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Unemployment doesn’t cover the cost 
of a full salary. Each worker would 
have less to spend on gas and groceries, 
on a mortgage, and on medicine. In the 
downturn of the economy that we have 
been facing, we can’t afford more loss. 

Our economy is showing some signs 
of modest recovery as the result of the 
economic stimulus from the CARES 
Act, but many of those benefits are ex-
piring. I can tell you, as a Member 
from the Pacific Northwest, I hear a 
lot from businesses that didn’t get help 
and support in the PPP program and 
want it to continue so that they, too, 
can be on par with some of their 
friends and neighbors who have been 
able to succeed economically. 

Right now, we are at a turning point 
at which we need the PSP program to 
continue and to help give certainty 
about transportation. Nationally, on 
average, we know an aviation me-
chanic takes home about $1,600 per 
week in pay, but when these jobs are 
cut, the weekly incomes are cut. Let’s 
look at a few States and a few exam-
ples. 

Right now, in North Carolina, the 
weekly income for a mechanic is only 
$350 a week in unemployment benefits, 
and that worker is facing a 79-percent 
cut in weekly income. So I ask our col-
leagues to consider, as you think about 
shifting these transportation workers 
from these salaries that they are get-
ting now to unemployment benefits, 
how dramatic these cuts will be in 
some of these States. 

I am proud that I come from a State 
in which we have a pretty robust un-
employment benefit. I thank our State 
and the people who vote for and sup-
port a robust unemployment benefit, 
but if we continue to not act on the 
CARES Act and the PPP, we will be 
sending people home to States with un-
employment benefits that will be much 
less robust than in my State. Right 
now, to face a 79-percent cut in one’s 
weekly income I don’t think is good for 
the aviation sector. 

On average, when you look at the 
weekly income for ramp agents in 
Georgia, it is about $850, but now that 
any additional weekly benefits have 
run out, these workers face a 57-per-
cent income cut. In State after State, 
we see these cuts in these weekly in-
comes. This means, as I said, less 
money to spend on groceries and less 
money to spend on essentials at home. 
Without any additional weekly bene-
fits, in Florida, pilots will see a 92-per-
cent drop in income, flight attendants 
a 75-percent drop, mechanics an 83-per-
cent drop, and ramp agents a 68-per-
cent drop. In Texas, pilots will see an 
85-percent drop in weekly income, 
flight attendants a 52-percent drop, me-
chanics a 68-percent drop, and ramp 
agents a 48-percent drop. 

My point here is to think about the 
need for us to continue this program in 
that not all States are going to be 
treated equally in how aviation work-
ers will be affected. We have to think 
about how we are going to keep that 

important air travel moving for our 
economy. 

Without the extension, flight crews, 
flight attendants, and others will be 
impacted in another way, in that, when 
you stop air transportation services, 
people, after a period of time, will have 
to come back and be retrained and re-
certified. Many times here, I have par-
ticipated in debates about tax credits 
or tax policy. Oftentimes, we go past 
our deadline of December 31 and into 
the new year. Even though we can’t 
reach a conclusion, most people think: 
Well, that is OK. We will make it retro-
active, so going past our deadline 
doesn’t impact anything. In this case, 
it does impact something because, once 
we hit the October 1 deadline and we 
start seeing these people in unemploy-
ment situations, the time starts tick-
ing for the cost of recertifying them to 
be in that cockpit or to be of service. 

For example, pilots have to meet cer-
tain flying requirements to maintain 
currency in their pilot licenses. So, 
without an extension of the PSP, flight 
crews and flight attendants would need 
to be retrained at the cost of starting 
up again. A PSP extension also means 
supporting their wages and making 
sure that they have available 
healthcare during this time period. 

I don’t want to see one more Amer-
ican lose one’s healthcare benefits be-
cause of COVID. We are in a COVID cri-
sis. We want people to be covered with 
healthcare so that we can help to fight 
this pandemic. I know people here in 
Congress are looking at the very short 
time period that we have left before 
September 30. I call on my colleagues 
to set aside our differences and come 
back to the table and make sure that 
we address these issues before this 
major layoff. 

This is important because, as I said, 
this affects the GDP of our country. We 
still have an opportunity to sustain 
950,000 frontline aviation workers, 
which is important to helping our 
economy recover. As I said, it is impor-
tant because aviation helps to grow op-
portunities for the future. 

My colleague Senator SCOTT and I 
will tomorrow be announcing other 
aviation legislation that we, too, think 
will help the aviation sector. For every 
10 percent of travel that returns to 
aviation, it drives more than $1.5 bil-
lion into our economy. Those are sala-
ries and wages and other aspects of this 
sector. That is the economic impact 
that we will have by returning flight 
service. 

The original premise around the 
COVID bill was for us not to decimate 
the airline industry so much, because 
of the COVID impact, that it wouldn’t 
recover and so that we wouldn’t be 
there to retrain and take advantage of 
the upside as the public responds. We 
have now gone from that 95-percent 
loss of travel to, right before the Labor 
Day weekend, about 40 percent of air-
line capacity and travel. We want to 
continue being ready to serve the pub-
lic who has to fly, and we want to 

make sure it is safe for the public to 
fly. Getting this extension of the 
COVID bill done before September 30 
still remains a key priority. 

On the point of aviation, I would say 
to my colleagues, besides the Cantwell- 
Scott bill we will be dropping tomor-
row to help focus on more aviation 
safety, my colleague Senator WICKER 
and I remain committed to continuing 
to work on aviation safety as it relates 
to certification legislation. I hope all 
of our colleagues on the Commerce 
Committee will continue to focus on 
that as well. 

WILDFIRES 
Madam President, I would now like 

to say a few words about another press-
ing issue in the State of Washington, 
and that is the issue of fire. 

Yesterday, we heard from the Deputy 
Forest Chief that we needed 5,000 fire-
fighters in the United States to help 
fight fires. It is clear that we don’t 
have 5,000 firefighters helping as 
COVID has impacted our ability to 
fight fire. So I call on the President to 
help us reach out to the international 
community to help us get more fire-
fighters into the United States. 

While Washington and Oregon may 
eventually see wetter weather in Octo-
ber, we still have massive fires that we 
are going to see in California in the 
month of October. We need to get more 
firefighters into the United States to 
help us fight this incredible attack by 
Mother Nature on our communities. 
We can’t leave them defenseless. We 
need to give them a frontline in the de-
fense, so I call on the President to help 
us get more international support for 
fighting fires in the United States of 
America. 

Additionally, I will be supporting my 
colleague Senator WYDEN’s efforts 
today on prescribed burns and the abil-
ity to change our policies and do pre-
scribed burns at different times of the 
year, which is to say burn some of the 
fuel that we think could become fire 
breaks and stop fires from becoming 
larger and larger. The fuel break helps 
to create a line of defense. We sup-
ported this legislation several years 
ago. Unfortunately, it didn’t make it 
into the big fire fix bill when we 
stopped fire borrowing. Nonetheless, it 
remains a big priority. 

What we have come to learn now is 
that trying to do prescribed burns in 
the summer months, when you have 
clearer air, doesn’t really help—it is 
not helping us because we have such 
large-scale fires and these very 
unhealthy smoke events that last for 
days and days. Now, thanks to the new 
fire forecasting models that we have 
and the new fire forecasters that we 
put in the previous bill, we are now 
seeing how unhealthy those conditions 
really are. They are so unhealthy that 
they are cause of major concern for 
health officials across the whole West. 

So what do we need to do now? 
We need to pass this proposal that I 

support, along with my colleague Sen-
ator WYDEN, to move prescribed burns 

VerDate Sep 11 2014 04:44 Sep 18, 2020 Jkt 099060 PO 00000 Frm 00012 Fmt 4624 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\G17SE6.017 S17SEPT1S
S

pe
nc

er
 o

n 
D

S
K

12
6Q

N
23

P
R

O
D

 w
ith

 S
E

N
A

T
E



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S5693 September 17, 2020 
to other parts of the year. Yes, will it 
create a few smoky days here or there 
during parts of our year? Yes, but it 
will help us to better fight these fires 
when it comes to these very hot, dry 
climates that we are now seeing with 
greater frequency in the Pacific North-
west and throughout the West. 

It is time for us to take dramatic ac-
tion in responding to these fires. We 
have taken action, but now we need to 
use these tools that are right in front 
of us today. Get more firefighters and 
get the prescribed burn policies and 
move forward with protecting some of 
our most vulnerable communities 
throughout the United States of Amer-
ica. 

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

ator from Alaska. 
UNANIMOUS CONSENT REQUEST—S. 1135 

Mr. SULLIVAN. Madam President, I 
am going to be talking about a bill of 
mine that is, I think, very appropriate 
and very timely, the Protect Our He-
roes Act, which will federalize certain 
violent crimes against public safety of-
ficers across the country, like the po-
lice and first responders, in order to 
deter these kinds of crimes and show 
the men and women in our law enforce-
ment community that we have their 
backs. 

Before I get into the details of my 
bill, I want to talk a little bit about a 
very moving event. 

I was back home last week in Alaska. 
I was at the American Legion Post No. 
15 in Palmer, AK, and it was on the 
commemoration of September 11. It 
was a wonderful remembrance dinner. 
There were tons of veterans, patriots. 
My State is blessed with more vets per 
capita than any State in the country. 

But it was focused on law enforce-
ment. We had the Palmer police chief 
there. We had members of the police 
department from Anchorage there be-
cause we were focused on so many 
things that came out of that day—9/11. 

But honoring our first responders is 
something that I think America 
learned—that we need to respect the 
men and women epitomized by the po-
lice and firemen who went up the 
Tower. Many of them knew they were 
going to die, and they did that. They 
did that to protect us, and there was 
this newfound respect for our first re-
sponders that came out of the tragedy 
of 9/11. 

Now, in my remarks to my fellow 
veterans in Palmer at the American 
Legion post last Friday, I did mention 
that one of the elements of what is 
happening in our country, unfortu-
nately, is that these memories are fad-
ing. They are fading, and in some ways 
the respect for the police is not just 
fading. It is being reversed. 

You see these movements, these na-
tional movements of defunding our po-
lice—a horrible idea, in my view. My 
State needs more law enforcement, not 
less. We have seen on our TV screens 
and our social media channels that 
there are people—criminals—who are 

focused on harming the police, killing 
the police, attacking the police, and 
even taking glee in the killing and the 
violence against law enforcement. 

So we have all seen in the past few 
years a dramatic increase in killings, 
in ambushes. In Iowa, New York, Mas-
sachusetts, Texas, California, Colorado, 
Pennsylvania, and Georgia this has 
been happening. It certainly hit home 
in my State. 

In Anchorage, in 2016, we had a brave 
police officer, Arn Salao, who was the 
victim of a cowardly ambush in 2016. 
Thankfully, he survived, barely. What 
was the result of the arrest of the indi-
vidual who tried to kill him? He ended 
up being a serial killer, killing five 
others in Anchorage. But this brave po-
lice officer found him, stopped him, 
and almost lost his life. 

Unfortunately, another officer in a 
shooting in Alaska the same year, 2016, 
in Fairbanks, wasn’t so fortunate. On 
October 16, 2016, Sergeant Allen 
Brandt, an 11-year veteran of the Fair-
banks Police Department, pulled over a 
suspect to question him, and he was 
shot five times. He eventually suc-
cumbed to the complications related to 
his injuries. 

I went to the memorial service. 
There were hundreds of Alaskans. He 
had a young family, a young wife. It 
was brutal to watch this. 

These are selfless men and women in 
my State, who are every day getting up 
to risk their lives and to wear the uni-
form in the line of duty. 

All of this inspired me to put to-
gether my Protect Our Heroes Act, 
which will enhance Federal penalties 
for the killing or assaulting of public 
safety officers and first responders, es-
pecially increasing penalties for crimi-
nals who ambush or lure law enforce-
ment officers for the purpose of com-
mitting crimes against them—dramati-
cally enhancing penalties. 

This is something that I think the 
vast majority of us in the Senate agree 
with. 

Now, I take the opportunity to go 
running most days, whether I am here 
or back home. And when I go running 
on Capitol Hill, what I see every morn-
ing—and I saw it this morning—are po-
lice officers. No matter the time of 
day, Capitol Police are sitting in their 
vehicles or on patrol. Their sole pur-
pose is to protect this institution and 
the Members. 

This morning, as I usually do when I 
run past them sitting in their car, I 
just gave them a thumbs-up. Thank 
you. Thank you. We respect you, and 
we certainly have your back. 

So that is why I am offering this leg-
islation today. I hope my Senate col-
leagues can come together to support 
this. I think it would be inconceivable 
to vote against this bill, especially now 
when we are seeing these kinds of hei-
nous activities like we saw in Comp-
ton, CA. But we also want to send a 
message to our first responders and law 
enforcement: We are watching. We are 
going to pass laws to disincentivize 

this kind of heinous action against 
you, and we have your back and the 
back of your family members, who are 
probably worried when you go out on 
your duty every day. 

Mr. President, as if in legislative ses-
sion, I ask unanimous consent that the 
Judiciary Committee be discharged 
from further consideration of S. 1135 
and the Senate proceed to its imme-
diate consideration; further, that the 
Sullivan substitute amendment at the 
desk be considered and agreed to; that 
the bill, as amended, be considered 
read a third time and passed; and that 
the motion to reconsider be considered 
made and laid upon the table with no 
intervening action or debate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
YOUNG). Is there objection? 

The Senator from New Mexico. 
Mr. UDALL. Mr. President, thank 

you for the recognition. 
Mr. President, I reserve my right to 

object. 
As a former assistant U.S. attorney 

and New Mexico attorney general, I 
worked hard to prosecute violent 
crimes, including those committed 
against law enforcement. 

The recent shootings of two law en-
forcement officers in California were 
heinous. My deepest condolences and 
prayers go out to the officers and their 
families. The perpetrator must be 
brought to justice. All such violence is 
appalling. 

However, this bill is both unneces-
sary and, potentially, a problematic ex-
pansion of Federal criminal law. It is 
already a Federal crime to kill or at-
tempt to kill an officer or employee of 
the United States. 

Most, if not all, States already make 
killing a police officer a specific crime, 
and, of course, murder and assault are 
crimes in all 50 States and Territories. 

So it is unclear that this bill will in-
crease deterrence, and the bill is very 
broad, covering not only murder and 
attempted murder but also any assault 
against hundreds of thousands or per-
haps millions of people. 

One new crime created by the bill is 
death eligible, raising historic con-
cerns about executing the innocent and 
the death penalty being arbitrarily ap-
plied. 

This bill has not gone through the 
regular order, with no hearings on such 
a sweeping change in the balance of 
State and Federal criminal law. 

For many years, the Heritage Foun-
dation, the Hoover Institution, the 
Federalist Society, and congressional 
Republicans have all spoken out 
against the expansion of Federal crimi-
nal law. It is not just conservatives. 
There is bipartisan support for that 
view and broad consensus among crimi-
nal law experts and the Federal judici-
ary itself. 

The Judicial Conference of the U.S. 
courts has testified to Congress against 
the over-criminalization of Federal 
law, citing the burdens they already 
face. 
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And former Reagan Attorney General 

Ed Meese wrote for the Hoover Institu-
tion over 20 years ago, in 1999, high-
lighting the following problems with 
over-criminalization of Federal law. He 
warned about these: 

An unwise allocation of scarce resources 
needed to meet the genuine issues of crime; 

An unhealthy concentration of policing 
power at the national level; 

An adverse impact on the federal judicial 
system; 

Inappropriately disparate results for simi-
larly situated defendants, depending on 
whether essentially similar conduct is se-
lected for federal or state prosecution; 

A diversion of congressional attention 
from criminal activity that only federal in-
vestigation and prosecution can address; 

The potential for duplicative prosecutions 
at the state and federal levels for the same 
course of conduct, in violation of the spirit 
of the Constitution’s double jeopardy protec-
tion. 

I think the Senate should consider 
those warnings and should not rush to 
approve such a measure without hear-
ing testimony and a long and careful 
study. 

Therefore, I object. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-

tion is heard. 
UNANIMOUS CONSENT REQUEST—S. 2843 

Mr. UDALL. Mr. President, I would 
like to take this opportunity to call at-
tention to key legislation that address-
es violence, and this piece of legisla-
tion should come to the floor. That is 
the Violence Against Women Reauthor-
ization Act. 

VAWA reauthorization expired over a 
year and a half ago, on February 15, 
2019. Funding continues, but key im-
provements are being delayed by the 
lack of reauthorization. 

The Violence Against Women Reau-
thorization Act of 2019 is supported by 
all 47 Democratic Senators. The House 
passed the bill 236 to 158. Thirty-three 
House Republicans voted yes on that 
bill. 

The bill would extend VAWA for 5 
years, through 2024, while making key 
improvements. 

As the vice chairman of the Senate 
Committee on Indian Affairs, I know 
how critical VAWA reauthorization is 
to Indian Country. 

Data from the U.S. Department of 
Justice indicates that Native women 
face murder rates that are more than 
10 times the national average murder 
rate. There are more than 5,000 cases of 
missing American Indian and Alaska 
Native women, and 55 percent of Native 
women have experienced domestic vio-
lence. More than four in five American 
Indian and Alaska Native women expe-
rience violence in their lifetime. 

Without the enactment of a VAWA 
reauthorization, these Tribes will lack 
the jurisdictional tools they need to 
keep their communities safe. 

The House-passed bill strengthens 
Tribal sovereignty, provides important 
protections for LGBT people, and bars 
dating partners convicted of domestic 
violence from having handguns. 

The bill would make a real difference 
in preventing violent crimes against 

women and making Native commu-
nities safer, and I ask that the Senate 
take up its consideration immediately. 

As if in legislative session, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Judiciary 
Committee be discharged from further 
consideration of S. 2843, the Violence 
Against Women Reauthorization 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 with no intervening action or 
debate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

The Senator from Pennsylvania. 
Mr. TOOMEY. Mr. President, reserv-

ing the right to object, I have to say 
this sounds a lot like yet another at-
tempt to just change the subject and 
obfuscate. 

I was on this floor earlier this week. 
The Senator from Alaska has just spo-
ken about his goal here. Both of us 
have slightly different approaches to 
try to achieve the same thing, which is 
to discourage these attacks on law en-
forcement officials. 

It seems like almost every day we 
read about some horrific attack on 
men and women across the country 
just because they are police. It is abso-
lutely appalling, and we are trying to 
do everything we can to discourage 
that, to create disincentives, and to 
make sure that violent criminals know 
that they will pay a very steep price if 
they commit the appalling kinds of 
acts that we have seen. 

I commend the Senator from Alaska 
for an approach to this. Yet, again, our 
Democratic colleagues refuse to sup-
port this effort and instead say: Let’s 
change the subject to VAWA. 

Well, let’s talk a little bit about 
VAWA. Look, there is a very real prob-
lem with violence against women. I 
don’t know anyone who would dispute 
that. And VAWA, the legislation, has a 
number of programs, some of which are 
very constructive. 

I voted in favor of the last reauthor-
ization of VAWA because I do think it 
is that important, and I have led the 
effort in this body to ensure that crime 
victims—very much including women— 
get the resources they are supposed to 
get from the Crime Victims Fund, 
which they historically have not been. 
But the fact is, it is a big bill, it is a 
complicated bill, and there are mul-
tiple programs, and some of it is very 
controversial. 

So the way we have actually gotten 
an outcome and achieved something 
with VAWA is through a bipartisan 
process. That is what was done in the 
past, and that effort has been under-
way. Senator ERNST, working with 
Senator FEINSTEIN, has tried to find 
common ground. I think they are not 
quite there yet. But this legislation is 
not that bill. It is not that effort. 

This is a bill that our Democratic 
colleagues have declared they know 
has no chance of actually passing. So 

rather than changing the subject and 
putting forward a bill that everybody 
knows can’t pass, I wish our Demo-
cratic colleagues would join me and my 
colleague from Alaska in doing some-
thing we can do, something modest but 
constructive that would help to dimin-
ish the risks that our law enforcement 
folks take every single day. So, Mr. 
President, I object. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion is heard. 

The Senator from Alaska. 
Mr. SULLIVAN. Mr. President, I 

want to thank my colleague from 
Pennsylvania. I know he and I both 
share a passion on this issue. I think 
the vast majority of the Senators share 
a passion on this issue—that we should 
be standing here in the U.S. Senate to 
make sure our law enforcement knows 
that we have their backs. 

As Senator TOOMEY just mentioned, 
this is happening all across the coun-
try. The men and women who put on 
the uniform to protect us are being tar-
geted simply because they wear the 
uniform to protect us. If this is not an 
issue that cries out for some kind of 
action, some kind of discussion to pre-
vent this and tell these brave men and 
women, whether in Alaska or Pennsyl-
vania or New Mexico, that we have 
their backs, I don’t know what that 
topic is—I don’t know what that issue 
is. 

Unfortunately, Senator TOOMEY tried 
to move his legislation the last couple 
of days, and it was thwarted. Now my 
legislation to send the message that we 
are not going to let criminals get away 
with these kinds of heinous crimes, 
that the Senate is watching, and that 
we have the backs of law enforcement 
and their families—that is a really im-
portant message to send right now. 

I am disappointed in my colleague 
for objecting. We will continue to work 
on this issue and, as Senator TOOMEY 
mentioned, the violence issue, which is 
a hugely important issue in my State 
for my constituents. But right now, I 
think we should be acting on the issue 
we are seeing, and that issue is, there 
is a movement across the country that 
is really focused on perpetrating vio-
lence against the men and women who 
are sworn to protect us. I can’t believe 
anyone here thinks that is a good 
movement, but it is happening in 
America right now. We need to send a 
message that it is unacceptable and 
that we are going to do everything in 
our power to stop it. 

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

ator from South Dakota. 
Mr. ROUNDS. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the vote 
scheduled for 1:30 p.m. be allowed to 
start at this time. 

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

The question is, Will the Senate ad-
vise and consent to the Johnston nomi-
nation? 

Mr. ROUNDS. I ask for the yeas and 
nays. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 

sufficient second? 
There appears to be a sufficient sec-

ond. 
The clerk will call the roll. 
The legislative clerk called the roll. 
Mr. THUNE. The following Senators 

are necessarily absent: the Senator 
from North Carolina (Mr. BURR), the 
Senator from West Virginia (Mrs. CAP-
ITO), the Senator from Wisconsin (Mr. 
JOHNSON), the Senator from Kansas 
(Mr. MORAN), the Senator from Georgia 
(Mr. PERDUE), and the Senator from 
Florida (Mr. SCOTT). 

Further, if present and voting, the 
Senator from Florida (Mr. SCOTT) 
would have voted ‘‘yea.’’ 

Mr. DURBIN. I announce that the 
Senator from California (Ms. HARRIS), 
the Senator from Vermont (Mr. SAND-
ERS), and the Senator from Arizona 
(Ms. SINEMA) are necessarily absent. 

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

The result was announced—yeas 77, 
nays 14, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 183 Ex.] 

YEAS—77 

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

Feinstein 
Fischer 
Gardner 
Graham 
Grassley 
Hassan 
Hawley 
Heinrich 
Hoeven 
Hyde-Smith 
Inhofe 
Jones 
Kaine 
Kennedy 
King 
Lankford 
Leahy 
Lee 
Loeffler 
Manchin 
McConnell 
McSally 
Murkowski 
Murphy 
Paul 
Peters 

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

NAYS—14 

Blumenthal 
Booker 
Cantwell 
Gillibrand 
Hirono 

Klobuchar 
Markey 
Menendez 
Merkley 
Murray 

Schatz 
Schumer 
Warren 
Wyden 

NOT VOTING—9 

Burr 
Capito 
Harris 

Johnson 
Moran 
Perdue 

Sanders 
Scott (FL) 
Sinema 

The nomination was confirmed. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 

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

The Senator from Arkansas. 
f 

LEGISLATIVE SESSION 

MORNING BUSINESS 

Mr. COTTON. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Senate 
proceed to legislative session for a pe-

riod of morning business, with Sen-
ators permitted to speak therein for up 
to 10 minutes each. 

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

(The remarks of Mr. COTTON per-
taining to the introduction of S. 4609 
are printed in today’s Record under 
‘‘Statements on Introduced Bills and 
Joint Resolutions.’’) 

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

ator from Oklahoma. 
f 

ABRAHAM ACCORDS 

Mr. LANKFORD. Mr. President, a few 
days ago, Flight 971 took off from Tel 
Aviv Airport. You may say: Of course 
the flight took off from Tel Aviv; that 
happens every day—but not like this 
flight. You see, Flight 971 took off from 
Tel Aviv Airport, flew south, directly 
over Saudi Arabia, which hasn’t hap-
pened, and landed in Abu Dhabi be-
cause the United Arab Emirates has 
formed a peace agreement with Israel— 
recognizing its right to exist, opening 
up Embassies in Israel and in the 
United Arab Emirates, beginning trade 
in commerce. Just days ago, the first 
cargo aircraft took off and flew, taking 
supplies, technology, medicine—en-
gagement between the Nation of Israel 
and the Arab nation of the United Arab 
Emirates, forming a new alliance in 
the Middle East. 

Flight 971 is significant because 971 is 
the country code if you are going to 
call the United Arab Emirates. The re-
turn flight, by the way, leaving from 
Abu Dhabi and flying back to Israel is 
Flight 972—the country code for Israel. 

That first flight that took off, on the 
outside of the plane were emblazoned 
three words—one in English, one in He-
brew, and one in Arabic—all trans-
lated, the word ‘‘peace.’’ 

It is a new day. And this week, when 
President Trump and the Foreign Min-
isters from the United Arab Emirates 
and from Bahrain and the Prime Min-
ister of Israel all stood at the White 
House and spoke of each other in a new 
partnership and then all sat at a table 
and signed documents together, begin-
ning a new relationship not just with 
UAE but also with Bahrain, it was a re-
markable day in world history. 

In 70 years of Israel’s history, only 
two nations that are Arab nations have 
recognized Israel’s right to exist, 
even—Jordan and Egypt. In 1 day, two 
more nations joined—the UAE and 
Bahrain. It was significant to be able 
to see the journey on that and to be 
able to hear the Foreign Ministers of 
Bahrain and UAE compliment Presi-
dent Trump, Mike Pompeo, and Jared 
Kushner for their leadership and, as 
the Foreign Minister from Bahrain 
said, President Trump’s statesmanship 
in this process. 

It was a negotiation that was turned 
on its head. For decades, American ne-
gotiators have tried to work to solve 
the issues with the Palestinians first 
and then to work to solve every other 

relationship second. That has been the 
American focus. The Trump negotia-
tions reversed it. They believed that 
many in the Arab world were tired of 
the Palestinians holding their foreign 
policy hostage, and they flipped it and 
said: Why don’t we start negotiating 
with the Arab world first and see if 
they want to open up trade negotia-
tions with Israel and be able to sta-
bilize those negotiations? 

It has worked. Not only has it 
worked in two countries—in a single 
day signing an agreement—but there 
are multiple other nations that are 
currently looking at this same deal 
with Israel to say: Yes, we still need to 
resolve the issues in the Palestinian 
territory. Yes, that is still very impor-
tant. But these nations can work to-
ward peace and unity together as they 
resolve their differences. 

They signed a document dealing with 
relationships diplomatically, but they 
also signed something they called the 
Abraham Accords Declaration. Let me 
read this accord to you because it is 
significant. It begins with this simple 
statement: 

We, the undersigned, recognize the impor-
tance of maintaining and strengthening 
peace in the Middle East and around the 
world based on mutual understanding and 
coexistence, as well as respect for human 
dignity and freedom, including religious 
freedom. 

That is a significant statement. Na-
tions have spoken of religious freedom, 
but it has not thrived there. 

The document goes on to say: 
We seek tolerance and respect for every 

person in order to make this world a place 
where all can enjoy a life of dignity and 
hope, no matter their race, faith, or eth-
nicity. 

We support science, art, medicine, and 
commerce to inspire humankind, maximize 
human potential and bring nations closer to-
gether. 

We seek to end radicalization and conflict 
to provide all children a better future. 

We pursue a vision of peace, security, and 
prosperity in the Middle East and around the 
world. 

It was a document many people said 
would never be signed, but it is a stake 
in the ground to say it is a new day in 
the Middle East in peace negotiations 
and a pivot, as Prime Minister 
Netanyahu said. 

Nations like Saudi Arabia, Kuwait, 
Qatar, Amman, Morocco, Sudan, and 
Lebanon should take notice and should 
see the benefit to economic trade and 
engagement, to confronting Iranian in-
fluence in the area that tries to desta-
bilize so much of the Middle East, 
pushing back on terrorism, and devel-
oping partnerships in science and 
health and technology and prosperity 
for everyone in the region. That hap-
pened this week. 

f 

THE MIDDLE EAST 

Mr. LANKFORD. There is something 
happening on Monday that much of the 
world has missed as well in the Middle 
East. For a year, there has been a proc-
ess ongoing to be able to confront Iran. 

VerDate Sep 11 2014 04:44 Sep 18, 2020 Jkt 099060 PO 00000 Frm 00015 Fmt 4624 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\G17SE6.024 S17SEPT1S
S

pe
nc

er
 o

n 
D

S
K

12
6Q

N
23

P
R

O
D

 w
ith

 S
E

N
A

T
E


		Superintendent of Documents
	2020-12-22T23:31:37-0500
	US GPO, Washington, DC 20401
	Superintendent of Documents
	GPO attests that this document has not been altered since it was disseminated by GPO




