, known as the
Gulf of Mexico Hypoxic Zone or ‘‘Dead
Zone’’, has been a long-standing issue of con-
cern for the state because of the risks it
poses for our commercial and recreational
fishing and seafood industries, and its wider
impacts on marine life in the Gulf; and

Whereas, the summer cruises to map the
Gulf of Mexico Hypoxic Zone, conducted by
scientists at the LUMCON in Cocodrie, Lou-
isiana, have been carried out each year since
1985, providing a consistent and long-term
baseline and record of data on the annual ex-
tent and formation of the zone, which has in
turn aided the development of models to pre-
dict its yearly size and future growth; and

Whereas, these cruises, utilizing Louisiana
scientists, researchers, graduate and under-
graduate students, and cooperating univer-
sities and other partners, are the primary
means of measuring the size of the Gulf of
Mexico Hypoxic Zone and its growth or re-
duction, as well as the progress of efforts to
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reduce it, including the efforts of the state-
federal Gulf Hypoxia Task Force with which
the state of Louisiana has been a participant
since 1997; and

Whereas, the LUMCON mapping cruises
have been largely funded through the federal
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Adminis-
tration, reflecting the importance of the
Gulf of Mexico Hypoxic Zone and Louisiana’s
coastal fishery and waters as resources of na-
tional concern; and

Whereas, because this federal funding is at
risk of discontinuation, and the annual LUM
CON summer mapping cruise was cancelled
in 2016 for only the second time in thirty-one
years, the continuation of this vital work is
itself at risk.

Therefore, be it Resolved, That the Legisla-
ture of Louisiana does hereby express its
support for the annual Gulf Hypoxia Map-
ping Cruise conducted by the Louisiana Uni-
versities Marine Consortium, in recognition
of the important role it plays in the under-
standing and conserving of our coastal re-
sources, as well as its support for continued
funding for this important effort by memori-
alizing the United States Congress and the
Louisiana congressional delegation to au-
thorize continued funding for this most im-
portant endeavor; and be it further

Resolved, That a copy of this Resolution be
forwarded to the officers of both houses of
the United States Congress and each member
of the Louisiana congressional delegation.

POM-211. A concurrent resolution adopted
by the Legislature of the State of Louisiana
urging the United States Congress to take
such actions are necessary to review the
Government Pension Offset and the Windfall
Elimination Provision Social Security ben-
efit reductions and to consider eliminating
or reducing them by supporting S. 521 of the
116th Congress, the Social Security Fairness
Act; to the Committee on Finance.

HOUSE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION NoO. 9

Whereas, the Congress of the United States
of America has enacted both the Government
Pension Offset (GPO), reducing the spousal
and survivor Social Security benefit, and the
Windfall Elimination Provision (WEP), re-
ducing the earned Social Security benefits
payable to any person who also receives a
public pension benefit; and

Whereas, the GPO negatively affects a
spouse or survivor receiving a federal, state,
or local government retirement or pension
benefit who would also be entitled to a So-
cial Security benefit earned by a spouse; and

Whereas, the GPO formula reduces the
spousal or survivor Social Security benefit
by two-thirds of the amount of the federal,
state, or local government retirement or
pension benefit received by the spouse or
survivor, in many cases completely elimi-
nating the Social Security benefit even
though their spouses paid Social Security
taxes for many years; and

Whereas, the GPO has a harsh effect on
hundreds of thousands of citizens and under-
mines the original purpose of the Social Se-
curity dependent/survivor benefit; and

Whereas, according to recent Social Secu-
rity Administration figures, more than half
a million individuals nationally are affected
by the GPO; and

Whereas, the WEP applies to those persons
who have earned federal, state, or local gov-
ernment retirement or pension benefits, in
addition to working in employment covered
under Social Security and paying into the
Social Security system; and

Whereas, the WEP reduces the earned So-
cial Security benefit using an averaged in-
dexed monthly earnings formula and may re-
duce Social Security benefits for affected
persons by as much as one-half of the retire-
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ment benefit earned as a public servant in
employment not covered under Social Secu-
rity; and

Whereas, the WEP causes hardworking in-
dividuals to lose a significant portion of the
Social Security benefits that they earn
themselves; and

Whereas, according to recent Social Secu-
rity Administration figures, more than one
and a half million individuals nationally are
affected by the WEP; and

Whereas, in certain circumstances both the
WEP and the GPO can be applied to a quali-
fying survivor’s benefit, each independently
reducing the available benefit and in com-
bination eliminating a large portion of the
total Social Security benefit available to the
survivor; and

Whereas, because of the calculation char-
acteristics of the GPO and the WEP, they
have a disproportionately negative effect on
employees working in lower-wage govern-
ment jobs, like policemen, firefighters,
teachers, and state employees; and

Whereas, Louisiana is making every effort
to improve the quality of life of its citizens
and to encourage them to live here lifelong,
yet the current GPO and WEP provisions
compromise their quality of life; and

Whereas, the number of people affected by
GPO and WEP is growing every day as more
and more people reach retirement age; and

Whereas, individuals drastically affected
by the GPO or WEP may have no choice but
to return to work after retirement in order
to make ends meet, but the earnings accu-
mulated during this return to work can fur-
ther reduce the Social Security benefits the
individual is entitled to; and

Whereas, the GPO and WEP are established
in federal law, and repeal of the GPO and the
WEP can only be enacted by congress: Now,
therefore be it

Resolved, That the Legislature of Louisiana
does hereby memorialize the United States
Congress to take such actions as are nec-
essary to review the Government Pension
Offset and the Windfall Elimination Provi-
sion Social Security benefit reductions and
to consider eliminating or reducing them by
supporting S.521 of the 116th Congress, the
Social Security Fairness Act; and be it fur-
ther

Resolved, that a copy of this Resolution be
transmitted to the presiding officers of the
Senate and the House of Representatives of
the Congress of the United States of America
and to each member of the Louisiana con-
gressional delegation.

POM-212. A resolution adopted by the Sen-
ate of the State of Michigan denouncing the
violent activities of extremist organizations,
urging the United States Congress to redou-
ble its efforts to combat the spread of all
forms of domestic terrorism; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

SENATE RESOULUTION No. 122

Whereas, Freedom of Speech and Freedom
of the Press are hallmarks of our First
Amendment rights and founding principles of
this great nation. Article I, Section 5 of the
Constitution of the State of Michigan of 1963 re-
affirms, “Every person may freely speak,
write, express and publish his views on all
subjects, being responsible for the abuse of
such right; and no law shall be enacted to re-
strain or abridge the liberty of speech or of
the press.”’; and

Whereas, It is a fundamental responsibility
of government to protect citizens thereby
creating an environment that allows and en-
courages peaceful speech and peaceful pro-
test; and

Whereas, Extremist organizations, includ-
ing Antifa, White supremacist groups such as
Boogaloo, and others, represent opposition
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to the democratic ideals of peaceful assem-
bly and free speech for all. These organiza-
tions, because they believe that free speech
is equivalent to violence, have used threats
of violence and online harassment in the pur-
suit of suppressing opposing political
ideologies; and

Whereas, Federal statute defines the term
‘“‘domestic terrorism’ to mean activities
that involve ‘‘acts dangerous to human life
that are a violation of the criminal laws of
the United States or of any State and those
acts appear to be intended to intimidate or
coerce a civilian population, to influence the
policy of a government by intimidation or
coercion, or to affect the conduct of govern-
ment . . .”’; and

Whereas, Extremist organizations, includ-
ing Antifa and White supremacist groups
such as Boogaloo, and others, have traded
civil protest for violence on multiple occa-
sions, endangering public welfare and wreak-
ing havoc on cities across America to ad-
vance their political ideologies. These orga-
nizations have participated in attacks on ci-
vilians, members of the press, law enforce-
ment, and our men and women in uniform.
Their violence detracts from peaceful gath-
erings, endangering individuals using civil
protest as a means of expression; and

Whereas, Their use of violence as a means
of furthering their political agenda has been
denounced by various leaders and groups
across the political spectrum; and

Whereas, There is no place for violence in
the discourse between people in a civil soci-
ety. The use of violence by extremist organi-
zations represents a significant threat to
public safety as well as the First Amend-
ment rights of all people; now, therefore, be
it

Resolved by the Senate, That we unequivo-
cally condemn and denounce the violent ac-
tions of extremist organizations as unaccept-
able; and be it further

Resolved, That we memorialize the Con-
gress of the United States to redouble its ef-
forts, using all available and appropriate
tools, to combat the spread of all forms of
domestic terrorism; and be it further

Resolved, That copies of this resolution be
transmitted to the President of the United
States, the Director of the Federal Bureau of
Investigation, the President of the United
States Senate, the Speaker of the United
States House of Representatives, the chair
and ranking member of the United States
House Committee on the Judiciary, and the
members of the Michigan congressional dele-
gation.

POM—213. A resolution adopted by the
General Court of the Commonwealth of Mas-
sachusetts urging the Administration and
the Secretary of Agriculture to authorize the
use of the Supplemental Nutrition Assist-
ance Program (SNAP) electronic benefits
transfer cards for the online purchase of gro-
ceries and other essentials in the common-
wealth; to the Committee on Agriculture,
Nutrition, and Forestry.

RESOLUTIONS

Whereas, the Trump Administration and
United States Secretary of Agriculture have
the power to authorize the use of Supple-
mental Nutrition Assistance Program elec-
tronic benefits transfer cards for the online
purchase of groceries and other essentials;
and

Whereas, the mnovel coronavirus, also
known as COVID-19, presents a particular
risk to individuals with comorbidities, in-
cluding diabetes and asthma, and Supple-
mental Nutrition Assistance Program par-
ticipants often have higher rates of diabetes
and asthma than individuals who do not par-
ticipate; and
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Whereas, people of color suffer from higher
rates of diabetes and asthma and, according
to the Boston Public Health Commission, the
4 neighborhoods in the city of Boston with
the largest populations of people of color
also have the highest number of documented
COVID-19 cases; and

Whereas, social distancing reduces the
likelihood of contracting COVID-19 and
avoiding unnecessary travel to grocery
stores and other public locations can help
Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program
participants reduce exposure to the virus;
and

Whereas, the United States Department of
Agriculture’s Pilot Program allowing the use
of Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Pro-
gram electronic benefits transfer cards for
online purchases was created on April 18,
2019 and is currently in place in a number of
other states; therefore be it

Resolved, That the Massachusetts General
Court hereby calls upon the Trump Adminis-
tration and the United States Secretary of
Agriculture to Authorize The use of Supple-
mental Nutrition Assistance Program elec-
tronic benefits transfer cards for the online
purchase of groceries and other essentials in
the commonwealth; and be it further

Resolved, That a copy of these resolutions
be forwarded by the clerk of the Senate to
United States President Donald J. Trump,
United States Secretary of Agriculture
Sonny Perdue and the Massachusetts Con-
gressional Delegation.

POM-214. A resolution adopted by the
Board of Supervisors of the City and County
of San Francisco, California, urging the
United States Congress to mandate that all
employers provide their employees an addi-
tional fourteen days of paid leave during
public health emergencies; to the Committee
on Health, Education, Labor, and Pensions.

POM-215. A resolution adopted by the
Township Council of the Township of
Mahwah, New Jersey, recognizing June 5,
2020, as National Gun Violence Awareness
Day; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

POM-216. A resolution adopted by the
Mayor and City Council of the City of
Gautier, Mississippi relative to assessments
on tenants, owners, or occupiers of the Sing-
ing River Mall site; to the Committee on En-
vironment and Public Works.

————

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES

The following reports of committees
were submitted:

By Mr. JOHNSON, from the Committee on
Homeland Security and Governmental Af-
fairs, without amendment:

H.R. 3675. An act to require a review of De-
partment of Homeland Security trusted trav-
eler programs, and for other purposes (Rept.
No. 116-237).

———

EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF
COMMITTEE

The following executive reports of
nominations were submitted:

By Mr. GRAHAM for the Committee on the
Judiciary.

Owen McCurdy Cypher, of Michigan, to be
United States Marshal for the Eastern Dis-
trict of Michigan for the term of four years.

Thomas L. Foster, of Virginia, to be
United States Marshal for the Western Dis-
trict of Virginia for the term of four years.

Tyreece L. Miller, of Tennessee, to be
United States Marshal for the Western Dis-
trict of Tennessee for the term of four years.

(Nominations without an asterisk
were reported with the recommenda-
tion that they be confirmed.)
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INTRODUCTION OF BILLS AND
JOINT RESOLUTIONS

The following bills and joint resolu-
tions were introduced, read the first
and second times by unanimous con-
sent, and referred as indicated:

By Mr. BLUMENTHAL (for himself,
Mr. MARKEY, Mr. MURPHY, Mr.
WHITEHOUSE, Mr. MENENDEZ, Ms.

HARRIS, Mr. DURBIN, Mrs. FEINSTEIN,
Mr. VAN HOLLEN, Ms. HIRONO, Mr.
SANDERS, Ms. WARREN, Mr. REED, Mr.
CASEY, Ms. KLOBUCHAR, Mrs. MUR-
RAY, Mr. WYDEN, Ms. BALDWIN, Mr.
KAINE, Mr. COONS, Mrs. GILLIBRAND,
Ms. DUCKWORTH, Mr. LEAHY, and Mr.
CARDIN):

S. 4068. A Dbill prohibit firearms dealers
from selling a firearm prior to the comple-
tion of a background check; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. DAINES:

S. 4069. A bill to amend the Small Business
Act to provide that Major League Baseball
franchises will be prohibited from receiving
loans under the Paycheck Protection Pro-
gram under certain circumstances, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation.

By Mr. PETERS (for himself and Ms.
STABENOW):

S. 4070. A bill to designate the medical cen-
ter of the Department of Veterans Affairs in
Ann Arbor, Michigan, as the ‘‘Lieutenant
Colonel Charles S. Kettles Department of
Veterans Affairs Medical Center’’; to the
Committee on Veterans’ Affairs.

By Mr. RUBIO (for himself and Mr.
TILLIS):

S. 4071. A Dbill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to adjust identification
number requirements for taxpayers filing
joint returns to receive Economic Impact
Payments; to the Committee on Finance.

By Mr. MERKLEY (for himself and Mr.
WYDEN):

S. 4072. A bill to designate the clinic of the
Department of Veterans Affairs in Bend, Or-
egon, as the “Robert D. Maxwell Department
of Veterans Affairs Clinic”’; to the Com-
mittee on Veterans’ Affairs.

By Mr. CARDIN (for himself, Mr.
PORTMAN, Mr. COONS, Mr. YOUNG, Mr.
BROWN, and Mr. ScoTT of South Caro-
lina):

S. 4073. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to allow a credit against
tax for neighborhood revitalization, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Fi-
nance.

By Mr. PAUL (for himself, Mr. KING,
Mr. CRAPO, and Mr. LEE):

S. 4074. A bill to restore the integrity of
the Fifth Amendment to the Constitution of
the United States, and for other purposes; to
the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mrs. CAPITO (for herself and Mr.
CARDIN):

S. 4075. A Dbill to amend the Public Works
and Economic Development Act of 1965 to
provide for the release of certain Federal in-
terests in connection with certain grants
under that Act, and for other purposes; to
the Committee on Environment and Public
Works.

By Ms. WARREN (for herself, Mr.
BLUMENTHAL, Mr. BENNET, Mr. MAR-
KEY, Ms. BALDWIN, Mr. WYDEN, Ms.
KLOBUCHAR, Mr. SANDERS, Mr. CASEY,
Mr. WHITEHOUSE, Mr. DURBIN, Ms.
HIrRONO, Mr. VAN HOLLEN, Mrs. GILLI-
BRAND, Mrs. SHAHEEN, Ms. HARRIS,
Mr. MENENDEZ, Mr. BROWN, Mrs.
MURRAY, Mrs. FEINSTEIN, Mr. SCHATZ,
Mr. BOOKER, Mr. HEINRICH, Mr.
UDALL, Mr. LEAHY, Ms. STABENOW,
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Mr. MURPHY, Ms. SMITH, Mr.
MERKLEY, Ms. HASSAN, Ms. CANT-
WELL, Mr. CARDIN, Mr. COONS, Ms.
CORTEZ MASTO, Ms. ROSEN, and Ms.
DUCKWORTH):

S. 4076. A Dbill to remove Confederate
names, symbols, displays, monuments, and
paraphernalia from assets of the Department
of Defense; to the Committee on Armed
Services.

By Mr. PORTMAN (for himself, Mrs.
FISCHER, and Mr. LANKFORD):

S. 4077. A bill to amend the Unfunded Man-
dates Reform Act of 1995 to provide for regu-
latory impact analyses for certain rules, and
for other purposes; to the Committee on
Homeland Security and Governmental Af-
fairs.

By Mr. WYDEN (for himself, Ms. CANT-
WELL, Mr. BENNET, and Mr. CARDIN):

S. 4078. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to improve the low-income
housing credit and provide relief relating to
the coronavirus emergency, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Finance.

By Mr. RUBIO (for himself and Mr.
ScoTT of Florida):

S. 4079. A Dbill to authorize the Seminole
Tribe of Florida to lease or transfer certain
land, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Indian Affairs.

By Mr. MENENDEZ:

S. 4080. A bill to counter white identity
terrorism globally, and for other purposes; to
the Committee on Foreign Relations.

By Ms. STABENOW (for herself, Mr.
CASSIDY, and Mr. JONES):

S. 4081. A bill to provide a grant program
for elementary schools, secondary schools,
and institutions of higher education to help
offset costs associated with complying with
guidelines, recommendations, and other pub-
lic health communications issued by the
Centers for Disease Control and Prevention,
or a State, Indian Tribe, Tribal organization,
or locality related to mitigating the hazards
presented by COVID-19; to the Committee on
Health, Education, Labor, and Pensions.

By Mr. BENNET (for himself and Mr.
PORTMAN):

S. 4082. A bill to require reports on certain
Department of Defense activities with re-
spect to artificial intelligence, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Armed Serv-
ices.

By Mr. VAN HOLLEN (for himself, Mr.
MERKLEY, Mr. MURPHY, and Ms.
BALDWIN):

S. 4083. A Dbill to amend the Relief for
Workers Affected by Coronavirus Act to ex-
tend Federal Pandemic Unemployment Com-
pensation and improve short-time compensa-
tion programs and agreements, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Finance.

By Mr. MARKEY (for himself and Mr.
MERKLEY):

S. 4084. A bill to prohibit biometric surveil-
lance by the Federal Government without
explicit statutory authorization and to with-
hold certain Federal public safety grants
from State and local governments that en-
gage in biometric surveillance; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

By Ms. ERNST (for herself, Mr. CoT-
TON, Mr. MCcCONNELL, and Mrs.
BLACKBURN):

S. 4085. A Dbill to make certain States and
political subdivisions of States ineligible to
receive Federal finance assistance, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Fi-
nance.

By Mr. BOOZMAN (for himself and Mr.
TESTER):

S. 4086. A bill amend title 38, United States
Code, to revise the definition of Vietnam era
for purposes of the laws administered by the
Secretary of Veterans Affairs, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Veterans’ Af-
fairs.
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By Ms. ROSEN (for herself and Ms.
CORTEZ MASTO):

S. 4087. A bill to provide for the convey-
ance of certain Federal land in Carson City,
Nevada, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Energy and Natural Resources.

By Mr. BROWN (for himself, Mrs. MUR-
RAY, Mr. LEAHY, Ms. BALDWIN, Mr.
SCHATZ, Ms. STABENOW, Mr. MURPHY,
and Mr. MERKLEY):

S. 4088. A bill to amend title XIX of the So-
cial Security Act to extend the application
of the Medicare payment rate floor to pri-
mary care services furnished under Medicaid
and to apply the rate floor to additional pro-
viders of primary care services; to the Com-
mittee on Finance.

By Mr. DURBIN (for himself, Mr.
WHITEHOUSE, Ms. KLOBUCHAR, Ms.
HARRIS, Mr. BROWN, Mr. SCHATZ, and
Mr. MERKLEY):

S. 4089. A Dbill to amend title 11, United
States Code, to improve protections for em-
ployees and retirees in business bank-
ruptcies; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. HOEVEN (for himself, Mr.
UDALL, Mr. BARRASSO, Ms. MUR-
KOWSKI, Ms. MCSALLY, Mr. TESTER,
Mr. SCHATZ, Mr. CRAMER, Ms. SMITH,
and Mr. DAINES):

S. 4090. A bill to reauthorize the Native
American Housing Assistance and Self-De-
termination Act of 1996, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Indian Affairs.

———

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS

S. 348
At the request of Mr. MENENDEZ, the
name of the Senator from Maryland
(Mr. VAN HOLLEN) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 348, a bill to amend title
XVIII of the Social Security Act to
provide for the distribution of addi-
tional residency positions, and for
other purposes.
S. 360
At the request of Mr. MENENDEZ, the
name of the Senator from Louisiana
(Mr. KENNEDY) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 360, a bill to amend the Secu-
rities Exchange Act of 1934 to require
the submission by issuers of data relat-
ing to diversity, and for other pur-
poses.
S. 450
At the request of Mr. GARDNER, the
name of the Senator from Arizona (Ms.
SINEMA) was added as a cosponsor of S.
450, a bill to require the Secretary of
Veterans Affairs to carry out a pilot
program to expedite the onboarding
process for new medical providers of
the Department of Veterans Affairs, to
reduce the duration of the hiring proc-
ess for such medical providers, and for
other purposes.
S. 654
At the request of Ms. BALDWIN, the
name of the Senator from Nevada (Ms.
CORTEZ MASTO) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 654, a bill to require the Sec-
retary of Transportation to carry out a
pilot program to develop and provide to
States and transportation planning or-
ganizations accessibility data sets, and
for other purposes.
S. 835
At the request of Ms. KLOBUCHAR, the
name of the Senator from Arizona (Ms.
SINEMA) was added as a cosponsor of S.
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835, a bill to amend title 38, United
States Code, to improve the care pro-
vided by the Secretary of Veterans Af-
fairs to newborn children.
S. 1246
At the request of Mr. KAINE, the
name of the Senator from Massachu-
setts (Mr. MARKEY) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 1246, a bill to extend the
protections of the Fair Housing Act to
persons suffering discrimination on the
basis of sexual orientation or gender
identity, and for other purposes.
S. 1820
At the request of Ms. SMITH, her
name was added as a cosponsor of S.
1820, a bill to improve the integrity and
safety of horseracing by requiring a
uniform anti-doping and medication
control program to be developed and
enforced by an independent Horse-
racing Anti-Doping and Medication
Control Authority.
S. 1903
At the request of Ms. SMITH, the
name of the Senator from Colorado
(Mr. BENNET) was added as a cosponsor
of S. 1903, a bill to establish an inter-
agency One Health Program, and for
other purposes.
S. 2302
At the request of Mr. BARRASSO, the
name of the Senator from North Caro-
lina (Mr. TILLIS) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 2302, a bill to amend title
23, United States Code, to authorize
funds for Federal-aid highways and
highway safety construction programs,
and for other purposes.
S. 2689
At the request of Mr. BOOKER, the
name of the Senator from Oregon (Mr.
WYDEN) was added as a cosponsor of S.
2689, a bill to prohibit the use of bio-
metric recognition technology and bio-
metric analytics in certain federally
assisted rental dwelling units, and for
other purposes.
S. 3020
At the request of Ms. BALDWIN, the
names of the Senator from California
(Mrs. FEINSTEIN) and the Senator from
Michigan (Mr. PETERS) were added as
cosponsors of S. 3020, a bill to amend
title 38, United States Code, to author-
ize the Secretary of Veterans Affairs to
enter into contracts with States or to
award grants to States to promote
health and wellness, prevent suicide,
and improve outreach to veterans, and
for other purposes.
S. 3067
At the request of Mrs. CAPITO, the
name of the Senator from Ohio (Mr.
PORTMAN) was added as a cosponsor of
S. 3067, a bill to amend title XVIII of
the Social Security Act to combat the
opioid crisis by promoting access to
non-opioid treatments in the hospital
outpatient setting.
S. 3276
At the request of Mr. CoOONS, the
name of the Senator from Wisconsin
(Ms. BALDWIN) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 3276, a bill to eliminate asset
limits employed by certain federally
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funded means-tested public assistance
programs, and for other purposes.
S. 3487
At the request of Ms. BALDWIN, the
name of the Senator from Louisiana
(Mr. KENNEDY) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 3487, a bill to amend the Vic-
tims of Crime Act of 1984 to provide for
the compensation of elderly victims of
property damage, to provide increased
funding for the crime victim compensa-
tion fund, and for other purposes.
S. 3569
At the request of Ms. KLOBUCHAR, the
names of the Senator from Idaho (Mr.
CRAPO) and the Senator from Virginia
(Mr. KAINE) were added as cosponsors
of S. 3569, a bill to help small business
broadband providers Kkeep customers
connected.
S. 3644
At the request of Mr. BOOKER, the
name of the Senator from New York
(Mrs. GILLIBRAND) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 3644, a bill to amend titles
XVIII and XIX of the Social Security
Act to improve the quality of care in
skilled nursing facilities under the
Medicare program and nursing facili-
ties under the Medicare program dur-
ing the COVID-19 emergency period,
and for other purposes.
S. 3677
At the request of Ms. BALDWIN, the
name of the Senator from New Hamp-
shire (Ms. HASSAN) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 3677, a bill to require the
Occupational Safety and Health Ad-
ministration to promulgate an emer-
gency temporary standard to protect
employees from occupational exposure
to SARS-CoV-2, and for other pur-
poses.
S. 3703
At the request of Ms. COLLINS, the
names of the Senator from Florida (Mr.
RUBIO), the Senator from Mississippi
(Mr. WICKER), the Senator from Mon-
tana (Mr. DAINES) and the Senator
from Colorado (Mr. BENNET) were added
as cosponsors of S. 3703, a bill to amend
the Elder Abuse Prevention and Pros-
ecution Act to improve the prevention
of elder abuse and exploitation of indi-
viduals with Alzheimer’s disease and
related dementias.
S. 3756
At the request of Mr. GRASSLEY, the
name of the Senator from Illinois (Ms.
DUCKWORTH) was added as a cosponsor
of S. 3756, a bill to direct the Secretary
of Agriculture to establish a renewable
fuel feedstock reimbursement program.
S. 3798
At the request of Mr. TOOMEY, the
names of the Senator from Arizona
(Ms. MCSALLY), the Senator from Ar-
kansas (Mr. COTTON), the Senator from
Texas (Mr. CRUZ) and the Senator from
Nebraska (Mr. SASSE) were added as co-
sponsors of S. 3798, a bill to impose
sanctions with respect to foreign per-
sons involved in the erosion of certain
obligations of China with respect to
Hong Kong, and for other purposes.
S. 3851
At the request of Ms. WARREN, the
names of the Senator from Connecticut
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(Mr. BLUMENTHAL), the Senator from
Maryland (Mr. VAN HOLLEN) and the
Senator from Oregon (Mr. WYDEN) were
added as cosponsors of S. 3851, a bill to
prohibit high-level appointees in the
Department of Justice from partici-
pating in particular matters in which
the President, a relative of the Presi-
dent, or an individual associated with
the campaign of the President is a
party.
S. 3868
At the request of Ms. KLOBUCHAR, the
names of the Senator from Delaware
(Mr. CoOONS), the Senator from New
York (Mrs. GILLIBRAND), the Senator
from New Hampshire (Mrs. SHAHEEN),
the Senator from Tennessee (Mrs.
BLACKBURN), and the Senator from New
Jersey (Mr. MENENDEZ) were added as
cosponsors of S. 3868, a bill to require
the Secretary of Defense and the Sec-
retary of Veterans Affairs to evaluate
members of the Armed Forces and vet-
erans who have tested positive for a
virus certified as a pandemic for poten-
tial exposure to open burn pits and
toxic airborne chemicals or other air-
borne contaminants, to conduct a
study on the impact of such a pan-
demic on members and veterans with
such exposure, and for other purposes.
S. 3957
At the request of Mr. BOOKER, the
names of the Senator from Michigan
(Ms. STABENOW), the Senator from Vir-
ginia (Mr. KAINE), the Senator from
California (Mrs. FEINSTEIN), and the
Senator from Oregon (Mr. WYDEN) were
added as cosponsors of S. 3957, a bill to
remove all statues of individuals who
voluntarily served the Confederate
States of America from display in the
Capitol of the United States.
S. 4001
At the request of Mr. ScoTT of South
Carolina, the names of the Senator
from Iowa (Ms. ERNST), the Senator
from Rhode Island (Mr. WHITEHOUSE),
the Senator from Montana (Mr.
DAINES), and the Senator from Maine
(Mr. KING) were added as cosponsors of
S. 4001, a bill to amend title IX of the
Social Security Act to improve emer-
gency unemployment relief for govern-
mental entities and nonprofit organiza-
tions.
S. 4016
At the request of Mr. MENENDEZ, the
name of the Senator from Delaware
(Mr. CooNs) was added as a cosponsor
of S. 4016, a bill to reiterate the sup-
port of Congress for the relationship
between the United States and the Fed-
eral Republic of Germany, to prevent
the weakening of the deterrence capac-
ity of the United States in Europe, to
prohibit use of funds to withdraw the
United States Armed Forces from Eu-
rope, and for other purposes.
S. 4019
At the request of Mr. MARKEY, the
names of the Senator from Oregon (Mr.
MERKLEY) and the Senator from Hawaii
(Mr. SCHATZ) were added as cosponsors
of S. 4019, a bill to amend title 5,
United States Code, to designate
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Juneteenth National Independence Day
as a legal public holiday.
S. 4034
At the request of Mr. DURBIN, the
name of the Senator from Iowa (Mr.
GRASSLEY) was added as a cosponsor of
S. 4034, a bill to expand eligibility for
and provide judicial review for the El-
derly Home Detention Pilot Program,
provide for compassionate release
based on COVID-19 vulnerability,
shorten the waiting period for judicial
review during the COVID-19 pandemic,
and make other technical corrections.
S. 4046
At the request of Mr. MERKLEY, the
name of the Senator from California
(Ms. HARRIS) was added as a cosponsor
of S. 4046, a bill to direct the Adminis-
trator of the Environmental Protection
Agency to establish a program to
award grants to eligible entities to pur-
chase, and as applicable install, zero
emissions port equipment and tech-
nology, and for other purposes.
S. RES. 509
At the request of Mr. TOOMEY, the
name of the Senator from Wyoming
(Mr. BARRASSO) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. Res. 509, a resolution calling
upon the United Nations Security
Council to adopt a resolution on Iran
that extends the dates by which Annex
B restrictions under Resolution 2231
are currently set to expire.
S. RES. 633
At the request of Mr. MARKEY, the
name of the Senator from North Da-
kota (Mr. HOEVEN) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. Res. 633, a resolution sup-
porting the goals of International
Myalgic Encephalomyelitis/Chronic
Fatigue Syndrome Awareness Day.
AMENDMENT NO. 1690
At the request of Mr. BLUMENTHAL,
the names of the Senator from New
Mexico (Mr. HEINRICH) and the Senator
from New Mexico (Mr. UDALL) were
added as cosponsors of amendment No.
1690 intended to be proposed to S. 4049,
an original bill to authorize appropria-
tions for fiscal year 2021 for military
activities of the Department of De-
fense, for military construction, and
for defense activities of the Depart-
ment of Energy, to prescribe military
personnel strengths for such fiscal
year, and for other purposes.
AMENDMENT NO. 1691
At the request of Mr. BLUMENTHAL,
the names of the Senator from New
Mexico (Mr. UDALL) and the Senator
from Maryland (Mr. VAN HOLLEN) were
added as cosponsors of amendment No.
1691 intended to be proposed to S. 4049,
an original bill to authorize appropria-
tions for fiscal year 2021 for military
activities of the Department of De-
fense, for military construction, and
for defense activities of the Depart-
ment of Energy, to prescribe military
personnel strengths for such fiscal
year, and for other purposes.
AMENDMENT NO. 1707
At the request of Ms. DUCKWORTH,
the name of the Senator from Arizona
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(Ms. MCSALLY) was added as a cospon-
sor of amendment No. 1707 intended to
be proposed to S. 4049, an original bill
to authorize appropriations for fiscal
year 2021 for military activities of the
Department of Defense, for military
construction, and for defense activities
of the Department of Energy, to pre-
scribe military personnel strengths for
such fiscal year, and for other pur-
poses.
AMENDMENT NO. 1709
At the request of Mr. HAWLEY, the
names of the Senator from Florida (Mr.
ScoTT), the Senator from North Da-
kota (Mr. CRAMER), and the Senator
from Mississippi (Mr. WICKER) were
added as cosponsors of amendment No.
1709 intended to be proposed to S. 4049,
an original bill to authorize appropria-
tions for fiscal year 2021 for military
activities of the Department of De-
fense, for military construction, and
for defense activities of the Depart-
ment of Energy, to prescribe military
personnel strengths for such fiscal
year, and for other purposes.
AMENDMENT NO. 1729
At the request of Mrs. SHAHEEN, the
names of the Senator from New Mexico
(Mr. HEINRICH) and the Senator from
West Virginia (Mr. MANCHIN) were
added as cosponsors of amendment No.
1729 intended to be proposed to S. 4049,
an original bill to authorize appropria-
tions for fiscal year 2021 for military
activities of the Department of De-
fense, for military construction, and
for defense activities of the Depart-
ment of Energy, to prescribe military
personnel strengths for such fiscal
year, and for other purposes.
AMENDMENT NO. 1730
At the request of Mrs. SHAHEEN, the
name of the Senator from Florida (Mr.
RUBIO) was added as a cosponsor of
amendment No. 1730 intended to be pro-
posed to S. 4049, an original bill to au-
thorize appropriations for fiscal year
2021 for military activities of the De-
partment of Defense, for military con-
struction, and for defense activities of
the Department of Energy, to prescribe
military personnel strengths for such
fiscal year, and for other purposes.
AMENDMENT NO. 1731
At the request of Mrs. SHAHEEN, the
name of the Senator from New Hamp-
shire (Ms. HASSAN) was added as a co-
sponsor of amendment No. 1731 in-
tended to be proposed to S. 4049, an
original bill to authorize appropria-
tions for fiscal year 2021 for military
activities of the Department of De-
fense, for military construction, and
for defense activities of the Depart-
ment of Energy, to prescribe military
personnel strengths for such fiscal
year, and for other purposes.
AMENDMENT NO. 1732
At the request of Mrs. SHAHEEN, the
name of the Senator from West Vir-
ginia (Mr. MANCHIN) was added as a co-
sponsor of amendment No. 1732 in-
tended to be proposed to S. 4049, an
original bill to authorize appropria-
tions for fiscal year 2021 for military
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activities of the Department of De-
fense, for military construction, and
for defense activities of the Depart-
ment of Energy, to prescribe military
personnel strengths for such fiscal
year, and for other purposes.
AMENDMENT NO. 1733
At the request of Mrs. SHAHEEN, the
names of the Senator from New Mexico
(Mr. HEINRICH) and the Senator from
West Virginia (Mr. MANCHIN) were
added as cosponsors of amendment No.
1733 intended to be proposed to S. 4049,
an original bill to authorize appropria-
tions for fiscal year 2021 for military
activities of the Department of De-
fense, for military construction, and
for defense activities of the Depart-
ment of Energy, to prescribe military
personnel strengths for such fiscal
year, and for other purposes.
AMENDMENT NO. 1746
At the request of Mr. WYDEN, the
names of the Senator from West Vir-
ginia (Mr. MANCHIN), the Senator from
Nevada (Ms. CORTEZ MASTO) and the
Senator from Nevada (Ms. ROSEN) were
added as cosponsors of amendment No.
1746 intended to be proposed to S. 4049,
an original bill to authorize appropria-
tions for fiscal year 2021 for military
activities of the Department of De-
fense, for military construction, and
for defense activities of the Depart-
ment of Energy, to prescribe military
personnel strengths for such fiscal
year, and for other purposes.
AMENDMENT NO. 1755
At the request of Mrs. GILLIBRAND,
the names of the Senator from Massa-
chusetts (Mr. MARKEY), the Senator
from California (Ms. HARRIS), the Sen-
ator from Wisconsin (Ms. BALDWIN), the
Senator from Illinois (Mr. DURBIN), the
Senator from New Mexico (Mr. UDALL),
the Senator from Pennsylvania (Mr.
CASEY), the Senator from Vermont
(Mr. SANDERS), the Senator from Or-
egon (Mr. WYDEN), the Senator from
New Jersey (Mr. MENENDEZ), the Sen-
ator from Massachusetts (Ms. WAR-
REN), the Senator from Maryland (Mr.
VAN HOLLEN), the Senator from New
Jersey (Mr. BOOKER), the Senator from
Connecticut (Mr. MURPHY), and the
Senator from Alabama (Mr. JONES)
were added as cosponsors of amend-
ment No. 1755 intended to be proposed
to S. 4049, an original bill to authorize
appropriations for fiscal year 2021 for
military activities of the Department
of Defense, for military construction,
and for defense activities of the De-
partment of Energy, to prescribe mili-
tary personnel strengths for such fiscal
year, and for other purposes.
AMENDMENT NO. 1762
At the request of Mr. MURPHY, the
names of the Senator from New York
(Mr. SCHUMER), the Senator from Cali-
fornia (Ms. HARRIS), and the Senator
from Wisconsin (Ms. BALDWIN) were
added as cosponsors of amendment No.
1762 intended to be proposed to S. 4049,
an original bill to authorize appropria-
tions for fiscal year 2021 for military
activities of the Department of De-
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fense, for military construction, and
for defense activities of the Depart-
ment of Energy, to prescribe military
personnel strengths for such fiscal
year, and for other purposes.
AMENDMENT NO. 1764
At the request of Mr. HOEVEN, the
name of the Senator from North Da-
kota (Mr. CRAMER) was added as a co-
sponsor of amendment No. 1764 in-
tended to be proposed to S. 4049, an
original bill to authorize appropria-
tions for fiscal year 2021 for military
activities of the Department of De-
fense, for military construction, and
for defense activities of the Depart-
ment of Energy, to prescribe military
personnel strengths for such fiscal
year, and for other purposes.
AMENDMENT NO. 1765
At the request of Mr. HOEVEN, the
names of the Senator from North Da-
kota (Mr. CRAMER) and the Senator
from New Hampshire (Ms. HASSAN)
were added as cosponsors of amend-
ment No. 17656 intended to be proposed
to S. 4049, an original bill to authorize
appropriations for fiscal year 2021 for
military activities of the Department
of Defense, for military construction,
and for defense activities of the De-
partment of Energy, to prescribe mili-
tary personnel strengths for such fiscal
year, and for other purposes.
AMENDMENT NO. 1767
At the request of Mr. HOEVEN, the
name of the Senator from North Da-
kota (Mr. CRAMER) was added as a co-
sponsor of amendment No. 1767 in-
tended to be proposed to S. 4049, an
original bill to authorize appropria-
tions for fiscal year 2021 for military
activities of the Department of De-
fense, for military construction, and
for defense activities of the Depart-
ment of Energy, to prescribe military
personnel strengths for such fiscal
year, and for other purposes.
AMENDMENT NO. 1774
At the request of Mr. BLUMENTHAL,
the name of the Senator from New
Mexico (Mr. HEINRICH) was added as a
cosponsor of amendment No. 1774 in-
tended to be proposed to S. 4049, an
original bill to authorize appropria-
tions for fiscal year 2021 for military
activities of the Department of De-
fense, for military construction, and
for defense activities of the Depart-
ment of Energy, to prescribe military
personnel strengths for such fiscal
year, and for other purposes.
AMENDMENT NO. 1776
At the request of Mr. BLUMENTHAL,
the name of the Senator from New
Hampshire (Mrs. SHAHEEN) was added
as a cosponsor of amendment No. 1776
intended to be proposed to S. 4049, an
original bill to authorize appropria-
tions for fiscal year 2021 for military
activities of the Department of De-
fense, for military construction, and
for defense activities of the Depart-
ment of Energy, to prescribe military
personnel strengths for such fiscal
year, and for other purposes.

June 25, 2020

STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS

By Mr. DURBIN (for himself, Mr.
WHITEHOUSE, Ms. KLOBUCHAR,
Ms. HARRIS, Mr. BROWN, Mr.
SCHATZ, and Mr. MERKLEY):

S. 4089. A bill to amend title 11,
United States Code, to improve protec-
tions for employees and retirees in
business bankruptcies; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the text of the
bill be printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the text of
the bill was ordered to be printed in
the RECORD, as follows:

S. 4089

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

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE; TABLE OF CONTENTS.

(a) SHORT TITLE.—This Act may be cited as
the ‘“‘Protecting Employees and Retirees in
Business Bankruptcies Act of 2020°°.

(b) TABLE OF CONTENTS.—The table of con-
tents of this Act is as follows:

Sec. 1. Short title; table of contents.

Sec. 2. Findings.

TITLE I-IMPROVING RECOVERIES FOR

EMPLOYEES AND RETIREES

Sec. 101. Increased wage priority.

Sec. 102. Claim for stock value losses in de-
fined contribution plans.

Sec. 103. Priority for severance pay and con-
tributions to employee benefit
plans.

Sec. 104. Financial returns for employees
and retirees.

Sec. 105. Priority for WARN Act damages.

TITLE II-REDUCING EMPLOYEES’ AND
RETIREES’ LOSSES

Sec. 201. Rejection of collective bargaining
agreements.

Payment of insurance benefits to
retired employees.

Protection of employee benefits in
a sale of assets.

Claim for pension losses.

Payments by secured lender.

Preservation of jobs and benefits.

Sec. 207. Termination of exclusivity.

Sec. 208. Claim for withdrawal liability.

TITLE III—RESTRICTING EXECUTIVE
COMPENSATION PROGRAMS

Sec. 301. Executive compensation upon exit
from bankruptcy.

Sec. 302. Limitations on executive
pensation enhancements.

303 Prohibition against special com-
pensation payments.

304. Assumption of executive benefit
plans.

305. Recovery of executive compensa-
tion.

306. Preferential compensation trans-
fer.

TITLE IV—OTHER PROVISIONS

401. Union proof of claim.

402. Exception from automatic stay.

403. Effect on collective bargaining
agreements under the Railway
Labor Act.

SEC. 2. FINDINGS.

The Congress finds the following:

(1) Business bankruptcies have increased
sharply in recent years and remain at high
levels due to the impact of the COVID-19
pandemic. As the use of bankruptcy has ex-
panded, job preservation and retirement se-
curity are placed at greater risk.

(2) Laws enacted to improve recoveries for
employees and retirees and limit their losses

Sec. 202.

Sec. 203.
204.
205.
206.

Sec.
Sec.
Sec.

com-
Sec.
Sec.
Sec.

Sec.

Sec.
Sec.
Sec.
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in bankruptcy cases have not kept pace with
the increasing and broader use of bankruptcy
by businesses in all sectors of the economy.
However, while protections for employees
and retirees in bankruptcy cases have erod-
ed, management compensation plans devised
for those in charge of troubled businesses
have become more prevalent and are escap-
ing adequate scrutiny.

(3) Changes in the law regarding these mat-
ters are urgently needed as bankruptcy is
used to address increasingly more complex
and diverse conditions affecting troubled
businesses and industries.

TITLE I-IMPROVING RECOVERIES FOR
EMPLOYEES AND RETIREES

SEC. 101. INCREASED WAGE PRIORITY.

Section 507(a) of title 11, United States
Code, is amended—

(1) in paragraph (4)—

(A) by redesignating subparagraphs (A) and
(B) as clauses (i) and (ii), respectively;

(B) in the matter preceding clause (i), as so
redesignated, by inserting ‘‘(A)” before
“Fourth’’;

(C) in subparagraph (A), as so designated,
in the matter preceding clause (i), as so re-
designated—

(i) by striking
‘$20,000"’;

(ii) by striking ‘‘within 180 days’’; and

(iii) by striking ‘‘or the date of the ces-
sation of the debtor’s business, whichever oc-
curs first,”’; and

(D) by adding at the end the following:

‘“(B) Severance pay described in subpara-
graph (A)(i) shall be deemed earned in full
upon the layoff or termination of employ-
ment of the individual to whom the sever-
ance is owed.”’;

(2) in paragraph (5)—

(A) in subparagraph (A)—

(i) by striking ‘‘within 180 days’’; and

(ii) by striking ‘‘or the date of the ces-
sation of the debtor’s business, whichever oc-
curs first’’; and

(B) by striking subparagraph (B) and in-
serting the following:

‘“(B) for each such plan, to the extent of
the number of employees covered by each
such plan, multiplied by $20,000.”".

SEC. 102. CLAIM FOR STOCK VALUE LOSSES IN
DEFINED CONTRIBUTION PLANS.

Section 101(5) of title 11, United States
Code, is amended—

(1) in subparagraph (A), by striking ‘‘or” at
the end;

(2) in subparagraph (B), by striking the pe-
riod at the end and inserting ‘‘; or’’; and

(3) by adding at the end the following:

‘(C) right or interest in equity securities
of the debtor, or an affiliate of the debtor,
if—

‘(i) the equity securities are held in a de-
fined contribution plan (within the meaning
of section 3(34) of the Employee Retirement
Income Security Act of 197 (29 U.S.C.
1002(34))) for the benefit of an individual who
is not an insider, a senior executive officer,
or any of the 20 highest compensated em-
ployees of the debtor who are not insiders or
senior executive officers;

‘(ii) the equity securities were attrib-
utable to either employer contributions by
the debtor or an affiliate of the debtor, or
elective deferrals (within the meaning of sec-
tion 402(g) of the Internal Revenue Code of
1986), and any earnings thereon; and

‘“(iii) an employer or plan sponsor who has
commenced a case under this title has com-
mitted fraud with respect to such plan or has
otherwise breached a duty to the participant
that has proximately caused the loss of
value.”.

¢“$10,000” and inserting
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SEC. 103. PRIORITY FOR SEVERANCE PAY AND
CONTRIBUTIONS TO EMPLOYEE
BENEFIT PLANS.

Section 503(b) of title 11, United States
Code, is amended—

(1) in paragraph (8)(B), by striking ‘‘and”
at the end;

(2) in paragraph (9), by striking the period
and inserting a semicolon; and

(3) by adding at the end the following:

‘“(10) severance pay owed to employees of
the debtor (other than to an insider of the
debtor, a senior executive officer of the debt-
or, the 20 highest compensated employees of
the debtor who are not insiders or senior ex-
ecutive officers, any department or division
manager of the debtor, or any consultant
providing services to the debtor), under a
plan, program, or policy generally applicable
to employees of the debtor (but not under an
individual contract of employment), or owed
pursuant to a collective bargaining agree-
ment, for layoff or termination on or after
the date of the filing of the petition, which
pay shall be deemed earned in full upon such
layoff or termination of employment; and

‘(11) any contribution to an employee ben-
efit plan that is due on or after the date of
the filing of the petition; and’’.

SEC. 104. FINANCIAL RETURNS FOR EMPLOYEES
AND RETIREES.

Section 1129(a) of title 11, United States
Code is amended—

(1) by striking paragraph (13) and inserting
the following:

‘“(13) With respect to retiree benefits, as
that term is defined in section 1114(a), the
plan—

‘“(A) provides for the continuation after
the effective date of the plan of payment of
all retiree benefits at the level established
pursuant to subsection (e)(1)(B) or (g) of sec-
tion 1114 at any time before the date of con-
firmation of the plan, for the duration of the
period for which the debtor has obligated
itself to provide such benefits, or if no modi-
fications are made before confirmation of
the plan, the continuation of all such retiree
benefits maintained or established in whole
or in part by the debtor before the date of
the filing of the petition; and

‘(B) provides for recovery of claims arising
from the modification of retiree benefits or
for other financial returns, as negotiated by
the debtor and the authorized representative
(to the extent that such returns are paid
under, rather than outside of, a plan).”’; and

(2) by adding at the end the following:

‘“(17) The plan provides for recovery of
damages payable for the rejection of a col-
lective bargaining agreement, or for other fi-
nancial returns as negotiated by the debtor
and the authorized representative under sec-
tion 1113 (to the extent that such returns are
paid under, rather than outside of, a plan).”.
SEC. 105. PRIORITY FOR WARN ACT DAMAGES.

Section 503(b)(1)(A)(ii) of title 11, United
States Code is amended by inserting ‘‘any
back pay, civil penalty, or damages for a vio-
lation of any Federal or State labor and em-
ployment law, including the Worker Adjust-
ment and Retraining Notification Act (29
U.S.C. 2101 et seq.) and any comparable State
law,”” before ‘‘wages and benefits’.

TITLE II—REDUCING EMPLOYEES’ AND

RETIREES’ LOSSES
REJECTION OF COLLECTIVE BAR-
GAINING AGREEMENTS.

Section 1113 of title 11, United States Code,
is amended by striking subsections (a)
through (f) and inserting the following:

‘“(a) The debtor in possession, or the trust-
ee if one has been appointed under this chap-
ter, other than as provided in section 103(m)
for collective bargaining agreements covered
by the Railway Labor Act (45 U.S.C. 151 et
seq.), may reject a collective bargaining
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agreement only in accordance with this sec-
tion. In this section, a reference to the trust-
ee includes the debtor in possession.

“‘(b) No provision of this title shall be con-
strued to permit the trustee to unilaterally
terminate or alter any provision of a collec-
tive bargaining agreement before complying
with this section. The trustee shall timely
pay all monetary obligations arising under
the terms of the collective bargaining agree-
ment. Any such payment required to be
made before a plan confirmed under section
1129 is effective has the status of an allowed
administrative expense under section 503.

“(c)(1) If the trustee seeks modification of
a collective bargaining agreement, the trust-
ee shall provide notice to the labor organiza-
tion representing the employees covered by
the collective bargaining agreement that
modifications are being proposed under this
section, and shall promptly provide an ini-
tial proposal for modifications to the collec-
tive bargaining agreement. Thereafter, the
trustee shall confer in good faith with the
labor organization, at reasonable times and
for a reasonable period in light of the com-
plexity of the case, in attempting to reach
mutually acceptable modifications of the
collective bargaining agreement.

‘“(2) The initial proposal and subsequent
proposals by the trustee for modification of
a collective bargaining agreement shall be
based upon a business plan for the reorga-
nization of the debtor, and shall reflect the
most complete and reliable information
available. The trustee shall provide to the
labor organization all information that is
relevant for negotiations. The court may
enter a protective order to prevent the dis-
closure of information if disclosure could
compromise the position of the debtor with
respect to the competitors in the industry of
the debtor, subject to the needs of the labor
organization to evaluate the proposals of the
trustee and any application for rejection of
the collective bargaining agreement or for
interim relief pursuant to this section.

“(3) In consideration of Federal policy en-
couraging the practice and process of collec-
tive bargaining and in recognition of the bar-
gained-for expectations of the employees
covered by the collective bargaining agree-
ment, modifications proposed by the trust-
ee—

‘“(A) shall be proposed only as part of a
program of workforce and nonworkforce cost
savings devised for the reorganization of the
debtor, including savings in management
personnel costs;

‘(B) shall be limited to modifications de-
signed to achieve a specified aggregate finan-
cial contribution for the employees covered
by the collective bargaining agreement (tak-
ing into consideration any labor cost savings
negotiated within the 12-month period before
the filing of the petition), and shall be not
more than the minimum savings essential to
permit the debtor to exit bankruptcy, such
that confirmation of a plan of reorganization
is not likely to be followed by the liquida-
tion, or the need for further financial reorga-
nization, of the debtor (or any successor to
the debtor) in the short term; and

‘‘(C) shall not be disproportionate or overly
burden the employees covered by the collec-
tive bargaining agreement, either in the
amount of the cost savings sought from such
employees or the nature of the modifica-
tions.

“(d)(1) If, after a period of negotiations,
the trustee and the labor organization have
not reached an agreement over mutually sat-
isfactory modifications, and further negotia-
tions are not likely to produce mutually sat-
isfactory modifications, the trustee may file
a motion seeking rejection of the collective
bargaining agreement after notice and a
hearing. Absent agreement of the parties, no
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such hearing shall be held before the expira-
tion of the 21-day period beginning on the
date on which notice of the hearing is pro-
vided to the labor organization representing
the employees covered by the collective bar-
gaining agreement. Only the debtor and the
labor organization may appear and be heard
at such hearing. An application for rejection
shall seek rejection effective upon the entry
of an order granting the relief.

‘(2) In consideration of Federal policy en-
couraging the practice and process of collec-
tive bargaining and in recognition of the bar-
gained-for expectations of the employees
covered by the collective bargaining agree-
ment, the court may grant a motion seeking
rejection of a collective bargaining agree-
ment only if, based on clear and convincing
evidence—

“(A) the court finds that the trustee has
complied with the requirements of sub-
section (c);

‘“(B) the court has considered alternative
proposals by the labor organization and has
concluded that such proposals do not meet
the requirements of subsection (c)(3)(B);

‘(C) the court finds that further negotia-
tions regarding the proposal of the trustee or
an alternative proposal by the labor organi-
zation are not likely to produce an agree-
ment;

“(D) the court finds that implementation
of the proposal of the trustee shall not—

‘(i) cause a material diminution in the
purchasing power of the employees covered
by the collective bargaining agreement;

‘(i) adversely affect the ability of the
debtor to retain an experienced and qualified
workforce; or

‘‘(iii) impair the labor relations of the
debtor such that the ability to achieve a fea-
sible reorganization would be compromised;
and

“(E) the court concludes that rejection of
the collective bargaining agreement and im-
mediate implementation of the proposal of
the trustee is essential to permit the debtor
to exit bankruptcy, such that confirmation
of a plan of reorganization is not likely to be
followed by liquidation, or the need for fur-
ther financial reorganization, of the debtor
(or any successor to the debtor) in the short
term.

“(3) If, during the bankruptcy, the trustee
has implemented a program of incentive pay,
bonuses, or other financial returns for an in-
sider of the debtor, a senior executive officer
of the debtor, any of the 20 highest com-
pensated employees of the debtor who are
not insiders or senior executive officers, any
department or division manager of the debt-
or, or any consultant providing services to
the debtor, or such a program was imple-
mented within 180 days before the date of the
filing of the petition, the court shall pre-
sume that the trustee has failed to satisfy
the requirements of subsection (¢)(3)(C).

‘“(4) In no case shall the court enter an
order rejecting a collective bargaining agree-
ment that would result in modifications to a
level lower than the level proposed by the
trustee in the proposal found by the court to
have complied with the requirements of this
section.

““(5) At any time after the date on which an
order rejecting a collective bargaining agree-
ment is entered, or in the case of a collective
bargaining agreement entered into between
the trustee and the labor organization pro-
viding mutually satisfactory modifications,
at any time after that collective bargaining
agreement has been entered into, the labor
organization may apply to the court for an
order seeking an increase in the level of
wages or benefits, or relief from working
conditions, based upon changed cir-
cumstances. The court shall grant the re-
quest only if the increase or other relief is
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not inconsistent with the standard set forth
in paragraph (2)(E).

‘“(e) During a period during which a collec-
tive bargaining agreement at issue under
this section continues in effect and a motion
for rejection of the collective bargaining
agreement has been filed, if essential to the
continuation of the business of the debtor or
in order to avoid irreparable damage to the
estate, the court, after notice and a hearing,
may authorize the trustee to implement in-
terim changes in the terms, conditions,
wages, benefits, or work rules provided by
the collective bargaining agreement. Any
hearing under this subsection shall be sched-
uled in accordance with the needs of the
trustee. The implementation of such interim
changes shall not render the application for
rejection moot and may be authorized for
not more than 14 days in total.

‘“(f)(1) Rejection of a collective bargaining
agreement constitutes a breach of the collec-
tive bargaining agreement, and shall be ef-
fective no earlier than the entry of an order
granting such relief.

‘“(2) Notwithstanding paragraph (1), solely
for purposes of determining and allowing a
claim arising from the rejection of a collec-
tive bargaining agreement, rejection shall be
treated as rejection of an executory contract
under section 365(g) and shall be allowed or
disallowed in accordance with section
502(g)(1). No claim for rejection damages
shall be limited by section 502(b)(7). Eco-
nomic self-help by a labor organization shall
be permitted upon a court order granting a
motion to reject a collective bargaining
agreement under subsection (d) or pursuant
to subsection (e), and no provision of this
title or of any other provision of Federal or
State law may be construed to the contrary.

‘(g) The trustee shall provide for the rea-
sonable fees and costs incurred by a labor or-
ganization under this section, upon request
and after notice and a hearing.

‘“(h) A collective bargaining agreement
that is assumed shall be assumed in accord-
ance with section 365.”.

SEC. 202. PAYMENT OF INSURANCE BENEFITS TO
RETIRED EMPLOYEES.

Section 1114 of title 11, United States Code,
is amended—

(1) in subsection (a), by inserting ¢, with-
out regard to whether the debtor asserts a
right to unilaterally modify such payments
under such plan, fund, or program’ before
the period at the end;

(2) in subsection (b)(2), by inserting ¢, and
a labor organization serving as the author-
ized representative under subsection (c)(1),”
after ‘‘section’;

(3) by striking subsection (f) and inserting
the following:

“(H)(1) If a trustee seeks modification of re-
tiree benefits, the trustee shall provide a no-
tice to the authorized representative that
modifications are being proposed pursuant to
this section, and shall promptly provide an
initial proposal. Thereafter, the trustee shall
confer in good faith with the authorized rep-
resentative at reasonable times and for a
reasonable period in light of the complexity
of the case in attempting to reach mutually
satisfactory modifications.

‘“(2) The initial proposal and subsequent
proposals by the trustee shall be based upon
a business plan for the reorganization of the
debtor and shall reflect the most complete
and reliable information available. The
trustee shall provide to the authorized rep-
resentative all information that is relevant
for the negotiations. The court may enter a
protective order to prevent the disclosure of
information if disclosure could compromise
the position of the debtor with respect to the
competitors in the industry of the debtor,
subject to the needs of the authorized rep-
resentative to evaluate the proposals of the
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trustee and an application pursuant to sub-
section (g) or (h).

‘“(3) Modifications proposed by the trust-
ee—

‘“(A) shall be proposed only as part of a
program of workforce and nonworkforce cost
savings devised for the reorganization of the
debtor, including savings in management
personnel costs;

‘(B) shall be limited to modifications that
are designed to achieve a specified aggregate
financial contribution for the retiree group
represented by the authorized representative
(taking into consideration any cost savings
implemented within the 12-month period be-
fore the date of filing of the petition with re-
spect to the retiree group), and shall be no
more than the minimum savings essential to
permit the debtor to exit bankruptcy, such
that confirmation of a plan of reorganization
is not likely to be followed by the liquida-
tion, or the need for further financial reorga-
nization, of the debtor (or any successor to
the debtor) in the short term; and

‘“(C) shall not be disproportionate or overly
burden the retiree group, either in the
amount of the cost savings sought from such
group or the nature of the modifications.”’;

(4) in subsection (g)—

(A) by striking the subsection designation
and all that follows through the semicolon
at the end of paragraph (3) and inserting the
following:

‘“(g)(1) If, after a period of negotiations,
the trustee and the authorized representa-
tive have not reached agreement over mutu-
ally satisfactory modifications and further
negotiations are not likely to produce mutu-
ally satisfactory modifications, the trustee
may file a motion seeking modifications in
the payment of retiree benefits after notice
and a hearing. Absent agreement of the par-
ties, no such hearing shall be held before the
expiration of the 21-day period beginning on
the date on which notice of the hearing is
provided to the authorized representative.
Only the debtor and the authorized rep-
resentative may appear and be heard at such
hearing.

‘(2) The court may grant a motion to mod-
ify the payment of retiree benefits only if,
based on clear and convincing evidence—

‘“(A) the court finds that the trustee has
complied with the requirements of sub-
section (f);

‘“(B) the court has considered alternative
proposals by the authorized representative
and has determined that such proposals do
not meet the requirements of subsection
HE)(B);

‘(C) the court finds that further negotia-
tions regarding the proposal of the trustee or
an alternative proposal by the authorized
representative are not likely to produce a
mutually satisfactory agreement;

‘(D) the court finds that implementation
of the proposal shall not cause irreparable
harm to the affected retirees; and

‘“‘(BE) the court concludes that an order
granting the motion and immediate imple-
mentation of the proposal of the trustee is
essential to permit the debtor to exit bank-
ruptcy, such that confirmation of a plan of
reorganization is not likely to be followed by
liquidation, or the need for further financial
reorganization, of the debtor (or a successor
to the debtor) in the short term.

“(3) If, during the bankruptcy, a trustee
has implemented a program of incentive pay,
bonuses, or other financial returns for insid-
ers of the debtor, senior executive officers of
the debtor, the 20 highest compensated em-
ployees of the debtor who are not insiders or
senior executive officers, any department or
division managers of the debtor, or any con-
sultants providing services to the debtor, or
such a program was implemented within 180
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days before the date of the filing of the peti-
tion, the court shall presume that the trust-
ee has failed to satisfy the requirements of
subsection (£)(3)(C).”’; and

(B) in the matter following paragraph (3)—

(i) by striking ‘‘except that in no case’ and
inserting the following:

““(4) In no case’’; and

(ii) by striking ‘‘is consistent with the
standard set forth in paragraph (3)” and in-
serting ‘‘assures that all creditors, the debt-
or, and all of the affected parties are treated
fairly and equitably, and is clearly favored
by the balance of the equities’;

(5) in subsection (h)(1), by inserting ‘‘for a
period of not longer than 14 days’ before the
period; and

(6) by striking subsection (k) and redesig-
nating subsections (1) and (m) as subsections
(k) and (1), respectively.

SEC. 203. PROTECTION OF EMPLOYEE BENEFITS
IN A SALE OF ASSETS.

(a) REQUIREMENT TO PRESERVE JOBS AND
MAINTAIN TERMS AND CONDITIONS OF EMPLOY-
MENT.—Section 363 of title 11, United States
Code, is amended by adding at the end the
following:

“(q)(1) In approving a sale or lease of prop-
erty of the estate under this section or a
plan under chapter 11, the court shall give
substantial weight to the extent to which a
prospective purchaser or lessee of the prop-
erty will—

‘“(A) preserve the jobs of the employees of
the debtor;

‘(B) maintain the terms and conditions of
employment of the employees of the debtor;
and

‘“(C) assume or match the pension and
health benefit obligations of the debtor to
the retirees of the debtor.

‘“(2) If there are 2 or more offers to pur-
chase or lease property of the estate under
this section or a plan under chapter 11, the
court shall approve the offer of the prospec-
tive purchaser or lessee that will best carry
out the actions described in subparagraphs
(A) through (C) of paragraph (1).”.

(b) CHAPTER 11 PLANS.—Section 1129(a) of
title 11, United States Code is amended by
adding at the end the following:

‘(17 If the plan provides for the sale of all
or substantially all of the property of the es-
tate, the plan requires the purchaser of the
sale to carry out the actions described in
subparagraphs (A) through (C) of section
363(q)(1).”.

SEC. 204. CLAIM FOR PENSION LOSSES.

Section 502 of title 11, United States Code,
is amended by adding at the end the fol-
lowing:

‘(1) The court shall allow a claim asserted
by an active or retired participant, or by a
labor organization representing such partici-
pants, in a defined benefit plan terminated
under section 4041 or 4042 of the Employee
Retirement Income Security Act of 1974 (29
U.S.C. 1341, 1342), for any shortfall in pension
benefits accrued as of the effective date of
the termination of such pension plan as a re-
sult of the termination of the plan and limi-
tations upon the payment of benefits im-
posed pursuant to section 4022 of that Act (29
U.S.C. 1342), notwithstanding any claim as-
serted and collected by the Pension Benefit
Guaranty Corporation with respect to such
termination.

‘““(m) The court shall allow a claim of a
kind described in section 101(56)(C) by an ac-
tive or retired participant in a defined con-
tribution plan (within the meaning of sec-
tion 3(34) of the Employee Retirement In-
come Security Act of 1974 (29 U.S.C.
1002(34))), or by a labor organization rep-
resenting such participants. The amount of
such claim shall be measured by the market
value of the stock at the time of contribu-
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tion to, or purchase by, the plan and the
value as of the commencement of the case.”.
SEC. 205. PAYMENTS BY SECURED LENDER.

Section 506(c) of title 11, United States
Code, is amended—

(1) by adding ‘(1) after ‘‘(c)”’; and

(2) by adding at the end the following:

‘“(2) If one or more employees of the debtor
have not received wages, accrued vacation,
severance, or any other compensation owed
under a plan, program, policy or practice of
the debtor, or pursuant to the terms of a col-
lective bargaining agreement, for services
rendered on or after the date of the com-
mencement of the case, or the debtor has not
made a contribution due under an employee
benefit plan on or after the date of the com-
mencement of the case, such unpaid obliga-
tions shall be deemed reasonable, necessary
costs and expenses of preserving, or dis-
posing of, property securing an allowed se-
cured claim and benefitting the holder of the
allowed secured claim, and shall be recov-
ered by the trustee for payment to the em-
ployees or the employee benefit plan, as ap-
plicable, even if the trustee, or a successor or
predecessor in interest has otherwise waived
the provisions of this subsection under an
agreement with the holder of the allowed se-
cured claim or a successor or predecessor in
interest.”.

SEC. 206. PRESERVATION OF JOBS AND BENE-
FITS.

Chapter 11 of title 11, United States Code,
is amended—

(1) by inserting before section 1101 the fol-
lowing:

“§1100. Statement of purpose

‘““A debtor commencing a case under this
chapter shall have as its principal purpose
the reorganization of its business to preserve
going concern value to the maximum extent
possible through the productive use of its as-
sets and the preservation of jobs that will
sustain productive economic activity.’’;

(2) in section 1129—

(A) in subsection (a), as amended by sec-
tion 104, by adding at the end the following:

‘“(18) The debtor has demonstrated that the
reorganization preserves going concern value
to the maximum extent possible through the
productive use of the assets of the debtor and
preserves jobs that sustain productive eco-
nomic activity.”’; and

(B) in subsection (c)—

(i) by inserting ‘(1) after ‘‘(c)’’; and

(ii) by striking the last sentence and in-
serting the following:

‘“(2) If the requirements of subsections (a)
and (b) are met with respect to more than 1
plan, the court shall, in determining which
plan to confirm—

‘“(A) consider the extent to which each
plan would preserve going concern value
through the productive use of the assets of
the debtor and the preservation of jobs that
sustain productive economic activity; and

‘(B) confirm the plan that better serves
such interests.

‘“(3) A plan that incorporates the terms of
a settlement with a labor organization rep-
resenting employees of the debtor shall pre-
sumptively constitute the plan that satisfies
this subsection.”’; and

(3) in the table of sections, by inserting be-
fore the item relating to section 1101 the fol-
lowing:
€“1100. Statement of purpose.’.

SEC. 207. TERMINATION OF EXCLUSIVITY.

Section 1121(d) of title 11, United States
Code, is amended by adding at the end the
following:

‘“(3) For purposes of this subsection, cause
for reducing the 120-day period or the 180-day
period includes—

‘“(A) the filing of a motion pursuant to sec-
tion 1113 seeking rejection of a collective
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bargaining agreement if a plan based upon
an alternative proposal by the labor organi-
zation is reasonably likely to be confirmed
within a reasonable time; and

‘(B) the proposed filing of a plan by a pro-
ponent other than the debtor, which incor-
porates the terms of a settlement with a
labor organization if such plan is reasonably
likely to be confirmed within a reasonable
time.”’.
SEC. 208. CLAIM FOR WITHDRAWAL LIABILITY.

Section 503(b) of title 11, United States
Code, as amended by section 103 of this Act,
is amended by adding at the end the fol-
lowing:

‘(12) with respect to withdrawal liability
owed to a multiemployer pension plan for a
complete or partial withdrawal pursuant to
section 4201 of the Employee Retirement In-
come Security Act of 1974 (29 U.S.C. 1381)
where such withdrawal occurs on or after the
commencement of the case, an amount equal
to the total benefits payable from such pen-
sion plan that accrued as a result of employ-
ees’ services rendered to the debtor during
the period beginning on the date of com-
mencement of the case and ending on the
date of the withdrawal from the plan.”’.

TITLE III—RESTRICTING EXECUTIVE
COMPENSATION PROGRAMS
SEC. 301. EXECUTIVE COMPENSATION UPON EXIT
FROM BANKRUPTCY.

Section 1129(a) of title 11, United States
Code, is amended—

(1) in paragraph (4)—

(A) by adding ‘‘(A)” after ““(4)”’;

(B) in subparagraph (A), as so designated,
by striking ‘““‘Any payment’ and inserting
“Subject to subparagraph (B), any pay-
ment’’; and

(C) by adding at the end the following:

“(B)(i) Subject to clause (ii), the plan does
not provide for payments or other distribu-
tions to, or for the benefit of, an insider of
the debtor, a senior executive officer of the
debtor, any of the 20 highest compensated
employees of the debtor who are not insiders
or senior executive officers, any department
or division manager of the debtor, or any
consultant providing services to the debtor,
unless—

““(I) the payments or other distributions
are part of a program that is generally appli-
cable to all full-time employees of the debt-
or; and

‘(I1) the payments or distributions do not
exceed the compensation limits established
in section 503(c)(1) in comparison to the non-
management workforce of the debtor.

‘‘(ii) The requirement under clause (i) shall
not apply to the compensation described in
paragraph (5)(C).”’;

(2) in paragraph (5)—

(A) in subparagraph (A)(ii),
“and” at the end;

(B) in subparagraph (B), by striking the pe-
riod at the end and inserting ‘‘; and’’; and

(C) by adding at the end the following:

¢(C) the compensation disclosed under sub-
paragraph (B) has been approved by, or is
subject to the approval of, the court as—

‘(i) reasonable when compared to individ-
uals holding comparable positions at com-
parable companies in the same industry as
the debtor;

‘(i) not more than the amount cor-
responding to the 50th percentile of the com-
pensation of the individuals described in
clause (i); and

‘“(iii) not excessive or disproportionate in
light of economic losses of the nonmanage-
ment workforce of the debtor.”.

SEC. 302. LIMITATIONS ON EXECUTIVE COM-
PENSATION ENHANCEMENTS.

Section 503(c) of title 11, United States

Code, is amended—

by striking
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(1) In the matter preceding paragraph (1),
by inserting ‘‘and subject to section
363(b)(3)”’ after ‘‘subsection (b)’’;

(2) in paragraph (1)—

(A) in the matter preceding subparagraph
(A)—

(i) by inserting *‘, a senior executive officer
of the debtor, any the 20 highest com-
pensated employees of the debtor who are
not insiders or senior executive officers, any
department or division manager of the debt-
or, or any consultant providing services to
the debtor” before ‘‘for the purpose’’; and

(ii) by inserting ‘‘or for the payment of
performance or incentive compensation, or a
bonus of any kind, or other financial returns
designed to replace or enhance incentive,
stock, or other compensation in effect before
the date of the commencement of the case,”
after ‘‘remain with the debtor’s business,’’;

(B) by amending subparagraph (A) to read
as follows:

‘“(A) the transfer or obligation is part of a
program that is generally applicable to all
full-time employees of the debtor; and’’;

(C) by striking subparagraph (B);

(D) by redesignating subparagraph (C) as
subparagraph (B);

(E) in subparagraph (B),
nated—

(i) in clause (i), by striking ‘10" and in-
serting ‘2”’; and

(ii) in clause (ii)—

(I) by striking ‘25’ and inserting ‘‘10”’; and

(IT) by striking ‘‘insider’” and inserting
‘“‘person’’;

(3) in paragraph (2)—

(A) in the matter preceding subparagraph
(A), by inserting ‘‘, a senior executive officer
of the debtor, any of the 20 highest com-
pensated employees of the debtor who are
not insiders or senior executive officers, any
department or division manager of the debt-
or, or any consultant providing services to
the debtor,” before ‘¢, unless’’; and

(B) in subparagraph (B), by striking ‘10’
and inserting *‘2”’; and

(4) by amending paragraph (3) to read as
follows:

‘“(3) other transfers or obligations to, or for
the benefit of, an insider of the debtor, a sen-
ior executive officer of the debtor, the 20
highest compensated employees of the debt-
or who are not insiders or senior executive
officers, any department or division manager
of the debtor, or any consultant providing
services to the debtor that are outside of the
ordinary course of business, except as part of
a plan of reorganization and subject to the
approval of the court under paragraphs (4)
and (5) of section 1129(a).”.

SEC. 303. PROHIBITION AGAINST SPECIAL COM-
PENSATION PAYMENTS.

Section 363 of title 11, United States Code,
is amended—

(1) in subsection (b), by adding at the end
the following:

‘“(3) No plan, program, or other transfer or
obligation to, or for the benefit of, an insider
of the debtor, a senior executive officer of
the debtor, the 20 highest compensated em-
ployees of the debtor who are not insiders or
senior executive officers, any department or
division manager of the debtor, or any con-
sultant providing services to the debtor shall
be approved if the debtor has, on or after the
date that is 1 year before the date of the fil-
ing of the petition—

‘“(A) discontinued any plan, program, pol-
icy, or practice of paying severance pay to
the nonmanagement workforce of the debtor;
or

‘(B) modified any plan, program, policy, or
practice described in subparagraph (A) in
order to reduce benefits under the plan, pro-
gram, policy, or practice.”’; and

(2) in subsection (¢)—

as so redesig-
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(A) in paragraph (1), by striking “If the
business’ and inserting ‘‘Except as provided
in paragraph (5), if the business’’; and

(B) by adding at the end the following:

‘“(5) In the case of a transaction that is a
transfer or obligation described in para-
graphs (1) through (3) of section 503(c), the
trustee shall obtain the prior approval of the
court after notice and an opportunity for a
hearing.”.

SEC. 304. ASSUMPTION OF EXECUTIVE BENEFIT
PLANS.

Section 365 of title 11, United States Code,
is amended—

(1) in subsection (a), by striking ‘“‘and (d)”’
and inserting ‘‘(d), (@), and (r)”’; and

(2) by adding at the end the following:

‘“(q) No deferred compensation arrange-
ment for the benefit of an insider of the debt-
or, a senior executive officer of the debtor, or
any of the 20 highest compensated employees
of the debtor who are not insiders or senior
executive officers shall be assumed if a de-
fined benefit plan for employees of the debt-
or has been terminated pursuant to section
4041 or 4042 of the Employee Retirement In-
come Security Act of 1974 (29 U.S.C. 1341,
1342), on or after the date that is 1 year be-
fore the date of the commencement of the
case.

‘(r) No plan, fund, program, or contract to
provide retiree benefits for insiders of the
debtor, senior executive officers of the debt-
or, or the 20 highest compensated employees
of the debtor who are not insiders or senior
executive officers shall be assumed if the
debtor has obtained relief under subsection
(g) or (h) of section 1114 to impose reductions
in retiree benefits or under subsection (d) or
(e) of section 1113 to impose reductions in the
health benefits of active employees of the
debtor, or has otherwise reduced or elimi-
nated health benefits for employees or retir-
ees of the debtor on are after the date that
is 1 year before the date of the commence-
ment of the case.”.

SEC. 305. RECOVERY OF EXECUTIVE COMPENSA-
TION.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subchapter III of chapter
5 of title 11, United States Code, is amended
by inserting after section 562 the following:
“§563. Recovery of executive compensation

‘“(a) If a debtor has obtained relief under
section 1113(d) or section 1114(g), by which
the debtor reduces the cost of its obligations
under a collective bargaining agreement or a
plan, fund, or program for retiree benefits (as
defined in section 1114(a)), the court, in
granting relief, shall determine the percent-
age diminution in the value of the obliga-
tions when compared to the obligations of
the debtor under the collective bargaining
agreement, or with respect to retiree bene-
fits, as of the date of the commencement of
the case under this title before granting such
relief. In making its determination, the
court shall include reductions in benefits, if
any, as a result of the termination pursuant
to section 4041 or 4042 of the Employee Re-
tirement Income Security Act of 1974 (29
U.S.C. 1341, 1342), of a defined benefit plan
administered by the debtor, or for which the
debtor is a contributing employer, effective
at any time on or after 180 days before the
date of the commencement of a case under
this title. The court shall not take into ac-
count pension benefits paid or payable under
that Act as a result of any such termination.

‘“(b) If a defined benefit pension plan ad-
ministered by the debtor, or for which the
debtor is a contributing employer, has been
terminated pursuant to section 4041 or 4042 of
the Employee Retirement Income Security
Act of 1974 (29 U.S.C. 1341, 1342), effective at
any time on or after 180 days before the date
of the commencement of a case under this
title, but a debtor has not obtained relief
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under section 1113(d), or section 1114(g), the
court, upon motion of a party in interest,
shall determine the percentage diminution
in the value of benefit obligations when com-
pared to the total benefit liabilities before
such termination. The court shall not take
into account pension benefits paid or payable
under title IV of the Employee Retirement
Income Security Act of 1974 (29 U.S.C. 1301 et
seq.) as a result of any such termination.

‘“(c) Upon the determination of the per-
centage diminution in wvalue under sub-
section (a) or (b), the estate shall have a
claim for the return of the same percentage
of the compensation paid, directly or indi-
rectly (including any transfer to a self-set-
tled trust or similar device, or to a non-
qualified deferred compensation plan under
section 409A(d)(1) of the Internal Revenue
Code of 1986) to any officer of the debtor
serving as member of the board of directors
of the debtor within the year before the date
of the commencement of the case, and any
individual serving as chairman or lead direc-
tor of the board of directors at the time of
the granting of relief under section 1113 or
1114 or, if no such relief has been granted, the
termination of the defined benefit plan.

‘(d) The trustee or a committee appointed
pursuant to section 1102 may commence an
action to recover such claims, except that if
neither the trustee nor such committee com-
mences an action to recover such claim by
the first date set for the hearing on the con-
firmation of plan under section 1129, any
party in interest may apply to the court for
authority to recover such claim for the ben-
efit of the estate. The costs of recovery shall
be borne by the estate.

‘“(e) The court shall not award postpetition
compensation under section 503(c) or other-
wise to any person subject to subsection (c)
of this section if there is a reasonable likeli-
hood that such compensation is intended to
reimburse or replace compensation recovered
by the estate under this section.”.

(b) TECHNICAL AND CONFORMING AMEND-
MENT.—The table of sections for chapter 5 of
title 11, United States Code, is amended by
inserting after the item relating to section
562 the following:
¢“663. Recovery of executive compensation.’.
SEC. 306. PREFERENTIAL COMPENSATION TRANS-

FER.

Section 547 of title 11, United States Code,
is amended by adding at the end the fol-
lowing:

“(j)(1) The trustee may avoid a transfer—

“(A) made—

‘(i) to, or for the benefit of, an insider of
the debtor (including an obligation incurred
for the benefit of an insider under an em-
ployment contract), a senior executive offi-
cer of the debtor, the 20 highest compensated
employees of the debtor who are not insiders
or senior executive officers, any department
or division manager of the debtor, or any
consultant providing services to the debtor
made in anticipation of bankruptcy; or

‘‘(ii) in anticipation of bankruptcy to a
consultant who is formerly an insider and
who is retained to provide services to an en-
tity that becomes a debtor (including an ob-
ligation under a contract to provide services
to such entity or to a debtor); and

‘(B) made or incurred on or within 1 year
before the filing of the petition.

“(2) No provision of subsection (c) shall
constitute a defense against the recovery of
a transfer described in paragraph (1).

‘“(3) The trustee or a committee appointed
pursuant to section 1102 may commence an
action to recover a transfer described in
paragraph (1), except that, if neither the
trustee nor such committee commences an
action to recover the transfer by the time of
the commencement of a hearing on the con-
firmation of a plan under section 1129, any
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party in interest may apply to the court for
authority to recover the claims for the ben-
efit of the estate. The costs of recovery shall
be borne by the estate.”.

TITLE IV—OTHER PROVISIONS
SEC. 401. UNION PROOF OF CLAIM.

Section 501(a) of title 11, United States
Code, is amended by inserting ‘¢, including a
labor organization,” after ‘A creditor’.

SEC. 402. EXCEPTION FROM AUTOMATIC STAY.

Section 362(b) of title 11, United States
Code, is amended—

(1) in paragraph (27), by striking ‘‘and” at
the end;

(2) in paragraph (28), by striking the period
at the end and inserting ‘‘; and’’; and

(3) by inserting after paragraph (28) the fol-
lowing:

‘(29) of the commencement or continu-
ation of a grievance, arbitration, or similar
dispute resolution proceeding established by
a collective bargaining agreement that was
or could have been commenced against the
debtor before the filing of a case under this
title, or the payment or enforcement of an
award or settlement under such pro-
ceeding.”.

SEC. 403. EFFECT ON COLLECTIVE BARGAINING
AGREEMENTS UNDER THE RAILWAY
LABOR ACT.

Section 103 of title 11, United States Code,
is amended by adding at the end the fol-
lowing:

‘‘(m) Notwithstanding sections 365, 1113, or
1114, neither the court nor the trustee may
change the wages, working conditions, or re-
tirement benefits of an employee or a retiree
of the debtor established by a collective bar-
gaining agreement that is subject to the
Railway Labor Act (45 U.S.C. 151 et seq.), ex-
cept in accordance with section 6 of that Act
(45 U.S.C. 156).”.

——
AMENDMENTS SUBMITTED AND
PROPOSED
SA 1796. Mr. ROUNDS submitted an

amendment intended to be proposed by him
to the bill S. 4049, to authorize appropria-
tions for fiscal year 2021 for military activi-
ties of the Department of Defense, for mili-
tary construction, and for defense activities
of the Department of Energy, to prescribe
military personnel strengths for such fiscal
year, and for other purposes; which was or-
dered to lie on the table.

SA 1797. Mr. JONES (for himself and Mr.
SULLIVAN) submitted an amendment in-
tended to be proposed by him to the bill S.
4049, supra; which was ordered to lie on the
table.

SA 1798. Mr. JONES submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the
bill S. 4049, supra; which was ordered to lie
on the table.

SA 1799. Mr. ENZI (for himself and Mr.
ScoTT of Florida) submitted an amendment
intended to be proposed by him to the bill S.
4049, supra; which was ordered to lie on the
table.

SA 1800. Mr. WARNER submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by him
to the bill S. 4049, supra; which was ordered
to lie on the table.

SA 1801. Mr. WARNER (for himself, Ms.
HARRIS, and Mrs. FEINSTEIN) submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by him
to the bill S. 4049, supra; which was ordered
to lie on the table.

SA 1802. Mr. WARNER submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by him
to the bill S. 4049, supra; which was ordered
to lie on the table.

SA 1803. Mr. WARNER submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by him
to the bill S. 4049, supra; which was ordered
to lie on the table.
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SA 1804. Mr. BRAUN submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the
bill S. 4049, supra; which was ordered to lie
on the table.

SA 1805. Mr. JOHNSON submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by him
to the bill S. 4049, supra; which was ordered
to lie on the table.

SA 1806. Mr. JOHNSON (for himself and
Ms. HASSAN) submitted an amendment in-
tended to be proposed by him to the bill S.
4049, supra; which was ordered to lie on the
table.

SA 1807. Mr. JOHNSON submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by him
to the bill S. 4049, supra; which was ordered
to lie on the table.

SA 1808. Mr. COONS (for himself, Ms. COL-
LINS, Mrs. CAPITO, and Ms. KLOBUCHAR) sub-
mitted an amendment intended to be pro-
posed by him to the bill S. 4049, supra; which
was ordered to lie on the table.

SA 1809. Mr. HAWLEY (for Mr. LANKFORD)
proposed an amendment to the bill S. 2163, to
establish the Commission on the Social Sta-
tus of Black Men and Boys, to study and
make recommendations to address social
problems affecting Black men and boys, and
for other purposes.

SA 1810. Mr. TOOMEY (for Mr. LEE (for
himself and Mr. DURBIN)) proposed an
amendment to the resolution S. Res. 579, en-
couraging the intermational community to
remain committed to collaboration and co-
ordination to mitigate and prevent the fur-
ther spread of COVID-19 and urging renewed
United States leadership and participation in
global efforts on therapeutics and vaccine
development and delivery to address COVID-
19 and prevent further deaths, and for other
purposes.

SA 1811. Mr. TOOMEY (for Mr. LEE (for
himself and Mr. DURBIN)) proposed an
amendment to the resolution S. Res. 579,
supra.

SA 1812. Mr. TOOMEY (for Mr. LEE (for

himself and Mr. DURBIN)) proposed an
amendment to the resolution S. Res. 579,
supra.

SA 1813. Mr. GRAHAM submitted an

amendment intended to be proposed by him
to the bill S. 4049, to authorize appropria-
tions for fiscal year 2021 for military activi-
ties of the Department of Defense, for mili-
tary construction, and for defense activities
of the Department of Energy, to prescribe
military personnel strengths for such fiscal
yvear, and for other purposes; which was or-
dered to lie on the table.

SA 1814. Mr. RUBIO (for himself and Mr.
WARNER) submitted an amendment intended
to be proposed by him to the bill S. 4049,
supra; which was ordered to lie on the table.

SA 1815. Mr. RUBIO (for himself and Mr.
WARNER) submitted an amendment intended
to be proposed by him to the bill S. 4049,
supra; which was ordered to lie on the table.

SA 1816. Mr. RUBIO (for himself and Mr.
WARNER) submitted an amendment intended
to be proposed by him to the bill S. 4049,
supra; which was ordered to lie on the table.

SA 1817. Mr. YOUNG submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the
bill S. 4049, supra; which was ordered to lie
on the table.

SA 1818. Mr. COTTON (for himself and Mr.
KAINE) submitted an amendment intended to
be proposed by him to the bill S. 4049, supra;
which was ordered to lie on the table.

SA 1819. Mr. RISCH (for himself, Ms. COR-
TEZ MASTO, Mr. KENNEDY, Ms. ROSEN, Mrs.
CAPITO, and Mr. CRAPO) submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the
bill S. 4049, supra; which was ordered to lie
on the table.

SA 1820. Mr. RISCH (for himself and Mrs.
SHAHEEN) submitted an amendment intended
to be proposed by him to the bill S. 4049,
supra; which was ordered to lie on the table.
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SA 1821. Mr. VAN HOLLEN (for Mr.
TooOMEY (for himself and Mr. VAN HOLLEN))
proposed an amendment to the bill S. 3798, to
impose sanctions with respect to foreign per-
sons involved in the erosion of certain obli-
gations of China with respect to Hong Kong,
and for other purposes.

SA 1822. Mr. LANKFORD (for himself, Mr.
PERDUE, Mrs. LOEFFLER, Mr. LEE, and Mr.
ROMNEY) submitted an amendment intended
to be proposed by him to the bill S. 4049, to
authorize appropriations for fiscal year 2021
for military activities of the Department of
Defense, for military construction, and for
defense activities of the Department of En-
ergy, to ©prescribe military personnel
strengths for such fiscal year, and for other
purposes; which was ordered to lie on the
table.

SA 1823. Mr. LANKFORD submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by him
to the bill S. 4049, supra; which was ordered
to lie on the table.

SA 1824. Mr. LANKFORD submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by him
to the bill S. 4049, supra; which was ordered
to lie on the table.

SA 1825. Mr. LANKFORD (for himself, Mr.
PETERS, and Ms. SINEMA) submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by him
to the bill S. 4049, supra; which was ordered
to lie on the table.

SA 1826. Mr. LANKFORD submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by him
to the bill S. 4049, supra; which was ordered
to lie on the table.

SA 1827. Mr. WARNER (for himself and Mr.
RUBIO) submitted an amendment intended to
be proposed by him to the bill S. 4049, supra;
which was ordered to lie on the table.

SA 1828. Mr. CARPER (for himself, Mr.
BARRASSO, Mrs. CAPITO, Mr. WHITEHOUSE, Mr.
CRAMER, Mr. VAN HOLLEN, Mr. SULLIVAN,
Mrs. GILLIBRAND, Mr. BLUMENTHAL, Mr.
CARDIN, and Mr. BOOKER) submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by him
to the bill S. 4049, supra; which was ordered
to lie on the table.

SA 1829. Mr. COONS (for himself, Mr.
TILLIS, Mr. MARKEY, Mr. YOUNG, Mr. DURBIN,
and Ms. COLLINS) submitted an amendment
intended to be proposed by him to the bill S.
4049, supra; which was ordered to lie on the
table.

SA 1830. Mrs. FEINSTEIN submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by her
to the bill S. 4049, supra; which was ordered
to lie on the table.

SA 1831. Mrs. FEINSTEIN (for herself, Mr.
CORNYN, Mr. BLUMENTHAL, and Mr. MARKEY)
submitted an amendment intended to be pro-
posed by her to the bill S. 4049, supra; which
was ordered to lie on the table.

SA 1832. Mrs. FEINSTEIN (for herself, Mr.
GRASSLEY, and Mr. SCHATZ) submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by her
to the bill S. 4049, supra; which was ordered
to lie on the table.

SA 1833. Mrs. FEINSTEIN submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by her
to the bill S. 4049, supra; which was ordered
to lie on the table.

SA 1834. Mrs. FEINSTEIN submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by her
to the bill S. 4049, supra; which was ordered
to lie on the table.

SA 1835. Mrs. FEINSTEIN submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by her
to the bill S. 4049, supra; which was ordered
to lie on the table.

SA 1836. Mrs. FEINSTEIN submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by her
to the bill S. 4049, supra; which was ordered
to lie on the table.

SA 1837. Ms. COLLINS (for herself and Mr.
HEINRICH) submitted an amendment intended
to be proposed by her to the bill S. 4049,
supra; which was ordered to lie on the table.
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SA 1838. Mr. INHOFE submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the
bill S. 4049, supra; which was ordered to lie
on the table.

SA 1839. Mr. INHOFE (for himself and Mr.
REED) submitted an amendment intended to
be proposed by him to the bill S. 4049, supra;
which was ordered to lie on the table.

SA 1840. Mr. INHOFE (for himself and Mr.
REED) submitted an amendment intended to
be proposed by him to the bill S. 4049, supra;
which was ordered to lie on the table.

SA 1841. Mr. INHOFE (for himself and Mr.
REED) submitted an amendment intended to
be proposed by him to the bill S. 4049, supra;
which was ordered to lie on the table.

SA 1842. Mr. INHOFE (for himself and Mr.
REED) submitted an amendment intended to
be proposed by him to the bill S. 4049, supra;
which was ordered to lie on the table.

SA 1843. Mr. INHOFE (for himself and Mr.
REED) submitted an amendment intended to
be proposed by him to the bill S. 4049, supra;
which was ordered to lie on the table.

SA 1844. Mrs. FEINSTEIN submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by her
to the bill S. 4049, supra; which was ordered
to lie on the table.

SA 1845. Mr. VAN HOLLEN (for himself
and Mr. RUBIO) submitted an amendment in-
tended to be proposed by him to the bill S.
4049, supra; which was ordered to lie on the
table.

SA 1846. Mr. VAN HOLLEN submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by him
to the bill S. 4049, supra; which was ordered
to lie on the table.

SA 1847. Mr. VAN HOLLEN (for himself
and Mr. SASSE) submitted an amendment in-
tended to be proposed by him to the bill S.
4049, supra; which was ordered to lie on the
table.

SA 1843. Mr. VAN HOLLEN submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by him
to the bill S. 4049, supra; which was ordered
to lie on the table.

SA 1849. Mr. VAN HOLLEN (for himself
and Mr. CARDIN) submitted an amendment
intended to be proposed by him to the bill S.
4049, supra; which was ordered to lie on the
table.

SA 1850. Mr. KING (for himself and Mr.
MENENDEZ) submitted an amendment in-
tended to be proposed by him to the bill S.
4049, supra; which was ordered to lie on the
table.

SA 1851. Mr. SCHUMER (for himself, Ms.
MURKOWSKI, and Mrs. GILLIBRAND) submitted
an amendment intended to be proposed by
him to the bill S. 4049, supra; which was or-
dered to lie on the table.

SA 1852. Mr. SCHUMER (for himself and
Mrs. GILLIBRAND) submitted an amendment
intended to be proposed by him to the bill S.
4049, supra; which was ordered to lie on the
table.

SA 1853. Mrs. CAPITO (for herself and Mr.
SANDERS) submitted an amendment intended
to be proposed by her to the bill S. 4049,
supra; which was ordered to lie on the table.

SA 1854. Mr. BRAUN submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the
bill S. 4049, supra; which was ordered to lie
on the table.

SA 1855. Mr. BRAUN submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the
bill S. 4049, supra; which was ordered to lie
on the table.

SA 1856. Mr. BRAUN submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the
bill S. 4049, supra; which was ordered to lie
on the table.

SA 1857. Mr. BRAUN submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the
bill S. 4049, supra; which was ordered to lie
on the table.

SA 1858. Mr. BRAUN submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the
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bill S. 4049, supra; which was ordered to lie
on the table.

SA 1859. Ms. WARREN (for herself, Ms.
COLLINS, Mr. KING, Mr. DAINES, Mr. BROWN,
Mr. CORNYN, Ms. HASSAN, Mr. CRAMER, Mr.
MERKLEY, Ms. MCSALLY, Mr. BLUMENTHAL,
Mr. MENENDEZ, Mr. JONES, Ms. KLOBUCHAR,
Mr. BOOKER, Ms. BALDWIN, Ms. STABENOW,
Mr. MARKEY, Mr. HOEVEN, and Mr. CASEY)
submitted an amendment intended to be pro-
posed by her to the bill S. 4049, supra; which
was ordered to lie on the table.

SA 1860. Ms. WARREN submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by her
to the bill S. 4049, supra; which was ordered
to lie on the table.

SA 1861. Mr. REED (for himself and Mr.
TESTER) submitted an amendment intended
to be proposed by him to the bill S. 4049,
supra; which was ordered to lie on the table.

SA 1862. Mr. REED submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the
bill S. 4049, supra; which was ordered to lie
on the table.

SA 1863. Mr. REED submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the
bill S. 4049, supra; which was ordered to lie
on the table.

SA 1864. Mr. REED (for himself, Mr.
TESTER, and Mr. WHITEHOUSE) submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by him
to the bill S. 4049, supra; which was ordered
to lie on the table.

SA 1865. Mr. REED submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the
bill S. 4049, supra; which was ordered to lie
on the table.

SA 1866. Mr. REED (for himself and Ms.
KLOBUCHAR) submitted an amendment in-
tended to be proposed by him to the bill S.
4049, supra; which was ordered to lie on the
table.

SA 1867. Mr. REED (for himself, Mr.
INHOFE, Mr. JONES, Mrs. HYDE-SMITH, and
Mr. MORAN) submitted an amendment in-
tended to be proposed by him to the bill S.
4049, supra; which was ordered to lie on the
table.

SA 1868. Mr. REED (for himself, Ms. COL-
LINS, Mr. JONES, and Mr. CRAMER) submitted
an amendment intended to be proposed by
him to the bill S. 4049, supra; which was or-
dered to lie on the table.

SA 1869. Mr. REED submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the
bill S. 4049, supra; which was ordered to lie
on the table.

SA 1870. Mr. REED submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the
bill S. 4049, supra; which was ordered to lie
on the table.

SA 1871. Mr. CARDIN submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the
bill S. 4049, supra; which was ordered to lie
on the table.

SA 1872. Mr. CARDIN submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the
bill S. 4049, supra; which was ordered to lie
on the table.

SA 1873. Mr. CARDIN submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the
bill S. 4049, supra; which was ordered to lie
on the table.

SA 1874. Mr. CARDIN submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the
bill S. 4049, supra; which was ordered to lie
on the table.

SA 1875. Mr. CARDIN submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the
bill S. 4049, supra; which was ordered to lie
on the table.

SA 1876. Mr. CARDIN submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the
bill S. 4049, supra; which was ordered to lie
on the table.

SA 1877. Mr. COTTON (for himself, Mr.
SCHUMER, Mr. ScOoTT of Florida, and Mr. VAN
HOLLEN) submitted an amendment intended
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to be proposed by him to the bill S. 4049,
supra; which was ordered to lie on the table.

SA 1878. Mrs. LOEFFLER (for herself, Ms.
SINEMA, Mrs. BLACKBURN, and Mr. PERDUE)
submitted an amendment intended to be pro-
posed by her to the bill S. 4049, supra; which
was ordered to lie on the table.

SA 1879. Mr. INHOFE (for himself and Mr.
REED) submitted an amendment intended to
be proposed by him to the bill S. 4049, supra;
which was ordered to lie on the table.

SA 1880. Mr. BARRASSO (for himself, Mr.
WHITEHOUSE, Mr. CARPER, Mrs. CAPITO, Mr.
CRAMER, Mr. CoONS, Mr. HOEVEN, Mr.
ROUNDS, and Mr. MANCHIN) submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by him
to the bill S. 4049, supra; which was ordered
to lie on the table.

SA 1881. Mrs. HYDE-SMITH submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by her
to the bill S. 4049, supra; which was ordered
to lie on the table.

SA 1882. Mr. BARRASSO submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by him
to the bill S. 4049, supra; which was ordered
to lie on the table.

SA 1883. Mr. ROMNEY (for himself, Mr.
CoONS, Ms. HASSAN, and Ms. CORTEZ MASTO)
submitted an amendment intended to be pro-
posed by him to the bill S. 4049, supra; which
was ordered to lie on the table.

SA 1884. Mr. ROMNEY (for himself, Mr.
KING, and Mrs. SHAHEEN) submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by him
to the bill S. 4049, supra; which was ordered
to lie on the table.

SA 1885. Mr. ROMNEY (for himself, Mr.
GRAHAM, Mr. RUBIO, Mr. COONS, Mr. KAINE,
and Mrs. SHAHEEN) submitted an amendment
intended to be proposed by him to the bill S.
4049, supra; which was ordered to lie on the
table.

SA 1886. Mr. CRUZ (for himself, Mrs. SHA-
HEEN, Mr. BARRASSO, Mr. JOHNSON, and Mr.
COTTON) submitted an amendment intended
to be proposed by him to the bill S. 4049,
supra; which was ordered to lie on the table.

SA 1887. Mrs. HYDE-SMITH submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by her
to the bill S. 4049, supra; which was ordered
to lie on the table.

SA 1888. Mr. PORTMAN (for himself and
Mr. MURPHY) submitted an amendment in-
tended to be proposed by him to the bill S.
4049, supra; which was ordered to lie on the
table.

SA 1889. Mr. PORTMAN (for himself and
Mr. BROWN) submitted an amendment in-
tended to be proposed by him to the bill S.
4049, supra; which was ordered to lie on the
table.

SA 1890. Mr. PORTMAN submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by him
to the bill S. 4049, supra; which was ordered
to lie on the table.

SA 1891. Mr. PORTMAN (for himself, Mr.
SCHATZ, Ms. ERNST, and Mr. PETERS) sub-
mitted an amendment intended to be pro-
posed by him to the bill S. 4049, supra; which
was ordered to lie on the table.

SA 1892. Mr. PORTMAN (for himself and
Mr. BROWN) submitted an amendment in-
tended to be proposed by him to the bill S.
4049, supra; which was ordered to lie on the
table.

SA 1893. Mr. PORTMAN (for himself and
Mr. HEINRICH) submitted an amendment in-
tended to be proposed by him to the bill S.
4049, supra; which was ordered to lie on the
table.

SA 1894. Mr. PORTMAN (for himself and
Mr. BENNET) submitted an amendment in-
tended to be proposed by him to the bill S.
4049, supra; which was ordered to lie on the
table.

SA 1895. Mr. RUBIO (for himself, Mr.
CooNs, Mr. RISCH, and Mr. MENENDEZ) sub-
mitted an amendment intended to be pro-
posed by him to the bill S. 4049, supra; which
was ordered to lie on the table.
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SA 1896. Mr. RUBIO submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the
bill S. 4049, supra; which was ordered to lie
on the table.

SA 1897. Mr. BLUNT (for himself, Mr.
HAWLEY, and Mr. MANCHIN) submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by him
to the bill S. 4049, supra; which was ordered
to lie on the table.

SA 1898. Mr. BLUNT (for himself, Mr.
HAWLEY, and Mr. MANCHIN) submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by him
to the bill S. 4049, supra; which was ordered
to lie on the table.

SA 1899. Mr. LANKFORD submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by him
to the bill S. 4049, supra; which was ordered
to lie on the table.

SA 1900. Ms. ERNST submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by her to the
bill S. 4049, supra; which was ordered to lie
on the table.

SA 1901. Ms. ERNST submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by her to the
bill S. 4049, supra; which was ordered to lie
on the table.

SA 1902. Ms. ERNST (for herself and Ms.
DUCKWORTH) submitted an amendment in-
tended to be proposed by her to the bill S.
4049, supra; which was ordered to lie on the
table.

SA 1903. Ms. ERNST (for herself and Mr.
PETERS) submitted an amendment intended
to be proposed by her to the bill S. 4049,
supra; which was ordered to lie on the table.

SA 1904. Ms. ERNST submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by her to the
bill S. 4049, supra; which was ordered to lie
on the table.

SA 1905. Ms. ERNST submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by her to the
bill S. 4049, supra; which was ordered to lie
on the table.

SA 1906. Ms. ERNST submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by her to the
bill S. 4049, supra; which was ordered to lie
on the table.

SA 1907. Mr. WARNER submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by him
to the bill S. 4049, supra; which was ordered
to lie on the table.

SA 1908. Mr. WARNER submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by him
to the bill S. 4049, supra; which was ordered
to lie on the table.

SA 1909. Mr. WARNER submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by him
to the bill S. 4049, supra; which was ordered
to lie on the table.

SA 1910. Mr. WARNER submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by him
to the bill S. 4049, supra; which was ordered
to lie on the table.

SA 1911. Mr. WARNER submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by him
to the bill S. 4049, supra; which was ordered
to lie on the table.

SA 1912. Mr. WARNER submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by him
to the bill S. 4049, supra; which was ordered
to lie on the table.

SA 1913. Mr. WARNER submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by him
to the bill S. 4049, supra; which was ordered
to lie on the table.

SA 1914. Mr. WARNER (for himself and Mr.
CORNYN) submitted an amendment intended
to be proposed by him to the bill S. 4049,
supra; which was ordered to lie on the table.

SA 1915. Mr. HEINRICH submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by him
to the bill S. 4049, supra; which was ordered
to lie on the table.

SA 1916. Mr. HEINRICH (for himself and
Mrs. BLACKBURN) submitted an amendment
intended to be proposed by him to the bill S.
4049, supra; which was ordered to lie on the
table.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

SA 1917. Ms. HASSAN (for herself, Mr. COR-
NYN, Mr. PORTMAN, and Mr. PETERS) sub-
mitted an amendment intended to be pro-
posed by her to the bill S. 4049, supra; which
was ordered to lie on the table.

SA 1918. Mr. SANDERS submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by him
to the bill S. 4049, supra; which was ordered
to lie on the table.

SA 1919. Mr. SANDERS (for himself, Mr.
LEE, and Mr. MURPHY) submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the
bill S. 4049, supra; which was ordered to lie
on the table.

SA 1920. Mr. SANDERS submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by him
to the bill S. 4049, supra; which was ordered
to lie on the table.

SA 1921. Mr. MERKLEY (for himself, Mr.
CORNYN, Mr. MARKEY, Mr. ScoTT of Florida,
Mr. CARDIN, Mr. GARDNER, and Mr. WICKER)
submitted an amendment intended to be pro-
posed by him to the bill S. 4049, supra; which
was ordered to lie on the table.

SA 1922. Mr. MERKLEY (for himself and
Mr. WYDEN) submitted an amendment in-
tended to be proposed by him to the bill S.
4049, supra; which was ordered to lie on the
table.

SA 1923. Mr. MERKLEY submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by him
to the bill S. 4049, supra; which was ordered
to lie on the table.

SA 1924. Mr. MERKLEY submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by him
to the bill S. 4049, supra; which was ordered
to lie on the table.

SA 1925, Mr. MERKLEY submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by him
to the bill S. 4049, supra; which was ordered
to lie on the table.

SA 1926. Mr. MERKLEY submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by him
to the bill S. 4049, supra; which was ordered
to lie on the table.

SA 1927. Mr. MERKLEY submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by him
to the bill S. 4049, supra; which was ordered
to lie on the table.

SA 1928. Mr. MERKLEY submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by him
to the bill S. 4049, supra; which was ordered
to lie on the table.

SA 1929. Mr. MERKLEY submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by him
to the bill S. 4049, supra; which was ordered
to lie on the table.

SA 1930. Mr. MERKLEY submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by him
to the bill S. 4049, supra; which was ordered
to lie on the table.

SA 1931. Mrs. SHAHEEN (for herself, Mr.
BENNET, Mr. BLUMENTHAL, Mr. BOOKER, Mr.
CARPER, Mr. CASEY, Mr. DURBIN, Mrs. GILLI-
BRAND, Ms. HASSAN, Mr. HEINRICH, Mr.
LEAHY, Mr. SANDERS, Mr. SCHUMER, Mr. VAN
HOLLEN, Ms. WARREN, Mr. MARKEY, and Mr.
MANCHIN) submitted an amendment intended
to be proposed by her to the bill S. 4049,
supra; which was ordered to lie on the table.

SA 1932. Mrs. GILLIBRAND (for herself and
Mr. GRASSLEY) submitted an amendment in-
tended to be proposed by her to the bill S.
4049, supra; which was ordered to lie on the
table.

SA 1933. Mr. PETERS submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the
bill S. 4049, supra; which was ordered to lie
on the table.

SA 1934. Mr. PETERS submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the
bill S. 4049, supra; which was ordered to lie
on the table.

SA 1935. Mr. PETERS submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the
bill S. 4049, supra; which was ordered to lie
on the table.

SA 1936. Mr. PETERS submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the
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bill S. 4049, supra; which was ordered to lie
on the table.

SA 1937. Mr. PETERS (for himself and Mr.
JOHNSON) submitted an amendment intended
to be proposed by him to the bill S. 4049,
supra; which was ordered to lie on the table.

SA 1938. Mr. PETERS submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the
bill S. 4049, supra; which was ordered to lie
on the table.

SA 1939. Mr. PETERS submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the
bill S. 4049, supra; which was ordered to lie
on the table.

SA 1940. Ms. ROSEN (for herself and Ms.
ERNST) submitted an amendment intended to
be proposed by her to the bill S. 4049, supra;
which was ordered to lie on the table.

SA 1941. Ms. KLOBUCHAR (for herself, Mr.
ROUNDS, Ms. DUCKWORTH, Mr. SULLIVAN, Mr.
COONS, Mrs. GILLIBRAND, Mrs. SHAHEEN, Mr.
MENENDEZ, Mrs. BLACKBURN, Ms. WARREN,
and Mr. BOOKER) submitted an amendment
intended to be proposed by her to the bill S.
4049, supra; which was ordered to lie on the
table.

SA 1942. Ms. KLOBUCHAR (for herself, Mr.
TILLIS, Ms. SINEMA, and Mr. JONES) sub-
mitted an amendment intended to be pro-
posed by her to the bill S. 4049, supra; which
was ordered to lie on the table.

SA 1943. Ms. KLOBUCHAR (for herself, Mr.
TiLLis, and Mr. BOOKER) submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by her
to the bill S. 4049, supra; which was ordered
to lie on the table.

SA 1944. Ms. KLOBUCHAR (for herself and
Mr. TILLIS) submitted an amendment in-
tended to be proposed by her to the bill S.
4049, supra; which was ordered to lie on the
table.

SA 1945. Ms. KLOBUCHAR submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by her
to the bill S. 4049, supra; which was ordered
to lie on the table.

SA 1946. Ms. KLOBUCHAR submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by her
to the bill S. 4049, supra; which was ordered
to lie on the table.

SA 1947. Ms. KLOBUCHAR (for herself, Ms.
WARREN, and Mr. BENNET) submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by her
to the bill S. 4049, supra; which was ordered
to lie on the table.

SA 1948. Ms. KLOBUCHAR submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by her
to the bill S. 4049, supra; which was ordered
to lie on the table.

SA 1949. Ms. KLOBUCHAR (for herself, Ms.
HIRONO, Ms. BALDWIN, Mr. VAN HOLLEN, Mrs.
SHAHEEN, Ms. SMITH, and Mr. TESTER) sub-
mitted an amendment intended to be pro-
posed by her to the bill S. 4049, supra; which
was ordered to lie on the table.

SA 1950. Ms. KLOBUCHAR (for herself and
Mr. WYDEN) submitted an amendment in-
tended to be proposed by her to the bill S.
4049, supra; which was ordered to lie on the
table.

SA 1951. Ms. ERNST submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by her to the
bill S. 4049, supra; which was ordered to lie
on the table.

SA 1952. Mr. SCOTT, of Florida (for him-
self, Mr. MURPHY, Mrs. BLACKBURN, Mr.
BLUMENTHAL, Mr. COTTON, Mr. RUBIO, Mr.
HAWLEY, and Ms. MCSALLY) submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by him
to the bill S. 4049, supra; which was ordered
to lie on the table.

SA 1953. Mr. MURPHY (for himself, Ms.
WARREN, and Ms. BALDWIN) submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by him
to the bill S. 4049, supra; which was ordered
to lie on the table.

SA 1954. Mr. MENENDEZ submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by him
to the bill S. 4049, supra; which was ordered
to lie on the table.
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SA 1955. Mr. MENENDEZ submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by him
to the bill S. 4049, supra; which was ordered
to lie on the table.

SA 1956. Mr. MENENDEZ submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by him
to the bill S. 4049, supra; which was ordered
to lie on the table.

SA 1957. Mr. MENENDEZ submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by him
to the bill S. 4049, supra; which was ordered
to lie on the table.

SA 1958. Mr. MENENDEZ (for himself and
Mr. RUBIO) submitted an amendment in-
tended to be proposed by him to the bill S.
4049, supra; which was ordered to lie on the
table.

SA 1959. Mr. MENENDEZ submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by him
to the bill S. 4049, supra; which was ordered
to lie on the table.

SA 1960. Mr. MENENDEZ submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by him
to the bill S. 4049, supra; which was ordered
to lie on the table.

SA 1961. Mr. MENENDEZ (for himself and
Mr. YOUNG) submitted an amendment in-
tended to be proposed by him to the bill S.
4049, supra; which was ordered to lie on the
table.

SA 1962. Ms. STABENOW submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by her
to the bill S. 4049, supra; which was ordered
to lie on the table.

SA 1963. Ms. STABENOW submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by her
to the bill S. 4049, supra; which was ordered
to lie on the table.

SA 1964. Mr. HEINRICH (for himself and
Mr. BARRASSO) submitted an amendment in-
tended to be proposed by him to the bill S.
4049, supra; which was ordered to lie on the
table.

SA 1965. Mr. TESTER (for himself and Mrs.
BLACKBURN) submitted an amendment in-
tended to be proposed by him to the bill S.
4049, supra; which was ordered to lie on the
table.

SA 1966. Mr. TESTER (for himself and Mr.
GRASSLEY) submitted an amendment in-
tended to be proposed by him to the bill S.
4049, supra; which was ordered to lie on the
table.

SA 1967. Mr. TESTER submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the
bill S. 4049, supra; which was ordered to lie
on the table.

SA 1968. Mr. TESTER (for himself and Mr.
MORAN) submitted an amendment intended
to be proposed by him to the bill S. 4049,
supra; which was ordered to lie on the table.

SA 1969. Mr. TESTER (for himself and Ms.
MURKOWSKI) submitted an amendment in-
tended to be proposed by him to the bill S.
4049, supra; which was ordered to lie on the
table.

SA 1970. Mr. TESTER (for himself and Mr.
CRAPO) submitted an amendment intended to
be proposed by him to the bill S. 4049, supra;
which was ordered to lie on the table.

SA 1971. Mr. TESTER (for himself and Mr.
ROUNDS) submitted an amendment intended
to be proposed by him to the bill S. 4049,
supra; which was ordered to lie on the table.

SA 1972. Mr. TESTER (for himself, Mr.
BROWN, Mr. SCHATZ, Mr. MARKEY, Ms. HAS-
SAN, Ms. KLOBUCHAR, Mr. KAINE, Mr. BENNET,
Mr. SCHUMER, Mr. BLUMENTHAL, Mr. WHITE-
HOUSE, Mrs. SHAHEEN, Ms. WARREN, Ms.
SMITH, Mr. MENENDEZ, Ms. CORTEZ MASTO,
Ms. ROSEN, Mr. COONS, Mr. WARNER, Ms.
BALDWIN, and Mr. BOOKER) submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by him
to the bill S. 4049, supra; which was ordered
to lie on the table.

SA 1973. Mr. TESTER (for himself, Mr.
HOEVEN, Mr. UDALL, and Mr. CRAMER) sub-
mitted an amendment intended to be pro-
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posed by him to the bill S. 4049, supra; which
was ordered to lie on the table.

SA 1974. Mr. BENNET submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by him
to the bill S. 4049, supra; which was ordered
to lie on the table.

SA 1975. Mr. BENNET submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by him
to the bill S. 4049, supra; which was ordered
to lie on the table.

SA 1976. Mr. BENNET submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the
bill S. 4049, supra; which was ordered to lie
on the table.

SA 1977. Mr. BENNET (for himself and Mr.
PORTMAN) submitted an amendment intended
to be proposed by him to the bill S. 4049,
supra; which was ordered to lie on the table.

SA 1978. Mr. BENNET (for himself and Mr.
GARDNER) submitted an amendment intended
to be proposed by him to the bill S. 4049,
supra; which was ordered to lie on the table.

SA 1979. Ms. CANTWELL submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by her
to the bill S. 4049, supra; which was ordered
to lie on the table.

SA 1980. Ms. CANTWELL submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by her
to the bill S. 4049, supra; which was ordered
to lie on the table.

SA 1981. Ms. CANTWELL submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by her
to the bill S. 4049, supra; which was ordered
to lie on the table.

SA 1982. Mr. WYDEN submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the
bill S. 4049, supra; which was ordered to lie
on the table.

SA 1983. Mr. WYDEN submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the
bill S. 4049, supra; which was ordered to lie
on the table.

SA 1984. Mr. LEE submitted an amendment
intended to be proposed by him to the bill S.
4049, supra; which was ordered to lie on the
table.

SA 1985. Mr. LEE submitted an amendment
intended to be proposed by him to the bill S.
4049, supra; which was ordered to lie on the
table.

SA 1986. Mr. KENNEDY (for himself and
Ms. BALDWIN) submitted an amendment in-
tended to be proposed by him to the bill S.
4049, supra; which was ordered to lie on the
table.

SA 1987. Mr. KENNEDY submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by him
to the bill S. 4049, supra; which was ordered
to lie on the table.

SA 1988. Mr. KENNEDY (for himself, Mr.
VAN HOLLEN, Mr. RUBIO, Mr. COTTON, Mr.
MENENDEZ, Mr. CRAMER, and Mr. SCOTT of
Florida) submitted an amendment intended
to be proposed by him to the bill S. 4049,
supra; which was ordered to lie on the table.

SA 1989. Mr. KENNEDY submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by him
to the bill S. 4049, supra; which was ordered
to lie on the table.

SA 1990. Mr. KENNEDY submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by him
to the bill S. 4049, supra; which was ordered
to lie on the table.

SA 1991. Mr. KENNEDY (for himself and
Mr. JONES) submitted an amendment in-
tended to be proposed by him to the bill S.
4049, supra; which was ordered to lie on the
table.

SA 1992. Mr. KENNEDY submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by him
to the bill S. 4049, supra; which was ordered
to lie on the table.

SA 1993. Mr. HAWLEY submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by him
to the bill S. 4049, supra; which was ordered
to lie on the table.

SA 1994. Mr. KENNEDY submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by him
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to the bill S. 4049, supra; which was ordered
to lie on the table.

SA 1995. Mr. TOOMEY (for himself and Mr.
VAN HOLLEN) submitted an amendment in-
tended to be proposed by him to the bill S.
4049, supra; which was ordered to lie on the
table.

SA 1996. Mr. TOOMEY (for himself and Mr.
JONES) submitted an amendment intended to
be proposed by him to the bill S. 4049, supra;
which was ordered to lie on the table.

SA 1997. Mr. TOOMEY submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by him
to the bill S. 4049, supra; which was ordered
to lie on the table.

SA 1998. Mr. TOOMEY submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by him
to the bill S. 4049, supra; which was ordered
to lie on the table.

SA 1999. Mr. WICKER submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the
bill S. 4049, supra; which was ordered to lie
on the table.

SA 2000. Mr. WICKER (for himself and Mrs.
HYDE-SMITH) submitted an amendment in-
tended to be proposed by him to the bill S.
4049, supra; which was ordered to lie on the
table.

SA 2001. Mr. LEE (for himself, Mr. JOHN-
SON, Mr. ROMNEY, and Mr. TOOMEY) sub-
mitted an amendment intended to be pro-
posed by him to the bill S. 4049, supra; which
was ordered to lie on the table.

SA 2002. Mr. LEE (for himself and Mr. RoM-
NEY) submitted an amendment intended to
be proposed by him to the bill S. 4049, supra;
which was ordered to lie on the table.

SA 2003. Mr. LEE (for himself, Mrs. FEIN-
STEIN, Mr. CRUZ, and Ms. COLLINS) submitted
an amendment intended to be proposed by
him to the bill S. 4049, supra; which was or-
dered to lie on the table.

SA 2004. Mr. LEE submitted an amendment
intended to be proposed by him to the bill S.
4049, supra; which was ordered to lie on the
table.

SA 2005. Mr. LEE submitted an amendment
intended to be proposed by him to the bill S.
4049, supra; which was ordered to lie on the
table.

SA 2006. Mr. RISCH submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the
bill S. 4049, supra; which was ordered to lie
on the table.

SA 2007. Mr. RISCH submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the
bill S. 4049, supra; which was ordered to lie
on the table.

SA 2008. Mr. RISCH (for himself and Mr.
MENENDEZ) submitted an amendment in-
tended to be proposed by him to the bill S.
4049, supra; which was ordered to lie on the
table.

SA 2009. Mr. RISCH submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the
bill S. 4049, supra; which was ordered to lie
on the table.

SA 2010. Mr. TILLIS submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the
bill S. 4049, supra; which was ordered to lie
on the table.

SA 2011. Mr. PAUL (for himself and Mr.
UDALL) submitted an amendment intended
to be proposed by him to the bill S. 4049,
supra; which was ordered to lie on the table.

SA 2012. Ms. MURKOWSKI (for herself, Mr.
BOOKER, Mr. TILLIS, Mr. MANCHIN, Mr. JONES,
Ms. MCSALLY, Mrs. BLACKBURN, Mrs. HYDE-
SMITH, Mr. RISCH, Mr. CRAPO, Mr. WHITE-
HOUSE, Mr. CoOONS, Mr. PORTMAN, Mr.
CRAMER, Mr. CARDIN, and Ms. DUCKWORTH)
submitted an amendment intended to be pro-
posed by her to the bill S. 4049, supra; which
was ordered to lie on the table.

SA 2013. Ms. MURKOWSKI (for herself, Mr.
SULLIVAN, and Mr. JONES) submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by her
to the bill S. 4049, supra; which was ordered
to lie on the table.
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SA 2014. Ms. MURKOWSKI (for herself, Mr.
MANCHIN, Mr. RISCH, Ms. MCSALLY, and Mr.
SULLIVAN) submitted an amendment in-
tended to be proposed by her to the bill S.
4049, supra; which was ordered to lie on the
table.

SA 2015. Mr. ROMNEY submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by him
to the bill S. 4049, supra; which was ordered
to lie on the table.

SA 2016. Mr. ROMNEY submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by him
to the bill S. 4049, supra; which was ordered
to lie on the table.

SA 2017. Mr. ROMNEY submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by him
to the bill S. 4049, supra; which was ordered
to lie on the table.

SA 2018. Mr. ROMNEY (for himself and Mr.
LEE) submitted an amendment intended to
be proposed by him to the bill S. 4049, supra;
which was ordered to lie on the table.

SA 2019. Mr. ROMNEY submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by him
to the bill S. 4049, supra; which was ordered
to lie on the table.

SA 2020. Mr. SULLIVAN submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by him
to the bill S. 4049, supra; which was ordered
to lie on the table.

SA 2021. Mr. SULLIVAN (for himself and
Mr. JONES) submitted an amendment in-
tended to be proposed by him to the bill S.
4049, supra; which was ordered to lie on the
table.

SA 2022. Mr. SULLIVAN (for himself and
Mr. MORAN) submitted an amendment in-
tended to be proposed by him to the bill S.
4049, supra; which was ordered to lie on the
table.

SA 2023. Ms. COLLINS (for herself and Mr.
KING) submitted an amendment intended to
be proposed by her to the bill S. 4049, supra;
which was ordered to lie on the table.

SA 2024. Mr. ROUNDS submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by him
to the bill S. 4049, supra; which was ordered
to lie on the table.

SA 2025. Mr. PAUL submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the
bill S. 4049, supra; which was ordered to lie
on the table.

SA 2026. Mr. GRASSLEY submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by him
to the bill S. 4049, supra; which was ordered
to lie on the table.

SA 2027. Mr. GRASSLEY submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by him
to the bill S. 4049, supra; which was ordered
to lie on the table.

SA 2028. Mr. GRASSLEY (for himself and
Mr. SANDERS) submitted an amendment in-
tended to be proposed by him to the bill S.
4049, supra; which was ordered to lie on the
table.

SA 2029. Mr. RISCH (for himself and Ms.
MURKOWSKI) submitted an amendment in-
tended to be proposed by him to the bill S.
4049, supra; which was ordered to lie on the
table.

SA 2030. Mr. CRAPO (for himself, Mrs. SHA-
HEEN, and Mr. RISCH) submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the
bill S. 4049, supra; which was ordered to lie
on the table.

SA 2031. Mr. CRAPO (for himself, Ms. STA-
BENOW, and Mr. RISCH) submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the
bill S. 4049, supra; which was ordered to lie
on the table.

SA 2032. Mrs. HYDE-SMITH submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by her
to the bill S. 4049, supra; which was ordered
to lie on the table.

SA 2033. Mrs. HYDE-SMITH submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by her
to the bill S. 4049, supra; which was ordered
to lie on the table.
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SA 2034. Mr. CASEY submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the
bill S. 4049, supra; which was ordered to lie
on the table.

SA 2035. Mr. CASEY (for himself and Mr.
TOOMEY) submitted an amendment intended
to be proposed by him to the bill S. 4049,
supra; which was ordered to lie on the table.

SA 2036. Mr. CASEY (for himself and Mr.
CASSIDY) submitted an amendment intended
to be proposed by him to the bill S. 4049,
supra; which was ordered to lie on the table.

SA 2037. Mr. CASEY submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the
bill S. 4049, supra; which was ordered to lie
on the table.

SA 2038. Mr. CASEY (for himself, Mr. BEN-
NET, and Mr. LEAHY) submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the
bill S. 4049, supra; which was ordered to lie
on the table.

SA 2039. Mr. CASEY (for himself, Mr. MUR-
PHY, and Ms. WARREN) submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the
bill S. 4049, supra; which was ordered to lie
on the table.

SA 2040. Mr. KAINE submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the
bill S. 4049, supra; which was ordered to lie
on the table.

SA 2041. Ms. STABENOW (for herself and
Mr. CRAPO) submitted an amendment in-
tended to be proposed by her to the bill S.
4049, supra; which was ordered to lie on the
table.

SA 2042. Mr. MARKEY submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by him
to the bill S. 4049, supra; which was ordered
to lie on the table.

SA 2043. Mr. MARKEY submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by him
to the bill S. 4049, supra; which was ordered
to lie on the table.

SA 2044. Mr. MARKEY (for himself and Ms.
KLOBUCHAR) submitted an amendment in-
tended to be proposed by him to the bill S.
4049, supra; which was ordered to lie on the
table.

SA 2045. Mr. MARKEY submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by him
to the bill S. 4049, supra; which was ordered
to lie on the table.

SA 2046. Mr. MARKEY (for himself, Ms.
WARREN, Mr. MERKLEY, and Mr. SANDERS)
submitted an amendment intended to be pro-
posed by him to the bill S. 4049, supra; which
was ordered to lie on the table.

SA 2047. Mr. MARKEY submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by him
to the bill S. 4049, supra; which was ordered
to lie on the table.

SA 2048. Mr. MARKEY (for himself and Mr.
RUBIO) submitted an amendment intended to
be proposed by him to the bill S. 4049, supra;
which was ordered to lie on the table.

SA 2049. Mr. MARKEY (for himself, Mr.
BENNET, Ms. HASSAN, and Mr. VAN HOLLEN)
submitted an amendment intended to be pro-
posed by him to the bill S. 4049, supra; which
was ordered to lie on the table.

SA 2050. Mr. MARKEY submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by him
to the bill S. 4049, supra; which was ordered
to lie on the table.

SA 2051. Mr. MARKEY (for himself, Ms.
WARREN, Mr. DURBIN, Mrs. GILLIBRAND, Mr.
CARDIN, Mr. VAN HOLLEN, Mrs. FEINSTEIN,
Mr. MERKLEY, Mr. MURPHY, Ms. SMITH, Mr.
SANDERS, Ms. BALDWIN, Mr. WYDEN, Mr.
BROWN, Ms. HIRONO, Mr. CASEY, and Mrs.
MURRAY) submitted an amendment intended
to be proposed by him to the bill S. 4049,
supra; which was ordered to lie on the table.

SA 2052. Mr. MARKEY (for himself and Mr.
SANDERS) submitted an amendment intended
to be proposed by him to the bill S. 4049,
supra; which was ordered to lie on the table.

SA 2053. Mr. MARKEY submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by him
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to the bill S. 4049, supra; which was ordered
to lie on the table.

SA 2054. Mr. MARKEY submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by him
to the bill S. 4049, supra; which was ordered
to lie on the table.

SA 2055. Mr. DURBIN (for himself, Ms.
HIRONO, Mr. BLUMENTHAL, Mr. BROWN, Mr.
KAINE, Mr. MERKLEY, and Mr. BOOKER) sub-
mitted an amendment intended to be pro-
posed by him to the bill S. 4049, supra; which
was ordered to lie on the table.

SA 2056. Mr. CARPER submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the
bill S. 4049, supra; which was ordered to lie
on the table.

SA 2057. Mr. BROWN (for himself and Mr.
PORTMAN) submitted an amendment intended
to be proposed by him to the bill S. 4049,
supra; which was ordered to lie on the table.

SA 2058. Ms. SMITH (for herself and Mrs.
HYDE-SMITH) submitted an amendment in-
tended to be proposed by her to the bill S.
4049, supra; which was ordered to lie on the
table.

SA 2059. Mr. UDALL (for himself, Mr.
PAUL, Mr. KAINE, Mr. LEE, Mr. DURBIN, Mr.
LEAHY, Mr. MURPHY, Ms. HIRONO, Mr. HEIN-
RICH, Ms. WARREN, Mr. MERKLEY, Ms. BALD-
WIN, Mr. VAN HOLLEN, Mr. MARKEY, Mr.
BLUMENTHAL, Mr. BROWN, Mr. WYDEN, Mr.
SANDERS, Mr. SCHATZ, and Ms. HARRIS) sub-
mitted an amendment intended to be pro-
posed by him to the bill S. 4049, supra; which
was ordered to lie on the table.

SA 2060. Mr. LEE submitted an amendment
intended to be proposed by him to the bill S.
4049, supra; which was ordered to lie on the
table.

SA 2061. Mr. INHOFE (for himself and Mr.
REED) submitted an amendment intended to
be proposed by him to the bill S. 4049, supra;
which was ordered to lie on the table.

SA 2062. Mr. GARDNER submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by him
to the bill S. 4049, supra; which was ordered
to lie on the table.

SA 2063. Mr. GARDNER submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by him
to the bill S. 4049, supra; which was ordered
to lie on the table.

SA 2064. Mr. GARDNER submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by him
to the bill S. 4049, supra; which was ordered
to lie on the table.

SA 2065. Mr. GARDNER submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by him
to the bill S. 4049, supra; which was ordered
to lie on the table.

SA 2066. Mr. GARDNER submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by him
to the bill S. 4049, supra; which was ordered
to lie on the table.

SA 2067. Mr. GARDNER submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by him
to the bill S. 4049, supra; which was ordered
to lie on the table.

SA 2068. Mr. GARDNER submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by him
to the bill S. 4049, supra; which was ordered
to lie on the table.

SA 2069. Mr. GARDNER submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by him
to the bill S. 4049, supra; which was ordered
to lie on the table.

SA 2070. Mr. GARDNER submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by him
to the bill S. 4049, supra; which was ordered
to lie on the table.

SA 2071. Mr. GARDNER submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by him
to the bill S. 4049, supra; which was ordered
to lie on the table.

SA 2072. Mr. GARDNER submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by him
to the bill S. 4049, supra; which was ordered
to lie on the table.

SA 2073. Mr. GARDNER submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by him
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to the bill S. 4049, supra; which was ordered
to lie on the table.

SA 2074. Mr. GARDNER submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by him
to the bill S. 4049, supra; which was ordered
to lie on the table.

SA 2075. Mr. LEE submitted an amendment
intended to be proposed by him to the bill S.
4049, supra; which was ordered to lie on the
table.

SA 2076. Mr. CRUZ (for himself and Ms.
SINEMA) submitted an amendment intended
to be proposed by him to the bill S. 4049,
supra; which was ordered to lie on the table.

SA 2077. Mr. JOHNSON submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by him
to the bill S. 4049, supra; which was ordered
to lie on the table.

SA 2078. Mr. JOHNSON (for himself and
Ms. BALDWIN) submitted an amendment in-
tended to be proposed by him to the bill S.
4049, supra; which was ordered to lie on the
table.

SA 2079. Mr. JOHNSON (for himself and
Ms. BALDWIN) submitted an amendment in-
tended to be proposed by him to the bill S.
4049, supra; which was ordered to lie on the
table.

SA 2080. Mr. PORTMAN (for himself and
Mr. BROWN) submitted an amendment in-
tended to be proposed by him to the bill S.
4049, supra; which was ordered to lie on the
table.

SA 2081. Mr. PORTMAN (for himself and
Mr. DURBIN) submitted an amendment in-
tended to be proposed by him to the bill S.
4049, supra; which was ordered to lie on the
table.

SA 2082. Mr. INHOFE submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the
bill S. 4049, supra; which was ordered to lie
on the table.

SA 2083. Mr. ROUNDS submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by him
to the bill S. 4049, supra; which was ordered
to lie on the table.

SA 2084. Mr. LEE (for himself and Mr.
PAUL) submitted an amendment intended to
be proposed by him to the bill S. 4049, supra;
which was ordered to lie on the table.

SA 2085. Mr. KENNEDY submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by him
to the bill S. 4049, supra; which was ordered
to lie on the table.

SA 2086. Mr. CORNYN submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by him
to the bill S. 4049, supra; which was ordered
to lie on the table.

SA 2087. Mr. CORNYN submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by him
to the bill S. 4049, supra; which was ordered
to lie on the table.

SA 2088. Mr. CORNYN submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by him
to the bill S. 4049, supra; which was ordered
to lie on the table.

SA 2089. Mr. CORNYN submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by him
to the bill S. 4049, supra; which was ordered
to lie on the table.

SA 2090. Mr. CORNYN (for himself and Mr.
WARNER) submitted an amendment intended
to be proposed by him to the bill S. 4049,
supra; which was ordered to lie on the table.

SA 2091. Mr. CORNYN submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by him
to the bill S. 4049, supra; which was ordered
to lie on the table.

SA 2092. Mr. CORNYN (for himself, Ms.
DUCKWORTH, and Ms. ERNST) submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by him
to the bill S. 4049, supra; which was ordered
to lie on the table.

SA 2093. Mr. CORNYN (for himself and Mr.
COTTON) submitted an amendment intended
to be proposed by him to the bill S. 4049,
supra; which was ordered to lie on the table.

SA 2094. Mrs. FISCHER submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by her
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to the bill S. 4049, supra; which was ordered
to lie on the table.

SA 2095. Mr. PERDUE (for himself, Mrs.
LOEFFLER, and Mr. JOHNSON) submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by him
to the bill S. 4049, supra; which was ordered
to lie on the table.

SA 2096. Mr. PERDUE (for himself and Mrs.
LOEFFLER) submitted an amendment in-
tended to be proposed by him to the bill S.
4049, supra; which was ordered to lie on the
table.

SA 2097. Mr. PERDUE (for himself and Mrs.
LOEFFLER) submitted an amendment in-
tended to be proposed by him to the bill S.
4049, supra; which was ordered to lie on the
table.

SA 2098. Mr. PERDUE (for himself, Ms.
SINEMA, Mr. KING, and Mrs. LOEFFLER) sub-
mitted an amendment intended to be pro-
posed by him to the bill S. 4049, supra; which
was ordered to lie on the table.

SA 2099. Mr. CORNYN submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by him
to the bill S. 4049, supra; which was ordered
to lie on the table.

SA 2100. Mr. CORNYN submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by him
to the bill S. 4049, supra; which was ordered
to lie on the table.

SA 2101. Mr. CORNYN submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by him
to the bill S. 4049, supra; which was ordered
to lie on the table.

SA 2102. Mr. SCHUMER (for himself and
Mr. YOUNG) submitted an amendment in-
tended to be proposed by him to the bill S.
4049, supra; which was ordered to lie on the
table.

SA 2103. Ms. HASSAN (for herself and Mr.
JOHNSON) submitted an amendment intended
to be proposed by her to the bill S. 4049,
supra; which was ordered to lie on the table.

SA 2104. Ms. HASSAN submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by her
to the bill S. 4049, supra; which was ordered
to lie on the table.

SA 2105. Ms. HASSAN (for herself, Ms.
WARREN, Mr. DURBIN, and Mr. BROWN) sub-
mitted an amendment intended to be pro-
posed by her to the bill S. 4049, supra; which
was ordered to lie on the table.

SA 2106. Mrs. GILLIBRAND (for herself and
Mr. MERKLEY) submitted an amendment in-
tended to be proposed by her to the bill S.
4049, supra; which was ordered to lie on the
table.

SA 2107. Ms. ROSEN submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by her to the
bill S. 4049, supra; which was ordered to lie
on the table.

SA 2108. Ms. ROSEN (for herself, Mr.
ROUNDS, Mr. PETERS, and Mr. JONES) sub-
mitted an amendment intended to be pro-
posed by her to the bill S. 4049, supra; which
was ordered to lie on the table.

SA 2109. Ms. DUCKWORTH submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by her
to the bill S. 4049, supra; which was ordered
to lie on the table.

SA 2110. Mr. CARPER (for himself and Ms.
COLLINS) submitted an amendment intended
to be proposed by him to the bill S. 4049,
supra; which was ordered to lie on the table.

SA 2111. Mr. CARPER submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the
bill S. 4049, supra; which was ordered to lie
on the table.

SA 2112. Ms. BALDWIN (for herself, Mr.
MURPHY, Mr. BLUMENTHAL, Mrs. SHAHEEN,
Ms. HASSAN, Mr. MERKLEY, Mr. MENENDEZ,
Ms. WARREN, Mr. JONES, Mr. BENNET, Ms.
HIRONO, Mr. MARKEY, Mr. DURBIN, Mr.
SCHATZ, Mr. KAINE, Mr. WARNER, Ms. HARRIS,
Ms. DUCKWORTH, Mr. BROWN, Mr. SCHUMER,
and Mr. MANCHIN) submitted an amendment
intended to be proposed by her to the bill S.
4049, supra; which was ordered to lie on the
table.
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SA 2113. Ms. BALDWIN (for herself, Mr.
BLUMENTHAL, Mr. VAN HOLLEN, Mr. LEAHY,
and Mr. TESTER) submitted an amendment
intended to be proposed by her to the bill S.
4049, supra; which was ordered to lie on the
table.

SA 2114. Ms. BALDWIN submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by her
to the bill S. 4049, supra; which was ordered
to lie on the table.

SA 2115, Ms. BALDWIN submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by her
to the bill S. 4049, supra; which was ordered
to lie on the table.

SA 2116. Mr. DURBIN submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the
bill S. 4049, supra; which was ordered to lie
on the table.

SA 2117. Mr. MANCHIN (for himself, Ms.
MURKOWSKI, Mr. HEINRICH, Mr. CRAMER, and
Mrs. MURRAY) submitted an amendment in-
tended to be proposed by him to the bill S.
4049, supra; which was ordered to lie on the
table.

SA 2118. Mr. MANCHIN (for himself, Ms.
MURKOWSKI, Mr. HEINRICH, Mr. CRAMER, and
Mrs. MURRAY) submitted an amendment in-
tended to be proposed by him to the bill S.
4049, supra; which was ordered to lie on the
table.

SA 2119. Mr. MANCHIN (for himself, Ms.
MURKOWSKI, Mr. HEINRICH, Mr. CRAMER, and
Mrs. MURRAY) submitted an amendment in-
tended to be proposed by him to the bill S.
4049, supra; which was ordered to lie on the
table.

SA 2120. Mr. MANCHIN (for himself, Ms.
MURKOWSKI, Mr. HEINRICH, Mr. CRAMER, and
Mrs. MURRAY) submitted an amendment in-
tended to be proposed by him to the bill S.
4049, supra; which was ordered to lie on the
table.

SA 2121. Mr. MANCHIN submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by him
to the bill S. 4049, supra; which was ordered
to lie on the table.

SA 2122. Mr. MANCHIN submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by him
to the bill S. 4049, supra; which was ordered
to lie on the table.

SA 2123. Mr. MANCHIN submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by him
to the bill S. 4049, supra; which was ordered
to lie on the table.

SA 2124, Mr. MANCHIN submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by him
to the bill S. 4049, supra; which was ordered
to lie on the table.

SA 2125. Mr. MANCHIN (for himself, Ms.
HIRONO, Ms. SMITH, Mrs. BLACKBURN, Mr.
HAWLEY, and Mr. WICKER) submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by him
to the bill S. 4049, supra; which was ordered
to lie on the table.

SA 2126. Mr. MANCHIN submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by him
to the bill S. 4049, supra; which was ordered
to lie on the table.

SA 2127. Mr. SULLIVAN submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by him
to the bill S. 4049, supra; which was ordered
to lie on the table.

SA 2128. Mr. INHOFE submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the
bill S. 4049, supra; which was ordered to lie
on the table.

SA 2129. Mr. RUBIO submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the
bill S. 4049, supra; which was ordered to lie
on the table.

SA 2130. Ms. MCSALLY submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by her
to the bill S. 4049, supra; which was ordered
to lie on the table.

SA 2131. Ms. MCSALLY submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by her
to the bill S. 4049, supra; which was ordered
to lie on the table.
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SA 2132. Ms. MCSALLY submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by her
to the bill S. 4049, supra; which was ordered
to lie on the table.

SA 2133. Ms. MCSALLY submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by her
to the bill S. 4049, supra; which was ordered
to lie on the table.

SA 2134. Mr. WICKER submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the
bill S. 4049, supra; which was ordered to lie
on the table.

SA 2135. Mrs. FISCHER (for herself, Mr.
SCHATZ, Mr. GARDNER, and Mr. BOOKER) sub-
mitted an amendment intended to be pro-
posed by her to the bill S. 4049, supra; which
was ordered to lie on the table.

SA 2136. Mr. CRUZ submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the
bill S. 4049, supra; which was ordered to lie
on the table.

SA 2137. Mr. CRUZ submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the
bill S. 4049, supra; which was ordered to lie
on the table.

SA 2138. Mr. CRUZ submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the
bill S. 4049, supra; which was ordered to lie
on the table.

SA 2139. Mr. CRUZ submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the
bill S. 4049, supra; which was ordered to lie
on the table.

SA 2140. Mr. CRUZ submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the
bill S. 4049, supra; which was ordered to lie
on the table.

SA 2141. Mr. CRUZ submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the
bill S. 4049, supra; which was ordered to lie
on the table.

SA 2142. Mr. CRUZ submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the
bill S. 4049, supra; which was ordered to lie
on the table.

SA 2143. Mrs. BLACKBURN submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by her
to the bill S. 4049, supra; which was ordered
to lie on the table.

SA 2144. Mrs. BLACKBURN (for herself and
Mr. HEINRICH) submitted an amendment in-
tended to be proposed by her to the bill S.
4049, supra; which was ordered to lie on the
table.

SA 2145. Mrs. BLACKBURN (for herself and
Mr. HEINRICH) submitted an amendment in-
tended to be proposed by her to the bill S.
4049, supra; which was ordered to lie on the
table.

SA 2146. Mr. RISCH submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the
bill S. 4049, supra; which was ordered to lie
on the table.

SA 2147. Mr. SULLIVAN submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by him
to the bill S. 4049, supra; which was ordered
to lie on the table.

SA 2148. Mr. INHOFE submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the
bill S. 4049, supra; which was ordered to lie
on the table.

SA 2149. Mr. SCOTT, of South Carolina
submitted an amendment intended to be pro-
posed by him to the bill S. 4049, supra; which
was ordered to lie on the table.

SA 2150. Mr. LEE submitted an amendment
intended to be proposed by him to the bill S.
4049, supra; which was ordered to lie on the
table.

SA 2151. Ms. MCSALLY submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by her
to the bill S. 4049, supra; which was ordered
to lie on the table.

SA 2152, Ms. MCSALLY submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by her
to the bill S. 4049, supra; which was ordered
to lie on the table.

SA 2153. Mr. CRUZ submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the
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bill S. 4049, supra; which was ordered to lie
on the table.

SA 2154. Mr. CRUZ submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the
bill S. 4049, supra; which was ordered to lie
on the table.

SA 2155. Mr. LEE submitted an amendment
intended to be proposed by him to the bill S.
4049, supra; which was ordered to lie on the
table.

SA 2156. Mr. WICKER submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the
bill S. 4049, supra; which was ordered to lie
on the table.

SA 2157. Mr. RISCH submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the
bill S. 4049, supra; which was ordered to lie
on the table.

SA 2158. Mr. THUNE (for himself and Mr.
SCHATZ) submitted an amendment intended
to be proposed by him to the bill S. 4049,
supra; which was ordered to lie on the table.

SA 2159. Mr. THUNE submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the
bill S. 4049, supra; which was ordered to lie
on the table.

SA 2160. Mr. THUNE submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the
bill S. 4049, supra; which was ordered to lie
on the table.

SA 2161. Mr. THUNE submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the
bill S. 4049, supra; which was ordered to lie
on the table.

SA 2162. Mr. THUNE submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the
bill S. 4049, supra; which was ordered to lie
on the table.

SA 2163. Mr. THUNE submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the
bill S. 4049, supra; which was ordered to lie
on the table.

SA 2164. Mr. THUNE submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the
bill S. 4049, supra; which was ordered to lie
on the table.

SA 2165. Mr. THUNE submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the
bill S. 4049, supra; which was ordered to lie
on the table.

SA 2166. Mr. INHOFE (for himself and Mr.
MORAN) submitted an amendment intended
to be proposed by him to the bill S. 4049,
supra; which was ordered to lie on the table.

SA 2167. Mr. MENENDEZ (for himself and
Mr. SULLIVAN) submitted an amendment in-
tended to be proposed by him to the bill S.
4049, supra; which was ordered to lie on the
table.

SA 2168. Mr. DURBIN (for himself and Mr.
GRASSLEY) submitted an amendment in-
tended to be proposed by him to the bill S.
4049, supra; which was ordered to lie on the
table.

SA 2169. Mr. DURBIN (for himself, Mr.
MARKEY, and Ms. BALDWIN) submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by him
to the bill S. 4049, supra; which was ordered
to lie on the table.

SA 2170. Mrs. MURRAY submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by her
to the bill S. 4049, supra; which was ordered
to lie on the table.

SA 2171. Mr. CARPER (for himself and Mr.
KENNEDY) submitted an amendment intended
to be proposed by him to the bill S. 4049,
supra; which was ordered to lie on the table.

SA 2172. Mr. BENNET submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by him
to the bill S. 4049, supra; which was ordered
to lie on the table.

SA 2173. Mr. LEE submitted an amendment
intended to be proposed by him to the bill S.
4049, supra; which was ordered to lie on the
table.

SA 2174. Mr. TILLIS submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the
bill S. 4049, supra; which was ordered to lie
on the table.
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SA 2175. Mr. CRAMER submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by him
to the bill S. 4049, supra; which was ordered
to lie on the table.

SA 2176. Mr. LANKFORD (for himself and
Mr. JOHNSON) submitted an amendment in-
tended to be proposed by him to the bill S.
4049, supra; which was ordered to lie on the
table.

SA 2177. Ms. ERNST (for herself and Mr.
MERKLEY) submitted an amendment in-
tended to be proposed by her to the bill S.
4049, supra; which was ordered to lie on the
table.

SA 2178. Mr. WICKER (for himself, Ms.
CANTWELL, and Ms. ROSEN) submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by him
to the bill S. 4049, supra; which was ordered
to lie on the table.

SA 2179. Ms. ERNST submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by her to the
bill S. 4049, supra; which was ordered to lie
on the table.

SA 2180. Mr. TOOMEY submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by him
to the bill S. 4049, supra; which was ordered
to lie on the table.

SA 2181. Mr. LEAHY (for himself, Mrs.
MURRAY, and Ms. BALDWIN) submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by him
to the bill S. 4049, supra; which was ordered
to lie on the table.

SA 2182. Mrs. SHAHEEN submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by her
to the bill S. 4049, supra; which was ordered
to lie on the table.

SA 2183. Ms. SINEMA (for herself and Mr.
CRAMER) submitted an amendment intended
to be proposed by her to the bill S. 4049,
supra; which was ordered to lie on the table.

SA 2184. Ms. SINEMA (for herself and Mr.
COTTON) submitted an amendment intended
to be proposed by her to the bill S. 4049,
supra; which was ordered to lie on the table.

SA 2185. Mr. HOEVEN (for himself, Mr.
UDALL, Mr. BARRASSO, Ms. MURKOWSKI, Ms.
McCSALLY, Mr. TESTER, Mr. SCHATZ, Mr.
CRAMER, Ms. SMITH, and Mr. DAINES) sub-
mitted an amendment intended to be pro-
posed by him to the bill S. 4049, supra; which
was ordered to lie on the table.

SA 2186. Ms. CORTEZ MASTO submitted
an amendment intended to be proposed by
her to the bill S. 4049, supra; which was or-
dered to lie on the table.

SA 2187. Ms. CORTEZ MASTO (for herself
and Ms. ROSEN) submitted an amendment in-
tended to be proposed by her to the bill S.
4049, supra; which was ordered to lie on the
table.

SA 2188. Ms. CORTEZ MASTO submitted
an amendment intended to be proposed by
her to the bill S. 4049, supra; which was or-
dered to lie on the table.

SA 2189. Ms. CORTEZ MASTO (for herself
and Mr. YOUNG) submitted an amendment in-
tended to be proposed by her to the bill S.
4049, supra; which was ordered to lie on the
table.

SA 2190. Mr. COTTON (for himself, Mr.
SCHUMER, Mr. REED, Mr. RISCH, Ms. COLLINS,
Mr. KING, Mr. HAWLEY, Mr. JONES, and Mrs.
GILLIBRAND) submitted an amendment in-
tended to be proposed by him to the bill S.
4049, supra; which was ordered to lie on the
table.

SA 2191. Mr. CRUZ (for himself, Mr. ENZI,
Mrs. BLACKBURN, and Mr. BARRASSO) sub-
mitted an amendment intended to be pro-
posed by him to the bill S. 4049, supra; which
was ordered to lie on the table.

SA 2192. Mr. GRASSLEY submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by him
to the bill S. 4049, supra; which was ordered
to lie on the table.

SA 2193. Mr. JOHNSON submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by him
to the bill S. 4049, supra; which was ordered
to lie on the table.
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SA 2194. Mr. JOHNSON submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by him
to the bill S. 4049, supra; which was ordered
to lie on the table.

SA 2195. Mr. JOHNSON submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by him
to the bill S. 4049, supra; which was ordered
to lie on the table.

SA 2196. Mr. SCHUMER submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by him
to the bill S. 4049, supra; which was ordered
to lie on the table.

SA 2197. Mr. RUBIO (for himself and Mr.
WARNER) submitted an amendment intended
to be proposed by him to the bill S. 4049,
supra; which was ordered to lie on the table.

SA 2198. Mr. CRAPO (for himself, Mr.
BrROWN, Mr. COTTON, Mr. WARNER, Mr.
ROUNDS, Mr. JONES, Mr. MORAN, Mr. MENEN-
DEZ, and Mr. KENNEDY) submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the
bill S. 4049, supra; which was ordered to lie
on the table.

SA 2199. Mr. REED submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the
bill S. 4049, supra; which was ordered to lie
on the table.

SA 2200. Ms. HARRIS submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by her to the
bill S. 4049, supra; which was ordered to lie
on the table.

SA 2201. Mr. CRUZ (for himself, Ms.
SINEMA, Mr. WICKER, and Ms. CANTWELL) sub-
mitted an amendment intended to be pro-
posed by him to the bill S. 4049, supra; which
was ordered to lie on the table.

SA 2202. Mr. RISCH submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the
bill S. 4049, supra; which was ordered to lie
on the table.

SA 2203. Mr. INHOFE (for himself and Mr.
MORAN) submitted an amendment intended
to be proposed by him to the bill S. 4049,
supra; which was ordered to lie on the table.

SA 2204. Mr. INHOFE submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the
bill S. 4049, supra; which was ordered to lie
on the table.

SA 2205. Mr. SULLIVAN submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by him
to the bill S. 4049, supra; which was ordered
to lie on the table.

SA 2206. Mr. BARRASSO (for himself, Mr.
WHITEHOUSE, Mr. CARPER, Mrs. CAPITO, Mr.
CRAMER, Mr. COONS, Mr. HOEVEN, Mr.
ROUNDS, and Mr. MANCHIN) submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by him
to the bill S. 4049, supra; which was ordered
to lie on the table.

SA 2207. Mr. HOEVEN (for himself, Mr.
UDALL, Mr. BARRASSO, Ms. MURKOWSKI, Ms.
McCSALLY, Mr. TESTER, Mr. SCHATZ, Mr.
CRAMER, Ms. SMITH, and Mr. DAINES) sub-
mitted an amendment intended to be pro-
posed by him to the bill S. 4049, supra; which
was ordered to lie on the table.

SA 2208. Ms. McSALLY submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by her
to the bill S. 4049, supra; which was ordered
to lie on the table.

SA 2209. Mrs. FISCHER (for herself, Mr.
SCHATZ, Mr. GARDNER, and Mr. BOOKER) sub-
mitted an amendment intended to be pro-
posed by her to the bill S. 4049, supra; which
was ordered to lie on the table.

SA 2210. Mr. SCHATZ (for himself and Mr.
THUNE) submitted an amendment intended to
be proposed by him to the bill S. 4049, supra;
which was ordered to lie on the table.

SA 2211. Mr. CARDIN submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the
bill S. 4049, supra; which was ordered to lie
on the table.

SA 2212. Mr. SCOTT, of Florida (for him-
self, Mr. MURPHY, Mrs. BLACKBURN, Mr.
BLUMENTHAL, Mr. COTTON, Mr. RUBIO, Mr.
HAWLEY, and Ms. MCSALLY) submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by him
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to the bill S. 4049, supra; which was ordered
to lie on the table.

SA 2213. Mr. TILLIS submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the
bill S. 4049, supra; which was ordered to lie
on the table.

————
TEXT OF AMENDMENTS

SA 1796. Mr. ROUNDS submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by
him to the bill S. 4049, to authorize ap-
propriations for fiscal year 2021 for
military activities of the Department
of Defense, for military construction,
and for defense activities of the De-
partment of Energy, to prescribe mili-
tary personnel strengths for such fiscal
year, and for other purposes; which was
ordered to lie on the table; as follows:

At the end of subtitle G of title X, add the
following:
SEC. 10 . CONSISTENCY OF DEADLINES FOR
FILING CLAIMS FOR REIMBURSE-
MENT OR PAYMENT FROM DEPART-
MENT OF VETERANS AFFAIRS FOR
EMERGENCY TREATMENT FUR-
NISHED TO VETERANS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of Vet-
erans Affairs shall modify the regulations
implementing sections 1725 and 1728 of title
38, United States Code, to ensure that the
deadline for filing claims for reimbursement
or payment for emergency treatment cov-
ered by such sections—

(1) provides the same period of time for the
filing of a claim covered under either sec-
tion; and

(2) is not earlier than the date that is two
years after the latest date on which such
treatment was provided.

(b) EMERGENCY TREATMENT DEFINED.—In
this section, the term ‘‘emergency treat-
ment’’ has the meaning given that term in
section 1725(f) of title 38, United States Code.

SA 1797. Mr. JONES (for himself and
Mr. SULLIVAN) submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him
to the bill S. 4049, to authorize appro-
priations for fiscal year 2021 for mili-
tary activities of the Department of
Defense, for military construction, and
for defense activities of the Depart-
ment of Energy, to prescribe military
personnel strengths for such fiscal
year, and for other purposes; which was
ordered to lie on the table; as follows:

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing:

SEC. . IMPROVING THE AUTHORITY FOR OP-
ERATIONS OF UNMANNED AIRCRAFT
FOR EDUCATIONAL PURPOSES.

Section 350 of the FAA Reauthorization
Act of 2018 (Public Law 115-254; 49 U.S.C 44809
note) is amended

(1) in the section heading, by striking ‘AT
INSTITUTIONS OF HIGHER EDUCATION’’ and in-
serting ‘‘FOR EDUCATIONAL PURPOSES’’; and

(2) in subsection (a)—

(A) by striking ‘‘aircraft system operated
by’ and inserting the following: ‘‘aircraft
system—

‘(1) operated by’’;

(B) in paragraph (1), as added by subpara-
graph (A), by striking the period at the end
and inserting a semicolon; and

(C) by adding at the end the following:

‘“(2) flown as part of the established cur-
riculum of an elementary school or sec-
ondary school (as such terms are defined in
section 8101 of the Elementary and Sec-
ondary Education Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C.
7801));
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‘(3) flown as part of an established Junior
Reserve Officers’ Training Corps (JROTC)
program; or

‘““(4) flown as part of an educational pro-
gram that is chartered by a recognized com-
munity-based organization (as defined in
subsection (h) of such section).”.

SA 1798. Mr. JONES submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by
him to the bill S. 4049, to authorize ap-
propriations for fiscal year 2021 for
military activities of the Department
of Defense, for military construction,
and for defense activities of the De-
partment of Energy, to prescribe mili-
tary personnel strengths for such fiscal
year, and for other purposes; which was
ordered to lie on the table; as follows:

At the end of subtitle H of title V, add the
following:
SEC.

. REPORT ON IMPLEMENTATION OF
THE RECOMMENDATIONS OF THE
MILITARY LEADERSHIP DIVERSITY
COMMISSION.

(a) REPORT REQUIRED.—Not later than 180
days after the date of the enactment of this
Act, the Secretary of Defense shall submit to
the Committees on Armed Services of the
Senate and the House of Representatives a
report on the implementation by the Depart-
ment of Defense and the Armed Forces of the
recommendations of the Military Leadership
Diversity Commission as set forth in the
final report of the Commission entitled
“From Representation to Inclusion: Diver-
sity Leadership for the 21st Century Mili-
tary’’ and dated March 15, 2011.

(b) ELEMENTS.—The report required by sub-
section (a) shall include the following:

(1) A description of each recommendation
in the final report referred to in that sub-
section.

(2) For each such recommendation, a de-
scription and assessment of the implementa-
tion of such recommendation by the Depart-
ment of Defense and the Armed Forces, in-
cluding an assessment whether progress re-
mains to be made in the implementation of
such recommendation.

(3) A description and assessment of the
progress of the Department and the Armed
Forces in achieving diversity in the leader-
ship of the Armed Forces.

(4) A description and assessment of areas
in which the Armed Forces are making insuf-
ficient progress in achieving diversity in the
leadership of the Armed Forces, an assess-
ment of the causes of such lack of progress,
and recommendations for actions to be un-
dertaken to address such lack of progress.

(5) Such other matters in connection with
diversity in leadership of the Armed Forces
as the Secretary considers appropriate.

SA 1799. Mr. ENZI (for himself and
Mr. ScoTT of Florida) submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by
him to the bill S. 4049, to authorize ap-
propriations for fiscal year 2021 for
military activities of the Department
of Defense, for military construction,
and for defense activities of the De-
partment of Energy, to prescribe mili-
tary personnel strengths for such fiscal
year, and for other purposes; which was
ordered to lie on the table; as follows:

At the end of subtitle G of title VIII, add
the following:

SEC. 894. LISTING OF OTHER TRANSACTION AU-
THORITY CONSORTIA.

Beginning not later than 90 days after the
date of the enactment of this Act, the Sec-
retary of Defense shall maintain on the gov-
ernment-wide point of entry for contracting
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opportunities, Beta.SAM.gov (or any suc-
cessor system), a list of the consortia used
by the Department of Defense to announce
or otherwise make available contracting op-
portunities using other transaction author-
ity (OTA).

SA 1800. Mr. WARNER submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by
him to the bill S. 4049, to authorize ap-
propriations for fiscal year 2021 for
military activities of the Department
of Defense, for military construction,
and for defense activities of the De-
partment of Energy, to prescribe mili-
tary personnel strengths for such fiscal
year, and for other purposes; which was
ordered to lie on the table; as follows:

At the end of subtitle H of title V, add the
following:
SEC. .

QUESTIONS REGARDING RACISM,
ANTI-SEMITISM, AND SUPREMACISM
IN WORKPLACE SURVEYS ADMINIS-
TERED BY THE SECRETARY OF DE-
FENSE.

Section 593 of the National Defense Au-
thorization Act for Fiscal Year 2020 (Public
Law 116-92) is amended—

(1) by inserting ‘‘(a) QUESTIONS REQUIRED.—
» before ‘“The Secretary’’;

(2) in paragraph (1), by inserting ‘‘, racist,
anti-Semitic, or supremacist’’ after ‘‘extrem-
ist’’; and

(3) by adding at the end the following new
subsection:

““(b) REPORT.—Not later than March 1, 2021,
the Secretary shall submit to Congress a re-
port including—

‘(1) the text of the questions included in
surveys under subsection (a); and

‘“(2) which surveys include such ques-
tions.”.

SA 1801. Mr. WARNER (for himself,
Ms. HARRIS, and Mrs. FEINSTEIN) sub-
mitted an amendment intended to be
proposed by him to the bill S. 4049, to
authorize appropriations for fiscal year
2021 for military activities of the De-
partment of Defense, for military con-
struction, and for defense activities of
the Department of Energy, to prescribe
military personnel strengths for such
fiscal year, and for other purposes;
which was ordered to lie on the table;
as follows:

At the end of subtitle B of title XXVIII,
add the following:

SEC. 28 . INCLUSION OF ASSESSMENT OF PER-
FORMANCE METRICS IN ANNUAL
PUBLICATION ON USE OF INCEN-
TIVE FEES FOR PRIVATIZED MILI-
TARY HOUSING PROJECTS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 2891c of title 10,
United States Code, is amended—

(1) by striking the section heading and in-
serting the following: ‘‘Transparency regard-
ing finances and performance metrics’’;

(2) in subsection (b)—

(A) in the subsection heading, by inserting
‘““PERFORMANCE METRICS AND’’ before ‘“USE OF
INCENTIVE FEES”’;

(B) in paragraph (1), by striking ‘‘publicly
accessible website, information’ and insert-
ing ‘“‘publicly accessible website—

“‘(A) for each contract for the provision or
management of housing units—

‘(i) an assessment of indicators underlying
the performance metrics under such contract
to ensure such indicators adequately meas-
ure the condition and quality of the home or
homes covered by the contract, including—

“(I) resident satisfaction;

‘(IT) maintenance management;

“(I1I) project safety; and
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‘“(IV) financial management; and

‘“(ii) a detailed description of each indi-
cator assessed under subparagraph (A), in-
cluding an indication of—

‘“(I) the limitations of available survey
data;

“(IT) how resident satisfaction and mainte-
nance management is calculated; and

‘“(III) whether data is missing; and

‘“(B) information’’; and

(C) in paragraph (2), by striking ‘‘para-
graph (1) and inserting ‘‘paragraph (1)(B)”.

(b) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of
sections at the beginning of subchapter V of
chapter 169 of such title is amended by strik-
ing the item relating to section 2891c and in-
serting the following new item:

¢2891c. Transparency regarding finances and
performance metrics.”.

SA 1802. Mr. WARNER submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by
him to the bill S. 4049, to authorize ap-
propriations for fiscal year 2021 for
military activities of the Department
of Defense, for military construction,
and for defense activities of the De-
partment of Energy, to prescribe mili-
tary personnel strengths for such fiscal
year, and for other purposes; which was
ordered to lie on the table; as follows:

At the end of subtitle A of title XI, add the
following:

SEC. . INCLUSION OF NATIONAL GEOSPATIAL-
INTELLIGENCE AGENCY IN DEPART-
MENT OF DEFENSE PERSONNEL
MANAGEMENT AUTHORITY TO AT-
TRACT EXPERTS IN SCIENCE AND
ENGINEERING.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subsection (a) of section
1599h of title 10, United States Code, is
amended by adding at the end the following
new paragraph:

“(7) NATIONAL GEOSPATIAL-INTELLIGENCE
AGENCY.—The Director of the National
Geospatial-Intelligence Agency may carry
out a program of personnel management au-
thority provided in subsection (b) in order to
facilitate recruitment of eminent experts in
science or engineering for the Agency.”’.

(b) SCOPE OF APPOINTMENT AUTHORITY.—
Subsection (b)(1) of such section is amend-
ed—

(1) in subparagraph (E), by striking ‘‘and”
at the end;

(2) in subparagraph (F), by adding ‘‘and” at
the end; and

(3) by adding at the end the following new
subparagraph:

‘“‘G) in the case of the National
Geospatial-Intelligence Agency, appoint sci-
entists and engineers to a total of not more
than 5 scientific and engineering positions in
the Agency;”.

(c) ENHANCED PAY AUTHORITY.—Subsection
(b)(2)(A) of such section is amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘paragraph (1)(B)”’ and in-
serting ‘‘subparagraph (B) of paragraph (1)”;
and

(2) by inserting ‘‘or employees appointed
pursuant to subparagraph (G) of such para-
graph to any of 3 positions designated by the
Director of the National Geospatial-Intel-
ligence Agency’’ after ‘‘this subparagraph”.

(d) EXTENSION OF TERMS OF APPOINT-
MENT.—Subsection (c)(2) of such section is
amended by striking ‘‘or the Joint Artificial
Intelligence Center” and inserting ‘‘the
Joint Artificial Intelligence Center, or the
National Geospatial-Intelligence Agency’’.

(e) STUDY REQUIRED.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 180 days
after the date of the enactment of this Act,
the Under Secretary of Defense for Intel-
ligence and Security and the Director of Na-
tional Intelligence shall jointly submit to
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the appropriate committees of Congress a
study on the utility of providing elements of
the intelligence community of the Depart-
ment of Defense, other than the National
Geospatial-Intelligence Agency, personnel
management authority to attract experts in
science and engineering under section 1599h
of title 10, United States Code.

(2) DEFINITIONS.—In this subsection:

(A) APPROPRIATE COMMITTEES OF CON-
GRESS.—The term ‘‘appropriate committees
of Congress’ means—

(i) the Committee on Armed Services and
the Select Committee on Intelligence of the
Senate; and

(ii) the Committee on Armed Services and
the Permanent Select Committee on Intel-
ligence of the House of Representatives.

(B) INTELLIGENCE COMMUNITY.—The term
“intelligence community’’ has the meaning
given such term in section 3 of the National
Security Act of 1947 (50 U.S.C. 3003).

SA 1803. Mr. WARNER submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by
him to the bill S. 4049, to authorize ap-
propriations for fiscal year 2021 for
military activities of the Department
of Defense, for military construction,
and for defense activities of the De-
partment of Energy, to prescribe mili-
tary personnel strengths for such fiscal
year, and for other purposes; which was
ordered to lie on the table; as follows:

At the appropriate place in title X, insert
the following:

SEC. . EFFICIENT USE OF SENSITIVE COM-
PARTMENTED INFORMATION FA-
CILITIES.

Not later than 180 days after the date of
the enactment of this Act, the Director of
National Intelligence, in consultation with
the Secretary of Defense, shall issue revised
guidance authorizing and directing Govern-
ment agencies and their appropriately
cleared contractors to process, store, use,
and discuss sensitive compartmented infor-
mation (SCI) at facilities previously ap-
proved to handle such information, without
need for further approval by agency or by
site. Such guidance shall apply to controlled
access programs of the intelligence commu-
nity and to special access programs of the
Department of Defense.

SA 1804. Mr. BRAUN submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by
him to the bill S. 4049, to authorize ap-
propriations for fiscal year 2021 for
military activities of the Department
of Defense, for military construction,
and for defense activities of the De-
partment of Energy, to prescribe mili-
tary personnel strengths for such fiscal
year, and for other purposes; which was
ordered to lie on the table; as follows:

At the end of subtitle F of title V, add the
following:
SEC.

POSTHUMOUS HONORARY PRO-
MOTION TO GENERAL OF LIEUTEN-
ANT GENERAL FRANK MAXWELL AN-
DREWS, UNITED STATES ARMY.

(a) POSTHUMOUS HONORARY PROMOTION.—
Notwithstanding any time limitation with
respect to posthumous promotions for per-
sons who served in the Armed Forces, the
President is authorized to issue a post-
humous honorary commission promoting
Lieutenant General Frank Maxwell Andrews,
United States Army, to the grade of general.

(b) ADDITIONAL BENEFITS NOT TO ACCRUE.—
The honorary promotion of Frank Maxwell
Andrews under subsection (a) shall not affect
the retired pay or other benefits from the
United States to which Frank Maxwell An-
drews would have been entitled based upon
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his military service or affect any benefits to
which any other person may become entitled
based on his military service.

SA 1805. Mr. JOHNSON submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by
him to the bill S. 4049, to authorize ap-
propriations for fiscal year 2021 for
military activities of the Department
of Defense, for military construction,
and for defense activities of the De-
partment of Energy, to prescribe mili-
tary personnel strengths for such fiscal
year, and for other purposes; which was
ordered to lie on the table; as follows:

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing:
SEC.

FEDERAL CLEARINGHOUSE ON
SCHOOL SAFETY BEST PRACTICES.

(a) SHORT TITLE.—This section may be
cited as the ‘“Luke and Alex School Safety
Act of 2020”.

(b) CLEARINGHOUSE.—Subtitle A of title
XXII of the Homeland Security Act of 2002 (6
U.S.C. 651 et seq.) is amended by inserting
after section 2214 the following:

“SEC. 2215. FEDERAL CLEARINGHOUSE ON
SCHOOL SAFETY BEST PRACTICES.

‘‘(a) ESTABLISHMENT.—

‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary, in coordi-
nation with the Secretary of Education, the
Attorney General, and the Secretary of
Health and Human Services, shall establish a
Federal Clearinghouse on School Safety Best
Practices (in this section referred to as the
‘Clearinghouse’) within the Department.

‘“(2) PURPOSE.—The Clearinghouse shall be
the primary resource of the Federal Govern-
ment to identify and publish online through
SchoolSafety.gov, or any successor website,
the best practices and recommendations for
school safety for use by State and local edu-
cational agencies, institutions of higher edu-
cation, State and local law enforcement
agencies, health professionals, and the gen-
eral public.

‘“(3) PERSONNEL.—

““(A) ASSIGNMENTS.—The Clearinghouse
shall be assigned such personnel and re-
sources as the Secretary considers appro-
priate to carry out this section.

‘(B) DETAILEES.—The Secretary of Edu-
cation, the Attorney General, and the Sec-
retary of Health and Human Services may
detail personnel to the Clearinghouse.

‘“(4) EXEMPTIONS.—

‘“‘(A) PAPERWORK REDUCTION ACT.—Chapter
35 of title 44, United States Code (commonly
known as the ‘Paperwork Reduction Act’)
shall not apply to any rulemaking or infor-
mation collection required under this sec-
tion.

‘(B) FEDERAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE ACT.—
The Federal Advisory Committee Act (b
U.S.C. App.) shall not apply for the purposes
of carrying out this section.

““(b) CLEARINGHOUSE CONTENTS.—

‘(1) CONSULTATION.—In identifying the best
practices and recommendations for the
Clearinghouse, the Secretary may consult
with appropriate Federal, State, local, Trib-
al, private sector, and nongovernmental or-
ganizations.

¢‘(2) CRITERIA FOR BEST PRACTICES AND REC-
OMMENDATIONS.—The best practices and rec-
ommendations of the Clearinghouse shall, at
a minimum—

‘“(A) involve comprehensive school safety
measures, including threat prevention, pre-
paredness, protection, mitigation, incident
response, and recovery to improve the safety
posture of a school upon implementation;

‘“(B) include any evidence or research ra-
tionale supporting the determination of the
Clearinghouse that the best practice or rec-
ommendation under subparagraph (A) has
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been shown to have a significant effect on
improving the health, safety, and welfare of
persons in school settings, including—

‘(i) relevant research that is evidence-
based, as defined in section 8101 of the Ele-
mentary and Secondary Education Act of
1965 (20 U.S.C. 7801), supporting the best prac-
tice or recommendation;

‘“(i1) findings and data from previous Fed-
eral or State commissions recommending
improvements to the safety posture of a
school; or

‘‘(iii) other supportive evidence or findings
relied upon by the Clearinghouse in deter-
mining best practices and recommendations
to improve the safety posture of a school
upon implementation; and

‘“(C) include information on Federal grant
programs for which implementation of each
best practice or recommendation is an eligi-
ble use for the program.

‘“(3) PAST COMMISSION RECOMMENDATIONS.—
To the greatest extent practicable, the
Clearinghouse shall present, as appropriate,
Federal, State, local, Tribal, private sector,
and nongovernmental organization issued
best practices and recommendations and
identify any best practice or recommenda-
tion of the Clearinghouse that was pre-
viously issued by any such organization or
commission.

““(c) ASSISTANCE AND TRAINING.—The Sec-
retary may produce and publish materials on
the Clearinghouse to assist and train edu-
cational agencies and law enforcement agen-
cies on the implementation of the best prac-
tices and recommendations.

¢“(d) CONTINUOUS IMPROVEMENT.—The Sec-
retary shall—

‘(1) collect for the purpose of continuous
improvement of the Clearinghouse—

‘“(A) Clearinghouse data analytics;

‘“(B) user feedback on the implementation
of resources, best practices, and rec-
ommendations identified by the Clearing-
house; and

‘(C) any evaluations conducted on imple-
mentation of the best practices and rec-
ommendations of the Clearinghouse; and

‘“(2) in coordination with the Secretary of
Education, the Secretary of Health and
Human Services, and the Attorney General—

‘“(A) regularly assess and identify Clearing-
house best practices and recommendations
for which there are no resources available
through Federal Government programs for
implementation; and

“(B) establish an external advisory board,
which shall be comprised of appropriate
State, local, Tribal, private sector, and non-
governmental organizations, including orga-
nizations representing parents of elementary
and secondary school students, to—

‘(i) provide feedback on the implementa-
tion of best practices and recommendations
of the Clearinghouse; and

‘(i) propose additional recommendations
for best practices for inclusion in the Clear-
inghouse.

‘‘(e) PARENTAL ASSISTANCE.—The Clearing-
house shall produce materials to assist par-
ents and legal guardians of students with
identifying relevant Clearinghouse resources
related to supporting the implementation of
Clearinghouse best practices and rec-
ommendations.”.

(1) TECHNICAL AMENDMENTS.—The table of
contents in section 1(b) of the Homeland Se-
curity Act of 2002 (Public Law 107-296; 116
Stat. 2135) is amended by inserting after the
item relating to section 2214 the following:

‘‘Sec. 2215. Federal Clearinghouse on School
Safety Best Practices.”.
(c) NOTIFICATION OF CLEARINGHOUSE.—
(1) NOTIFICATION BY THE SECRETARY OF EDU-
CATION.—The Secretary of Education shall
provide written notification of the publica-
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tion of the Federal Clearinghouse on School
Safety Best Practices (referred to in this
subsection and subsection (d) as the ‘‘Clear-
inghouse’), as required to be established
under section 2215 of the Homeland Security
Act of 2002, as added by subsection (b), to—

(A) every State and local educational agen-
cy; and

(B) other Department of Education part-
ners in the implementation of the best prac-
tices and recommendations of the Clearing-
house, as determined appropriate by the Sec-
retary of Education.

(2) NOTIFICATION BY THE SECRETARY OF
HOMELAND SECURITY.—The Secretary of
Homeland Security shall provide written no-
tification of the publication of the Clearing-
house, as required to be established under
section 2215 of the Homeland Security Act of
2002, as added by subsection (b), to—

(A) every State homeland security advisor;

(B) every State department of homeland
security; and

(C) other Department of Homeland Secu-
rity partners in the implementation of the
best practices and recommendations of the
Clearinghouse, as determined appropriate by
the Secretary of Homeland Security.

(3) NOTIFICATION BY THE SECRETARY OF
HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES.—The Secretary
of Health and Human Services shall provide
written notification of the publication of the
Clearinghouse, as required to be established
under section 2215 of the Homeland Security
Act of 2002, as added by subsection (b), to—

(A) every State department of public
health; and

(B) other Department of Health and
Human Services partners in the implementa-
tion of the best practices and recommenda-
tions of the Clearinghouse, as determined ap-
propriate by the Secretary of Health and
Human Services.

(4) NOTIFICATION BY THE ATTORNEY GEN-
ERAL.—The Attorney General shall provide
written notification of the publication of the
Clearinghouse, as required to be established
under section 2215 of the Homeland Security
Act of 2002, as added by subsection (b), to—

(A) every State department of justice; and

(B) other Department of Justice partners
in the implementation of the best practices
and recommendations of the Clearinghouse,
as determined appropriate by the Attorney
General.

(d) GRANT PROGRAM REVIEW.—

(1) FEDERAL GRANTS AND RESOURCES.—The
Secretary of Education, the Secretary of
Homeland Security, the Secretary of Health
and Human Services, and the Attorney Gen-
eral shall each—

(A) review grant programs administered by
their respective agency and identify any
grant program that may be used to imple-
ment best practices and recommendations of
the Clearinghouse;

(B) identify any best practices and rec-
ommendations of the Clearinghouse for
which there is not a Federal grant program
that may be used for the purposes of imple-
menting the best practice or recommenda-
tion as applicable to the agency; and

(C) periodically report any findings under
subparagraph (B) to the appropriate commit-
tees of Congress.

(2) STATE GRANTS AND RESOURCES.—The
Clearinghouse shall, to the extent prac-
ticable, identify, for each State—

(A) each agency responsible for school safe-
ty in the State, or any State that does not
have such an agency designated;

(B) any grant program that may be used
for the purposes of implementing best prac-
tices and recommendations of the Clearing-
house; and
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(C) any resources other than grant pro-
grams that may be used to assist in imple-
mentation of best practices and rec-
ommendations of the Clearinghouse.

(e) RULES OF CONSTRUCTION.—

(1) WAIVER OF REQUIREMENTS.—Nothing in
this section or the amendments made by this
section shall be construed to create, satisfy,
or waive any requirement under—

(A) title II of the Americans With Disabil-
ities Act of 1990 (42 U.S.C. 12131 et seq.);

(B) the Rehabilitation Act of 1973 (29 U.S.C.
701 et seq.);

(C) title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964
(42 U.S.C. 2000d et seq.);

(D) title IX of the Education Amendments
of 1972 (20 U.S.C. 1681 et seq.); or

(E) the Age Discrimination Act of 1975 (42
U.S.C. 6101 et seq.).

(2) PROHIBITION ON FEDERALLY DEVELOPED,
MANDATED, OR ENDORSED CURRICULUM.—Noth-
ing in this section or the amendments made
by this section shall be construed to author-
ize any officer or employee of the Federal
Government to engage in an activity other-
wise prohibited under section 103(b) of the
Department of Education Organization Act
(20 U.S.C. 3403(b)).

SA 1806. Mr. JOHNSON (for himself
and Ms. HASSAN) submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him
to the bill S. 4049, to authorize appro-
priations for fiscal year 2021 for mili-
tary activities of the Department of
Defense, for military construction, and
for defense activities of the Depart-
ment of Energy, to prescribe military
personnel strengths for such fiscal
year, and for other purposes; which was
ordered to lie on the table; as follows:

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing:
SEC.

. COUNTERING UNMANNED AIRCRAFT
SYSTEMS COORDINATOR.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Title III of the Homeland
Security Act of 2002 (6 U.S.C. 181 et seq.) is
amended by adding at the end the following
new section:

“SEC. 321. COUNTERING UNMANNED AIRCRAFT
SYSTEMS COORDINATOR.

‘‘(a) COORDINATOR.—

‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall des-
ignate an individual in a Senior Executive
Service position (as defined in section 3132 of
title 5, United States Code) of the Depart-
ment within the Office of Strategy, Policy,
and Plans as the Countering Unmanned Air-
craft Systems Coordinator (in this section
referred to as the ‘Coordinator’) and provide
appropriate staff to carry out the respon-
sibilities of the Coordinator.

‘(2) RESPONSIBILITIES.—The
shall—

“‘(A) oversee and coordinate with relevant
Department offices and components, includ-
ing the Office of Civil Rights and Civil Lib-
erties and the Privacy Office, on the develop-
ment of guidance and regulations to counter
threats associated with unmanned aircraft
systems (in this section referred to as ‘UAS’)
as described in section 210G;

‘(B) promote research and development of
counter UAS technologies in coordination
with the Office of Science and Technology;

‘“(C) coordinate with the relevant compo-
nents and offices of the Department, includ-
ing the Office of Intelligence and Analysis,
to ensure the sharing of information, guid-
ance, and intelligence relating to countering
UAS threats, counter UAS threat assess-
ments, and counter UAS technology, includ-
ing the retention of UAS and counter UAS
incidents within the Department;

‘(D) serve as the Department liaison, in
coordination with relevant components and

Coordinator
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offices of the Department, to the Depart-
ment of Defense, Federal, State, local, and
Tribal law enforcement entities and the pri-
vate sector regarding the activities of the
Department relating to countering UAS;

‘“(E) maintain the information required
under section 210G(g)(3); and

‘(F) carry out other related counter UAS
authorities and activities under section 210G,
as directed by the Secretary.

““(b) COORDINATION WITH APPLICABLE FED-
ERAL LAWS.—The Coordinator shall, in addi-
tion to other assigned duties, coordinate
with relevant Department components and
offices to ensure testing, evaluation, or de-
ployment of a system used to identify, as-
sess, or defeat a UAS is carried out in ac-
cordance with applicable Federal laws.

““(c) COORDINATION WITH PRIVATE SECTOR.—
The Coordinator shall, among other assigned
duties, working with the Office of Partner-
ship and Engagement and other relevant De-
partment offices and components, or other
Federal agencies, as appropriate, serve as the
principal Department official responsible for
sharing to the private sector information re-
garding counter UAS technology, particu-
larly information regarding instances in
which counter UAS technology may impact
lawful private sector services or systems.”.

(b) TECHNICAL AND CONFORMING AMEND-
MENT.—The table of contents in section 1(b)
of the Homeland Security Act of 2002 (Public
Law 107-296; 116 Stat. 2135) is amended by in-
serting after the item relating to section 320
the following:

““Sec. 321. Countering TUnmanned Aircraft
Systems Coordinator.”.

SA 1807. Mr. JOHNSON submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by
him to the bill S. 4049, to authorize ap-
propriations for fiscal year 2021 for
military activities of the Department
of Defense, for military construction,
and for defense activities of the De-
partment of Energy, to prescribe mili-
tary personnel strengths for such fiscal
year, and for other purposes; which was
ordered to lie on the table; as follows:

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing:

SEC. . SUBPOENA AUTHORITY.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 2209 of the Home-
land Security Act of 2002 (6 U.S.C. 659) is
amended—

(1) in subsection (a)—

(A) in paragraph (5), by striking ‘“‘and” at
the end;

(B) by redesignating paragraph (6) as para-
graph (7); and

(C) by inserting after paragraph (5) the fol-
lowing:

‘“(6) the term ‘security vulnerability’ has
the meaning given that term in section
102(17) of the Cybersecurity Information
Sharing Act of 2015 (6 U.S.C. 1501(17)); and”’;

(2) in subsection (¢c)—

(A) in paragraph (10), by striking ‘“‘and” at
the end;

(B) in paragraph (11), by striking the pe-
riod at the end and inserting ‘‘; and’’; and

(C) by adding at the end the following:

‘“(12) detecting, identifying, and receiving
information about security vulnerabilities
relating to critical infrastructure in the in-
formation systems and devices for a cyberse-
curity purpose, as defined in section 102 of
the Cybersecurity Information Sharing Act
of 2015 (6 U.S.C. 1501).”; and

(3) by adding at the end the following:

‘‘(0) SUBPOENA AUTHORITY.—

‘(1) DEFINITION.—In this subsection, the
term ‘covered device or system’—

‘““(A) means a device or system commonly
used to perform industrial, commercial, sci-
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entific, or governmental functions or proc-
esses that relate to critical infrastructure,
including operational and industrial control
systems, distributed control systems, and
programmable logic controllers; and

‘“(B) does not include personal devices and
systems, such as consumer mobile devices,
home computers, residential wireless rout-
ers, or residential internet enabled consumer
devices.

“(2) AUTHORITY.—

“‘(A) IN GENERAL.—If the Director identifies
a system connected to the internet with a
specific security vulnerability and has rea-
son to believe that the security vulnerability
relates to critical infrastructure and affects
a covered device or system, and the Director
is unable to identify the entity at risk that
owns or operates the covered device or sys-
tem, the Director may issue a subpoena for
the production of information necessary to
identify and notify the entity at risk, in
order to carry out a function authorized
under subsection (¢)(12).

‘(B) LIMIT ON INFORMATION.—A subpoena
issued under the authority under subpara-
graph (A) may seek information—

‘‘(i) only in the categories set forth in sub-
paragraphs (A), (B), (D), and (E) of section
2703(c)(2) of title 18, United States Code; and

¢“(ii) for not more than 20 covered devices
or systems.

¢“(C) LIABILITY PROTECTIONS FOR DISCLOSING
PROVIDERS.—The provisions of section 2703(e)
of title 18, United States Code, shall apply to
any subpoena issued under the authority
under subparagraph (A).

““(3) COORDINATION.—

‘““(A) IN GENERAL.—If the Director decides
to exercise the subpoena authority under
this subsection, and in the interest of avoid-
ing interference with ongoing law enforce-
ment investigations, the Director shall co-
ordinate the issuance of any such subpoena
with the Department of Justice, including
the Federal Bureau of Investigation, pursu-
ant to inter-agency procedures which the Di-
rector, in coordination with the Attorney
General, shall develop not later than 60 days
after the date of enactment of this sub-
section.

‘‘(B) CONTENTS.—The inter-agency proce-
dures developed under this paragraph shall
provide that a subpoena issued by the Direc-
tor under this subsection shall be—

‘“(i) issued in order to carry out a function
described in subsection (¢)(12); and

‘“(ii) subject to the limitations under this
subsection.

‘“(4) NONCOMPLIANCE.—If any person, part-
nership, corporation, association, or entity
fails to comply with any duly served sub-
poena issued under this subsection, the Di-
rector may request that the Attorney Gen-
eral seek enforcement of the subpoena in any
judicial district in which such person, part-
nership, corporation, association, or entity
resides, is found, or transacts business.

‘(6) NOTICE.—Not later than 7 days after
the date on which the Director receives in-
formation obtained through a subpoena
issued under this subsection, the Director
shall notify any entity identified by informa-
tion obtained under the subpoena regarding
the subpoena and the identified wvulner-
ability.

*“(6) AUTHENTICATION.—

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—Any subpoena issued by
the Director under this subsection shall be
authenticated with a cryptographic digital
signature of an authorized representative of
the Agency, or other comparable successor
technology, that allows the Agency to dem-
onstrate that the subpoena was issued by the
Agency and has not been altered or modified
since it was issued by the Agency.

“(B) INVALID IF NOT AUTHENTICATED.—ANY
subpoena issued by the Director under this
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subsection that is not authenticated in ac-
cordance with subparagraph (A) shall not be
considered to be valid by the recipient of the
subpoena.

“(T) PROCEDURES.—Not later than 90 days
after the date of enactment of this sub-
section, the Director shall establish internal
procedures and associated training, applica-
ble to employees and operations of the Agen-
cy, regarding subpoenas issued under this
subsection, which shall address—

‘“(A) the protection of and restriction on
dissemination of nonpublic information ob-
tained through a subpoena issued under this
subsection, including a requirement that the
Agency shall not disseminate nonpublic in-
formation obtained through a subpoena
issued under this subsection that identifies
the party that is subject to the subpoena or
the entity at risk identified by information
obtained, except that the Agency may share
the nonpublic information of the entity at
risk with another Federal agency if—

‘(i) the Agency identifies or is notified of
a cybersecurity incident involving the enti-
ty, which relates to the vulnerability which
led to the issuance of the subpoena;

‘“(ii) the Director determines that sharing
the nonpublic information with another Fed-
eral agency is necessary to allow that Fed-
eral agency to take a law enforcement or na-
tional security action or actions related to
mitigating or otherwise resolving such inci-
dent;

‘“(iii) the entity to which the information
pertains is notified of the Director’s deter-
mination, to the extent practicable con-
sistent with national security or law en-
forcement interests; and

‘(iv) the entity consents, except that the
entity’s consent shall not be required if an-
other Federal agency identifies the entity to
the Agency in connection with a suspected
cybersecurity incident;

“(B) the restriction on the use of informa-
tion obtained through the subpoena for a cy-
bersecurity purpose, as defined in section 102
of the Cybersecurity Information Sharing
Act of 2015 (6 U.S.C. 1501);

“(C) the retention and destruction of non-
public information obtained through a sub-
poena issued under this subsection, includ-
ing—

‘(i) destruction of information obtained
through the subpoena that the Director de-
termines is unrelated to critical infrastruc-
ture immediately upon providing notice to
the entity pursuant to paragraph (5); and

‘‘(ii) destruction of any personally identifi-
able information not later than 6 months
after the date on which the Director receives
information obtained through the subpoena,
unless otherwise agreed to by the individual
identified by the subpoena respondent;

‘(D) the processes for providing notice to
each party that is subject to the subpoena
and each entity identified by information ob-
tained under a subpoena issued under this
subsection;

‘““(E) the processes and criteria for con-
ducting critical infrastructure security risk
assessments to determine whether a sub-
poena is necessary prior to being issued
under this subsection; and

‘““(F') the information to be provided to an
entity at risk at the time of the notice of the
vulnerability, which shall include—

‘(i) a discussion or statement that re-
sponding to, or subsequent engagement with,
the Agency, is voluntary; and

‘‘(ii) to the extent practicable, information
regarding the process through which the Di-
rector identifies security vulnerabilities.

‘“(8) LIMITATION ON PROCEDURES.—The in-
ternal procedures established under para-
graph (7) may not require an owner or oper-
ator of critical infrastructure to take any
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action as a result of a notice of vulnerability
made pursuant to this Act.

“(9) REVIEW OF PROCEDURES.—Not later
than 1 year after the date of enactment of
this subsection, the Privacy Officer of the
Agency shall—

‘“(A) review the procedures developed by
the Director under paragraph (7) to ensure
that—

‘(i) the procedures are consistent with fair
information practices; and

‘“(ii) the operations of the Agency comply
with the procedures; and

“(B) notify the Committee on Homeland
Security and Governmental Affairs of the
Senate and the Committee on Homeland Se-
curity of the House of Representatives of the
results of the review.

€(10) PUBLICATION OF INFORMATION.—Not
later than 120 days after establishing the in-
ternal procedures under paragraph (7), the
Director shall publish information on the
website of the Agency regarding the sub-
poena process under this subsection, includ-
ing regarding—

““(A) the purpose for subpoenas
under this subsection;

‘“(B) the subpoena process;

‘“(C) the criteria for the critical infrastruc-
ture security risk assessment conducted
prior to issuing a subpoena;

‘(D) policies and procedures on retention
and sharing of data obtained by subpoena;

‘‘(E) guidelines on how entities contacted
by the Director may respond to notice of a
subpoena; and

‘“(F) the procedures and policies of the
Agency developed under paragraph (7).

‘(11) ANNUAL REPORTS.—The Director shall
annually submit to the Committee on Home-
land Security and Governmental Affairs of
the Senate and the Committee on Homeland
Security of the House of Representatives a
report (which may include a classified annex
but with the presumption of declassification)
on the use of subpoenas under this sub-
section by the Director, which shall in-
clude—

““(A) a discussion of—

“(i) the effectiveness of the use of sub-
poenas to mitigate critical infrastructure se-
curity vulnerabilities;

‘“(ii) the critical infrastructure security
risk assessment process conducted for sub-
poenas issued under this subsection;

‘“(iii) the number of subpoenas issued under
this subsection by the Director during the
preceding year;

‘“(iv) to the extent practicable, the number
of vulnerable covered devices or systems
mitigated under this subsection by the Agen-
cy during the preceding year; and

‘“(v) the number of entities notified by the
Director under this subsection, and their re-
sponse, during the previous year; and

‘““(B) for each subpoena issued under this
subsection—

‘“(i) the source of the security wvulner-
ability detected, identified, or received by
the Director;

‘“(ii) the steps taken to identify the entity
at risk prior to issuing the subpoena; and

‘‘(iii) a description of the outcome of the
subpoena, including discussion on the resolu-
tion or mitigation of the critical infrastruc-
ture security vulnerability.

‘(12) PUBLICATION OF THE ANNUAL RE-
PORTS.—The Director shall publish a version
of the annual report required by paragraph
(11) on the website of the Agency, which
shall, at a minimum, include the findings de-
scribed in clauses (iii), (iv) and (v) of para-
graph (11)(A).

¢“(13) PROHIBITION ON USE OF INFORMATION
FOR UNAUTHORIZED PURPOSES.—Any informa-
tion obtained pursuant to a subpoena issued
under this subsection shall not be provided
to any other Federal agency for any purpose
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other than a cybersecurity purpose, as de-
fined in section 102 of the Cybersecurity In-
formation Sharing Act of 2015 (6 U.S.C.
1501).”.

(b) RULES OF CONSTRUCTION.—

(1) PROHIBITION ON NEW REGULATORY AU-
THORITY.—Nothing in this section or the
amendments made by this section shall be
construed to grant the Secretary of Home-
land Security (in this subsection referred to
as the ‘‘Secretary’), or another Federal
agency, any authority to promulgate regula-
tions or set standards relating to the cyber-
security of private sector critical infrastruc-
ture that was not in effect on the day before
the date of enactment of this Act.

(2) PRIVATE ENTITIES.—Nothing in this sec-
tion or the amendments made by this section
shall be construed to require any private en-
tity—

(A) toto request assistance from the Sec-
retary; or

(B) that requested such assistance from the
Secretary to implement any measure or rec-
ommendation suggested by the Secretary.

SA 1808. Mr. COONS (for himself, Ms.
CoOLLINS, Mrs. CAPITO, and Ms. KLO-
BUCHAR) submitted an amendment in-
tended to be proposed by him to the
bill S. 4049, to authorize appropriations
for fiscal year 2021 for military activi-
ties of the Department of Defense, for
military construction, and for defense
activities of the Department of Energy,
to prescribe military personnel
strengths for such fiscal year, and for
other purposes; which was ordered to
lie on the table; as follows:

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing:

TITLE  —SUSTAINABLE CHEMISTRY
SEC. 1. NATIONAL COORDINATING ENTITY

FOR SUSTAINABLE CHEMISTRY.

(a) ESTABLISHMENT.—Not later than 180
days after the date of enactment of this
title, the Director of the Office of Science
and Technology Policy shall convene an
interagency entity (referred to in this title
as the “Entity’’) under the National Science
and Technology Council with the responsi-
bility to coordinate Federal programs and
activities in support of sustainable chem-
istry, including those described in sections
~3and 4.

(b) COORDINATION WITH EXISTING GROUPS.—
In convening the Entity, the Director of the
Office of Science and Technology Policy
shall consider overlap and possible coordina-
tion with existing committees, subcommit-
tees, or other groups of the National Science
and Technology Council, such as—

(1) the Committee on Environment;

(2) the Committee on Technology;

(3) the Committee on Science; or

(4) related groups or subcommittees.

(c) Co-CHAIRS.—The Entity shall be co-
chaired by the Director of the Office of
Science and Technology Policy and a rep-
resentative from the Environmental Protec-
tion Agency, the National Institute of
Standards and Technology, the National
Science Foundation, or the Department of
Energy, as selected by the Director of the Of-
fice of Science and Technology Policy.

(d) AGENCY PARTICIPATION.—The Entity
shall include representatives, including sub-
ject matter experts, from the Environmental
Protection Agency, the National Institute of
Standards and Technology, the National
Science Foundation, the Department of En-
ergy, the Department of Agriculture, the De-
partment of Defense, the National Institutes
of Health, the Centers for Disease Control
and Prevention, the Food and Drug Adminis-
tration, and other related Federal agencies,
as appropriate.
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(e) TERMINATION.—The Entity shall termi-
nate on the date that is 10 years after the
date of enactment of this title.

SEC. 2. STRATEGIC PLAN FOR SUSTAINABLE
CHEMISTRY.

(a) STRATEGIC PLAN.—Not later than 2
years after the date of enactment of this
title, the Entity shall—

(1) consult with relevant stakeholders, in-
cluding representatives from industry, aca-
demia, national labs, the Federal Govern-
ment, and international entities, to develop
and update, as needed, a consensus definition
of ‘‘sustainable chemistry’ to guide the ac-
tivities under this title;

(2) develop a working framework of at-
tributes characterizing and metrics for as-
sessing sustainable chemistry, as described
in subsection (b);

(3) assess the state of sustainable chem-
istry in the United States as a key bench-
mark from which progress under the activi-
ties described in this title can be measured,
including assessing key sectors of the United
States economy, key technology platforms,
commercial priorities, and barriers to inno-
vation;

(4) coordinate and support Federal re-
search, development, demonstration, tech-
nology transfer, commercialization, edu-
cation, and training efforts in sustainable
chemistry, including budget coordination
and support for public-private partnerships,
as appropriate;

(5) identify any Federal regulatory barriers
to, and opportunities for, Federal agencies
facilitating the development of incentives
for development, consideration and use of
sustainable chemistry processes and prod-
ucts;

(6) identify major scientific challenges,
roadblocks, or hurdles to transformational
progress in improving the sustainability of
the chemical sciences; and

(7) review, identify, and make effort to
eliminate duplicative Federal funding and
duplicative Federal research in sustainable
chemistry.

(b) CHARACTERIZING AND ASSESSING SUS-
TAINABLE CHEMISTRY.—The Entity shall de-
velop a working framework of attributes
characterizing and metrics for assessing sus-
tainable chemistry for the purposes of car-
rying out the title. In developing this frame-
work, the Entity shall—

(1) seek advice and input from stake-
holders as described in subsection (c);

(2) consider existing definitions of, or
frameworks characterizing and metrics for
assessing, sustainable chemistry already in
use at Federal agencies;

(3) consider existing definitions of, or
frameworks characterizing and metrics for
assessing, sustainable chemistry already in
use by international organizations of which
the United States is a member, such as the
Organisation for Economic Co-operation and
Development; and

(4) consider any other appropriate existing
definitions of, or frameworks characterizing
and metrics for assessing, sustainable chem-
istry.

(c) CONSULTATION.—In carrying out the du-
ties described in subsections (a) and (b), the
Entity shall consult with stakeholders quali-
fied to provide advice and information to
guide Federal activities related to sustain-
able chemistry through workshops, requests
for information, or other mechanisms as nec-
essary. The stakeholders shall include rep-
resentatives from—

(1) business and industry (including trade
associations and small- and medium-sized
enterprises from across the value chain);

(2) the scientific community (including the
National Academies of Sciences, Engineer-
ing, and Medicine, scientific professional so-
cieties, national labs, and academia);
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(3) the defense community;

(4) State, tribal, and local governments, in-
cluding nonregulatory State or regional sus-
tainable chemistry programs, as appropriate;

(5) nongovernmental organizations; and

(6) other appropriate organizations.

(d) REPORT TO CONGRESS.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 2 years
after the date of enactment of this Act, the
Entity shall submit a report to the Com-
mittee on Environment and Public Works,
the Committee on Commerce, Science, and
Transportation, and the Committee on Ap-
propriations of the Senate, and the Com-
mittee on Science, Space, and Technology,
the Committee on Energy and Commerce,
and the Committee on Appropriations of the
House of Representatives. In addition to the
elements described in subsections (a) and (b),
the report shall include—

(A) a summary of federally funded, sustain-
able chemistry research, development, dem-
onstration, technology transfer, commer-
cialization, education, and training activi-
ties;

(B) a summary of the financial resources
allocated to sustainable chemistry initia-
tives by each participating agency;

(C) an assessment of the current state of
sustainable chemistry in the United States,
including the role that Federal agencies are
playing in supporting it;

(D) an analysis of the progress made to-
ward achieving the goals and priorities of
this Act, and recommendations for future
program activities;

(E) an evaluation of steps taken and future
strategies to avoid duplication of efforts,
streamline interagency coordination, facili-
tate information sharing, and spread best
practices among participating agencies; and

(F) an evaluation of duplicative Federal
funding and duplicative Federal research in
sustainable chemistry, efforts undertaken by
the Entity to eliminate duplicative funding
and research, and recommendations on how
to achieve these goals.

(2) SUBMISSION TO GAO.—The Entity shall
also submit the report described in para-
graph (1) to the Comptroller General of the
United States for consideration in future
Congressional inquiries.

(3) ADDITIONAL REPORTS.—The Entity shall
submit a report to Congress and the Comp-
troller General of the United States that in-
corporates the information described in sub-
paragraphs (A), (B), (D), (E), and (F) of para-
graph (1) every 3 years, commencing after
the initial report is submitted until the En-
tity terminates.

SEC. 3. AGENCY ACTIVITIES IN SUPPORT OF
SUSTAINABLE CHEMISTRY.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The agencies partici-
pating in the Entity shall carry out activi-
ties in support of sustainable chemistry, as
appropriate to the specific mission and pro-
grams of each agency.

(b) ACTIVITIES.—The activities described in
subsection (a) shall—

(1) incorporate sustainable chemistry into
existing research, development, demonstra-
tion, technology transfer, commercializa-
tion, education, and training programs, that
the agency determines to be relevant, in-
cluding consideration of—

(A) merit-based competitive grants to indi-
vidual investigators and teams of investiga-
tors, including, to the extent practicable,
early career investigators for research and
development;

(B) grants to fund collaborative research
and development partnerships among univer-
sities, industry, and nonprofit organizations;

(C) coordination of sustainable chemistry
research, development, demonstration, and
technology transfer conducted at Federal
laboratories and agencies;
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(D) incentive prize competitions and chal-
lenges in coordination with such existing
Federal agency programs; and

(E) grants, loans, and loan guarantees to
aid in the technology transfer and commer-
cialization of sustainable chemicals, mate-
rials, processes, and products;

(2) collect and disseminate information on
sustainable chemistry research, develop-
ment, technology transfer, and commer-
cialization, including information on accom-
plishments and best practices;

(3) expand the education and training of
students at appropriate levels of education,
professional scientists and engineers, and
other professionals involved in all aspects of
sustainable chemistry and engineering ap-
propriate to that level of education and
training, including through—

(A) partnerships with industry as described
in section 4;

(B) support for the integration of sustain-
able chemistry principles into chemistry and
chemical engineering curriculum and re-
search training, as appropriate to that level
of education and training; and

(C) support for integration of sustainable
chemistry principles into existing or new
professional development opportunities for
professionals including teachers, faculty,
and individuals involved in laboratory re-
search (product development, materials spec-
ification and testing, life cycle analysis, and
management);

(4) as relevant to an agency’s programs, ex-
amine methods by which the Federal agen-
cies, in collaboration and consultation with
the National Institute of Standards and
Technology, may facilitate the development
or recognition of validated, standardized
tools for performing sustainability assess-
ments of chemistry processes or products;

(5) through programs identified by an agen-
cy, support (including through technical as-
sistance, participation, financial support,
communications tools, awards, or other
forms of support) outreach and dissemina-
tion of sustainable chemistry advances such
as non-Federal symposia, forums, con-
ferences, and publications in collaboration
with, as appropriate, industry, academia, sci-
entific and professional societies, and other
relevant groups;

(6) provide for public input and outreach to
be integrated into the activities described in
this section by the convening of public dis-
cussions, through mechanisms such as public
meetings, consensus conferences, and edu-
cational events, as appropriate;

(7) within each agency, develop or adapt
metrics to track the outputs and outcomes
of the programs supported by that agency;
and

(8) incentivize or recognize actions that ad-
vance sustainable chemistry products, proc-
esses, or initiatives, including through the
establishment of a nationally recognized
awards program through the Environmental
Protection Agency to identify, publicize, and
celebrate innovations in sustainable chem-
istry and chemical technologies.

(c) LIMITATIONS .—Financial support pro-
vided under this section shall—

(1) be available only for pre-competitive
activities; and

(2) not be used to promote the sale of a spe-
cific product, process, or technology, or to
disparage a specific product, process, or
technology.

SEC. 4. PARTNERSHIPS IN SUSTAINABLE
CHEMISTRY.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The agencies partici-
pating in the Entity may facilitate and sup-
port, through financial, technical, or other
assistance, the creation of partnerships be-
tween institutions of higher education, non-
governmental organizations, consortia, or
companies across the value chain in the
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chemical industry, including small- and me-
dium-sized enterprises, to—

(1) create collaborative sustainable chem-
istry research, development, demonstration,
technology transfer, and commercialization
programs; and

(2) train students and retrain professional
scientists, engineers, and others involved in
materials specification on the use of sustain-
able chemistry concepts and strategies by
methods, including—

(A) developing or recognizing curricular
materials and courses for undergraduate and
graduate levels and for the professional de-
velopment of scientists, engineers, and oth-
ers involved in materials specification; and

(B) publicizing the availability of profes-
sional development courses in sustainable
chemistry and recruiting professionals to
pursue such courses.

(b) PRIVATE SECTOR PARTICIPATION.—To be
eligible for support under this section, a
partnership in sustainable chemistry shall
include at least one private sector organiza-
tion.

(¢) SELECTION OF PARTNERSHIPS.—In select-
ing partnerships for support under this sec-
tion, the agencies participating in the Entity
shall also consider the extent to which the
applicants are willing and able to dem-
onstrate evidence of support for, and com-
mitment to, the goals outlined in the stra-
tegic plan and report described in section

2

(d) PROHIBITED USE OF FUNDS.—Financial
support provided under this section may not
be used—

(1) to support or expand a regulatory chem-
ical management program at an imple-
menting agency under a State law;

(2) to construct or renovate a building or
structure; or

(3) to promote the sale of a specific prod-
uct, process, or technology, or to disparage a
specific product, process, or technology.

SEC. 5. PRIORITIZATION.

In carrying out this Act, the Entity shall
focus its support for sustainable chemistry
activities on those that achieve, to the high-
est extent practicable, the goals outlined in
the title.

SEC. 6. RULE OF CONSTRUCTION.

Nothing in this title shall be construed to
alter or amend any State law or action with
regard to sustainable chemistry, as defined
by the State.

SEC. 7. MAJOR MULTI-USER RESEARCH FA-
CILITY PROJECT.

Section 110 of the American Innovation
and Competitiveness Act (42 U.S.C. 1862s-2) is
amended by striking (g2)(2) and inserting the
following:

*(2) MAJOR MULTI-USER RESEARCH FACILITY
PROJECT.—The term ‘major multi-user re-
search facility project’ means a science and
engineering facility project that exceeds
$100,000,000 in total construction, acquisi-
tion, or upgrade costs to the Foundation.”.

SA 1809. Mr. HAWLEY (for Mr.
LANKFORD) proposed an amendment to
the bill S. 2163, to establish the Com-
mission on the Social Status of Black
Men and Boys, to study and make rec-
ommendations to address social prob-
lems affecting Black men and boys, and
for other purposes; as follows:

At the end of section 2, add the following:

(c) MEMBERSHIP BY POLITICAL PARTY.—If
after the Commission is appointed there is a
partisan imbalance of Commission members,
the congressional leaders of the political
party with fewer members on the Commis-
sion shall jointly name additional members
to create partisan parity on the Commission.

SA 1810. Mr. TOOMEY (for Mr. LEE
(for himself and Mr. DURBIN)) proposed
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an amendment to the resolution S.
Res. 579, encouraging the international
community to remain committed to
collaboration and coordination to miti-
gate and prevent the further spread of
COVID-19 and urging renewed United
States leadership and participation in
global efforts on therapeutics and vac-
cine development and delivery to ad-
dress COVID-19 and prevent further
deaths, and for other purposes; as fol-
lows:

Strike all after the resolving clause and in-
sert the following: ‘““That the Senate—

(1) recognizes the historic leadership role
of the United States in stemming global
health crises in the past;

(2) commends the historic achievements of
the international community to address
global public health threats, such as the
eradication of smallpox and dramatic
progress in reducing cases of polio;

(3) encourages the international commu-
nity to remain committed to collaboration
and coordination to mitigate and prevent the
further spread of COVID-19;

(4) commends the promising research and
development underway to develop COVID-19
diagnostics, therapies, and vaccines within
the United States and with support from the
Federal government, public-private partner-
ships, and commercial partners;

(5) acknowledges the vast international re-
search enterprise and collaboration under-
way to study an expansive range of drug and
vaccine candidates;

(6) urges renewed United States leadership
and participation in global efforts on thera-
peutics and vaccine development and deliv-
ery to address COVID-19 and prevent further
American deaths; and

(7) calls on the United States Government
to strengthen collaboration with key part-
ners at the forefront of responding to
COVID-19.

SA 1811. Mr. TOOMEY (for Mr. LEE
(for himself and Mr. DURBIN)) proposed
an amendment to the resolution S.
Res. 579, encouraging the international
community to remain committed to
collaboration and coordination to miti-
gate and prevent the further spread of
COVID-19 and urging renewed United
States leadership and participation in
global efforts on therapeutics and vac-
cine development and delivery to ad-
dress COVID-19 and prevent further
deaths, and for other purposes; as fol-
lows:

Strike the preamble and insert the fol-
lowing:

Whereas there is a rich history of coordi-
nated global health collaboration and coordi-
nation, dating back to 1851, to strategically
and effectively combat deadly diseases of the
time, such as the spread of plague;

Whereas the United States has long been
an active and critical leader in such global
public health efforts, providing financial and
technical support to multilateral institu-
tions, foreign governments, and nongovern-
mental organizations;

Whereas international collaboration has
led to a number of historic global health
achievements, including the eradication of
smallpox, the reduction of polio cases by 99
percent, the elimination of river blindness,
the decline in maternal and child mortality,
the recognition of tobacco use as a health
hazard, and countless others;

Whereas there has been bipartisan support
in the United States to lead efforts to ad-
dress global health needs, as evidenced by
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initiatives such as the President’s Emer-
gency Plan for AIDS Relief (PEPFAR) and
the President’s Malaria Initiative;

Whereas the United States led the global
effort to end the Ebola outbreak in West Af-
rica between 2014 and 2016;

Whereas these bipartisan investments in
global health have helped not only save
countless lives around the world, but also at
home in the United States;

Whereas an outbreak of coronavirus dis-
ease 2019 (COVID-19) in Wuhan, China was
first reported in December 2019, with a global
pandemic declaration by the World Health
Organization on March 11, 2020;

Whereas, according to the Centers for Dis-
ease Control and Protection, more than
116,000 individuals in the United States are
known to have died due to COVID-19 as of
June 17, 2020, and a long-term, sustainable
solution will require international access to
a vaccine;

Whereas the COVID-19 outbreak continues
to place extreme pressure on health care sys-
tems and supply chains worldwide, impact-
ing international travel, trade, and all other
aspects of international