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Smith 
Van Hollen 

Warren 
Welch 

Whitehouse 
Wyden 

The motion was agreed to. 
f 

GUIDING AND ESTABLISHING NA-
TIONAL INNOVATION FOR U.S. 
STABLECOINS ACT 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
RICKETTS). The clerk will report. 

The senior assistant legislative clerk 
read as follows: 

A bill (S. 1582) to provide for the regulation 
of payment stablecoins, and for other pur-
poses. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-
jority leader. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2228 
Mr. THUNE. Mr. President, I call up 

my amendment No. 2228 and ask that it 
be reported by number. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The senior assistant legislative clerk 
read as follows: 

The Senator from North Dakota [Mr. 
THUNE], for Mr. RICKETTS, proposes an 
amendment numbered 2228. 

The amendment is as follows: 
(Purpose: To provide for expedited 

certification of existing regulatory regimes) 
In section 4(c), add at the end the fol-

lowing: 
(8) EXPEDITED CERTIFICATIONS OF EXISTING 

REGULATORY REGIMES.—The Stablecoin Cer-
tification Review Committee shall take all 
necessary steps to endeavor that, with re-
spect to a State that, within 180 days of the 
date of enactment of this Act, has in effect 
a prudential regulatory regime (including 
regulations and guidance) for the supervision 
of digital assets or payment stablecoins, the 
certification process under this paragraph 
with respect to that regime occurs on an ex-
pedited timeline after the effective date of 
this Act. 

f 

PROVIDING FOR CONGRESSIONAL 
DISAPPROVAL UNDER CHAPTER 
8 OF TITLE 5, UNITED STATES 
CODE, OF THE RULE SUBMITTED 
BY THE NATIONAL HIGHWAY 
TRAFFIC SAFETY ADMINISTRA-
TION RELATING TO ‘‘FEDERAL 
MOTOR VEHICLE SAFETY STAND-
ARDS; FUEL SYSTEM INTEGRITY 
OF HYDROGEN VEHICLES; COM-
PRESSED HYDROGEN STORAGE 
SYSTEM INTEGRITY; INCORPORA-
TION BY REFERENCE’’—Motion to 
Proceed 

Mr. THUNE. Mr. President, I move to 
proceed to Calendar No. 85, S.J. Res. 55. 

VOTE ON MOTION 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

question is on agreeing to the motion 
to proceed. 

Mrs. GILLIBRAND. I ask for the yeas 
and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There appears to be a sufficient sec-
ond. 

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

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

Senator from Virginia (Mr. WARNER) is 
necessarily absent. 

The result was announced—yeas 53, 
nays 46, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 264 Leg.] 
YEAS—53 

Banks 
Barrasso 
Blackburn 
Boozman 
Britt 
Budd 
Capito 
Cassidy 
Collins 
Cornyn 
Cotton 
Cramer 
Crapo 
Cruz 
Curtis 
Daines 
Ernst 
Fischer 

Graham 
Grassley 
Hagerty 
Hawley 
Hoeven 
Husted 
Hyde-Smith 
Johnson 
Justice 
Kennedy 
Lankford 
Lee 
Lummis 
Marshall 
McConnell 
McCormick 
Moody 
Moran 

Moreno 
Mullin 
Murkowski 
Paul 
Ricketts 
Risch 
Rounds 
Schmitt 
Scott (FL) 
Scott (SC) 
Sheehy 
Sullivan 
Thune 
Tillis 
Tuberville 
Wicker 
Young 

NAYS—46 

Alsobrooks 
Baldwin 
Bennet 
Blumenthal 
Blunt Rochester 
Booker 
Cantwell 
Coons 
Cortez Masto 
Duckworth 
Durbin 
Fetterman 
Gallego 
Gillibrand 
Hassan 
Heinrich 

Hickenlooper 
Hirono 
Kaine 
Kelly 
Kim 
King 
Klobuchar 
Luján 
Markey 
Merkley 
Murphy 
Murray 
Ossoff 
Padilla 
Peters 
Reed 

Rosen 
Sanders 
Schatz 
Schiff 
Schumer 
Shaheen 
Slotkin 
Smith 
Van Hollen 
Warnock 
Warren 
Welch 
Whitehouse 
Wyden 

NOT VOTING—1 

Warner 

The motion was agreed to. 
f 

PROVIDING FOR CONGRESSIONAL 
DISAPPROVAL UNDER CHAPTER 
8 OF TITLE 5, UNITED STATES 
CODE, OF THE RULE SUBMITTED 
BY THE NATIONAL HIGHWAY 
TRAFFIC SAFETY ADMINISTRA-
TION RELATING TO ‘‘FEDERAL 
MOTOR VEHICLE SAFETY STAND-
ARDS; FUEL SYSTEM INTEGRITY 
OF HYDROGEN VEHICLES; COM-
PRESSED HYDROGEN STORAGE 
SYSTEM INTEGRITY; INCORPORA-
TION BY REFERENCE’’ 

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

The senior assistant legislative clerk 
read as follows: 

A joint resolution (S.J. Res. 55) providing 
for congressional disapproval under chapter 8 
of title 5, United States Code, of the rule 
submitted by the National Highway Traffic 
Safety Administration relating to ‘‘Federal 
Motor Vehicle Safety Standards; Fuel Sys-
tem Integrity of Hydrogen Vehicles; Com-
pressed Hydrogen Storage System Integrity; 
Incorporation by Reference’’. 

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

CLIMATE CHANGE 
Mr. WHITEHOUSE. Mr. President, 

let me describe what I think is going 
on here on the Senate floor. Today is 
an unusual and interesting day. 

What we understood the plan was, 
was that the majority was going to 
move to the Congressional Review Act 
regarding the California clean air rule 
in an effort to overrule the Clean Air 
Act rule for the fossil fuel industry, 

which the majority so diligently 
serves. 

The problem with that is that the 
Parliamentarian has ruled that the 
Congressional Review Act does not 
apply to the waiver that California 
gets, allowing it to do its own clean air 
standard. So they had a problem. The 
problem was that Democrats were 
going to make a point of order saying: 
Hey, you can’t do that. We have argued 
this matter. We both went before the 
Parliamentarian. We made our case. 
We filed our pleadings. We got a deci-
sion. In our view, it was not even a 
close call of a decision. But that is in 
our view. And what you are really 
doing here is, for the fossil fuel indus-
try, going nuclear, overruling the Sen-
ate Parliamentarian to accomplish a 
legislative task—to amend, basically, 
the Congressional Review Act—and 
then open the door for that to undo a 
30-year tradition of California and 
other States like Rhode Island being 
able to operate under better clean air 
standards and the vehicle emissions 
standards than the Federal Govern-
ment may be willing to accomplish. 

So that is where we thought we were. 
Now, what is happening is that we have 
gone to a different CRA, this one hav-
ing to do with hydrogen vehicles. The 
minority has 5 hours. There is a total 
of 10 hours, evenly divided. I suspect 
the majority is not going to use much 
of that time. But the minority has 5 
hours to talk about what is going on. 

We are now in the 5-hour debate pe-
riod on the hydrogen vehicle CRA, as 
the majority moves toward making its 
play on the California clean air stand-
ard. 

This is a slight bump in the road for 
them, but our understanding is that 
there is a new plan. The new plan is, at 
the conclusion of our 5 hours, to make 
a new point of order that allows them 
to do the California CRA effort and cre-
ate a new way to get around the terms 
of the Congressional Review Act. 

The predicament for them is that the 
Congressional Review Act, as a law— 
passed by the Senate, passed by the 
House, signed into law by the Presi-
dent—says: In the Senate, which is 
where we are, when a committee is dis-
charged from further consideration of a 
joint resolution, which is where we are, 
all points of order against the joint res-
olution are waived. 

They intend to create a Senate ex-
ception to that. We expect the Parlia-
mentarian will say, when they offer 
this point of order, based on the stat-
ute, based on the law, well, that is not 
in order. Then they will go nuclear on 
this. They will bring everybody back 
to, by a simple majority vote of 51, 
overrule the Parliamentarian as to 
that new point of order. 

The purpose is to create a point of 
order that allows a bypass of the Par-
liamentarian’s decision—a very sound 
one, a clear one, in my view, based on 
precedent, law, history, tradition, all 
of it—that the CRA effort to under-
mine California’s clean air standard 
does not work under Senate rules. 
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CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES3026 May 21, 2025 
In a sense, this is like a double nu-

clear option. They are going to over-
rule the Parliamentarian to create a 
new point of order under the CRA that 
will amend, in effect, the CRA. It will 
make the law regarding this no longer 
effective because they will come in and 
overrule the Parliamentarian. 

And, then, even though the Parlia-
mentarian’s ruling is that you can’t 
use the CRA to go after the California 
waiver, they don’t have to overrule 
that directly because they will have, 
by overruling the Parliamentarian, 
created this little end-around. 

So I guess this is a demonstration of 
how many hoops the Senate majority 
is willing to jump through for their fos-
sil fuel supports. 

And it ends at the same point, which 
is the purpose of the exercise. It ends 
with the Parliamentarian being over-
ruled, and it ends with an attack on 
California and other sovereign States’ 
ability to require cleaner air and lower 
vehicle emissions in their States. 

Now, why does that matter? Well, ob-
viously, if you are the fossil fuel indus-
try, one of the things you sell is gaso-
line, and one of the things that the 
California clean air and emissions 
standards do is to require the auto in-
dustry to make automobiles more effi-
cient—maybe even make them hybrid, 
maybe even make them electric. And 
whether they are more efficient or hy-
brid or electric, it all ends in the same 
place for the fossil fuel industry, which 
is: We can’t sell as much polluting gas-
oline, and we want to sell more gaso-
line, and we don’t like clean air stand-
ards that get in the way of us selling as 
much gasoline as we want to. 

So we are here through this complex 
parliamentary rigmarole to overrule 
the Parliamentarian to get around her 
ruling that the Congressional Review 
Act only covers rulemakings, not the 
California waiver and other things. One 
of the problems with that is that—you 
know, if you give a mouse a cookie—it 
doesn’t stop here; it opens the Congres-
sional Review Act, which was very spe-
cifically designed to address 
rulemakings within a period of time 
after the conclusion of the rulemaking. 
And this would allow essentially any-
thing you could put into the Federal 
Register to be submitted to Congress 
for Congressional Review Act review, 
no matter when it was done. All you 
have to do is re-up it with a submission 
and send it in to Congress, the Cali-
fornia waiver being an example of that 
in the sense that it has been around for 
about 30 years now. 

So one of the Congressional Review 
Act’s limitations was it had a brief 
time window in which you were al-
lowed to come to Congress to dis-
approve a rule, and that time period is 
now blown to smithereens if they go 
through with this parliamentary 
scheme. 

The second thing is, it had to be a 
rulemaking; that it added a process at 
the end of the Administrative Proce-
dure Act rulemaking, when the rule 

was finally enacted into law as an 
Agency rule. You always had the abil-
ity to go to court and sue and say that 
the Administrative Procedure Act was 
violated, it is arbitrary and capricious, 
was a violation of the law or whatever. 
This gave it political extra oppor-
tunity, which was to jump straight to 
Congress and just ask us to disapprove 
it. You don’t have to prove, then, that 
there is anything wrong with the rule; 
just, politically, we don’t like it so we 
are going to jam it. 

And so, when you expand beyond just 
APA rulemaking to essentially any Ex-
ecutive decision that can be dumped 
into the Federal Register to create a 
submission that can then be brought 
here, you have opened a massive, mas-
sive array of Executive actions to Con-
gressional Review Act disapproval. 

As my colleagues have said, it could 
be as simple as a lease, as simple as a 
permit, as simple as a license. Essen-
tially, any Executive decision since the 
passage of the Congressional Review 
Act can now be brought here on a pure-
ly political basis and—boom—blown up. 

If my colleagues on the other side 
don’t think that we will use this if they 
do this, they have taken leave of their 
senses. Of course we will. They are 
about to create a new Senate in which 
the CRA can be used for an immense 
array of purposes, well beyond what 
the actual law says. 

(Mr. SHEEHY assumed the Chair.) 
They don’t have to be doing this. 

Let’s be clear. They do not have to be 
doing this. There are other ways to 
serve their fossil fuel industry friends 
in the industry’s desire to attack the 
vehicle emissions standards, the clean 
air standards. There are a whole bunch 
of them. One, they could do it adminis-
tratively. 

In fact, in 2019, the Trump adminis-
tration withdrew a previously granted 
Clean Air Act waiver. And to do that, 
it made findings per a Clean Air Act 
process—administrative findings per a 
Clean Air Act process—as to the three 
criteria established under the Clean 
Air Act that determine whether a 
waiver application gets granted or de-
nied. 

So they already tried that once. They 
know that that is an avenue. Why did 
they not want to do that? Well, for 
starters, it is amenable to challenge if 
it is done unlawfully, if it is done arbi-
trarily and capriciously—the magic 
words of administrative mischief. And 
you end up in a forum like a court 
where you have to defend your facts, 
unlike here where all you have to do is 
have a majority and ram it through. So 
they didn’t want to do it administra-
tively, but they could have, and they 
already tried in the last Trump admin-
istration. 

What else could they have done? 
Well, this is California’s Clean Air Act 
standard. They could have gone and ne-
gotiated with the sovereign State of 
California and the other sovereign 
States that have attached themselves 
to the cleaner standard of California, 

which includes Rhode Island. This 
could be done through a regular proc-
ess of negotiation. 

We just had the Administrator of the 
EPA in the committee this morning for 
a lively exchange, and he repeatedly 
talked about how interested EPA was 
in cooperative federalism; that the 
Federal Government has to be a real 
partner with sovereign States; that we 
shouldn’t be lording it over the sov-
ereign States; they have expertise and 
interests of their own and cooperative 
federalism means that the Federal 
Government and the State govern-
ments should work as partners to ac-
complish goals. 

Well, that was pretty rich, while EPA 
is trying to roll a sovereign State that 
is the fourth biggest economy on the 
planet without any hint of negotiation 
or cooperative federalism or effort—be-
cause when you are negotiating, the 
other side gets a vote, too, and you 
have to come to an agreement. And it 
is much easier to come here and have 
your friends in the Senate do your bid-
ding in the Senate without any stand-
ard other than: Do we have the votes? 

But they could have done it that 
way. There is a totally clear path to 
negotiate with California—say: Hey, 
circumstances have changed in this 
way or that. We have new policy issues 
that we want to argue to you, and let’s 
try to figure out if we can work this 
out. 

Nope. Didn’t even try. 
The other way to do this would be to 

go back and actually change the Con-
gressional Review Act, right? It is a 
statute so we can amend it. And we 
could go through the process of amend-
ment and say: OK, we don’t want the 
Congressional Review Act to be limited 
to rulemakings any longer. We want to 
open it up to more stuff. And we could 
have a conversation about what should 
and should not be included in an ex-
panded gateway to the Congressional 
Review Act. The House would have its 
say. You would end up doing what we 
call around here regular order. And in 
the Senate the minority—because you 
would have to get through cloture, the 
minority would have a chance to make 
our points. And you could do an 
amendment using regular order. Again, 
they would have to listen to us, and 
they would have to pay attention to 
facts. 

Now, all they have to pay attention 
to are interests—and the fossil fuel in-
terest is their dominant interest—and 
votes, do they have the votes. And 
those make it easy to choose this way, 
to go nuclear in the Senate rather than 
do the work either of amending the 
Congressional Review Act by law or ne-
gotiating with a sovereign State in or-
dinary Federal-State cooperative fed-
eralism or pursue that Clean Air Act 
administrative process that they had 
begun back in Trump 1. 

Again, the reason not to do all those 
three is you can’t just roll everybody 
and do what the fossil fuel industry 
wants. So here we are. This is because 

VerDate Sep 11 2014 09:05 May 22, 2025 Jkt 059060 PO 00000 Frm 00010 Fmt 0624 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\G21MY6.015 S21MYPT1D
M

W
ils

on
 o

n 
D

S
K

7X
7S

14
4P

R
O

D
 w

ith
 S

E
N

A
T

E



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S3027 May 21, 2025 
this is the shortcut. This is the thing 
that does what the fossil fuel industry 
wants. 

And the price is going to be very, 
very high because, in my recollection, 
there has never been a legislative out-
come in this body determined by over-
ruling the Parliamentarian. We have 
gone back and forth on nominations, 
but on a legislative outcome which 
changes the Congressional Review Act 
and which allows an attack on a statu-
tory waiver in the Clean Air Act for 
the State of California—those are leg-
islative in their effect. And so, to me, 
that is not the right way that we 
should be going about this. 

So there are a bunch of problems 
with what is going on here, but to un-
derstand the floor machinations we are 
about to go through—the overruling of 
the Parliamentarian to create an end- 
around so we don’t have to overrule but 
can only violate the order of the Par-
liamentarian on the CRA—you really 
have to understand the baseline story 
here. And the baseline story here is 
that this is the fossil fuel industry in 
action. It may look like it is a major-
ity and a minority in the Senate hav-
ing an argument. No. It is the fossil 
fuel industry in action, trying to cre-
ate a shortcut for itself so it can sell 
more gasoline and pollute more and ig-
nore all the States that have joined 
with California to demand cleaner air 
for their constituents. 

The fossil fuel industry essentially 
runs the Republican Party right now. 
The fossil fuel industry hates this 
clean air standard because it sells less 
gasoline in the States where the clean 
air standard is there. And it sells less 
gasoline in other States because it is 
hard to market both a clean vehicle 
and a dirty vehicle side by side. So to 
get to the enormous number of States 
that are with California on this and to 
sell into their markets, they have to 
make more efficient vehicles every-
where so that everybody enjoys the 
benefit of spending less on gasoline, 
getting better vehicle mileage, and 
having cleaner air. 

So it actually works out pretty well 
for everybody except—except—the fos-
sil fuel industry, which, of course, 
wants to sell more gasoline, period and 
end of story. And what they have is a 
willing Senate majority that will basi-
cally do whatever it is that they want, 
and they have an executive branch that 
has been infiltrated by fossil fuel inter-
ests and is now essentially run by fossil 
fuel interests. 

In my previous ‘‘Time to Wake Up’’ 
speeches, I have described—I am prob-
ably not going to get this perfectly 
right because I am going from memory 
here, but there is a kind of wasp that 
injects its larvae into another bug; and 
as the larval wasp begins to grow, it 
takes over the neural system, it takes 
over the command and control system 
of the other bug. So the other bug is 
still alive. It still looks like the other 
bug’s shape and size and all of that. It 
doesn’t look any different than a reg-

ular other bug, but it is being driven 
from inside by the larval wasp, which 
tells it to go do things that then create 
a place where the larval wasp can grow, 
can nest, can feed, whatever it needs to 
do. 

It takes over the bug from the inside 
and takes over command and control, 
and steers it around. That, to me, is a 
pretty good analogy for what the fossil 
fuel industry is doing with the U.S. 
Government right now. 

All of their front groups, all the ma-
chinery they created over the years to 
propagate the fraud of climate denial 
and to exert wild political influence all 
over the country, all of that just slots 
right into positions in government that 
are taken over by people who say, you 
know, that the concern about climate 
change is crud, climate change is a re-
ligion and not science. 

They speak utter nonsense. It is like 
the worship of Baal back in Biblical 
times, bowing down to fossil fuel and 
doing whatever it is the great god Baal 
wants. 

Well, things didn’t work out too well 
for the priests of Baal, if you followed 
that analogy, but that is where we are. 
And what all of this overlooks is the 
coming storm. 

When the President pretends that cli-
mate change is a hoax, he disables gov-
ernment’s ability to prepare for a com-
ing storm. When the executive branch 
sensors the use of the terms ‘‘climate 
change,’’ demands that they be struck 
from government documents, that pre-
vents the executive branch from pre-
paring for the coming storm. 

When the executive branch—as we 
heard just today in the Environment 
and Public Works Committee—goes 
around and terminates grants based on 
a heresy hunt, where they are looking 
through the grants for language they 
don’t like—like ‘‘equity,’’ there is a 
bad word; ‘‘inclusion,’’ can’t have that; 
‘‘climate,’’ definitely worth termi-
nating a grant over that—they are de-
stroying the programs that would help 
communities prepare for the coming 
storm because they have the word ‘‘cli-
mate’’ in them. 

They even went so far in the execu-
tive branch as to have an Executive 
order on energy that refused to include 
either solar energy or wind energy in 
the definition of ‘‘energy.’’ Like, you 
can say what you want about whether 
you like solar or whether you like 
wind, but all you have to do is go to a 
solar facility or go to a wind facility, 
and you can see the electrons coming 
off of it. 

The idea that that is not energy, that 
is not just a violation of law and com-
mon sense, that violates the dic-
tionary. But that is how far the fossil 
fuel industry wasp will drive the 
Trump administration bug to ignore 
the coming storm. 

What does the coming storm look 
like? Well, let me start. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to use a larger than usual graphic 
in order to show an old page from the 
New York Times. 

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

Mr. WHITEHOUSE. Mr. President, 
now this is always good to remember 
because it wasn’t always this way with 
President Trump. Here in 2009, there 
was a full-page ad in the New York 
Times. President Obama was getting 
ready to send a crew to Copenhagen for 
the COP, the climate change con-
ference, and business leaders spoke up 
about that, saying, as business leaders, 
here is what we have to say: 

[One,] if we fail to act now, it is scientif-
ically irrefutable that there will be cata-
strophic and irreversible consequences for 
humanity and our planet. 

Well, that is kind of the point here, 
and I will get into, in a moment, what 
some of those catastrophic and irre-
versible consequences look like. 

And it goes on to demand that the 
Obama administration show leadership 
on climate change: 

Please allow us, the United States of 
America, to serve in modeling the change 
necessary to protect humanity and our plan-
et. 

Signed by Donald J. Trump, chair-
man and President; Donald J. Trump, 
Jr., EVP; Eric F. Trump, EVP; Ivanka 
M. Trump, EVP; and the Trump organi-
zation. 

So there have been times when the 
Trump family understood what climate 
change was all about, understood the 
catastrophic and irreversible con-
sequences that were looming, and were 
willing to say so. 

But in between came exposure to pol-
itics, exposure to the power of fossil 
fuel on the Republican side and the un-
derstanding that if you really want to 
make it in Republican politics, you 
have got to do whatever the fossil fuel 
industry wants, whenever the fossil 
fuel industry wants it. That means we 
are ignoring some pretty serious warn-
ings. 

One of the earliest warnings came 
from Freddie Mac. Freddie Mac is not a 
green organization. Freddie Mac is a 
huge mortgage company, a federally 
chartered giant mortgage company. 
And as a giant mortgage company, it 
has a very distinct interest in the 
mortgage market. 

And what did the chief economist for 
Freddie Mac warn? He warned that cli-
mate change was making coastal prop-
erties uninsurable. Climate change was 
making coastal properties uninsurable, 
either because sea levels were rising 
and they would flood or because storms 
were worse and there would be more 
damage by hurricanes and massive 
rains or because, who knows, they 
would lose access to the fresh water in 
their wells because of the infiltration 
of salt water underground. There are 
all sorts of ways in which climate risk 
hits coastal properties. 

So the chief economist said: Here is 
how that works. The climate risk dis-
rupts the insurance industry as to cer-
tain properties—meaning, those prop-
erties also can’t get a mortgage any 
longer. 
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Freddie Mac is a mortgage giant. It 

knows what is needed for a mortgage. 
What is needed for a mortgage is an in-
surance policy. No insurance policy, no 
mortgage. 

So now you have got properties along 
the coast that are at risk, that can’t 
get insurance and can’t get a mort-
gage. What happens to the value of 
those properties? Well, it goes down, he 
predicted. He predicted a coastal prop-
erty values crash as a result of that 
cascade from climate risk to 
uninsurability to no mortgages. 

And the coastal properties values 
crash he predicted was going to be so 
severe that it would look like 2008— 
that mortgage meltdown—all over 
again, and he stands by that testi-
mony. In fact, he came when I was 
chairman of the Budget Committee to 
reiterate it. 

Something else has changed in the 
meantime, though. It is not just coast-
al property risk. Ask any of our West-
ern colleagues about wildfire risk and 
about what is going on in areas that 
have wildfire risk that the insurance 
company can’t figure out, can’t pre-
dict; and, therefore, it backs away 
from. 

We are seeing that all across the 
country. The coastal property values 
crash warning now has an evil sibling: 
the wildfire adjacent property values 
crash warning. And either one of them, 
or both, could create that cascade from 
uninsurability to unmortgageability to 
crash in property values to nationwide 
recession. 

He is not alone. A little over a month 
ago, the Chairman of the Federal Re-
serve Chairman Powell came and testi-
fied in the Banking Committee. What 
did Chairman Powell have to say? He 
said that in 10 to 15 years, it will be im-
possible to get insurance or a mortgage 
in entire regions of the United States; 
exactly that cascade—climate risk, 
uninsurability, can’t get a mortgage, 
property values crash. 

Here is the Chairman of the Federal 
Reserve, also not green, just a guy who 
is interested in dealing with risk to the 
financial system, and he is saying: 
Here it comes, buckle up. We are going 
to see that in 10 to 15 years. 

Well, if we are going to see that in 10 
to 15 years, who is looking at that now? 
Investors are; insurance companies are. 
You can’t wait 10 to 15 years for the ef-
fects of entire regions of the country 
that can’t get mortgages to start to be 
felt. That is going to start to happen 
now, and, in fact, it is. Look at the 
high-risk areas in the country. 

Here, we see things like—from our 
Budget Committee work—these are 
nonrenewal rates around the country. 
And you can see in high-risk areas— 
Florida or coastal, California for both 
coastal and wildfire, that nonrenewals 
are spiking up in areas of climate risk. 

What is nonrenewal? A nonrenewal is 
when your insurance company says to 
you: You know, thanks for all the pre-
mium you paid all these years, but 
your piece of property has now become 

uninsurable. We can’t manage that risk 
any longer. Therefore, you are fired. Go 
find another insurance company. 

Well, that is a big mess. 
Then we go onto First Street, which 

took some of this data and others and 
started predicting forward. This is 
where home values are headed because 
of climate change. 

You can see in these darker red 
areas, you are looking at actual reduc-
tions in home value, right? Not your 
home is your castle and it is always 
going to be valuable but, actually, the 
value of it goes down. 

Some of the marks go as much as 100- 
percent loss of value. Eighty percent is 
this color. Sixty percent is this color. 
And you can see it speckled throughout 
the country. Places where, in the time 
of a 30-year mortgage—in the time of a 
30-year mortgage, you are going to see 
property values actually go down—the 
property values crash that was pre-
dicted by Freddie Mac and the loss of 
mortgage availability that was pre-
dicted by Chairman Powell. 

Here is another one: Where do insur-
ance premiums go in the next 30 years? 
Well, in a lot of places, like down in 
Florida, we have already seen double, 
triple, and quadruple. An average home 
insurance payment in Miami Dade 
County is $17,000 a year. You look down 
here at Miami, and it is in the dark 
zone where it is supposed to go up 300 
percent. That is a quadrupling, just so 
you know. 

So if you are at $17,000 now and you 
are going to quadruple in 30 years, that 
means you are going to end up—do the 
math. I am not doing it right now in 
my head, but let’s say it is $70,000 a 
year, right? Quadrupling $17,000— 
$68,000 a year. 

If you have a property that has a car-
rying cost for the buyer of $68,000 a 
year, how valuable is that property? 
What is the present value of that liabil-
ity that comes with the property? It is 
a huge liability, and it knocks down 
the value of the property. 

So that is why the home value evi-
dence that First Street collected here 
relates to the insurance premium ex-
pense. You don’t just lose the value of 
your house when your property isn’t 
mortgageable any longer and you can’t 
find anybody to buy it other than a 
cash buyer; you also lose the value of 
your house when the carrying cost of 
your home insurance becomes so great 
that nobody wants to buy into that an-
nual $68,000 liability. 

How much would you pay to have to 
write a $68,000 check every year? Not 
much. It would have to be a pretty 
darn nice house to cover that. And for 
a lot of people, that just erases the 
value of the home, which is why we get 
there. 

So, First Street, their estimate was 
that climate change could erase $1.4 
trillion in U.S. residential real estate 
value by 2055 due to these concerns 
that they put on the chart. And they 
are not alone. It is not just Freddie 
Mac; it is not just First Street Founda-
tion; it is not just Fed Chair Powell. 

Here is the Mortgage Bankers Asso-
ciation. You think that is a green 
group? Fat chance. But they do care 
about mortgages, and what they say in 
their report is: 

Chronic physical risk associated with cli-
mate change—i.e. the insurance risk—may 
exceed the capacity of insurance and govern-
ment assistance to sustain some areas. 

That kind of tracks with Jay Powell 
saying there are going to be whole re-
gions of the country where you can’t 
get a mortgage any longer—even with 
government help, even with insurance, 
it just doesn’t work any longer. 

So when an advocacy group like that 
for the mortgage bankers is giving this 
warning, it might be worth paying at-
tention to. It might be worth not just 
dismissing it: Oh, climate change is a 
hoax. None of us need to worry about 
that. 

The Economist Magazine, also about 
as ungreen as it can be. And the Econo-
mist Magazine—this is a cover story. If 
you can’t read it, it says: ‘‘The next 
housing disaster,’’ and it is a house on 
a piece of land that is being eroded by 
seas. 

If the size of the risk suddenly sinks in and 
borrowers and lenders alike realize the col-
lateral underpinning so many transactions— 

Like those mortgages— 
is not worth as much as they thought— 

Because those prices have fallen as 
insurance rates climbed— 
a wave of repricing will reverberate through 
financial markets. 

Here is the punch line: 
Climate change, in short, could prompt the 

next global property crash. 

Another way they say it in the arti-
cle is this: 

At present, the risks of climate change are 
not properly reflected in house prices. A 
study in Nature, a journal, finds that if the 
expected losses from increased flooding 
alone— 

That is that coastal value crash risk; 
not the wildfire one, just flooding— 
were taken into account, the value of Amer-
ican homes would fall by from $121 billion to 
$237 billion. 

Again aligning with what First 
Street predicted—changes in Ameri-
cans’ home values because of climate 
risk uninsurability and 
unmortgageability. 

Mr. President, $121 billion to $237 bil-
lion is a pretty big hit on those home-
owners whose properties have lost that 
value. 

Globally, what they say is that we 
are looking at a $25 trillion hit to glob-
al real estate markets. The largest 
asset class on the planet is real estate, 
and it is looking at a $25 trillion hit. 
Yeah, let’s ignore that and believe the 
fossil fuel-funded White House that 
says it is a hoax. That makes a lot of 
sense. 

Obviously, if there is going to be a 
property values crash and if mortgages 
are going to be in the center of it, that 
is not great for the banking industry. 
Why? First of all, the banking industry 
makes a lot of money off of mortgages. 
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If a whole bunch of properties won’t 
sustain a mortgage any longer, that 
shrinks the market, so there is less 
revenue to be had for the banking in-
dustry. 

Also, if you have a mortgage on your 
books as a bank, the liability—what 
the owner owes you on the mortgage— 
gets offset in your solvency determina-
tion by the value of the collateral that 
you hold against that liability. The 
collateral is the value of the home. 

What happens to a bank in a region 
where the value of the home has fallen 
by half? What happens when the home-
owner owes more money than the prop-
erty is now worth? That hits the bank’s 
loan-to-value ratio. That is a deter-
minant of bank solvency. 

So, guess what, this is not just me 
saying this; the International Finan-
cial Stability Board just did this report 
in January giving a warning to the 
global banking system: Look out. 
Buckle up. Climate risk is coming. 
Uninsurability is coming. 
Unmortgageability is coming. You 
need to plan to stay solvent through 
and survive that crisis. 

So I will tell you, this is a very tech-
nical report done by very technical 
people. The Financial Stability Board 
is, again, not a green organization, but 
they do have an obligation to look for-
ward and predict risk, and they are 
predicting this risk to the global bank-
ing system. 

The Commodity Futures Trading 
Commission, during Trump 1, by the 
way, issued this report—‘‘Managing 
Climate Risk in the U.S. Financial 
System’’—saying that climate change 
poses systemic risk to the U.S. econ-
omy across multiple sectors ‘‘simulta-
neously and within a short time-
frame’’—this is coming at us—under-
mining the U.S. financial system’s 
ability to sustain the economy. 

Let me read the opening sentence 
from the report, from the executive 
summary: 

Climate change poses a major risk to the 
stability of the U.S. financial system and to 
its ability to sustain the American economy. 

Precisely as the other experts ar-
gued. 

Risk to insurance, to mortgage, to 
property values crash, to economic col-
lapse. 

On the next page, they say among 
findings of the report: 

A central finding of this report is that cli-
mate change could pose systemic risks to the 
U.S. financial system. 

Let me say a word on systemic risks 
because it sounds like a pretty dull 
term. It is not like apocalyptic risk, 
catastrophic risk; it just says systemic 
risk. What does that mean? That 
means that the whole system takes a 
hit. That means that the damage is not 
contained to the sector where the dam-
age is happening. 

That is like 2008 all over again. We 
had that set of bad mortgages, but 
when that set of bad mortgages—when 
it became apparent that that was fake 
and phony and that there was not real 

value there, it didn’t just harm the 
mortgage holders, it took down entire 
investment firms, and that crash cas-
caded out through the entire economy. 

Those of us who were here in 2008—I 
can remember the financial agony of 
Rhode Islanders when that recession 
hit so hard and so suddenly. I can re-
member the people who were at the 
Treasury and at the Fed who were sup-
posed to prop up our economy in a 
state of absolute, sweating panic about 
how this crash was going to wipe out 
the U.S. financial system. That is what 
systemic risk is. It means the whole 
thing goes down, the whole system. 

So it sounds like a pretty mild term, 
but if you are familiar with economics, 
you know that is one of the scariest 
words in the economic lexicon. 

What else have we here? We have 
Deloitte—not very green, either—a big 
consulting powerhouse. Here is what 
they say about continuing to fiddle 
around on climate change, pretend it is 
a hoax, censor the term, and act like 
idiots about a true coming risk with 
abundant warnings about the risk. 
They say that we have a range of out-
comes. By 2070—that was their target 
period—they said that if we can start 
getting climate right, if we can start 
addressing this problem before these 
systemic harms happen, then what is 
going to happen is the global GDP will 
increase by around $40 trillion; i.e., the 
world will be better off financially by 
$40 trillion by our making the right de-
cisions to get climate change right. 
That is one outcome. 

The other option is that we continue 
goofing off. We continue fiddling 
around and lying about climate change 
or believing the lies about climate 
change. We continue ignoring the evi-
dence. We continue ignoring what we 
are seeing with our own eyes in the in-
surance industry in regions of the 
United States right now, already. 

Go around Florida and talk about 
property insurance and tell me what 
you hear, because I am pretty sure I 
know because I have been there and 
heard it. 

The other is a $180 trillion hit to 
global GDP, which means there is a 
$220 trillion swing that will come to 
pass in the lives of children now. The 
world can be $220 trillion poorer or $220 
trillion richer depending on whether we 
continue to screw up responding to cli-
mate change, ignore it, and listen to 
the worst people in the world to listen 
to—the fossil fuel industry, which is 
wreathed in conflicts of interest on the 
subject, crawling with conflicts of in-
terest, infested with conflicts of inter-
est, and eager to shove those conflicts 
of interest into our politics with lies 
and dark money, secret influence. It is 
one of the fouler things that have been 
done, what has been done in our Con-
gress by the fossil fuel industry. 

If Deloitte is right, that $220 trillion 
swing is a hell of an outcome for people 
who will be alive then—all because we 
won’t make good decisions now. 

Potsdam Institute says that climate 
change losses by 2049 could hit $38 tril-
lion and then get bigger after that. 

So, again, we are dealing with a soon-
er window than 2070, but we are dealing 
with very, very, very big numbers—$25 
trillion hit to the global real estate 
sector; $38 trillion hit from lost agri-
cultural yields, labor productivity, and 
infrastructure; $220 trillion globally, 
depending on whether we get this right 
or continue to be fooled by those with 
the worst conflicts of interest. 

Recently, Allianz, which, by the way, 
is the biggest insurance company in 
the world, a trillion-dollar company— 
two things about the insurance indus-
try and Allianz in particular. The in-
surance industry needs to predict accu-
rately in order to price its insurance 
correctly. So, first of all, they are 
making like trillion-dollar bets on 
what the future is going to look like. 
They are not just lying to make up 
stuff so that they can sell more gaso-
line next year in California and Rhode 
Island and other States; they have to 
look out. 

When they do look out, not only do 
they have that huge bet that they are 
placing on what the world is going to 
look like, what risk they are insuring, 
they are actually under a fiduciary ob-
ligation. They can be sued by their 
shareholders and by their members if 
they are not doing proper due diligence 
and getting it right. 

So when the insurance industry is 
doing signals like this, it is worth pay-
ing attention. The insurance industry 
is under a fiduciary obligation to get it 
right, the fossil fuel industry has a 
massive conflict of interest to tell us 
stuff that is wrong, and we are believ-
ing the fossil fuel industry? It is mad-
ness or it is politics or worse. 

Well, here is what the Allianz board 
member wrote: 

We are fast approaching temperature lev-
els—1.5 degrees [centigrade], 2 degrees [centi-
grade], 3 degrees [centigrade]—where insur-
ers will no longer be able to offer coverage. 
. . . Entire regions are becoming uninsur-
able. 

Sound familiar? Fed Chair Powell 
used almost the exact same language. 
They are seeing the same thing. 

This is a systemic risk. Remember 
what I said about systemic risk? Here 
is a board member of the largest insur-
ance company on the planet, with a 
trillion dollars at stake, saying that 
this is a systemic risk that threatens 
‘‘the very foundation of the financial 
sector’’—just like the Commodity Fu-
tures Trading Commission report 
threatened, just like the International 
Financial Stability Board warned. 

This is a systemic risk that threat-
ens ‘‘the very foundation of the finan-
cial sector.’’ How? He continues. If in-
surance is no longer available, ‘‘other 
financial services become unavailable’’ 
too. A house that cannot be insured 
cannot be mortgaged. 

This is the same deal that the chief 
economist of Freddie Mac was pre-
dicting. No bank will issue loans for 
uninsurable property. 
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Credit markets freeze. This is a cli-

mate-induced credit crunch. 
He also points out in his article 

something that I hadn’t paid attention 
to. I was looking at the ‘‘insurance to 
mortgage to property values’’ crash. 
But what he points out is that, if you 
go to the financial sector, big wheeler- 
dealers in the financial world do big 
deals and transactions, and very often 
those transactions depend on an insur-
ance component to make the deal 
work. And in areas where the risk in-
volved in that transaction is uninsur-
able, then the transaction can’t happen 
any longer. 

So it is not just mortgages and the 
mortgage market that are imperiled by 
this insurance risk. It is the whole 
swath of other financial transactions, 
which is why the title was ‘‘An End to 
Capitalism.’’ That is what we are deal-
ing with. 

There is a lot more that I could go 
through. Here is my current binder on 
the economic risks of climate change, 
which includes these articles and more. 
I have circulated it to Finance Com-
mittee members. I have circulated it to 
Budget Committee members. I have 
circulated it to Environment and Pub-
lic Works Committee members. I don’t 
think anybody really wants to read it 
because, in this place, the fossil fuel in-
dustry gets what it wants, whatever it 
wants, whenever it wants. And the fos-
sil fuel industry does not want the Sen-
ate or the House paying any attention 
to these looming risks, to these storm 
warnings that are coming. 

I have been through small insurance 
collapses in Rhode Island—two of 
them. One was a banking insurance— 
State-backed banking insurer—that 
failed just as I was coming in as a new 
Governor’s legal counsel. And as we 
saw this beginning to fail, he asked me 
to handle the issue. So it was a handful 
of an issue, I will tell you, because we 
knew that the insurer was going to 
fail, and we knew that all of the in-
sured banks would no longer be able to 
honor their accounts. And we knew 
that about a third of Rhode Islanders 
had money in those various banking in-
stitutions and that they would lose ac-
cess to their funds until we sorted this 
out. And it happened the day that the 
new Governor was sworn in. 

I can remember preparing the needed 
papers to take over the closed institu-
tion in an all-nighter in a law firm and, 
in the morning, running the papers up 
to the Governor’s office through the 
cold weather of a Rhode Island January 
as the guns were firing, signaling the 
start of the new administration—the 
ceremonial guns of probably the New-
port Artillery Company. 

And on day one, we had to close all of 
these banking institutions, and I spent 
the next many months of my life try-
ing to figure out how to get them back, 
get depositors repaid, and clean up the 
insurance system. 

So I know that when Ernest Heming-
way was asked, ‘‘How did you go 
broke?’’ he said, ‘‘Gradually, and then 

all at once.’’ That is how these insur-
ance crises happen. 

The Rhode Island Share and Deposit 
Indemnity Corporation went broke 
gradually and then all at once. It was 
just a matter of days from steady state 
status to complete calamity, and we 
had to dig our way back out of it. 

The next one was workers’ compensa-
tion insurance—that too, gradually and 
then all at once. 

Like the California FAIR Plan, we 
had a backstop insurance entity that, 
if you couldn’t get insurance in the 
regular market, you would go to the 
State entity, and then your risk would 
be farmed out to all of the other com-
panies—which is fine if it is 2 or 3 or 4 
percent of the market. But when that 
company starts to have a huge share of 
the market and huge losses, the insur-
ance companies look around and say: 
Wow, we are going to own our share of 
those losses. I don’t want to do busi-
ness here any longer. 

They came in, and in a matter of a 
day or two, every single workers’ comp 
insurer in Rhode Island had said: We 
are out of here. We are done. We are 
closing. 

And we had until the end of their pol-
icy to stand up a whole new workers’ 
compensation system that paid for 
itself and was fair to workers. 

Between those two things, I don’t 
think I have ever worked so hard in my 
life. But we solved both of those prob-
lems. 

Now, you may say: Well, that is just 
a little problem in a little State. Yes. 

Many years ago, my father set up 
Special Operations and Low Intensity 
Conflict in the Defense Department. He 
was the first SOLOC, as they called it. 
And one of the things that people in 
Special Operations really didn’t like 
was being told that what they were 
doing was low intensity. 

Mr. Whitehouse, when it is you that 
is being shot at, it is not low intensity. 
We have got to get rid of that name. 

So small fights can be brutally in-
tense fights, and these were small but 
brutally intense situations in Rhode Is-
land. And the lesson to me is really 
clear: These things happen gradually 
and then all at once. And we are well 
into the gradual part of what climate 
change is doing to insurance markets, 
and the cascade from that into mort-
gage markets and into property values 
and into economic recession is now en-
tirely predictable—indeed, predicted by 
essentially anyone who is, A, paying 
attention to this, and, B, not on the 
payroll of the fossil fuel industry. 

So when we are messing around with 
Senate parliamentary procedures, 
when we are actually threatening— 
maybe cooler heads will prevail— 
threatening to go nuclear, threatening 
to overrule a ruling of the Parliamen-
tarian just to run a political errand for 
the fossil fuel industry to help it sell 
more gasoline, we are doing two really 
evil things at once: We are doing real 
damage to this institution that will be 
very hard to walk back from; and, two, 

we are indulging an industry with a 
massive special interest and a massive 
conflict of interest that is simply out 
to sell more gasoline and that wants us 
to ignore the risk that its emissions 
are creating in the world. 

And we are now, in this building, so 
overwhelmed by that fossil fuel polit-
ical influence infrastructure—all its 
dark money running through super 
PACs, all its lies being spouted out by 
phony front groups, all of the fake sci-
entists making up stuff that isn’t 
science but sounds good because it was 
cooked up on Madison Avenue to sound 
good. And now they have actually infil-
trated the office of government, and 
they are running the U.S. Government 
from the inside with a view to making 
sure that nobody pays attention to the 
climate harm. 

And I will close with a different 
point, which is that I have spent my 
time so far on the floor talking about 
how a corrupting industry has used its 
influence in Congress to steer us away 
from paying attention to a massive 
economic risk that numerous expert 
voices have warned us is in peril—and 
not just expert voices but many who 
are under a fiduciary obligation to 
their shareholders. 

We had in the Budget Committee the 
CEO of Aon, which is one of the biggest 
insurance companies in the world. He 
is their U.S. CEO. He came in to testify 
and give that same warning. Over and 
over and over again, we are getting 
that warning about the economic peril 
that is looming, where we are now in it 
gradually, and we are waiting for ‘‘all 
at once’’ to happen. 

And I talk about that as an economic 
matter because this is the ‘‘House of 
Mammon,’’ where the worship of the 
fossil fuel god Baal and money is the 
No. 1 thing that we do. So I am speak-
ing in the terms that the Senate and 
the House most pay attention to, 
which is money—money. 

But know that behind the economic 
peril is real natural disaster, is real tu-
mult in the natural systems of the 
Earth that have allowed our species to 
develop for 20,000 years in a relatively 
safe harbor of limited atmospheric car-
bon, a healthy climate range, moderate 
storm activity, and a robust ecosystem 
around us where that security and that 
safety have allowed the ecosystem to 
flourish. 

And it happens in a million small 
ways. One of my favorites was the red 
knot. There is a bird; it is called the 
red knot. It lands in Delaware every 
year, and lots of them land in Delaware 
every year, and they come to Delaware 
every year because the horseshoe crabs 
in Delaware Bay come ashore to lay 
their eggs. So it is like social hour for 
horseshoe crabs, but it is also feeding 
frenzy for birds that like to eat the 
horseshoe crab eggs. 

But here is the deal about the red 
knot. I bet you don’t know where they 
come from to get to Delaware Bay for 
that moment when the horseshoe crabs 
are laying their eggs. They come from 
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Brazil. They have come from all the 
way down in Patagonia. They have 
flown up to Brazil, and then they go 
from Brazil over the water to Delaware 
Bay. 

Imagine how long it takes to fly from 
Brazil to the east coast, to Delaware, 
in a jet plane. These little birds, they 
do it on their own. They are not big. 
They are about that big. And they fly 
all that way on their own. 

It is such an arduous journey that 
their bodies actually metamorphose a 
bit during the journey to make it pos-
sible. It is one of the miracles of cre-
ation that this little bird can make 
that astonishing journey and have the 
physical changes to its body that take 
place during that trip make it possible 
for that little bird to make that jour-
ney. 

And the reason that species makes it 
and survives is because, in God’s great 
ecosystem, they have figured out that 
if they land at this time in this bay, 
the food will be there for them. And if 
we screw that up with fossil fuel emis-
sions so that the schedule of the horse-
shoe crabs’ egg laying goes off and 
those red knots come all the way from 
Brazil and there are no eggs there for 
them—they are too late; they are too 
early—that is how populations crash. 

That is just one tiny example. That 
is one thread of this beautiful inter-
locking natural planet that we have, 
and there are a million more such 
threads that put the world together 
that we take for granted. 

Behind the looming economic risk is 
a disruption of the Earth’s natural sys-
tems that goes well beyond just eco-
nomic harm. 

It means that the creek where your 
grandfather taught you to fish and 
where you want to teach your grand-
daughter to fish isn’t going to have the 
fish in it any longer. Can you put a 
price on that? No. It means that the 
water flowing out of the Himalayas— 
fought over between Pakistan and 
India forever—becomes less because 
there is dramatically less glacier in the 
Himalayas to provide the glacial flow 
down into those rivers. 

And now you have a conflict between 
those countries over that most ele-
mental need of humans—water. Can 
you put a price on that risk? Coastal 
homes all over the world are being lost 
to sea level rise. 

After Superstorm Sandy, I walked 
the beaches near Matunuck, RI, and 
there was a man standing on the shore 
near his house. His house was tipped 
over because the storm had eroded the 
foundations of it, and he was looking 
at his house. They spent time going 
into it. It was tipping over. It was dan-
gerous to go in, but they were getting 
out as much stuff as they could. 

I asked him: Tell me the story of this 
house. It was a nice old house, been 
there a long time. He said: Well, I re-
member being here as a baby. It was 
my grandparents’ house. They came 
here in the summers. It was beautiful. 
We had all this beach in front of us. We 

even had a lawn in front of us. The 
thing I want most in my life is to be 
able to pass this home on to my grand-
children; to have that family tradition, 
generation after generation after gen-
eration, to be able to come to this 
beautiful place and enjoy this beautiful 
shore and continue this glorious family 
tradition. 

How do you put a price on that when 
that is taken away because we are too 
damned lazy and indolent to clean up 
the fossil fuel industry’s mess when 
they won’t do it? 

My point is that as I focus on the ec-
onomics of this—because that is what 
people care about in this place—there 
is a whole other set of costs to man-
kind and to our Earth that we will be 
forcing future generations to bear that 
have nothing to do with the almighty 
dollar but actually may be worse in 
terms of humankind and the human 
spirit. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

BANKS). The Democratic whip. 
Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, let me 

first thank my colleague from Rhode 
Island. I don’t know how many years 
he has been delivering this message on 
the floor, but he has become the 
spokesperson for a cause that we all 
should share and try to make certain 
we address the deterioration of this 
planet that we live on; that our kids, 
our grandkids, and their children have 
a fighting chance against elements 
that they can’t personally control. It is 
up to our generation. And Senator 
WHITEHOUSE comes to the floor and re-
minds us on a regular basis about our 
moral and economic and environ-
mental responsibility. 

I thank him for his statement today. 
I want to join him in that respect. 

S.J. RES. 55 
Mr. President, last month, the Sen-

ate Parliamentarian analyzed the 
GAO’s opinion ruling that Senate Re-
publicans cannot use the Congressional 
Review Act to overturn a waiver grant-
ed to California by the U.S. EPA to 
regulate its own vehicle emissions. 

I remember a time in the House and, 
again, in the Senate when we had a 
hardy debate here over miles per gallon 
and what was reasonable. I remember 
the automobile industry saying that 
we shouldn’t impose a standard that 
they could never live up to, never 
produce cars that meet that standard 
of the higher miles per gallon. 

I remember that California stepped 
out ahead of the rest of the Nation and 
said: Let us prove we can do it. Our 
economy is so big, you can’t miss it if 
we succeed or if we fail. And they suc-
ceeded. They proved that if you create 
the right incentives, technology will 
move in that direction, and it has, suc-
cessfully, when it comes to miles per 
gallon. 

Now Republicans have decided, with 
the new President, to attempt to block 
a California law requiring all new cars 
sold in the State by 2035 to be zero- 
emission vehicles. It is an ambitious 

goal. It is as ambitious as some of the 
MPG goals they set in earlier times. 

That is right. Despite the claims of 
being the party of States’ rights, Re-
publicans want to end the State-level 
regulation in the State of California. 
And get this, Elon Musk—the 
unelected adviser to the President— 
previously wrote to the EPA in favor of 
California’s waiver. Now he has joined 
the Republican majority to try to gut 
the rule. 

The Parliamentarian’s decision was 
not one of party loyalty. It followed 
decades of precedent showing Califor-
nia’s Clean Air Act waivers are not 
subject to the Congressional Review 
Act. 

Despite the Parliamentarian’s deci-
sion, my Senate Republican colleagues 
want to override the GAO and Senate 
Parliamentarian to advance the fossil 
fuel agenda. It is ‘‘burn, baby, burn; 
drill, baby, drill.’’ 

Now, I understand using the CRA 
might be faster than Agency rule-
making or even considering legislation. 
Think about this. There was a time 
when we actually legislated on the 
floor of the U.S. Senate. I can vaguely 
remember, it was so long ago. Rather 
than deal with legislation, hearings, 
and public review, we are all about 
these shortcut methods, which in some 
cases are disastrous. In fact, President 
Trump, in his first term, took adminis-
trative action to rescind California’s 
Clean Air Act waivers and can take 
that path again. 

But what Republicans are pursuing 
today is a procedural nuclear option, a 
dramatic break from Senate precedent 
with profound consequences. Let me re-
peat. Should my Senate Republican 
colleagues overrule the Senate Parlia-
mentarian, it will have a major long- 
term impact for the Senate and the 
legislative filibuster. 

This move is unprecedented. The 
Senate has never overruled the Parlia-
mentarian regarding the CRA or allow-
ing a bill to pass by majority vote. Be-
fore, when the tables were turned and 
the Senate Democrats were in the ma-
jority, my Republican colleagues were 
singing a very different tune about 
never breaking from the Parliamen-
tarian. Leader THUNE, himself, ac-
knowledged in January of this year 
that overruling the Parliamentarian is 
‘‘totally akin to killing the filibuster. 
We can’t go there,’’ Leader THUNE said, 
‘‘People need to understand that.’’ 

If Senate Republicans disregard the 
Parliamentarian’s decision, they would 
set a new precedent in the Senate, 
eliminating longstanding guardrails 
and paving the way for future Senate 
majorities to overrule the Parliamen-
tarian to achieve its partisan goals. I 
caution my Senate Republican col-
leagues from toeing this line and set-
ting the wrong precedent. 

As I said, time and time again, there 
cannot be one set of rules for the Re-
publicans in the Senate and another 
set of rules for the Democrats. I hope 
my Republican colleagues will heed my 
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warning and make the right choice— 
the only choice: accept the GAO and 
Senate Parliamentarian’s decision. 

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

ator from California. 
Mr. PADILLA. Mr. President, col-

leagues, today, on the Senate floor, we 
are expecting to see some outrageous 
attacks on my home State of Cali-
fornia and important provisions of the 
historic Clean Air Act. 

While it is not too late to turn back 
at this moment, I think it is important 
for all of my colleagues to know that I 
will be back here again and again and 
again throughout this process to make 
sure that everyone knows what these 
votes mean, not just for the precedent 
and procedures of the U.S. Senate but 
for the health of my constituents in 
California and about the real threat to 
human life that comes when California 
is denied the ability to control toxic 
air and greenhouse gas emissions. 

But before I do, I want Senators and 
the American people to fully under-
stand what we are about to witness on 
the Senate floor. Put aside all the pro-
cedural back-and-forth—I will get back 
to that in a few minutes—but overall it 
is actually pretty simple. Senate Re-
publicans are preparing to vote to over-
rule the Parliamentarian—the non-
partisan umpire, referee for the Sen-
ate—who lets us know what is in order, 
what is not in order. Senate Repub-
licans are preparing to vote to overrule 
the Parliamentarian. They will argue 
that they are not, but that is indeed 
what is happening here. They want to 
do that in order to bypass the filibuster 
in order to gut the Clean Air Act. 

As I stand here right now, those joint 
resolutions that are going to be before 
us are subject to rule XXII of the Sen-
ate and, therefore, subject to the 60- 
vote filibuster threshold. They are sub-
ject to debate. They are subject to 
amendments. That has already been de-
termined. 

In this moment, they are in regular 
legislation and are subject, as a result, 
to the legislative filibuster. But if we 
see what we expect to see happen 
today, the status of these same bills— 
maybe later this evening—will be very, 
very different. If Senate Republicans 
behave the way that we expect them 
to, all of a sudden these same measures 
that are subject to the legislative fili-
buster and debate and amendments will 
all of a sudden be expedited proce-
durally—no amendments allowed, very 
limited debate. 

Colleagues, as I said here yesterday, 
it is not just the ‘‘why’’ Republicans 
are willing to endanger the health of 
Californians, it is also the ‘‘how’’ they 
are doing it that is threatening. 

A bit of history. In 1967, the Clean 
Air Act passed this body under regular 
order by a vote of 88 to 12. In 1990, the 
landmark Clean Air Act amendment 
passed the Senate 89 to 11—over-
whelming bipartisan support. But 
today, Republicans are trying to pass 
these bills to gut California’s Clean Air 

Act authority under a simple 50-vote 
threshold. They are plotting to over-
turn the Senate Parliamentarian’s de-
termination, plain and simple. 

Why is that significant? Well, the 
majority leader said it himself at the 
very start of this Congress that when it 
comes to overriding the Parliamen-
tarian, ‘‘that is totally akin to killing 
the filibuster. We can’t go there. Peo-
ple need to understand that.’’ But fast 
forward to this week, and we have 
heard all sorts of excuses and expla-
nations and mental gymnastics as to 
why all of a sudden overturning the 
Parliamentarian is not akin to killing 
the filibuster. It is a complete 180-de-
gree shift. 

But in one way, I guess, they might 
be right. No, this isn’t the same as kill-
ing the legislative filibuster. This actu-
ally goes way, way beyond that be-
cause, first, they are doing more than 
going nuclear on the Parliamentarian; 
they are going nuclear on the Congres-
sional Review Act itself. It is true that 
the Parliamentarian does not make 
law. Under the Constitution, the House 
and the Senate set their own proce-
dures, limited by the requirements set 
in the Constitution. 

For the good of the order and actual 
functioning democracy, we have all 
come to rely on the Parliamentarian to 
call balls and strikes and set the rules 
of the road. But the Congressional Re-
view Act is a law, and it says that all 
points of order are waived during a 
CRA resolution. And that is what we 
are debating right now, an actual CRA 
resolution relating to hydrogen fuel. 

I oppose this particular resolution, 
but at least it is following the law and 
Senate procedure. But what is about to 
happen is going to be against the law 
and against Senate procedure. 

As I understand it, Senate Repub-
licans are preparing to have this Sen-
ate go nuclear not just once but twice. 
First, we will go nuclear and overturn 
the rule on points of order during a 
CRA, which is in the law. Then Repub-
licans plan to go nuclear a second time: 
to throw out the rulebook and use the 
CRA against any Agency action that 
any Agency submits, no questions 
asked. Like I said, this goes way be-
yond just the legislative filibuster. So 
let’s play it out a little bit so we are 
clear as to what this would lead to. 

Under this logic, the Trump adminis-
tration can send an endless stream of 
nonrule actions to Congress going back 
to 1996, including vaccine approvals. 
After all, we have an HHS Secretary 
with a spotty history as it pertains to 
the health and safety of vaccines. The 
administration could send broadcast li-
censes because you know this is an ad-
ministration that is not shy about at-
tacking anybody in the community 
who disagrees with their agenda. We 
can see the administration send merger 
approvals—again, not just those that 
are pending but go back to 1996—and 
any number of government decisions 
that apply to President Trump’s long 
list of enemies. 

All it would take is a minimum of 30 
Senators to introduce related bills, and 
the Senate would be bogged down vot-
ing on Agency actions, large and small, 
all day long. Is that how we want to 
spend our days here in the Senate, vot-
ing on every vaccine approval because 
Secretary Kennedy decides to send 
them to Congress? 

And what about the next Democratic 
administration? All bets would be off. 
Consider mining permits. Consider fos-
sil fuel project approvals; consider LNG 
export licenses or offshore leases, IRS 
tax policies, foreign policies, and every 
Project 2025 or DOGE disruption or 
overreach. Every Agency action the 
Democrats don’t like—whether it is a 
rule or not and no matter how much 
time has passed—would be fair game if 
Republicans go through with this and 
establish this precedent. 

So let’s take a step back. Repub-
licans are admitting that they don’t 
have the votes to pass these California 
resolutions under the Senate rules that 
the Parliamentarian says apply in this 
case, so they will overrule the Parlia-
mentarian—why not throw out the 
rulebook altogether? 

By voting to go nuclear on the CRA, 
they are ignoring the law, not just Sen-
ate rules but the text of the law itself. 
By voting to overrule the Parliamen-
tarian, they are saying that the rules 
are whatever the Republicans say they 
are, not what the Parliamentarian has 
determined. The majority here can tell 
themselves whatever they want, and 
they can twist themselves into pretzels 
and knots to try and justify these reck-
less actions, but despite their smoke- 
and-mirrors approach to confuse the 
general public, we are all going to see 
it today with our own eyes if they go 
forward. 

The majority wants to go nuclear to 
bypass the filibuster and pass a bill for 
the first time in Senate history. It has 
happened for nominations before. It 
has happened on a few procedural ques-
tions before, but never on a bill or 
three bills—never. And if this happens 
under a Republican majority, it would 
actually be pretty ironic that the party 
who claims to be the staunch defender 
of the filibuster threw the rules aside 
as soon as it was convenient. 

I have been honest on my views of 
the filibuster. I do think it needs to be 
changed overall going forward, but it 
was my colleagues on the other side of 
the aisle who fought hard to keep it. 

Well, there is about to be a new 
precedent on the record, unless we step 
back at the last minute. And it will 
stand as a guidepost going forward. 
Democrats are in the minority today. 
Democrats will be in the majority 
again some day—maybe later, maybe 
sooner—but we will certainly not for-
get what happened here today. History 
will not forget. California will not for-
get what is at stake today either. 

I yield for now, but I will be back. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from California. 
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Mr. SCHIFF. Mr. President, I thank 

my colleague Senator PADILLA for his 
eloquent speech on this subject. 

Today, I want to talk about what is 
taking place in this Chamber, and I 
want to talk about it in two respects. I 
want to talk about what it will mean 
for the American people in terms of the 
air that we breathe and the water that 
we drink—that is the most important 
thing—but then I want to also talk 
about what it will mean for this insti-
tution, for the Senate; what it will 
mean for the filibuster; what it will 
mean for whether things can get passed 
on a simple majority vote at the behest 
of the oil industry or any other special 
interest or whether things in the fu-
ture will continue to require 60 votes 
to get through this body. 

Let’s start with the first and most 
important thing: What does the repeal 
of California’s clean air waiver—that 
is, its right to set its own standards for 
the air that we breathe—what does this 
mean for the people of California? 
What does this mean for the people of 
the United States? 

This is downtown Los Angeles in 1955. 
Now, I don’t remember 1955—I didn’t 
come around until 1960—but I do re-
member air that looked a lot like this 
when I moved to Los Angeles. I remem-
ber days when there were smog alerts. 
We still have some of those. I remem-
ber when it was unhealthy air to 
breathe, and people were advised not to 
go outside if they didn’t need to, and 
kids couldn’t go out on recess because 
the air quality was so bad. 

But this is what places in California, 
like Los Angeles and many places in 
the San Joaquin Valley, looked like 
just a few years ago—the San Joaquin 
Valley, where so much of the food in 
the Nation is grown. These areas have 
experienced the rapid rise of personal 
automobiles and expansion of our popu-
lation—America’s West, its suburbs 
and its cities. 

On days like this, you just couldn’t 
walk outside sometimes without hack-
ing. If you had asthma or breathing 
problems, it was even more severe. And 
California families, through no fault of 
their own, were on the frontlines of a 
health risk unseen since the worst days 
of the Industrial Revolution pollution. 
The smog was so bad that in one in-
stance, mass panic broke out in Cali-
fornia because there was a belief that 
there was some kind of chemical weap-
ons attack. 

This was, in part, due to these amaz-
ing increases of population, but it was 
also our unique topography. The San 
Gabriel Mountains in Los Angeles, the 
Sierra Nevadas for the Central Valley, 
they trap fossil fuel emissions and keep 
smog clouds hanging over our cities 
where they may not hang over other 
parts of the Nation. So the San Gabriel 
Mountains, for those of us in L.A., but 
the Verdugos and other mountain 
ranges and the Sierra Nevadas have an 
impact on the Central Valley. 

All that means is that 10 million 
Californians are living in areas that 

are under distinct and elevated threats 
from air pollution. And what that has 
meant historically is higher rates of 
respiratory issues like asthma and 
chronic lung disease. It has meant in-
creased risk of heart disease, chronic 
headaches, immune system issues, and, 
most significantly, increased cancer 
risks. 

That is multiplied by us living now 
on the frontlines of the climate crisis. 
We have devastating and year-round 
fire dangers that put millions of other 
pollutants into our air. So we need, de-
serve, and reserve the right, as Califor-
nians, to do something about our air. 

In fact, this is why California became 
the first State in the Nation to regu-
late the emissions of automobiles back 
in 1966 because we understood then, as 
we do now, the risks that Californians 
face if we don’t take action. Over the 
past 60 years, since our skies looked 
like this, California has led on this 
issue, and now, we are being targeted 
for it. 

What will the cost of that be? By re-
voking California’s right to protect its 
citizens from dirty air, we face not just 
dirtier air, but we also face a sicker so-
ciety. The American Lung Association 
projected that our Nation moving to 
zero-emission vehicles in the next dec-
ade would generate more than $1 tril-
lion in public health benefits and save 
more than 100,000 people from pre-
mature death. 

So this is really the heart of the 
question for this body, and that is, 
What is more valuable to us? Is it the 
unfettered right to pollute the skies 
and make them look like this? Or do 
we want to save about $1 trillion in 
money we would have to spend other-
wise on treating asthma and treating 
lung cancer and treating heart disease 
that is caused by air like this? 

That electric vehicle requirement 
can save more than 100,000 people from 
premature death. So I guess we have to 
ask ourselves, How much is life worth? 
What would it be worth to us to be able 
to live a few years longer? 

I suppose the answer to that question 
depends on, well, what kind of life is 
that? What kind of health are we in? 
But I would say a few more years is 
worth a lot. It is worth a lot. It is cer-
tainly worth more than contributions 
from the oil industry to be able to live 
a little longer, to be able to live a little 
healthier. 

By targeting California—as this ef-
fort is doing—which comprises 11 per-
cent of the Nation, and our goal of 
decarbonizing our transportation sec-
tor, we are selling poison seeds for the 
future—seeds that will grow to be more 
asthma and more sickness and more 
hospitalizations and more death. That 
is the bleak but blatant reality of what 
we are debating here today. 

If the Republicans go nuclear to re-
peal California’s clean air rules, that is 
what this will mean. It will mean 
shorter lives, poorer quality of life be-
cause of what we are breathing in the 
air, and ultimately, when they strike 

down clean water rules, what we are 
drinking in our water is going to be 
dirtier, and the American people are 
going to be more plagued by a whole 
variety of cancers. 

Now, I mentioned the term ‘‘going 
nuclear.’’ What does that mean? This 
gets to the second point I want to 
make today, which is how the Repub-
lican majority intends to go about re-
pealing California’s ability to set the 
standards for its own air; that is, how 
does the Republican majority intend to 
foist its will on millions of people in 
other States? How are they determined 
to overturn States’ rights? How are 
they determined that the Federal Gov-
ernment should tell a State: No, you 
can’t protect your people from air pol-
lution, not to that degree you can’t, 
because we answer to a higher author-
ity and that higher authority is called 
the oil industry? So how are they going 
to do it because in this body, for better 
or worse, it generally takes 60 votes to 
get things done. That is the filibuster. 
It requires 60 votes. 

To repeal California’s law, if you 
were to take that step, it would require 
60 votes. Don’t just take my word for 
it. We asked the Parliamentarian, who 
is the expert: Does this require 60 
votes? Is this subject to the filibuster? 

The answer is, yes, it does. 
Well, you would think that would be 

the end of the story, but you can over-
rule the Parliamentarian, say the Par-
liamentarian is wrong, and then reduce 
the threshold to 50 votes. 

Now, you might ask: How is that pos-
sible? Is the filibuster really that frag-
ile that whenever it is ruled that you 
need 60 votes, you can simply overrule 
the Parliamentarian? 

The answer is, yes, the rule is that 
fragile, which means that if Repub-
licans move to go nuclear, to overturn 
the Parliamentarian, to do away with 
the filibuster, to do away with Califor-
nia’s clean air, they will be setting a 
precedent that at any time and for any 
reason, for any State, for any rule, for 
any nonrule, for any waiver, for any li-
cense, for any grant—for any any-
thing—a new majority can simply say: 
Well, we would like to vote on this 
with 50 votes. And if the Parliamen-
tarian says it takes 60, you just vote to 
overturn the Parliamentarian. 

So that is the import of what we are 
doing today, which is we are setting a 
precedent that the filibuster is essen-
tially now meaningless, because if you 
can do away with the filibuster to do 
away with one State’s clean air, well, 
you can pretty much do away with the 
filibuster for anything and everything. 

So that is the momentous nature of 
what is happening today. The majority 
here may force Californians to breathe 
air like that again, and the majority 
here may decide they are getting rid of 
the filibuster. 

Now, getting back to the underlying 
merits here, the American Lung Asso-
ciation found that our transition to 
cleaner air and zero-emission vehicles 
would result in 13 million fewer lost 
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workdays in the next 10 years. So what 
does that mean, 13 million? It means 13 
million fewer times that you are so 
sick, you can’t go to work. You get 13 
million more days of health with these 
clean air rules. Think about that—13 
million more healthy days for you, the 
American people, if we achieve our 
emissions goals. 

Now, since my swearing-in 6 months 
ago to the Senate, I have had the privi-
lege of visiting communities all over 
California, talking to Californians who 
are on the frontlines of this. Yes, some 
are environmental activists, and, yes, 
some work on science and climate 
issues, but there are others, too. They 
are the people who put food in your 
grocery stores. They are the people 
who spend so much of their days out-
side, breathing the only air available 
to them. They are the people who will 
be sicker—some of the people who will 
be sicker, work less, maybe die earlier, 
if we let the fossil fuel industry win 
this week; the people who spend hun-
dreds of hours each month on their 
hands and knees, making sure that all 
the rest of us can have fresh berries 
and greens and other crops that Cali-
fornia puts on your plate. I am, of 
course, talking about farmworkers. I 
invite any of my colleagues to consider 
what millions more pounds of smog in 
our air over the next decade will do to 
them. 

Of course, it is not just farmworkers; 
it is all of us—all of us who spend time 
outdoors, all of us who can’t help but 
be outdoors. All of us are going to be 
breathing in dirtier air, all of us are 
going to be suffering more sick days, 
and all of us are going to be plagued by 
more cancers if we repeal the rules 
that each State gets to set that has a 
waiver or wants to join California’s 
healthier air rules. That will be the re-
percussion. 

It used to be there was a bipartisan 
consensus in favor of cleaner air. It 
wasn’t just Democrats. Richard Nixon, 
who founded the EPA, Pete Wilson, 
Ronald Reagan—they all understood 
the importance of the environment and 
clean air and clean water. They helped 
California take the environmental 
movement and make it mainstream. 
We got pollutants out of our air and 
out of our water and out of our commu-
nities. 

Where is that party now? Where is 
the party that helped write the Clean 
Air Act? Where is the party that says 
Congress should not meddle in what 
one State is doing to govern itself? 

What will happen when you lose the 
majority and Democrats have the op-
portunity to follow this precedent? 
What will happen to your State? We de-
cide we don’t like your State’s rule on 
mifepristone or we don’t like the fact 
that your State got a license to export 
liquid natural gas or we don’t like a 
grant that your State got in transpor-
tation or we don’t like some rule that 
benefits your State. Will you argue to 
us that ‘‘oh, no, you can’t overturn the 
Parliamentarian’’? Will that be your 

argument? Because that fight will be 
over. 

So I will remember where I am today. 
I will remember what we are doing 
today. I think we all would and will. I 
hope it is not the day that we made it 
easier to pollute California’s skies. I 
hope it is not the date we made it easi-
er to make water filled with more for-
ever chemicals like PFAS. I hope it is 
not the day we decided that we could 
eliminate a State’s right to control the 
quality of the air that their citizens 
breathe or the water they drink. And I 
hope it is not the day we decided that 
it was worth getting rid of the fili-
buster to satisfy the fossil fuel indus-
try. 

With that, I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from California. 
Mr. SCHIFF. 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. SANDERS. 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 Senator from Vermont. 
UNANIMOUS CONSENT REQUEST—S. 1818 

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. President, I know 
that my Republican colleagues like to 
do what the President asks them to do. 
They agree with him on virtually ev-
erything, so today I am going to make 
life easy for my Republican colleagues. 
I am going to ask them to support leg-
islation—extremely important legisla-
tion—that, in fact, does what President 
Trump claims that he wants to do. 

On May 20, just a few days ago, Presi-
dent Trump said the following: 

Not only that, remember, I am cutting 
drug prices by 85 percent. 

This is what President Trump said a 
few days ago: I am cutting drug prices 
by 85 percent. Right now, I am saving— 
I am saving the whole thing because I 
did something nobody was willing to 
do. Other countries pay a tiny fraction 
of what we do, and I instituted favored 
nations. We are now going to pay the 
lowest in the world. We will be the 
equivalent of the lowest country in the 
world. People go to London, they go to 
Canada, they go to other countries, 
many other countries, because they 
want to pay their pharmaceutical prod-
ucts—their drugs—at a fraction of the 
cost. We are going to have the lowest 
cost of anywhere in the world. No one 
else could do that but me. 

That is President Trump a few days 
ago. 

Well, I don’t usually agree with 
President Trump on anything, but, in 
fact, on this issue, he makes a very 
strong point. 

In the United States today, we have a 
healthcare system that is broken; it is 
dysfunctional; and it is cruel. It is a 
system which spends twice as much per 
capita on healthcare as any other 
major country while 85 million Ameri-

cans are uninsured or underinsured. 
And one out of four Americans today 
cannot afford the cost of the drugs 
their doctors prescribe, and it is a sys-
tem where over 60,000 people a year die 
because they don’t get to a doctor on 
time. 

While the current system makes 
huge profits for the large drug compa-
nies, huge profits for the insurance 
companies, it is obviously failing the 
needs of ordinary Americans. 

So what is the U.S. Congress doing to 
address this crisis? Well, right now, 
sadly and tragically, the Republicans 
are trying to ram through a so-called 
reconciliation bill, which would deny 
coverage—take away coverage—for up 
to 13.7 million Americans, according to 
the Congressional Budget Office. 

In other words, in the midst of a ter-
rible healthcare crisis, this legislation 
makes a very bad situation much 
worse. We cannot allow that to happen. 

So what should we do? Well, in my 
view, healthcare is a human right. We 
should do what every other major 
country on Earth does and guarantee 
healthcare for all people. 

But, today, I want to get back to 
what President Trump said a few days 
ago, and what he said is that the Amer-
ican people are sick and tired of paying 
by far the highest prices in the world 
for prescription drugs. And he is right. 

Whether you are a Democrat or a Re-
publican or an Independent, or progres-
sive or conservative, you understand 
that there is something wrong when 
Americans can’t afford the high cost of 
prescription drugs, and the drug com-
panies make over $100 billion a year in 
profits. 

Let me give you just a few examples 
of the current situation regarding pre-
scription drug costs in America. While 
it costs just $5 to manufacture 
Ozempic—that is a widely used drug 
right now—Novo Nordisk, the manufac-
turer of Ozempic, makes obscene prof-
its by selling this drug for more than a 
$1,000 in the United States. That drug 
costs $76 in France, $85 in Germany, 
and $170 in Canada. 

But it is not just Ozempic. Prescrip-
tion drug after prescription drug costs 
far more in this country to purchase 
than in other countries—in some cases, 
10 times more. 

So what are we going to do about it? 
Well, I think it might be a good idea 
for my Republican friends to listen to 
what the President of the United 
States said. And, today, we are going 
to offer my Republican friends the op-
portunity to achieve the goals that 
President Trump has talked about. 

The problem with President Trump’s 
initiative is that he is mostly just 
talking. The Executive order that he 
has introduced and signed does not do 
what he says he wants to do. 

Just don’t take my word for it. An 
expert at Harvard University was re-
cently quoted as saying: 

The executive order reads more like an as-
pirational statement than a serious attempt 
to initiate a policy change. 
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The Wall Street Journal—no great 

friend of mine—their analysts said the 
order was ‘‘more bark than bite.’’ 

Since issuing the Executive order, 
President Trump has gone on FOX 
News, and while talking about dif-
ferences in American prices and inter-
national prices, he said ‘‘he ended it.’’ 

Good news. It is all over. He ended it. 
We no longer pay the highest prices in 
the world for prescription drugs, ac-
cording to President Trump. 

During that same interview, he said 
that ‘‘drug companies were great.’’ The 
drug companies, apparently, even told 
him: ‘‘Look, it’s time.’’ 

Just yesterday, at a press conference 
with Speaker Johnson, he claimed he 
‘‘is cutting [drug prices] by 80 to 85 per-
cent’’ because ‘‘he stopped the scam.’’ 

Well, there you go. Good news, Amer-
ica. The President said it. It must be 
true because he would not lie. Drug 
prices are down by 80 to 85 percent. 

Does anyone really believe that? No-
body does. 

If we want to, on the other hand, do 
more than just talk, we have got to do 
something, and the way we do it is 
with some serious legislation. And that 
is the legislation that I have intro-
duced today. 

If we want to actually lower the out-
rageously high cost of prescription 
drugs in America, we need to take on 
the pharmaceutical industry in a way 
that President Trump has never even 
thought about doing. In other words, 
we need less talk; we need more action. 

And that is why I introduced legisla-
tion to make sure that Americans pay 
no more than people in other countries 
for the exact same prescription drug. 
Unlike President Trump’s Executive 
order, my bill doesn’t just ask drug 
companies nicely, please, to lower 
prices. My legislation makes it clear 
that drug companies must lower prices 
for Americans to those they charge 
people in other countries. In other 
words, what we are finally saying is, if 
you are charging the people in the UK 
$100 for this prescription drug, that is 
what you are going to charge the peo-
ple in the United States—not 10 times 
more. 

And the difference between my legis-
lation and Trump’s so-called Executive 
order is that, if the pharmaceutical in-
dustry refuses to do the right thing and 
substantially lower drugs, my bill will 
allow other companies to sell the same 
prescription drugs at a far lower cost. 
In other words, generics can come on 
to the market and sell the drug for a 
fraction of the price. 

So President Trump says he supports 
making sure Americans pay no more 
than people in other countries for pre-
scription drugs. President Trump says: 

Campaign contributions can do wonders, 
but not with me, and not with the Repub-
lican Party. We are going to do the right 
thing, something that the Democrats have 
fought for many years. 

Well, I am just ever so delighted that 
campaign contributions have no im-
pact on the Republican Party. It could 

have shocked me, but there we go. 
President Trump said it. It must be 
right. 

So the bottom line here is President 
Trump says he wants to lower the cost 
of prescription drugs in America by 80 
to 85 percent. I agree. 

President Trump has issued an Exec-
utive order which he says will do that. 
It will not do that. 

The legislation that I have intro-
duced has real teeth, and it will do 
that. So, today, I call upon all of my 
colleagues, especially my Republican 
colleagues, to support this legislation, 
because I know President Trump has 
said that the huge amount of money 
that the pharmaceutical industry gives 
in campaign contributions to Demo-
crats and Republicans doesn’t have any 
impact on the Republicans. They are 
prepared to stand up to the drug com-
panies. So that is great news. I am de-
lighted to hear that. 

So, Mr. President, as if in legislative 
session, I ask unanimous consent that 
the Committee on Health, Education, 
Labor, and Pensions be discharged 
from further consideration of S. 1818, 
and the Senate proceed to its imme-
diate consideration; further, that the 
bill be considered read a third time and 
passed, and the motion to reconsider be 
considered made and laid upon the 
table. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
an objection? 

Mr. CASSIDY. Reserving the right to 
object. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Louisiana. 

Mr. CASSIDY. I appreciate the rank-
ing member’s interest in addressing 
drug prices, and you absolutely have to 
lower the cost of prescription drugs. 
And we absolutely have to acknowl-
edge that there is a tension. If we do 
not incentivize the development of new 
types of drugs, we condemn ourselves 
to continue to die from diseases for 
which there are currently no cures. 

And I say this as a guy who has prac-
ticed medicine—or graduated from med 
school in 1983. Let me put it that way. 

When I graduated from medical 
school, one of the most common sur-
geries was taking out a portion of 
somebody’s stomach. I don’t mean your 
belly. I mean your stomach, where the 
food goes down after you swallow it. 
This is how I talk to medical stu-
dents—because of peptic ulcer disease. 

And there came along a medicine 
called cimetidine. It just changed the 
landscape. And we went from a surgery 
being most common to one which was 
rarely performed in 6 months. 
Cimetidine, which is now called 
Tagamet, which is now sold over the 
counter—just a measure of innovation, 
which if we had not had that innova-
tion then, a most common surgery 
would still be removing a portion of 
somebody’s stomach because of bleed-
ing ulcers. 

More tragically—it is pretty tragic 
when you lose part of your stomach— 
when I was a resident in Los Angeles is 

when the HIV epidemic came out. And 
all of these men—they were all men—20 
to 30, came in with something that we 
didn’t even know what the disease was. 
We didn’t have a way to diagnose it. So 
we called it the Acquired Immuno-
deficiency Syndrome. And they all 
died. They all died. 

And I remember saying to one of the 
older physicians: Why do we even both-
er treating them, because they all die? 

But because there was an incentive 
for companies to come up with cures, 
they did it. And they stopped dying, 
and they began living. 

That doesn’t happen accidentally. It 
happens because there is incentive to 
bring a drug through expensive studies 
to the market. By the way, I recently 
had a doc tell me, who treats HIV 
positives, that if a patient takes their 
medicine, they die when they are 88 of 
Alzheimer’s or a stroke or something 
else, but they should not die from an 
AIDS-related cancer. That is the power 
of innovation, and that is the power of 
incentivizing innovation. 

I could go down a list of other drugs. 
Melanoma. When I was in med school, 
if you got diagnosed with melanoma, 
they said go fill out the will. Now I 
have friends who have been living for 8 
years, 10 years longer taking 
immunotherapy for melanoma. That 
doesn’t just happen. That happens be-
cause you incentivize innovation. 

So what are our diseases now for 
which we have no cure? Alzheimer’s. I 
lost two parents to it. Wouldn’t it be 
great if we had a cure for Alzheimer’s? 

Pancreatic cancer, esophageal can-
cer—I could just go down the list of 
things for which there is no cure. But, 
I can tell you, with the appropriate in-
centive, with the research taking 
place, in 10 years, we will speak of 
those diseases as diseases of the past, 
as we now speak of bleeding peptic 
ulcer disease causing a portion of your 
stomach to be resected as something in 
the distant past. 

Now, by the way, I applaud my col-
league. I applaud President Trump for 
saying that other countries are not 
carrying their fair share of the load for 
paying for this innovation. They 
should do it too. This is not the way to 
get there. But it is absolutely essential 
that they do. And my staff is bringing 
something, which I will invite my col-
league from Vermont to join us on 
that, because it is absolutely essential 
that we have the innovation, that we 
be able to afford it. And the only way 
we balance those two is if other coun-
tries pay their fair share. 

But let’s return to the measure at 
hand. The measure at hand sounds sim-
ple. It is simple. It won’t succeed. Well, 
it will succeed in lowering prices tem-
porarily, but, in the long term, it will 
defeat the ability to incentivize inno-
vation. And then all drugs will be 
cheap because all drugs will be old. But 
we need new drugs, and we need the in-
centive, and this kills that incentive. 

So for that, I object. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ob-

jection is heard. 
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The Senator from Vermont. 
Mr. SANDERS. I want to thank my 

colleague from Louisiana, the chair-
man of the Committee on Health, Edu-
cation, Labor, and Pensions, on which I 
serve, for his remarks. And I think no-
body will disagree with him that we 
have seen in recent years incredible in-
novation, and there are drugs now on 
the market that are saving lives that 
20, 30 years ago, 10 years ago, were not 
the case. And we want to continue that 
innovation—no debate about that. 

But all that I am asking my col-
league from Louisiana to focus on is 
what President Trump said, not last 
year, not 5 years ago. It is what he said 
yesterday. And what he said yesterday, 
and I quote, Senator CASSIDY—this is 
President Trump: 

I’m cutting drug prices by 85 percent. 
Right now, I’m saving—I’m saving the whole 
thing because I did something that nobody 
was willing to do. Other countries pay a tiny 
fraction of what we do. And I instituted fa-
vored nations. We’re now going to pay the 
lowest in the world. We will be the equiva-
lent of the lowest country in the world. Peo-
ple go to London. They go to Canada. They 
go to other countries—many other countries. 

But we are going to do it here in the 
United States. That is what he said. 

So all that I am doing, Chairman 
CASSIDY, is putting into legislative, ef-
fective language what the President of 
the United States said. 

And by the way, he said, again, that 
the pharmaceutical industry and all of 
their campaign contributions have no 
impact on Republicans, only on Demo-
crats. Well, maybe that is the case, but 
I doubt that very much. 

So all that I am asking my colleague 
and friend the chairman of the com-
mittee to do is to put in place what 
President Trump said he was doing. 

And what my legislation would do is 
exactly what Trump talked about. It 
would lower the cost of prescription 
drugs to what other countries are pay-
ing. That is what it does; it does what 
Trump says he wants to do. I would 
urge my friend from Louisiana to re-
consider. 

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

ator from Hawaii. 
BUDGET RECONCILIATION 

Mr. SCHATZ. Mr. President, there is 
a sort of general rule in politics, which 
is that if you start your meeting at 1 
a.m., you are probably not proud of 
what you are doing. Now, there are 
some instances in which you start the 
meeting at 7 p.m. and it goes long and 
then you have to vote at whatever hour 
you finish. But to convene at 1 a.m. is 
an intentional thing. It is to say: I 
would very much like if nobody saw 
what we were up to. And that is ex-
actly what happened at 1 a.m. today, 
Wednesday morning. 

Republicans in the House know that 
the bill that they are considering is 
super unpopular, but they have been 
ordered to pass it anyway. That is what 
is happening on the other side of the 
Capitol right now. House Republicans 

have convened the Rules Committee at 
1 a.m. to advance their tax bill, and it 
is because they know this bill stinks. 

For starters, it is the largest wealth 
transfer in American history. Think 
about that. There have been a lot of 
wealth transfers in American history, 
but this is the biggest one in terms of 
the Tax Code. It is not like they were 
redistributing wealth among the 
wealthy. They are literally taking 
from the poor—people who don’t have 
enough money—and shoveling it 
straight into the pockets of people who 
already have more than enough. 

This bill is about making the richest 
people ever to walk the Earth even 
richer. How do they plan to do that? By 
kicking 14 million Americans off of 
health insurance and denying food as-
sistance to millions more. People will 
be turned away at hospitals and go to 
bed hungry, all so that billionaires 
have a bit more. 

You do not need fancy polling to tell 
you that this is super unpopular. And 
so Republicans have decided to fix that 
problem by convening the hearing in 
the middle of the night, hoping that 
people will not notice. 

The plain facts of the bill are so egre-
gious. And as I started to write these 
remarks, I had a problem, which is, 
How do you describe this thing accu-
rately and not sound like you are 
frothing at the mouth like a partisan 
and sort of overstating the case? Be-
cause this really is kicking 14 million 
people off of Medicaid, kicking mil-
lions more off of food assistance, and 
then that is the savings that is gen-
erated in order to fund these tax cuts 
for billionaire corporations and the 
wealthiest people in the United States. 

And what happens if something is 
both true and sounds like a partisan 
accusation? But that is where we are 
at. This is actually what they are try-
ing to do. 

Here is the thing, even the biggest 
cuts to Medicaid in history are still not 
enough to cover the cost of these enor-
mous giveaways. So the Republicans 
have turned to one of their favorite 
punching bags: solving the climate cri-
sis. 

Never mind that hundreds of billions 
of dollars are being invested in clean 
energy across the country, mostly in 
Republican States and districts; never 
mind that those investments are cre-
ating hundreds of thousands of good- 
paying jobs; never mind that even if 
you don’t care about any of that, there 
is a basic principle in running a smart 
economy and running an investable 
economy—and that is that when the 
private sector makes an investment on 
the basis of the Tax Code and they are 
in the middle of that investment, you 
can’t pull the rug out from under them. 

The reason is very simple. Besides 
fairness and besides the fact that we 
are undermining progress towards ac-
tually addressing an existential crisis 
for the planet, it also makes the United 
States very hard to invest in because if 
you were a business and you are look-

ing at the Federal Tax Code and you 
are saying: I am going to make a 5-, 
maybe 10-year investment—capital in-
vestment—in chips, manufacturing, 
climate, agriculture, hospitality, real 
estate, transportation, infrastructure, 
whatever it may be—you are doing it 
on the basis of what the Federal Tax 
Code says. 

And then your investment com-
mittee, board of directors, whomever it 
may be, will say: How do we know 
these things are going to stay on the 
books? 

The normal answer is: Come on, the 
Federal Government is not going to 
pull out a tax incentive structure in 
the middle of your investment and con-
struction cycle. 

And the truth is, yes, they are. 
So this doesn’t have just climate im-

plications or economic implications in 
terms of the specific projects. It actu-
ally has to do with how stable of an in-
vestment climate we establish in the 
United States of America. We are no 
longer doing ‘‘all of the above.’’ The ar-
gument that we used to have between 
the political parties was Democrats 
would say we have to transition to 
clean energy; Republicans would say, 
no, let’s do clean energy, but let’s also 
do these other things. 

But now the Republican position is 
picking winners and losers and, basi-
cally, riding the losers into the ground. 

Here is the very tough truth: Coal is 
on the way out, whether you like it or 
not. But Trump and Republicans would 
rather revive it for a few more years 
just to squeeze a couple more years of 
profitability out of it because, after all, 
their capital investments are fully am-
ortized. So a couple more years of prof-
itability means no more investment, 
but a couple more years of revenue. 

So that is what they are doing. This 
is going to raise costs for Americans. 
Let’s be clear. This is going to raise 
costs for Americans. 

There was a time—and I was part of 
these debates in the State of Hawaii— 
there was a time when there was a 
tradeoff between how much consumers 
had to pay and our climate objectives. 
But those trends have changed. Now 
wind is the cheapest form of energy. 
Nuclear is among the cheapest forms of 
energy. Solar is among the cheapest 
forms of energy. For me, in the State 
of Hawaii, to bring in low sulfur fuel 
oil on a fuel tanker and then light it on 
fire for electron is the dumbest thing 
to do, even if you don’t care about cli-
mate. 

It is simply cheaper. It is simply 
cheaper for consumers and businesses 
and for the climate crisis and, there-
fore, our ability to fiscally manage the 
climate crisis as we see increasing dis-
asters, both in their severity and how 
often they happen. And then every— 
what?—year, year and a half we do $150 
million emergency supplemental be-
cause there are now wildfires where 
there have never been wildfires, floods 
where there have never been floods, 
tornadoes where there have never been 
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tornadoes? This is not made up. No-
body gets to deny this anymore. 

So there is a reason they convened at 
1 a.m., and it is not because that is 
prime time in Hawaii. They didn’t con-
vene at 1 a.m. because they like to see 
each other past midnight. They con-
vened at 1 a.m. because they are about 
to pass one of the most unpopular 
pieces of legislation that has ever been 
passed out of the U.S. House of Rep-
resentatives. 

I just wonder why—if I am a House 
Member and I am being told ‘‘We are 
going to make all these changes. All 
these things that you are voting for are 
going to be excised from the Senate 
version. Don’t worry,’’ well, my view 
would be ‘‘If you are going to fix all 
that stuff, why are you making me 
vote on it now? Why are you making 
me vote on it now?’’ 

The answer is very simple: Donald 
Trump showed up in the caucus and 
used a couple of expletives. They im-
plied that voting no is a betrayal, that 
standing up for your constituents is a 
betrayal, and I think they are all going 
to fall in line. 

So it is up to the U.S. Senate to fix 
this bill or kill this bill. That is the 
task in front of us. 

I am hoping that cooler heads pre-
vail. I know there are a number of Re-
publicans who hate these Medicaid 
cuts. I know there are a number of Re-
publicans who have a ton of clean en-
ergy investment in their States. 

There is plenty of political room to 
criticize the Biden administration or 
say ‘‘I am against the Green New Deal’’ 
and still be for wind and solar and nu-
clear and geothermal and agriculture 
that is done in a more climate-friendly 
way. All of that is available to us. We 
don’t have to do things in the maxi-
mally unpopular way, but the Speaker 
apparently wants to do it that way. 

I yield the floor. 
I suggest the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The legislative clerk proceeded to 

call the roll. 
Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. President, I ask 

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

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

The Democratic leader. 
UNANIMOUS CONSENT REQUEST—S. 1593 

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. President, I am a 
sponsor, along with Senator MARKEY, 
our lead sponsor, and Senator HIRONO, 
for the Small Business Liberation Act. 
In a few minutes, Senator MARKEY will 
come to the floor and ask unanimous 
consent to pass it, but I wanted to say 
a few words in advance of his coming. 

Senate Democrats today will try to 
pass the Small Business Liberation Act 
to exempt small businesses from 
Trump’s destructive trade war. I am 
very proud to cosponsor and support 
this legislation that Senator MARKEY 
has sponsored. 

Two months since Donald Trump’s 
so-called ‘‘Liberation Day,’’ his tariffs 

have been economic arson on Main 
Street, and small businesses are get-
ting scorched. 

I have visited small businesses from 
one end of New York to the other, and 
these tariffs are sowing chaos. They 
are raising costs, smashing supply 
chains, forcing businesses to hike 
prices, lay off people, and even close 
their doors for good. Already, employ-
ment of the smallest of small busi-
nesses has declined by 3 percent, and 
last month alone, 65,000 small business 
jobs were wiped out. 

Trump’s 90-day pause does nothing to 
bring relief or certainty to small busi-
ness but only continues the uncer-
tainty and chaos. How can a small 
business possibly plan for the future 
when the future only shows chaos? One 
day Donald Trump says this, the next 
day he says that, and nobody knows 
what tomorrow brings. 

These small businesses can’t do any-
thing about their pain. They don’t have 
the ear of the President like the mega 
corporation CEOs do. The administra-
tion is utterly clueless about the pain 
they are creating for small business. 

Our legislation will help small busi-
nesses get back on track by exempting 
them from Trump’s destructive tariffs. 
There are almost 35 million small busi-
nesses in the United States that em-
ploy roughly half of the private sector 
jobs in the country. Providing these 
businesses with tariff relief shouldn’t 
be partisan. It is a national priority. 

If Republicans clearly care and truly 
care about protecting small business, 
they should not stand in the way of our 
legislation passing today. 

Will they side with the American 
people and small business and help pass 
our legislation or will Republicans 
block this bill and side with Donald 
Trump as his trade war decimates 
small businesses from one end of the 
country to the other? 

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

ator from Hawaii. 
Ms. HIRONO. Mr. President, we are 

witnessing one of the most anti-small 
business administrations in our Na-
tion’s history. 

Since day one, Donald Trump and his 
administration have sown chaos in our 
country and our economy, disregarding 
the impacts of their mayhem on the 
American people, including the nearly 
35 million small business owners in our 
country. 

From freezing Federal funds to en-
acting tariffs that harm small busi-
nesses and consumers, Donald Trump is 
taking a wrecking ball to the American 
economy and the small businesses that 
fuel it. Now the Trump administration 
has taken to gaslighting business own-
ers and the American people about the 
impacts of their recklessness. 

Just today, Small Business Adminis-
trator Kelly Loeffler—a billionaire her-
self—testified before the Small Busi-
ness Committee on which I sit. To call 
her remarks Orwellian would be an un-
derstatement. In her testimony before 

the committee, Administrator Loeffler 
claimed that thanks to the President’s 
economic agenda, ‘‘demand for Amer-
ican goods is rising and small manufac-
turers are stepping up to meet it.’’ 

On the contrary, President Trump’s 
tariffs are harming U.S. businesses—es-
pecially small businesses—and increas-
ing their costs. As a result, business 
confidence is plummeting. 

According to the National Small 
Business Association, only 59 percent 
of small business owners are confident 
in the financial future of their busi-
nesses. This is a new low in this organi-
zation’s survey. It is a new low in the 
16-year history of this survey. 

According to another organization, 
Small Business for America’s Future, 
80 percent of business owners feel con-
cerned or pessimistic about their eco-
nomic outlook, 79 percent of businesses 
are concerned about a recession in the 
next 12 months, and 86 percent are con-
cerned about navigating current eco-
nomic conditions. 

Normally, the SBA would be there 
for small businesses in moments of 
pain and uncertainty like this, but this 
anti-business administration has wast-
ed no time in basically gutting the 
SBA. To date, nearly 800 SBA employ-
ees have been fired or resigned, and the 
Administrator has a goal to shed an-
other 1,900 employees in the months 
ahead. The SBA is the smallest entity 
in our Federal bureaucracy, and they 
are shedding all these employees. When 
I asked the Administrator about these 
employees, the majority of whom are 
gone, she had a hard time giving me a 
straight answer. 

Already, we have heard from small 
businesses that have noticed a signifi-
cant decline in customer service since 
January when the SBA began shedding 
all these employees. If the SBA goes 
ahead with this disastrous plan to shed 
more employees, nearly half—nearly 
half—of the Agency’s workforce will 
have been eliminated, leaving small 
businesses across the country basically 
to fend for themselves, not to mention 
all of the programs that the SBA sup-
ports on behalf of small businesses. 

Gutting the SBA is hardly what I 
would call, to quote Ms. Loeffler in her 
testimony today, ‘‘meeting the mo-
ment.’’ Despite the Administrator’s 
bluster, the numbers are clear: Our 
small businesses are suffering; they are 
not prospering. They are suffering 
under the weight of Trump’s actions, 
especially his tariffs. 

That is why I was proud to join Sen-
ator MARKEY in introducing legislation 
which he will talk about soon to ex-
empt small businesses from Trump’s 
tariffs, tariffs that may well force 
many of these businesses to shut down 
altogether. While the massive corpora-
tions controlled by President Trump’s 
billionaire buddies may be able to 
weather this economic storm, our 
small businesses don’t have the same 
luxury. 

Republicans think our Tax Code 
makes our economy great; that if they 
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keep giving massive tax breaks to their 
billionaire buddies, some of these tax 
breaks, this money that is con-
centrated at the top, will eventually 
trickle down to working people. We al-
ready know that is not so. Democrats 
know that small businesses, entre-
preneurs, and their hard-working em-
ployees are the powerhouses of the 
American economy. We should be mak-
ing it easier for hard-working people to 
start and run businesses—not harder— 
so that they can unleash a wave of in-
novation and prosperity rather than 
waiting and hoping for a trickle that 
may never come. And in fact, it hasn’t. 
It doesn’t. But the Republicans keep 
hoping that we are going to continue 
to buy this argument. 

So, for these reasons, if Republicans 
are serious about supporting small 
businesses, they will join us in passing 
our commonsense bill. On behalf of the 
nearly 35 million small businesses 
across our country, I urge my col-
leagues to join us in passing the Mar-
key bill. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

SCHMITT). The Senator from Massachu-
setts. 

S.J. RES. 55 
Mr. MARKEY. Mr. President, while 

we are waiting for the next oppor-
tunity to move on the legislation to 
liberate small businesses from the tar-
iffs of the Trump administration, I 
would just like to speak for a few min-
utes about the attempts by the Repub-
lican leadership to truncate the process 
by which California is able to have a 
waiver to increase the efficiency of the 
vehicles which are driven in California, 
but the same thing would be true 
across the rest of the Nation. 

All I want to say is that, right now, 
China is investing $1 trillion this year 
in clean energy, low-carbon tech-
nologies—$1 trillion in 1 year. Japan 
has just announced they are investing 
$1 trillion in clean energy, low-carbon 
technologies. 

So what we are debating here is 
going to absolutely allow for these 
other countries to catch up to us, and 
we will ultimately fall further and fur-
ther behind, especially in the efficiency 
of the vehicles which we drive in this 
country. We might as well put a bow on 
an entire industry over the long term 
and just hand it over to countries 
around the world that are focusing on 
these technologies. 

That is why this is a big mistake. We 
should not be allowing for a procedural 
trick to be played here that is unprece-
dented in the history of the Senate, to 
then have the underlying issue be real-
ly not debated the way it should in 
terms of the consequences for our Na-
tion and for the planet in terms of the 
greenhouse gases, additionally, that 
are going to go up that will endanger 
our planet. 

So I just wanted to make that com-
ment. I will come back later in order to 
speak on it. 

At this point, Mr. President, I yield 
the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Minnesota. 

TARIFFS 
Ms. KLOBUCHAR. Mr. President, I 

am here in support of Senator MAR-
KEY’s very important bill that looks at 
these tariff taxes which, as we all 
know, apply to consumers—$3,000 for 
every family in America will be the 
tariff tax from President Trump’s tar-
iffs. 

But the focus of Senator MARKEY’s 
bill—which is so smart—it is on what is 
happening with small businesses. They 
are literally roadkill here. They do not 
have the margins of the big businesses 
who can go in and have the number of 
the White House and get a special 
meeting and get an exemption, which 
is exactly what has happened. 

Or they are not invited to the special 
secret meeting at JPMorgan with the 
Treasury Secretary with major inves-
tors to find out what is going to happen 
next with tariffs. They are completely 
in the dark. Yet they are the backbone 
of our economy. 

I use the example of Beth Benike who 
is from Minnesota, an Army veteran 
from southern Minnesota, CEO and 
founder of a little company called Busy 
Baby, Minnesota Small Business Per-
son of the Year, just honored at the 
Small Business Administration about a 
week ago or 2. And she was celebrating 
getting her products into major, major 
retailers. And then these tariffs struck. 

Beth’s story is the American dream. 
She came up with an idea based on her 
own experiences with little kids to help 
with highchairs. And now she is wor-
ried about losing her business and even 
her house because of these across-the- 
board tariffs. 

We are seeing this over and over 
again. That is why I am honored to 
join Senator MARKEY in his bill to say: 
If we are not going to help the rest of 
the world, at least we must exempt 
small businesses in America from these 
tariff taxes. 

I would prefer for everyone to look at 
only doing targeted tariffs like we have 
successfully done in the past under 
both Democratic and Republican Presi-
dents, instead of this across-the-board 
business that is basically driving China 
into the arms of Russia, that is dissing 
our own allies, like South Korea and 
Japan and Europe, Canada and Mexico. 
And the time is here to do something. 

Mr. President, at the very least, let 
us exempt those small businesses who 
are going to be the first to fold under 
the weight of these tariff taxes. I thank 
Mr. MARKEY for his leadership. 

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

ator from Oregon. 
TRIBUTE TO JESSICA STEVENS 

Mr. MERKLEY. Mr. President, the 
motto of the State of Oregon is ‘‘She 
flies with her own wings.’’ 

I can’t think of a better description 
for my State director Jessica Stevens. 
After more than 12 years with Team 
Merkley, I have come to the Senate 
floor today to bid her a grateful fare-
well. 

Jessica has spent her career serving 
the people of our State of Oregon. She 
fought for working families as the ex-
ecutive director of the Oregon State 
Council of the Service Employees 
International Union, SEIU, before join-
ing Team Merkley as director of our 
field team. 

I hold a townhall in each of Oregon’s 
36 counties every year, so leading the 
field team is a very demanding chal-
lenge. 

For 3 years, she traveled with me 
across the length and breadth of our 
State, from big cities to rural commu-
nities, from the Oregon coast to the 
Owyhee Canyonlands, from the Colum-
bia River to Crater Lake. 

So in 2015, when it was time to hire a 
new State director, there was no ques-
tion that Jessica was the right person 
to lead our State team. 

For the last decade, she has coordi-
nated between two teams on two 
coasts, managing six field offices with 
nearly 20 staff working across Oregon’s 
more than 98,000 square miles. 

She has overseen more than 400 town-
halls with the people of Oregon. She 
has built close working relationships 
with 3 Governors, 11 Members of the 
House of Representatives, countless 
State legislators, county commis-
sioners, community leaders, stake-
holders, advocates, and constituents, 
not to mention Senator WYDEN’s team. 

And she leads by example. 
As one of our team members said: 
Jessica works harder than anyone else. 

And what we see is only the tip of the ice-
berg. 

Others describe her ‘‘constantly 
working behind the scenes,’’ that she 
‘‘squashes trouble,’’ ‘‘puts out fires,’’ 
and ‘‘fixes problems nobody [has even 
yet seen].’’ 

A former Team Merkley member said 
she ‘‘was so impressed with how Jes-
sica handled [difficult situations, 
bringing] immense calmness and clar-
ity [with] considerable empathy and 
support.’’ 

Another former team member said: 
Regardless of roadblocks or the crisis du 

jour, Jessica has always remained dogged 
and determined to make sure that the people 
and causes who needed help [get] it. 

Jessica has also taken countless 
members of Team Merkley under her 
wing. She has encouraging words for 
our interns, podcast recommendations 
on tricky local issues. 

She sets a ‘‘calm but strong’’ exam-
ple for the entire team, including her 
‘‘skill for listening and really seeing 
all the diverse groups and constitu-
encies’’ my office serves. 

One longtime member of our team 
said: 

When I first met Jessica, I was pretty in-
timidated by her as an intern and just recog-
nized immediately [that] she was a badass 
woman. 

Another shared the story of the first 
time she had to do an airport pickup, 
saying: 

Jessica could tell I was really nervous and 
offered to come with me . . . so I would feel 
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more comfortable and [that] everything 
would go smoothly. 

Another member of Jessica’s team 
said: 

She takes care of family, she takes care of 
friends, she takes care of her neighbors. She 
is just honestly incredibly selfless and giv-
ing. 

Someone said: 
[She’s] always sending a personal note to 

celebrate people’s good news and glad tid-
ings. [And] it [really] means a lot and builds 
the kind of camaraderie that makes Team 
Merkley special. 

And one member of my team summed 
it up by simply saying: 

When you have Jessica in your corner, you 
feel [very] supported and safe. 

In addition, she led one of the most 
consequential and sensitive processes: 
the nominations of Federal judgeships 
in Oregon. She supported judicial selec-
tion committees of legal and commu-
nity leaders and worked with the White 
House to advance these nominations. 

Thanks to her tireless efforts, Oregon 
has made history with its recent ap-
pointments, including Judge Adrienne 
Nelson, who is the first African-Amer-
ican woman to serve on the Federal 
bench from the District of Oregon, and 
Judge Mustafa Kasubhai, who is the 
first Muslim to serve as a Federal 
judge in the United States. 

Her quiet efforts behind the scenes 
have helped to make our courts and 
our country more equitable and more 
just. 

The motto of the State of Oregon is 
‘‘She flies with her own wings.’’ 

Through workers’ strikes and 
wildfires, through pandemics and post 
office closings, through the first Trump 
administration and now the second, she 
has kept Team Merkley flying for 121⁄2 
years. 

It is with deep gratitude that Team 
Merkley and I thank Jessica Stevens 
for her service to the people of Oregon. 
We wish her all the best in her new 
chapter. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Massachusetts. 

UNANIMOUS CONSENT REQUEST—S. 1593 
Mr. MARKEY. Mr. President, today, I 

rise to advocate to my colleagues in 
the Senate for my Small Business Lib-
eration Act, and I do so with Leader 
SCHUMER and Senator HIRONO, who 
have each already spoken on this very 
important issue. 

Here is what the bill would do: The 
bill would give relief from President 
Trump’s disastrous, destructive, small 
business-killing tariffs that have been 
turning Main Street into ‘‘Pain 
Street’’ all over our country for the 
last 7 weeks. 

I would also provide with my bill cer-
tainty to the constant whiplash and 
chaos that is President Trump’s tariff 
policies by exempting small businesses 
from the baseline 10-percent tariffs and 
the tariffs that have been on a 90-day 
pause since April 9. 

So let me just explain what I am 
talking about. On April 2, President 
Trump imposed a 10-percent tariff on 

pretty much the whole world. In other 
words, a 10-percent tax on anything 
coming into the country—10 percent. 

He also imposed an additional— 
called reciprocal tariff—on April 2 as 
well. And those tariffs, for example, 
were an additional 20 percent on the 
EU or an additional—we will just say— 
32 percent on Fiji, for whatever reason. 

So that was an incredible additional 
tax on top of the 10-percent tax, which 
he imposed on the same day. 

So on April 9, the President said: 
Well, we will wait—we will wait 90 days 
on those additional tariffs; on the EU 
for 20 percent; the 32 percent for Fiji; 
the 24 percent additional for Japan—we 
will put that aside, but we are going to 
keep the 10 percent on. 

Now, for a big company, maybe they 
can figure that out. They can ride that 
out, the 10 percent. However, if you are 
a small business in our country, and all 
of a sudden, there is a new 10-percent 
tax you have to pay on all of those 
goods which you are bringing into our 
country, and then there is a sword of 
Damocles sitting out there, as well, 
that there could be, in July—which is 
only 6 weeks away—an additional 20 
percent if those products come in from 
Europe. You are going to have a 
chilling effect that is placed on your 
business decisions, without question. 

They don’t have the leeway to be 
able to make the kind of riskier deci-
sions that, perhaps, a bigger business 
could to just ride through all of these 
tariffs. So all across every Main Street 
in our country, these small businesses 
are getting paralyzed by the Trump ac-
tions. 

Again, we are going to start with 
this: There is a 10-percent tariff—tax— 
already in place right now, since April 
2, on every good coming into our coun-
try. So this is a very dangerous place 
to put the small businesses of our 
country. 

Even as the vast majority of small 
businesses are seeing massive tariff-in-
duced cost hikes, this administration is 
offering exemptions—exemptions—for 
billion-dollar corporations. 

If you can get a dinner invitation to 
Mar-a-Lago, like the heads of Apple 
and Google, you can secure an exemp-
tion for your industry. 

Now, in almost every instance, that 
is preceded by a big, big multimillion- 
dollar contribution to some entity that 
the Trump administration would like 
you to give that money to. 

And then Apple is out; Google is out. 
They are not any longer affected by the 
tariffs. But no one on Main Street can 
afford to go to Mar-a-Lago to give the 
President $1 million. That probably ex-
ceeds the total worth of their business. 

So that is the problem with where we 
are. And, by the way, it is also why the 
national chamber of commerce says 
that small businesses should get an ex-
emption. It is not me. It is the national 
chamber of commerce that says that 
they should get an exemption. 

And 97 percent of all companies that 
do business on an international basis 

are small businesses, and they con-
stitute 30 percent of all trade. The na-
tional chamber of commerce is saying 
they should all be exempted. That is 
what my bill does. It says: Exempt 
those 97 percent of all businesses that 
constitute 30 percent of the trade from 
these tariffs—from the 10-percent tar-
iff; from the upcoming, 6 weeks from 
now, upward of 20 percent, 30 percent, 
40 percent more tariffs that are being 
imposed on countries around the world, 
while we are waiting for the President 
to negotiate bilateral agreements with 
each one of these entities. 

Well, so far, after a month and a half, 
he is up to one agreement with the 
United Kingdom. That is it. He has got 
dozens and dozens to go and no time on 
the clock, and that is what small busi-
nesses are looking at. They are looking 
up at the clock. They are saying: How 
long can I last? I survive week to week. 
I survive month to month. I can’t af-
ford to be paying these tariffs or won-
dering if there is a new tariff which is 
coming in. 

And all across our country, these 
numbers are unbelievable. In Massa-
chusetts, we have 7 million people. We 
have 700,000 small businesses. Well, the 
same thing is true for the country. 
There are about 330 million Americans, 
and there are 33 million small busi-
nesses. There is a small business in 
America for every 10 people, and that 
person right now is looking up with 
fear that their future has a cloud over 
it. 

And those small businesses, they ac-
count for two out of every three jobs 
added to our economy in the last 25 
years. They are our engine of growth. 

So I have heard from small busi-
nesses all across Massachusetts, all 
across our country, about how they are 
forcing those businesses to lay off em-
ployees, scale back benefits, or even 
shut their doors in some cases. 

I spoke with Brandale Randolph, 
founder of the 1854 Cycling Company, 
an electric bike manufacturer based in 
Massachusetts, and here is what 
Brandale told me. He shared the story 
that his company finally—finally— 
after years of work, recovered from the 
$45 million which they lost during 
COVID, only to now be forced to decide 
whether or not they can weather this 
new tariff disaster hanging over their 
head. 

So they moved from COVID to tar-
iffs—none of this having been in any 
way instigated by the small businesses 
of our country. They don’t have any-
thing to do with it. It just keeps com-
ing into their lives. And the messages 
from 1854 and other small businesses 
across the country are clear: These tar-
iffs are going to threaten to put them 
out of business. 

Small businesses are not Democrat. 
They are not Republican. This should 
not be a partisan issue, and I am dis-
appointed that President Trump con-
tinues to ignore the outrage and the 
opposition to his irrational and ill-ad-
vised tariff policy. 
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It is time for the Senate to stand up 

and exempt small businesses in our 
country. There is a trade war going on. 
We should allow small businesses not 
to be drafted into this war because 
they are the ones that will be the cas-
ualty. 

So, Mr. President, I ask unanimous 
consent that the Committee on Fi-
nance be discharged from further con-
sideration of S. 1593, and the Senate 
proceed to its immediate consider-
ation; that the bill 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. Is there 
an objection? 

The Senator from Ohio. 
Mr. MORENO. Reserving the right to 

object, and if my Democratic colleague 
could just yield for a very brief ques-
tion for clarification, I think, for those 
listening: How do you define a small 
business? 

Mr. MARKEY. Well, a small business 
is defined in the Small Business Ad-
ministration definitions, and those 
would be the ones which we would ex-
empt. And it can be different, depend-
ing upon the industry or its status, 
but, in general, what we are using is 
the definition used by the Small Busi-
ness Administration. 

Mr. MORENO. And just for clarifica-
tion of my colleague, that is actually 
500 employees or less. So I think when 
we are talking about small businesses, 
I just want to clarify that we are talk-
ing about 500-employee businesses. 

So, first of all, I also want to actu-
ally thank my colleague for caring 
about small businesses. Certainly, as a 
small business owner up until 4 months 
ago, I think we should have much more 
passion here in this Chamber around 
small businesses. So I truly commend 
you for that. 

I also commend you in a very big and 
meaningful way for the vote you took 
25 years ago when you voted against 
giving China normalization status with 
the United States. I think that was a 
courageous vote. You were on the right 
side of history. 

That disastrous situation has led 
China to grow its GDP from $1.2 tril-
lion back then, when you voted, to $25 
trillion today. So the fact that you 
went against some of your colleagues 
and took that vote shows that you are 
somebody who is independently minded 
and understands what businesses go 
through. 

I truly, truly commend you for that 
because there is no worse bill in Amer-
ican history than that act. That act de-
stroyed companies, not just all over 
America but, specifically, in the Pre-
siding Officer’s State and in my State. 
We see it every day, don’t we, when we 
go on the campaign trail, when we are 
driving around Missouri or driving 
around Ohio. We see the remnants of 
companies that once existed. 

Well, let’s talk about how we can lib-
erate small businesses, and maybe we 

can agree on these plans. No. 1, in the 
2017 tax reform, the 2017 Tax Cuts and 
Jobs Act, what is interesting to me, as 
a small business owner, is that very 
large companies had their taxes made 
permanent, but it was for small busi-
nesses that those tax rates expire. In 
fact, they expire this year. 

And the bill that we are looking to 
advance here in the Senate is a bill 
that would make those tax rates per-
manent. Let me just repeat that. We 
are not looking to cut taxes, because 
that is what you hear from my col-
leagues quite a bit. We are looking to 
make the 2017 tax reform permanent— 
not for big companies, not for the mas-
sive companies that are headquartered 
in Massachusetts but for the small 
businesses in Ohio and Missouri and in 
other places around the country that 
are going to see a massive increase in 
their taxes if we don’t take action. 

To put it in numbers, it is a $4 tril-
lion tax increase for businesses. So if 
we are going to liberate small busi-
nesses, join me in calling for the 2017 
tax reform to be made permanent. 

Let’s reform onerous regulations, es-
pecially in the banking sector. If you 
were a small business over the last 4 
years, it was really hard to get access 
to banking because banks were basi-
cally shutting out small businesses 
from lending. The big banks kept get-
ting bigger. Community banks, which 
is what small businesses rely on, were 
getting absolutely tortured. 

We need better energy policies. What 
that means is certainly not banning 
coal, which is important in my State; 
natural gas, of which we have a thou-
sand years of reserves. And I have of-
fered to my colleague that we will 
build a big, beautiful pipeline right to 
Massachusetts. You will never need en-
ergy again from Canada or any other 
place. You can get it right from Ohio. 

Better workforce policies, ending the 
incredible amount of onerous over-
litigation—those types of policies will 
liberate small businesses. How do I 
know it? Because I have been a small 
business owner my entire life. 

So let’s talk about the subject at 
hand, tariffs. Tariffs are exactly in-
tended to help these kinds of compa-
nies. When a Mexican company came in 
and bought Republic Steel in Canton, 
OH, the first thing they did was take 
all the equipment that was valuable, 
shipped it to Mexico, massively laid off 
the employees, sucked all of the cash 
out of the business, and left a 258-acre 
environmental disaster in the heart of 
Canton, OH. Now, that same steel is 
made in Mexico, and they want to ship 
that steel into the United States com-
pletely tariff free. 

What was the impact on small busi-
nesses around that steel mill—res-
taurants, the hairdressers, the grocery 
stores, the doctors, the dentists—that 
relied on those employees? Devasta-
tion. Devastation rate. 

In Lordstown, OH, we once had a 
General Motors facility that employed 
10,000 people, 6 million square feet. 

They made the highest quality prod-
ucts of any facility in America. The 
production was shipped to Mexico. Now 
the facility remains basically idle. 
What was the effect on the small busi-
nesses of Lordstown, OH? Total and 
complete devastation. 

So while I appreciate my colleague’s 
desire—I really, really do. I have had a 
chance to meet you in your office. I 
think you are a good man. I say that 
with total earnestness on my part. 

Let’s actually liberate small busi-
nesses. Let’s give them certainty on 
taxes. Let’s keep their tax rates perma-
nent, just like the big guys got. 

Why did the big guys get perma-
nency? And the little guys, who don’t 
have access to the Halls of Congress, 
why do they get the tax rates that go 
up? 

Let’s give them better energy poli-
cies that allow them to have energy 
costs go down. Let’s give them better 
workforce policy. Let’s end the reign of 
terror of litigation that hits small 
businesses and drives up insurance 
costs. And let’s give them good work-
force policies. And let’s support—let’s 
unite as a country, as President Trump 
tries to undo, Senator, what you tried 
to do 25 years ago. And 25 years ago, 
you wanted this country to stand up to 
China and say: No, we will not give you 
normalization because if we do, you 
will destroy our economy. 

And they have. 
Let’s rally around President Trump. 

It has been just over 100 and some-odd 
days. He is trying to reverse 25 years of 
bad behavior. We should be in this 
Chamber saying: Look, go out and do 
that. Negotiate. We have your back. 
Fight for America. Fight for American 
workers. Fight for American small 
businesses. 

That is the message other countries 
need to hear. They shouldn’t be hear-
ing from this Chamber that we are not 
united as Americans in making the 
best deal for American workers. 

And with that and therefore, I object. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ob-

jection is heard. 
The Senator from Massachusetts. 
Mr. MARKEY. First of all, I want to 

say that I appreciate the comments of 
the Senator from Ohio. 

But here is the bottom line: This 
isn’t just about China. The President 
hasn’t targeted just China. He hasn’t 
explained his ‘‘just China’’ strategy. He 
has imposed these tariffs all across the 
world—all across the world, every 
country. 

And yes, the legislation that we 
have, it doesn’t touch the steel tariffs 
that are imposed. We don’t touch 
those. They can stay in place. We don’t 
touch them. 

But here is the bottom line: You 
can’t make silk for U.S. ties in the 
United States. You can’t grow coffee in 
the United States. I could go on and on 
and on and on, about product after 
product that is sold in Main Street in 
America. Putting a 20-percent tariff on 
and, on top of that, an additional 20 
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percent, 30 percent, 40 percent, it is not 
going to do anything for the person on 
Main Street with the small business. It 
is just going to make it almost impos-
sible for them to import those goods 
that they need to sell in their stores on 
every Main Street in America. That is 
what they are saying to us. And this 10- 
percent tariff is still going to stay on. 

We are only 6 weeks from having the 
sword of Damocles of 20 percent more 
for the EU and countries from all 
around the world—Japan, Israel, you 
name it, India—it is just dozens and 
dozens of countries that aren’t China. 
But there is no plan. The President is 
making it up as he goes along, and the 
people who are going to suffer are 
going to be the small business people. 

If you import toys, and there are 
maybe 20 different countries from 
which you import your toys to put on 
the shelves of your stores on Main 
Street everywhere, and parents can go 
in to buy the presents for their child— 
I just think it is unrealistic. The Presi-
dent is saying: Well, maybe the kids 
can get by with 3 dolls instead of 30. 

Well, that is not how it is going to 
work. The store is going out of busi-
ness. The store has a certain predict-
able business model in terms of how 
much revenue they are going to have 
per year, based upon what they can im-
port. 

If the President had a plan, I would 
like to hear it. But I don’t. I don’t want 
to hear him talk about how he is ulti-
mately going to get a deal with dozens 
of countries in 6 weeks. There is no 
likelihood of that happening. But a 
small business person can’t take that 
risk. 

So that is why, again, this short- 
term pain that the President keeps 
talking about for long-term gains, well, 
honestly, in the short run, these busi-
nesses are going—they are going under, 
the small businesses. And there may be 
some posthumous indication of the 
President’s theory about these tariffs, 
2 years, 3 years, 5 years from now. That 
won’t really do these small businesses 
any good. 

So let the big businesses fight it out, 
and don’t allow the Googles and the 
Apples to buy their way out of it. 

You know, in the Civil War, there 
was an old saying: It was ‘‘a rich man’s 
war but a poor man’s fight’’—meaning 
the rich man could buy his way out of 
the draft. Rich man’s war; poor man’s 
fight. 

So big business war, but it is going to 
be fought by small businesses on Main 
Street, who are going to be the vic-
tims. Those are always the casualties. 
And they have been drafted into this 
battle of big businesses. 

So, again, I appreciate the comments 
of the gentleman from Ohio. I think he 
is wrong. I think we should exempt 
small businesses and let them know 
that they are not going to be driven 
out of business by this still-unplanned 
guided missile heading right toward 
every Main Street in our country that 
is going to be destructive of the hard- 

earned success those small businesses 
have had. 

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

ator from Ohio. 
Mr. MORENO. Just real quickly. 

Again, I truly respect my colleague and 
his point of view. I want to remind him 
that there is a great Massachusetts 
family, the Hassenfelds. Do you know 
what they used to do—what they still 
do? The brothers created a company 
called Hasbro. Those toys used to be 
made in the United States of America. 
They were employing lots of American 
citizens. They shipped all that produc-
tion to China and elsewhere, and com-
munities suffered as a result. 

As I said—if you notice, my colleague 
did not address any of the points that 
I made. If you talk to any small busi-
ness owner, they will tell you the No. 1 
priority right now is for us to make 
their tax rates permanent. It is not tax 
cuts. No matter how many times my 
colleagues will say it is tax cuts for bil-
lionaires, it is objectively not true. 
This is permanency of the current 
rates. 

Only in Washington, DC, by the way, 
would keeping things the same be con-
sidered a tax cut. It is ludicrous, and it 
makes no sense. 

Since you asked for the plan, here is 
the plan: We are going to make Amer-
ica the best place to do business. We 
are going to give American companies 
and American citizens the best tax 
rates so they can grow and thrive here. 
We are going to give them a regulatory 
environment that is not overbearing, 
that doesn’t kneecap companies. We 
are going to make certain we protect 
critical industries like steel, which I 
appreciate that. 

I think we should put, by the way, a 
full tariff on all major steel products— 
like, for example, appliances. This 
country was once the epicenter of ap-
pliance manufacturing, and now there 
is only one company—Whirlpool. I am 
proud they make their appliances pri-
marily in Ohio. Yet they have to com-
pete with cheap appliances coming in 
from China. 

We have a plan. The plan is very sim-
ple. We are going to have fair and re-
ciprocal trade. And you are right; it is 
not just China. It is Japan, which 
charges us tariffs and nontariff bar-
riers, and we allow them to bring their 
products here. 

South Korea—not only is that the 
case, but we also pay to defend them. 

Australia. Great ally. Great people. 
They tariff our meat. Their meat can 
come in tariff-free. 

Canada and Mexico are great allies 
and large trading partners, but they 
have allowed their borders to be open. 
They have allowed hundreds of thou-
sands of Americans to die of fentanyl. 
I am ecstatic that we have a President 
of the United States that says: No, we 
will not allow that to continue. And if 
you want to have a relationship with 
the United States of America, you are 
going to secure your borders, and you 

are going to make it darn well nec-
essary to secure your borders to pro-
tect Americans. 

So that is the plan. The plan is to 
usher in a golden age for this country 
where working-class Americans have 
the ability to live a good life, have a 
good job where a mom or a dad can pro-
vide for their kids, afford a home, af-
ford a car, go on vacation every once in 
a while, and retire with dignity. That 
was once the dream of the Democratic 
Party. This is what we should unite 
around and rally around and make cer-
tain that all of our policies are pointed 
straight in that direction. 

So, again, I appreciate the comments 
from my colleague. Hopefully, I think 
we can work together on some initia-
tives, as I laid out—good tax policy, 
good regulatory policy, good workforce 
policies that allow small businesses to 
thrive—because as somebody who did 
that 5 months ago for my whole entire 
life, I am happy to hear that conversa-
tion happening here in the U.S. Senate. 

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

nority leader. 
UNANIMOUS CONSENT REQUEST—S. 1804 

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. President, ear-
lier today, the Defense Department an-
nounced that the United States has 
formally accepted a luxury 747 jetliner 
as a gift from Qatar to be used as Air 
Force One. It is the largest foreign gift 
to an American President in modern 
history—one Donald Trump says will 
go to his Presidential library after his 
term. 

This gift is outrageous. Donald 
Trump will berate companies to ‘‘eat 
his tariffs’’ and tell parents to pay yet 
more for groceries but is accepting a 
luxury plane he can use as Air Force 
One. 

This gift screams ‘‘national security 
risk.’’ It is bribery in broad daylight. 
Donald Trump is thumbing his nose at 
Republicans and practically daring 
them to stop him. 

Well, today, the Senate can. In a few 
moments, I will move for swift passage 
of the Presidential Airlift Security 
Act, prohibiting the use of any foreign 
plane to be utilized as Air Force One. 

Specifically, my legislation would 
prohibit even a single taxpayer dollar 
from being used by the Department of 
Defense to procure, modify, retrofit, or 
maintain any foreign aircraft for the 
purposes of transporting a U.S. Presi-
dent. This is about ensuring our na-
tional security and about not wasting 
taxpayer dollars on an utterly sense-
less deal. 

It should not take an act of Congress 
to stop the President of the United 
States from accepting the largest for-
eign bribe in modern history, but ap-
parently Donald Trump is perfectly 
willing to sell out the American people 
and the Presidency to fill his own 
pockets. 

Senate Republicans who say they are 
troubled by the idea of using a foreign 
plane as Air Force One should join me 
in supporting this very commonsense 
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bill. Donald Trump accepting this gift 
reeks of corruption and naked self-en-
richment, and Republicans should 
stand up and support my bill, defend 
national security, and protect Ameri-
cans. 

So I ask unanimous consent that the 
Committee on Armed Services be dis-
charged from further consideration of 
S. 1804 and the Senate proceed to its 
immediate consideration; that the bill 
be considered read a third time and 
passed and the motion to reconsider be 
considered made and laid upon the 
table with no intervening action or de-
bate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
an objection? 

The Senator from Kansas. 
Mr. MARSHALL. I object. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ob-

jection is heard. 
Mr. SCHUMER. 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. BLUMENTHAL. Mr. President, I 

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
BANKS). Without objection, it is so or-
dered. 
UNANIMOUS CONSENT REQUESTS—S. RES. 242, S. 

RES. 243, S. RES. 244, AND S. RES. 245 
Mr. BLUMENTHAL. Mr. President, I 

ask unanimous consent that at a time 
to be determined by the majority lead-
er in consultation with the Democratic 
leader, the Senate proceed to the con-
sideration of the following Senate reso-
lutions in the order listed: S. Res. 242, 
S. Res. 243, S. Res. 244, and S. Res. 245; 
that there be up to 2 hours for debate 
on each resolution, individually; and 
that upon the use or yielding back of 
that time, the Senate vote on adoption 
of the resolutions, individually; and 
that if any of the resolutions are 
adopted, the preambles be agreed to 
and the motions to reconsider be con-
sidered made and laid upon the table. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

The Senator from Wyoming. 
Mr. BARRASSO. I object. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-

tion is heard. 
The Senator from Connecticut. 
Mr. BLUMENTHAL. Mr. President, 

the purpose and effect of these resolu-
tions, very simply, is to provide votes. 
That is what we do in the U.S. Senate— 
we vote. And on these votes, the Con-
stitution is involved. The provision of 
the Constitution commonly known as 
the emoluments clause enables offi-
cials of the Federal Government—from 
a sergeant in the Air Force or some 
other military branch to the President 
of the United States—to accept pay-
ments or benefits from a foreign power 
or other foreign entity or individual 
but only if there is approval by the 
U.S. Senate and Congress. 

We need to take those votes if the 
President of the United States is to ac-

cept any benefits or payments. And 
that is what is happening in plain 
sight, openly, for all to see. 

Literally, tomorrow night, in the 
White House, individuals who have in-
vested to the President’s benefit in his 
meme coin and World Liberty Finan-
cial will have dinner with him in the 
White House. He has literally put a 
‘‘For Sale’’ sign on the White House. 
But money in his pocket will come 
from some anonymous donors, some 
foreign investors, and others in viola-
tion of the emoluments clause, unless 
there is approval from the U.S. Con-
gress. That is tomorrow night in the 
White House. 

And today, the Trump administra-
tion formally accepted a $200 million 
Boeing 747–8 jumbo jet as a gift from 
the Government of Qatar. Now, that 
plane may be used as Air Force One 
while he is in office before it is trans-
ferred to the Trump Presidential Li-
brary Foundation before the end of his 
term. 

The Department of Defense has con-
firmed that the Secretary of Defense, 
Pete Hegseth, has ordered the Air 
Force to plan rapid modifications to 
upgrade the plane for use as Air Force 
One. They are no small modifications. 
The plane has to be stripped down vir-
tually to its shell to ensure the instal-
lation of multiple top-secret systems. 
The work will take, potentially, years 
to complete. And the estimate to tax-
payers—all of us American taxpayers— 
is about $1 billion. 

That plane probably won’t even be 
ready before the end of President 
Trump’s term when the foundation— 
his foundation—takes ownership of it. 
It is a gift, in effect, to him from 
Qatar. 

The Air Force is a passthrough enti-
ty. That is the arrogance of this step— 
corruption—but also a violation of the 
emoluments clause, unless there is ap-
proval from the U.S. Congress. 

Majority leader Thune has said: 
If and when the plane is no longer a hypo-

thetical, I can assure you there will be plen-
ty of scrutiny of whatever that arrangement 
might look like. 

Well, it is no longer a hypothetical. 
Selling out American interests began 
the first days and hours of this admin-
istration in President Trump’s second 
term. How did he celebrate his inau-
guration? Well, he launched a 
cryptocurrency scheme, a meme coin. 
The only purpose of it was to enrich 
the President. Unsurprisingly, by de-
sign, foreign governments, unscrupu-
lous foreign individuals, and anony-
mous foreign nationals are competing 
with themselves—literally, there is a 
leaderboard—to line his pockets and 
make known how they are lining his 
pockets. 

There is no reason for them to write 
him a letter or file with some govern-
ment Agency. Face-to-face, he will be 
with them in the White House tomor-
row evening. They are competing—and 
I mean literally competing—with each 
other for access, and he has put his of-

fice and the White House on the auc-
tion block. 

Tomorrow evening, he will be hosting 
that dinner—personally hosting it for 
220 holders of that meme coin. Wher-
ever the dinner occurs, whether it is in 
the White House or someplace else, the 
effect is the same: to be selling access. 

And after the dinner competition was 
announced—alongside a ‘‘Special VIP 
White House Tour’’ for the top 25 hold-
ers—President Trump cashed in. The 
price of that meme coin rose more than 
50 percent after the announcement of 
that dinner. In total, President Trump 
and his sons and his business partners 
have now earned $350 million in sales 
and related fees from that scheme. 

Come tomorrow evening, he will have 
pumped up the price. And sometimes 
the price goes down. He may have 
dumped part of his holding—pump-and- 
dump—raise the price and then dump 
the stock. It is a classic Wall Street 
corrupt move that would normally go 
to the SEC. But, of course, there is no 
regulation. 

Bidders aren’t hiding the pay-for- 
play scheme either. The winner of 
Trump’s contest—the grand winner—is 
Justin Sun, who faces a civil fraud case 
from the SEC over allegations of mar-
ket manipulation and unregistered 
asset sales. 

Since the election, Justin Sun has 
poured nearly $100 million into 
Trump’s crypto ventures. And guess 
what. Trump’s SEC—poof—it is not a 
legal term, by the way—poof—the SEC 
paused the litigation and now is in ne-
gotiations to settle that case. It is out 
in the open. 

One shipping firm with operations in 
Mexico announced it has raised $20 mil-
lion to purchase the Trump coins for 
the express purpose of influencing tar-
iff policy in the United States of Amer-
ica. 

When Donald Trump negotiates tar-
iffs, is he protecting American con-
sumers and small businesses? No, not 
so much. More likely, he is cutting 
deals for his crypto friends. That is the 
essence of selling public office, and it is 
corruption. 

But put aside the criminal violations 
of law that may be involved because 
the U.S. Supreme Court has given him 
immunity for what he is doing in the 
White House, the emoluments clause 
forbids him from taking those pay-
ments—benefits—without coming to 
the U.S. Congress and seeking our con-
sent and approval. 

Foreign governments are paying 
President Trump through another one 
of his cryptocurrency ventures, in addi-
tion to the FIGHT, FIGHT, FIGHT 
meme coin. World Liberty Financial, 
on May 1—literally, this month—World 
Liberty Financial announced an invest-
ment fund backed by the United Arab 
Emirates. The government of that 
country, using Trump’s digital coins, is 
completing a $2 billion transaction 
that, once again, puts money in his 
pocket. From this deal, Donald Trump 
and his family stand to gain hundreds 
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of millions of dollars—apart from the 
$350 million I mentioned earlier—hun-
dreds of millions more from this for-
eign government. 

His sons are traveling around the 
world getting VIP treatment in Paki-
stan and elsewhere, using the President 
and the White House to strike deals for 
World Liberty Financial. We simply 
cannot accept this kind of practice as 
normal or legal. We can’t abdicate our 
responsibility. We cannot seem to en-
dorse or encourage this kind of corrup-
tion. That is the reason we have the 
emoluments clause. That is the reason 
the Founders wanted Congress to be in-
volved whenever there is any benefit or 
payment to a member of the executive 
branch. Again, it applies not only to 
the President of the United States but 
all of the Federal officials, down to the 
rank and file. 

Right now, the Senate is considering 
legislation to promote the growth of 
cryptocurrencies. This legislation has 
no ethical rules or conflict of interest 
provisions that would stop the Presi-
dent or his family from using the 
White House to enrich himself—none 
applying to the President. It fails to 
provide many basic consumer protec-
tions and national security rules. It in-
vites Big Tech into our financial sys-
tem. 

We are considering this legislation at 
the very same time as Trump’s crypto 
dinner will be happening literally with-
in about 24 hours. Is there any wonder 
that the public’s esteem for the U.S. 
Congress has sunk to the kinds of lows 
we are seeing right now? We are adding 
to the perception that Congress some-
how is legitimizing or overlooking his 
behavior—in fact, looking the other 
way. That is not the message we ought 
to be sending at this moment in our 
history, and it is not legally right 
under the Constitution. 

We ought to be voting on his emolu-
ments, every one of these benefits. 
That is the reason I have separate reso-
lutions—simply to preserve our own 
authority and power and our integrity 
and send a signal about the independ-
ence of this branch, the legislative 
branch. 

Foreign governments have figured 
out a lot of ways to line Donald 
Trump’s pockets. The Trump Organiza-
tion—he is still the owner. It may be in 
trust. He maybe figured out some tech-
nical legal way to seem to insulate or 
isolate himself from it. But that orga-
nization is doing business deals with 
Saudi Arabia, with Qatar, and with 
Oman and Serbia. 

LIV Golf, backed by the Saudi Ara-
bian Government, hosted a tournament 
at Trump National Doral in April— 
April—of this year. The Trump Organi-
zation has signed $5.5 billion in real es-
tate deals with a Qatari Government- 
owned firm, and it is going to build a 
new development on government- 
owned land in Serbia and Oman. The 
Trump Organization has already re-
ceived $5 million from Oman. These are 
violations of the emoluments clause 
plainly, simply, in plain sight. 

We have no excuse for failing to vote. 
We have no excuse for remaining si-
lent. We have no excuse for ducking or 
dodging. 

The foreign emoluments clause 
states: 

[N]o Person holding any Office of Profit or 
Trust under them, shall, without the Con-
sent of Congress, accept of any present, 
Emolument, Office, or Title of any kind 
whatever, from any King, Prince, or foreign 
State. 

Foreign states are clearly involved in 
these transactions. 

The purpose of this clause is basic 
and unassailable, indisputable. It is to 
prevent undue foreign influence and 
foreign corruption. 

The Founders knew about the dan-
gers of a foreign government trying to 
influence our President or anyone 
under him. They knew about those 
powerful Kings in France and England. 
We had just liberated ourselves from 
England. We were a small, struggling 
country, and they were afraid that our 
executives would be influenced by 
those more powerful countries. 

It was to ensure our government offi-
cials work for the American people and 
the Nation rather than their own fi-
nancial self-interests or on behalf of 
any foreign government that the 
emoluments clause was adopted. But 
President Trump seemingly doesn’t 
care about working for the American 
people; he cares about his own pocket-
book. Not once has he come to Con-
gress for consent on any of these deals. 
He hasn’t even hinted at it. And he will 
continue pursuing these corrupt for-
eign deals until we, as Congress, have 
the gumption to act. 

Today, I am introducing resolutions 
that condemn President Trump’s viola-
tion of the foreign emoluments clause 
and demand the transfer to the U.S. 
Government of any gifts, benefits, or 
payments recovered or received from 
foreign governments or others through 
his illegal dealings. 

I have asked for unanimous consent 
to schedule floor votes—I want floor 
votes—on each of these resolutions. I 
think the American people deserve to 
know where we stand, who is going to 
allow him to go forward with these 
deals, who is going to sacrifice the in-
tegrity and independence of this 
branch of government, and where every 
Senator stands on Donald Trump’s self- 
enrichment schemes. We need to know 
whether the Senate is willing to stand 
up and show up against this corrupt 
self-dealing. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Democratic whip. 
Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, it was 

my good fortune as a young man to 
work for a Senator from Illinois named 
Paul Douglas. He was known as Mr. 
Ethics in the U.S. Senate. He be-
lieved—and he shared that belief with 
me and all who worked with and for 
him—that the first obligation of a pub-
lic official is to not betray the trust of 
the voters when it comes to self-deal-

ing or making money out of public of-
fice. 

He started me down the path in my 
early years in politics of making a 
complete disclosure—both my income 
tax return and net worth in detail, spe-
cific amounts—every year. I have done 
that for over 40 years. I believe he was 
right. 

I remember Paul Simon, my prede-
cessor in the U.S. Senate, used to say: 
People may not agree with my vote, 
but they know I didn’t cast it to make 
a buck. 

It is just that simple. 
So what has happened at the highest 

level of the Government, the Office of 
President? Throughout our history, 
there have been examples of corruption 
which have been well documented. The 
Teapot Dome scandal comes to mind, 
and certainly the departures of pre-
vious Vice Presidents for wrongdoing 
have been well documented. 

What we have going on in the White 
House now with the Trump administra-
tion is unprecedented not just in the 
amount of money involved going to the 
President and his family but also in 
the very real fact that the bottom line 
is that he is bold and states clearly: I 
have done it, and I defy you to do any-
thing about it. 

It is one of the reasons I am opposing 
the pending legislation on the floor on 
cryptocurrency. The President, as has 
been documented by my colleague from 
Connecticut, is making millions of dol-
lars exploiting cryptocurrency, and he 
is inviting those who buy into his 
scheme—his profit-making scheme—to 
official gatherings and occasions at the 
White House. It is the most bald-faced 
demonstration of corruption we have 
ever seen in the Office of the Presi-
dency. And this plane now—this $400 
million airplane—says it all. 

Mr. President, so that you under-
stand, Pam Bondi is the Attorney Gen-
eral of the United States, duly ap-
pointed, and she has supposedly re-
leased a memo justifying the transfer 
of this airplane to the U.S. Govern-
ment and then to Donald Trump per-
sonally as being acceptable—no objec-
tion. I am still looking for a copy of 
that public opinion. It should be public, 
if it hasn’t been yet. 

There has been reference made to the 
Constitution on this issue. In the Con-
stitution, article I, section 9 is explicit: 

[N]o Person holding any Office of Profit or 
Trust under them, shall, without the Con-
sent of the Congress, accept of any present, 
Emolument, Office, or Title of any kind 
whatever, from any King, Prince, or foreign 
State. 

How clear can you be? This President 
has no authority to accept this gift. 
And the notion that he would accept it, 
use it for the remainder of his Presi-
dency, and then take personal title to 
the airplane is outrageous. 

The fact of the matter is—those of us 
who have taken the time to check—it 
will cost the American taxpayers a for-
tune to take this gift from Qatar and 
to make it safe for any President to 
travel in it. 
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As one of my colleagues has said, if 

the Qataris said ‘‘As a favor to the peo-
ple of the United States, we are going 
to redesign and pay for the redesign of 
the Oval Office, the Situation Room, 
and the President’s residence. We will 
do it on our dime,’’ the American peo-
ple would never fall for it. Why would 
we ever let them get that close to the 
decision making at the highest level in 
America? That is exactly what we are 
doing here if we accept this airplane. 
We have taken all those three func-
tions of the President, added wings to 
the equation, and said the Constitution 
doesn’t count. 

Republicans have claimed for years 
that Joe Biden, during his administra-
tion and his time as Vice President, en-
gaged in wrongdoing due to his fam-
ily’s business dealings. I am sure we re-
member congressional Republicans’ 
endless investigations into President 
Biden’s son and his past business deal-
ings as a private citizen. But despite 
multiple investigations and a failed 
impeachment inquiry against Presi-
dent Biden, Republicans are largely si-
lent and willing to disregard the over-
whelming corruption of President 
Trump and his family as they pocket 
millions of dollars personally at the ex-
pense of the American people. 

In the latest of a long line of shady 
dealings, President Trump is receiving 
a private jet as a gift from the royal 
family of Qatar and is claiming that it 
is simply a gift to the Defense Depart-
ment. 

This aircraft that we are talking 
about is sitting in San Antonio, TX. It 
would be retrofitted to act as Air Force 
One for the remainder of Trump’s term 
in office before ownership is trans-
ferred to the Trump Presidential Li-
brary Foundation. 

The President claimed it would be 
‘‘stupid [to] say ‘No, we don’t want a 
free, very expensive airplane.’ ’’ How-
ever, what he doesn’t say is that it will 
cost American taxpayers millions more 
to retrofit the plane to meet the Presi-
dent’s security, communication, and 
intelligence needs. 

Mr. President, what is stupid is ret-
rofitting a very expensive plane from a 
foreign government, which constitutes 
a major counterintelligence risk, on 
the American taxpayers’ dime when an 
American company is already manu-
facturing the next Air Force One. 

The Constitution, as I have read, ex-
plicitly gives Congress the power to 
control whether any officer of the 
United States, including the President, 
may accept a gift from ‘‘any King, 
Prince, or foreign State.’’ This unprec-
edented gift clearly violates the Con-
stitution and laws enacted by Congress 
to govern such gifts. Yet Attorney 
General Bondi reportedly concluded it 
would be ‘‘legally permissible’’ for 
President Trump to accept this gift. I 
am calling on the Attorney General 
today to release this opinion and re-
port in its entirety to the U.S. Con-
gress. 

I am not surprised by it. This admin-
istration continues to abuse its power 

at the cost of the American people 
time and again, while Republicans in 
Congress stand by and allow it. 

Mr. President, do you hear it? The si-
lence? The silence of the President’s 
party? The silence of the lambs? 

Make no mistake, this is more than 
just a gift that benefits the President 
and not the American people. The 
President, we understand, it has been 
reported, has actively solicited this 
gift from Qatar. The question remains: 
In exchange for what? 

President Trump’s acceptance of 
such a substantial gift from a foreign 
government could disproportionately 
influence the foreign policies of this 
country—exactly why the Founding 
Fathers gave Congress the power to 
control these gifts under the Constitu-
tion. It is clear to our foreign partners 
and enemies that, under President 
Trump, America’s policymaking is 
open to the highest bidder. 

We also see President Trump and his 
family profiting off the promise of in-
fluenced domestic policy. Right before 
his second inauguration, President 
Trump launched a valueless 
cryptocurrency token marked not as 
an investment but as monetary support 
for Trump. First Lady Melania Trump 
also promoted her own meme coin 
shortly thereafter. This scheme al-
lowed the President to pocket millions 
of dollars in direct payments with lit-
tle or no public disclosure or oversight. 
He has never denied it. He has since 
fired the heads of the Agencies that in-
vestigate these crypto schemes. 

Donald Trump, Jr., has founded a 
new private membership club in DC 
called Executive Branch with a $500,000 
membership fee. The launch party, fea-
turing several Cabinet and other ad-
ministration officials, underscored 
Trump Junior’s efforts to sell access. 

That is what this administration 
does. It sees a barrier to cutting cor-
ners or any check on its corruption and 
gets rid of it. These actions were en-
tirely predictable because Trump and 
his family also blatantly used the Pres-
idency to enrich themselves by selling 
access and the chance to influence pol-
icy under his first administration. 

I am saddened that our colleagues on 
the Republican side of the aisle appar-
ently believe that silence is the best re-
sponse to these outrages. It is the ‘‘Si-
lence of the Lambs.’’ 

When will they stand up for the 
American people and say ‘‘enough is 
enough,’’ or do they believe American 
policy should be sold to whatever coun-
try is willing to place the highest bid? 

If we are talking about a swamp in 
DC, sadly, this is a major part of it. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

MORENO). The Senator from Vermont. 
Mr. WELCH. Mr. President, I want to 

align myself with the comments made 
by the Senator from Connecticut and 
the Senator from Illinois. 

The Constitution is pretty straight-
forward on this. It is pretty basic: 

[N]o Person holding any Office of Profit or 
Trust under them, shall, without the Con-

sent of Congress, accept of any present, 
Emolument, Office or Title, of any kind 
whatever, from any King, Prince, or foreign 
State. 

This $200 million plane that is going 
to—$400 million plane—the estimates 
go up and down, but it is an expensive 
plane—is a gift, and it is going to the 
personal use of the President of the 
United States. The Constitution says it 
is the job of Congress to say yes or no 
to a gift. It is our job. And if this Con-
gress wants to vote to accept this $400 
million plane, that is our job to do it. 
If this Congress is silent and doesn’t 
demand that we enforce article I re-
sponsibility about this extraordinary 
gift from the Government of Qatar, 
that is on us. That is on us. 

And what we are seeing time and 
again is the relinquishment of author-
ity and power under article I, and it 
can’t be shipped out of here fast 
enough to the Executive down at 1600 
Pennsylvania Avenue to satisfy any-
one. 

That is so profoundly threatening to 
the well-being of our democracy. The 
whole point of having three branches of 
government is the recognition that you 
cannot allow one person, or even one 
branch of government, to consolidate 
all power. There has to be checks and 
balances. It was based upon what was 
true then and is true now: Absolute 
power can corrupt absolutely. And the 
foundational principle that has served 
us well is that with the checks and bal-
ances, the ambition of one branch can 
compete with the ambition of the other 
branch. We have given away the au-
thority that Congress has and the re-
sponsibility it has to have those checks 
and balances and defend democracy. 

And by the way, why in the world 
would we want some other government 
to be providing transportation for our 
Chief Executive? It is embarrassing. 
We don’t need no stinking Qatar plane. 
We need our own planes. We need our 
own planes. This is about us having re-
spect for the men and women who work 
here. It is about us having respect for 
our own responsibility to take care of 
our own national security needs. We 
can’t outsource this to another govern-
ment. We shouldn’t do it, just as a 
matter of pride. 

But we also shouldn’t do it because it 
does stink—it does stink—of corrup-
tion. And all the evidence here is that, 
for whatever reason, Donald Trump 
thought this would be a pretty cool 
plane to fly in. He started putting the 
pressure on, directly and indirectly, to 
get this offer of a gift, and now it is a 
$200 million, $400 million gift. That is 
what we have. And that is, by the way, 
without any of us having any oppor-
tunity to ask the hard questions: What 
is it going to cost to so-call retrofit? 
Can it be retrofitted? How much will 
taxpayers be asked to pay? Is this gift 
going to be something that actually 
costs us a lot more money? 

So the Appropriations Committee 
has no capacity to look into this, to 
kick the tires, to assess what this 

VerDate Sep 11 2014 09:05 May 22, 2025 Jkt 059060 PO 00000 Frm 00028 Fmt 0624 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\G21MY6.044 S21MYPT1D
M

W
ils

on
 o

n 
D

S
K

7X
7S

14
4P

R
O

D
 w

ith
 S

E
N

A
T

E



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S3045 May 21, 2025 
means for the taxpayers of this coun-
try. So I find it astonishing that we 
would even be considering and that the 
President of the United States would 
be considering having the national se-
curity transportation, Air Force One, 
be a gift of a foreign government. I find 
it astonishing that we in Congress 
wouldn’t, on a unanimous basis, de-
mand that the emoluments clause be 
enforced by the Congress voting yes or 
no on acceptance of this gift. 

The implications are pretty clear: 
Corruption is alive and well in the ad-
ministration. The implications are 
pretty clear: Passivity is alive and well 
in the Congress of the United States, 
that we turn our back on exercising 
the profound responsibility that we 
have, an obligation we have to the peo-
ple we represent. 

Mr. President, I urge the passage of 
this resolution, and I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Connecticut. 

Mr. BLUMENTHAL. Mr. President, I 
want to thank my colleagues Senator 
DURBIN and Senator WELCH for being 
here today. I know my resolutions re-
flect unanimity on our side, and I be-
lieve sincerely the reservations and 
doubts on the other side as well. And I 
regret the objection to these resolu-
tions because I think that my col-
leagues deserve a vote. We deserve a 
vote on both sides of the aisle. 

This violation of the Constitution 
benefits nobody. Many of the votes we 
take here, there are differing interests, 
there are contrasting and sometimes 
conflicting points of view on the mer-
its, on who benefits and who may be 
hurt. Here, there is only one bene-
ficiary: Donald Trump and his family— 
maybe some of the foreign investors, 
maybe some of the others who have do-
nated or contributed to his campaign 
and have invested in the meme coins or 
in World Liberty Financial stablecoin. 

This plane should be built by an 
American company. It should be built 
so that President Trump can use it—or 
any other President—on time, on 
schedule. It is now already delayed. 
Boeing should be held accountable. And 
if it can’t deliver it when the President 
needs it, somebody else ought to be re-
quired to build it. 

So I am deeply disappointed we are 
not going to have these votes, at least 
right now. I am going to be coming 
back to the floor and asking for these 
votes on the emoluments clause be-
cause it is part of our job, it is part of 
our constitutional responsibility, and 
Donald Trump is violating the Con-
stitution by accepting gifts in the 
plane, investments, and money in his 
pocket from his cryptocurrency ven-
tures and other schemes that he is ena-
bling in plain sight. This corruption 
should not be allowed to continue. 

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

ator from Massachusetts. 
CLEAN AIR ACT 

Mr. MARKEY. Mr. President, today, I 
am here to defend clean air regulations 

that tackle the climate crisis, protect 
public health, and save drivers money 
at the pump. 

For more than 50 years, California 
has had the legal authority under the 
Clean Air Act to adopt stricter emis-
sions standards than the Federal base-
line. For 50 years, both Democrat and 
Republican administrations have 
granted these Clean Air Act waivers 
that are essential for reducing toxic air 
pollution, protecting public health, and 
cutting greenhouse gas emissions that 
dangerously warm our planet. No Con-
gress has ever dared to revoke these 
waivers—until now. 

My Republican colleagues say this is 
about protecting consumer choice. 
Well, let me ask: Who is really choos-
ing this? Not the parents. Not the resi-
dents near busy highways. Not the doc-
tors and nurses. Not even the drivers. 

It is the polluters. This dependence 
on fossil fuels allows Big Oil CEOs to 
turn drivers upside down at the pump 
and shake money out of their pockets. 

The Republicans say ‘‘all of the 
above.’’ No. No. It is ‘‘oil above all.’’ 
We put 70 percent of the oil we con-
sume into gasoline tanks. And with 
cleaner, smarter, more efficient tech-
nologies, we can reduce and reduce and 
reduce the amount of oil that we put 
into the vehicles which we drive. This 
terrifies the oil industry. 

America is a technological giant. We 
have a capacity to invent new tech-
nologies. By the way, the Chinese are 
just on the HOV lane of new tech-
nologies for the vehicles which they 
are driving. They have invented a tech-
nology that allows for the charging of 
a battery in 5 minutes in a vehicle that 
people are driving. 

That should be us. We should be the 
ones leading. 

That is not what the Republicans are 
doing. Donald Trump is saying he 
wants to repeal the tax breaks for elec-
tric vehicles in our Nation, just take 
those tax breaks off the books. He 
wants to repeal the laws which 
incentivize the development of even 
better batteries in our country—bat-
teries that, with one charge, will go 
further and further and further. Maybe 
we could compete with the Chinese. 
But Trump wants to take them off the 
books, and the Republicans are going 
along with that. 

Maybe we could put more charging 
stations across the country to make it 
easier for people to drive all-electric 
vehicles. No. Trump is saying we want 
to take away all those tax breaks too. 
Let’s just make it easy for the Chinese 
to take over the electric vehicle indus-
try of the 21st century. Let’s just hand 
it over to them on a silver platter. 

We are only 5 percent of the world’s 
population. The other 95 percent is 
going electric. 

The other 95 percent is moving to the 
future. That is not going to be the 
United States. The Republicans are 
working here tonight in order to abso-
lutely short-circuit this future that 
was ours. 

You know, honestly, gas-guzzling 
cars aren’t just bad for drivers, they 
are bad for every one of us. According 
to the American Lung Association, 
more than 131 million people live in 
counties with unhealthy levels of ozone 
and particulate pollution. 

And what is the largest source of 
that pollution? It is vehicles. It is the 
cars and the trucks which we drive in 
our country. That is what sends up the 
pollution. That is what gets into the 
lungs of Americans. 

And now my Republican colleagues 
are trying to rip away the safeguards 
that help to protect public health and 
to save our country money. By trig-
gering the Congressional Review Act to 
repeal California’s waivers, it would 
allow for 1.6 billion metric tons of car-
bon emissions; more than 1.5 million 
metric tons of nitrogen oxide, all going 
up into the air; 17,000 metric tons of 
fine particulate matter, the type of 
pollution that penetrates deep into 
your lungs, the lungs of your children, 
the lungs of your loved ones, and en-
ters the bloodstream to wreak havoc 
on the body in the form of asthma, res-
piratory problems, cardiovascular dis-
eases, and more—much, much, more— 
all spewed into the air. 

And that is what they want. That is 
what they want. 

After the Surgeon General in 1964 
issued a warning about smoking, Amer-
ica went from 50 percent of the country 
smoking down to 18 percent. People 
started to wise up. They said: We don’t 
want that stuff in our lungs, and we are 
going to tell our kids not to smoke be-
cause it is dangerous. 

Your lungs—your lungs—are vulner-
able if there is an inhalation of dan-
gerous substances. 

So what does it look like in real life? 
Well, it means more kids are going to 
suffer from asthma. It means grandma 
and grandpa dying earlier. It means 
more death and destruction from ex-
treme weather events, such as the Los 
Angeles wildfires and Hurricanes He-
lene and Milton. By the way, those 
three events caused $500 billion worth 
of damage—those three events, all re-
lated to climate change, all related to 
the warming of the atmosphere. 

Just assume that the ceiling here on 
the Senate floor is capturing all of the 
heat all day long, and there is no air- 
conditioning down below. That is the 
greenhouse effect. It just gets warmer 
and warmer and warmer, which is why, 
by the way, the Senate used to adjourn 
in the beginning of May because it just 
got too hot in rooms like this before 
air-conditioning. 

Well, there is no air-conditioning for 
the planet. You have to engage in a 
preventive strategy, lower the tem-
perature right from the beginning, 
lower the thermostat right from the 
beginning. 

Ultimately, it is just going to raise 
costs on everyday families. By block-
ing the California waivers, consumers 
would spend more than $89 billion in 
additional fuel costs through the year 
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2040. It is much less expensive to be 
charging a battery than to be putting 
that pump into the side of your car and 
watching that dollar sign just sky-
rocket as you are watching your hard- 
earned money go to Big Oil all across 
our Nation. 

That is more money at Big Oil’s gas 
pump and less money at your kitchen 
table. This comes at a time when 
Trump is waging war on clean cars, re-
peals to clean vehicle tax credits, at-
tempts to flip a U-turn on fuel econ-
omy and EPA vehicle emissions stand-
ards. 

In 2007, I worked on a bipartisan basis 
as the chairman of the committee over 
in the House to enact a provision in the 
energy law that increased our Nation’s 
fuel economy standards for the first 
time in 32 years. We were actually 
going backward by 2007, and the rest of 
the world was zooming right past us. 

It is one of the laws I passed which I 
am most proud of, and that is what led 
to the rulemaking that promulgated 
the higher fuel economy standards for 
our Nation. I am very proud of that law 
and the work I played over in the 
House authoring it. 

And the industry, they were able to 
do it. They were still stuck at 27 miles 
a gallon. That was the law from 1975. It 
was 2007, 32 years later. They still 
couldn’t figure out how to improve the 
efficiency of the vehicles which we 
drive. 

Meanwhile, the Chinese and others, 
they were getting on the speedway. 
They were getting ready to catch up to 
us. And starting in 2009, the Obama ad-
ministration’s Environmental Protec-
tion Agency and Department of Trans-
portation built upon that law to nego-
tiate a historic agreement with the 
State regulators, with the automakers, 
with labor unions, and the environ-
mental community. 

But now—now—Trump, Republicans, 
at the behest of the oil industry, are 
trying to do a U-turn on these stand-
ards and the benefits that they give to 
our consumers, to our families, to our 
planet. 

It is not enough for Republicans to 
promote chaos and conflict in our econ-
omy for the sake of billionaires. They 
now want to create chaos and conflict 
as well. 

By intentionally modifying the Sen-
ate rules that protect this institution 
at a moment when Donald Trump is ac-
tively undermining the checks and bal-
ances enshrined in our Constitution, 
that is a serious threat, not just to the 
Senate but to our country. It is a 
threat to the rule of law. It is a threat 
to our health, to our communities, and 
access to clean air. It is a threat to our 
planet. 

With this action, my Republican col-
leagues are opening the door for future 
votes on the countless unlawful and 
unethical actions waiting to be carried 
out by the Trump administration. 
There will be no putting the genie back 
into the bottle. 

It is going to unleash the President 
who says he is a stable genius to con-

tinue to perpetrate more of his uncon-
scionable actions on the people of our 
country. 

So let’s not trigger this nuclear op-
tion. Let’s not unleash a mushroom 
cloud of pollution on our communities. 
Let’s not allow polluters to rewrite 
Senate precedent. Let’s not steal the 
right of States to set high standards 
that result in children breathing clean-
er air, not having their vulnerable 
lungs be sucking in these particulates, 
sucking in this unhealthy air that ve-
hicles emit. 

We have another direction in which 
we can head. We have a better vision 
for us. By the way, this is not rocket 
science. We are not asking anyone to 
go to Mars. We are just asking people 
to improve automotive technology. 
This is car mechanics. It is not a mis-
sion to the Moon. 

So while I hear Trump bragging 
about his buddy Elon and a mission to 
Mars and all these satellites out in 
outer space and how he wants to have 
a Golden Dome over our Nation that is 
going to protect us from incoming So-
viet missiles at 2 a.m. in the morning, 
and here is vision of a Golden Dome 
that is going to protect us. 

Then, when you turn to him and say: 
Hey, can we improve the efficiency of 
the cars which we drive, Trump and his 
oil buddies said: What are you crazy? 
That is auto mechanics. That is too 
difficult for us to figure out. 

Well, it is not too difficult for the 
Chinese. They are coming. They are 
coming. And country by country, it is 
going to say: ‘‘Made in China.’’ ‘‘Made 
in China.’’ 

Unfortunately, for too many of our 
domestic auto companies, they are 
using this as the excuse to just walk 
away. And maybe for the short run, it 
will be OK, but in the long run, that is 
not a business plan. 

Maybe it makes it to their retire-
ment as executives of the companies, 
maybe they make it a few more years, 
but the country—the country—is going 
to suffer. 

You know, when you look at Fortune 
magazine or Forbes magazine and there 
is a picture of one or another business-
person on the cover, that is great. That 
is great for that individual. But when 
you look at the international maga-
zines, you know what is on the cover, 
just a picture of China. 

It is a country with a plan. It is a 
country with a vision. It is a country 
that is just speeding past us in terms of 
their capacity to deploy new tech-
nologies. That is what we are con-
fronted with right now—a plan from 
our arch rival economically that we 
are going to ignore on behalf of the oil 
industry in our Nation. 

They will reap the short-term profits 
for sure, but our country and the chil-
dren in our country will reap whirl-
winds economically as each year goes 
by because we are going to be left in 
China’s technological dust. 

So that is what we are voting on, and 
they are going to use a perversion of 

Senate rules to attempt to accomplish 
it at the behest of the oil industry, but 
the price—the price—not only for this 
institution and its rules but also the 
well-being of our economy, the health 
of our planet is going to be way too 
high to pay. 

You can’t preach temperance from a 
barstool. You can’t tell the rest of the 
world they have to reduce greenhouse 
gases if the Senate continues to pass 
laws which allow for all of this dan-
gerous pollution to go up in histori-
cally high quantities. 

That is absolutely the wrong path for 
the next several generations of Amer-
ican children. You are endangering 
their lungs right now, and you are 
going to endanger their ability to have 
a job in the future. 

We are going to wind up with China 
dominating the auto industry and the 
planet. That is what we are voting on 
tonight: Who is going to win in the 
long term? 

By the way, the Republicans have a 
comprehensive plan to hand this entire 
industry over to the Chinese. They are 
going to do away with all the tax 
breaks for electric vehicles, do away 
with all the tax breaks for chargers. 
They are going to do away with all the 
tax breaks for battery storage tech-
nologies to be developed. 

This is systematic. This is a plan 
that our country has to pull us out of 
the competition with the largest indus-
try in the world, this automotive in-
dustry, tied to the oil industry—just an 
absolutely reckless, historic mistake. 

And by the way, they are doing the 
same thing over in biotech. They want 
to cut NIH funding by 40 percent. That 
is finding the cure for Alzheimer’s and 
cancer and diabetes and Parkinson’s 
and every other disease. 

You are saying to all the young, bril-
liant people in the country who are 
going to dedicate their lives to finding 
the cures for those diseases: Don’t go 
there. There is no guarantee you are 
going to have a job next year or the 
year after or the year after. Again, an-
other industry we are going to put a 
bow on it and hand it over to Beijing: 
Hope you enjoy this great present we 
are handing you—the technological 
leadership of the United States in 
biotech, in automotive technology, in 
battery technology, just handing it 
over. 

So this is a pretty sad day in the his-
tory of the Senate, that there will be a 
compromise of our procedures—our 
rules—that have been sacred on behalf 
of the oil industry in our Nation. It is 
not the first. There is an ongoing sys-
tematic plot that Donald Trump came 
up to the Hill to say: Get my ‘‘big, 
beautiful bill’’ passed. 

Well, he might see it as a ‘‘big, beau-
tiful bill,’’ but this thing is one big eco-
nomic disaster for our Nation. 

And I will say it again. It is all to get 
the tax breaks for the billionaires, all 
of the tax breaks for the wealthiest 
people in our society. 

So, please, Senate, please say no. 
Please allow us to retain our proce-
dural prerogatives. And please, on this 
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larger issue of the planet and the lead-
ership which the United States should 
be playing, please say no to these in-
dustries. 

They are going to look back at this 
moment—children alive today—and 
they are going to just wonder, What 
were they thinking that every car is 
coming in from China into every coun-
try in the world, and eventually our 
barriers will come down, too, because 
we won’t be able to compete. 

It is just a sad commentary on the 
Senate today that they will acquiesce 
to such a pathetic concession made to 
the oil industry in our Nation. But it is 
the perfect example of the outsized in-
fluence that is now playing in our soci-
ety. 

When Trump promised them last 
April if they gave him a billion dollars, 
he would do away with all the clean en-
ergy technologies in our country, he is 
paying them off right now. There is no 
transition plan. There is no promise 
that maybe we will help the oil indus-
try so they catch up to the Chinese 
Government. 

Mr. President, no. They are going to 
cede the field, and ultimately it will be 
the next generations that pay the 
price. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. SCHATZ. I suggest the absence 

of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The bill clerk proceeded to call the 

roll. 
Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. President, I ask 

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

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

The Democratic leader. 
S.J. RES. 55 

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. President, I want 
to be very clear about what is about to 
happen tonight, here on the floor of the 
Senate. 

Tonight, in order to do the bidding of 
the fossil fuel industry, Republicans 
will erode away at the Senate and un-
dermine this institution they claim to 
care about. 

By weaponizing the CRA, Repub-
licans tonight cross a point of no re-
turn for the Senate, expanding what 
this Chamber can do at a majority 
threshold—this from the very party 
that professes to care about the rules 
and norms and precedents of this insti-
tution. 

To override the Parliamentarian and 
to use the CRA in the way that Repub-
licans propose is going nuclear—no ifs, 
no ands, no buts. It is going nuclear. 

Don’t take my word for it. This 
comes from Leader THUNE himself. He 
was asked a few months ago about this 
very scenario of overriding the Parlia-
mentarian, and he said this: 

Yeah, and that’s totally akin to killing the 
filibuster. We can’t go there. People need to 
understand that. 

But, unfortunately, we are going 
there, it seems. And, just yesterday, he 
admitted that this step could ‘‘create 
precedent for the future.’’ 

So, apparently, when the rules suit 
the Republicans, they will preach 
about protecting them. But now that 
the rules are inconvenient, when they 
stand in the way of their ideological 
goals, Republicans will say: Away with 
them. 

Make no mistake, this is not a nar-
row assertion of congressional author-
ity, as the other side claims. This is an 
aggressive, new precedent. Moving for-
ward, Congressional Review Acts will 
likely be weaponized to bold new lev-
els. 

Today, it is all about California emis-
sion waivers, but tomorrow the CRA 
could now be used to erase any policy 
from an Agency that the Trump admin-
istration doesn’t like, at a simple ma-
jority threshold. They could eliminate 
healthcare innovation waivers that as-
sist patients on Medicaid and the ACA, 
at a simple majority threshold. They 
could use CRAs to make it harder to 
form a union, at a simple majority 
threshold. They could go after Agency 
actions that protect access to repro-
ductive care, like making it harder to 
access the medication mifepristone. All 
of this and more can now be done, at a 
simple majority threshold, with an ex-
panded CRA. 

This, in other words, is a backdoor 
strategy for Republicans to make 
Project 2025 a reality. It is the legisla-
tive branch ceding its authority over 
to the Executive, which will now slap 
the ‘‘CRA’’ label on a whole host of 
policies and get Congress to 
rubberstamp their appeals. 

Republicans should tread very care-
fully today. What goes around comes 
around. 

If Republicans are willing to overrule 
the Parliamentarian and hijack the 
CRA in a way it has never been used 
before, they will not like it during this 
session of Congress and, certainly, next 
time, when they are in the minority. 

So this is a sad, shameful, dis-
appointing day for the U.S. Senate. Re-
publicans, I am certain, will come to 
regret the ill-considered step they take 
tonight. 

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY 
Now, I have a parliamentary inquiry. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mrs. 

CAPITO). The Senator will state his in-
quiry. 

Mr. SCHUMER. Is the Chair familiar 
with section 802(d)(1) of the Congres-
sional Review Act, which states that 
‘‘all points of order against the joint 
resolution (and against consideration 
of the joint resolution) are waived’’? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Yes. 
Mr. SCHUMER. Thank you, Madame 

Chair, you made the case that this is 
nuclear. 

I yield the floor. 
I suggest the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The senior assistant legislative clerk 

proceeded to call the roll. 
Mr. THUNE. Madam President, I ask 

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

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

S.J. RES. 55 
Mr. THUNE. Madam President, we 

are facing a novel situation here in the 
Senate. For the sake of my Democrat 
colleagues, who seem more than a lit-
tle confused as to what is going on 
here, let me just review the situation. 

We have received from the House 
joint resolutions of disapproval that 
meet all the statutory requirements 
under chapter 8, title 5, of the U.S. 
Code, the Congressional Review Act. 

In the past, the Senate has treated 
any such joint resolution as being eli-
gible for expedited floor consideration 
procedures prescribed under the Con-
gressional Review Act. But here is the 
twist: Senate Democrats claim that we 
can’t consider these resolutions under 
these Congressional Review Act proce-
dures because the rules addressed in 
the resolutions in question are not, in 
fact, rules. 

Now, the rules in question, the Cali-
fornia waiver rules, were submitted to 
Congress’s rules, which has always 
been all the Senate needed to consider 
something as eligible for consideration 
under the Congressional Review Act, 
and they are clearly rules in substance 
given their nationwide impact and 
scope. But, in an unprecedented move, 
the Government Accountability Office 
has inserted itself into this situation 
and declared that these rules sub-
mitted to Congress by the EPA as rules 
are not, in fact, rules. 

Now, for years, the Senate has turned 
to the Government Accountability Of-
fice, the GAO, to determine if some-
thing not submitted by an Agency is 
actually a rule that should have been 
submitted to Congress as such. That is 
not part of the Congressional Review 
Act statute, but the Senate has relied 
on GAO for this to prevent Agencies 
from flouting the law and ignoring 
Congress’s statutory right to review 
Agency rulemaking. In other words, 
GAO has acted as a failsafe to ensure 
Congress’s rights are protected from 
encroachment by the executive branch. 

That is not the situation we find our-
selves in today. In fact, it is the in-
verse. The situation we are facing 
today is an Agency submitting to the 
Senate actions that the Agency says 
are rules and GAO, for the first time in 
history, inserting itself into the situa-
tion and offering its own opinion that 
the rules in question are not, in fact, 
rules. 

Well, so what do we do about this? I 
believe that when the Senate is facing 
a novel situation like this one with dis-
agreement among its Members, it is ap-
propriate for the Senate to speak as a 
body to the question—something the 
Senate does when questions over appli-
cation of the rules arise. 

For example, just last year, a Repub-
lican Member of the Senate brought a 
resolution to the floor under a fast- 
track procedure, the War Powers Act, 
and a Democrat Member of the Senate 
argued that it was not entitled to those 
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procedures. He then made a point of 
order to that effect, and the Chair sub-
mitted the question to the Senate, and 
the Senate voted on what qualifies for 
that fast-track procedure. That is what 
we are doing today. 

Nobody at the time cried nuclear. 
Nobody said the Democrat Member was 
blowing up the Senate. In fact, most 
Members probably don’t even remem-
ber the situation because it was just 
the Senate doing what the Senate is 
supposed to do, and that is voting on 
how to apply the rules when faced with 
a new situation. 

I think at this point it should be 
abundantly clear that what we are 
doing has nothing to do with the legis-
lative filibuster. But while I would love 
to think that reality will prevail, I 
fully expect Democrats to continue to 
misrepresent the situation, and I think 
there are probably multiple reasons for 
that. 

One is that I think a lot of Demo-
crats support an electric vehicle man-
date and are perfectly happy to allow 
California to set an EV mandate for 
the whole country. In fact, I think they 
are somewhat frantic at the prospect of 
losing this ‘‘Green New Deal’’ policy. 

Two, I suspect Democrats are trying 
to use the situation as cover to justify 
abolishing the filibuster next time they 
are in charge. I think they think that 
they can make dismantling the Senate 
filibuster a lot more palatable by 
claiming—however mendaciously—that 
Republicans attacked it first. 

I would love to believe—I would love 
to believe—the Democrats have sud-
denly come to the realization of the 
importance of the legislative filibuster 
no matter how misplaced their con-
cerns would be in this particular in-
stance. I think there is perhaps no Sen-
ate rule today that does more to pre-
serve the character of the Senate as de-
veloped by our Founders, and there is 
nothing I would like more than to see 
Democrats recognize this. 

But despite the rank hypocrisy the 
Democrats have displayed by embrac-
ing the use of the filibuster this Con-
gress repeatedly after campaigning to 
overturn it mere months ago, I suspect 
that their newfound enthusiasm for the 
filibuster is situational only—some-
thing to be used when it helps them 
and to be destroyed when it doesn’t. 

As I said, I strongly suspect they are 
attempting to use the situation as 
cover for destroying the filibuster the 
next time they are in power; hence the 
misrepresentations and hysteria. 

I can’t control what Democrats do 
the next time they take the majority 
here in the Senate, although if they at-
tempt to abolish the legislative fili-
buster and destroy the institution of 
the Senate, I can safely promise to 
fight them on it tooth and nail. But I 
can say this: While Republicans are in 
charge, the legislative filibuster will 
remain in place, and you can take that 
to the bank. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Democrat leader. 

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY 
Mr. SCHUMER. Madam President, is 

it true—parliamentary inquiry, Madam 
President. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator will state his inquiry. 

Mr. SCHUMER. Yes. I just want to— 
I hope our leader will listen because it 
is exactly clear, and I want to repeat 
what we had said yesterday. 

Is it true what you said yesterday: 
that the Parliamentarian advised lead-
ership offices that the joint resolution 
of disapproval regarding the California 
waivers at issue do not qualify—do not 
qualify—for expedited consideration 
under the Congressional Review Act? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Par-
liamentarian has advised me that such 
advice was given. 

Mr. SCHUMER. Thank you. It shows 
we are going nuclear, no matter what 
the leader says. 

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

ator from Rhode Island. 
S.J. RES. 55 

Mr. WHITEHOUSE. Madam Presi-
dent, notwithstanding the distin-
guished majority leader’s accusations 
of mendacity and hypocrisy and mis-
representation, the facts at heart here 
are quite simple: The waiver at issue is 
not a rule and was never a rule. Thirty 
years of precedent and practice at EPA 
and in this body prove that. So what 
the GAO did here was not unprece-
dented. 

What was unprecedented was for the 
House to send over a document claim-
ing falsely, according to the Parlia-
mentarian, that the waiver is, in fact, 
a rule under the CRA. And to blame 
the GAO or the Parliamentarian for 
that is to mistake the referee for the 
player who committed the foul. The 
foul here is pretending that a waiver is 
a rule, and both the GAO and the Par-
liamentarian independently blew the 
whistle on that foul. Those are the 
facts. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-
jority leader. 

Mr. THUNE. I yield back all time. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time 

is yielded back. 
POINT OF ORDER 

Mr. THUNE. Madam President, I 
make a point of order. The points of 
order are in order under the Congres-
sional Review Act, given sections 
802(d)(1), 802(d)(2), and 802(d)(4) are in 
conflict with each other. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. In the 
opinion of the Chair, the Senate has 
not previously considered this ques-
tion; therefore, the Chair, under the 
provisions of rule XX, submits the 
question to the Senate for its decision: 
Shall points of order be in order under 
the Congressional Review Act? 

The Democrat leader. 
VOTE ON MOTION TO TABLE 

Mr. SCHUMER. Madam President, I 
move to table the question submitted 
by the Chair, and I ask for the yeas and 
nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the motion. 

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

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

called the roll. 
Mr. BARRASSO. The following Sen-

ator is necessarily absent: the Senator 
from Tennessee (Mrs. BLACKBURN). 

Mr. DURBIN. I announce that the 
Senator from New Mexico (Mr. HEIN-
RICH) is necessarily absent. 

The result was announced—yeas 46, 
nays 52, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 265 Leg.] 
YEAS—46 

Alsobrooks 
Baldwin 
Bennet 
Blumenthal 
Blunt Rochester 
Booker 
Cantwell 
Coons 
Cortez Masto 
Duckworth 
Durbin 
Fetterman 
Gallego 
Gillibrand 
Hassan 
Hickenlooper 

Hirono 
Kaine 
Kelly 
Kim 
King 
Klobuchar 
Luján 
Markey 
Merkley 
Murphy 
Murray 
Ossoff 
Padilla 
Peters 
Reed 
Rosen 

Sanders 
Schatz 
Schiff 
Schumer 
Shaheen 
Slotkin 
Smith 
Van Hollen 
Warner 
Warnock 
Warren 
Welch 
Whitehouse 
Wyden 

NAYS—52 

Banks 
Barrasso 
Boozman 
Britt 
Budd 
Capito 
Cassidy 
Collins 
Cornyn 
Cotton 
Cramer 
Crapo 
Cruz 
Curtis 
Daines 
Ernst 
Fischer 
Graham 

Grassley 
Hagerty 
Hawley 
Hoeven 
Husted 
Hyde-Smith 
Johnson 
Justice 
Kennedy 
Lankford 
Lee 
Lummis 
Marshall 
McConnell 
McCormick 
Moody 
Moran 
Moreno 

Mullin 
Murkowski 
Paul 
Ricketts 
Risch 
Rounds 
Schmitt 
Scott (FL) 
Scott (SC) 
Sheehy 
Sullivan 
Thune 
Tillis 
Tuberville 
Wicker 
Young 

NOT VOTING—2 

Blackburn Heinrich 

The motion was rejected. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. For the 

benefit of the Senate, I would like to 
remind you that the question is, Shall 
points of order be in order under the 
Congressional Review Act? 

The Democratic leader. 
POINT OF ORDER 

Mr. SCHUMER. Madam President, I 
raise a point of order that points of 
order are not in order under section 802 
(d)(1) of the Congressional Review Act. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. A point 
of order is currently pending before the 
Senate. It is not in order to have mul-
tiple points of order pending at the 
same time; therefore, the point of order 
is out of order. 

Mr. SCHUMER. I appeal the ruling of 
the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Re-
publican leader. 

MOTION TO TABLE 
Mr. THUNE. Madam President, I 

move to table the appeal, and I ask for 
the yeas and nays. 

VOTE ON MOTION TO TABLE APPEAL 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

question is on agreeing to the motion. 
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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. BARRASSO. The following Sen-

ators are necessarily absent: the Sen-
ator from Tennessee (Mrs. BLACKBURN) 
and the Senator from Kentucky (Mr. 
PAUL). 

Mr. DURBIN. I announce that the 
Senator from New Mexico (Mr. HEIN-
RICH) is necessarily absent. 

The result was announced—yeas 51, 
nays 46, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 266 Leg.] 
YEAS—51 

Banks 
Barrasso 
Boozman 
Britt 
Budd 
Capito 
Cassidy 
Collins 
Cornyn 
Cotton 
Cramer 
Crapo 
Cruz 
Curtis 
Daines 
Ernst 
Fischer 

Graham 
Grassley 
Hagerty 
Hawley 
Hoeven 
Husted 
Hyde-Smith 
Johnson 
Justice 
Kennedy 
Lankford 
Lee 
Lummis 
Marshall 
McConnell 
McCormick 
Moody 

Moran 
Moreno 
Mullin 
Murkowski 
Ricketts 
Risch 
Rounds 
Schmitt 
Scott (FL) 
Scott (SC) 
Sheehy 
Sullivan 
Thune 
Tillis 
Tuberville 
Wicker 
Young 

NAYS—46 

Alsobrooks 
Baldwin 
Bennet 
Blumenthal 
Blunt Rochester 
Booker 
Cantwell 
Coons 
Cortez Masto 
Duckworth 
Durbin 
Fetterman 
Gallego 
Gillibrand 
Hassan 
Hickenlooper 

Hirono 
Kaine 
Kelly 
Kim 
King 
Klobuchar 
Luján 
Markey 
Merkley 
Murphy 
Murray 
Ossoff 
Padilla 
Peters 
Reed 
Rosen 

Sanders 
Schatz 
Schiff 
Schumer 
Shaheen 
Slotkin 
Smith 
Van Hollen 
Warner 
Warnock 
Warren 
Welch 
Whitehouse 
Wyden 

NOT VOTING—3 

Blackburn Heinrich Paul 

The motion was agreed to. 
(Mr. JUSTICE assumed the Chair.) 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

HUSTED). The Senate sustains the deci-
sion of the Chair. The point of order by 
the Democratic leader is not in order. 

The Chair recognizes the Democratic 
leader. 

MOTION TO RECESS 
Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. President, I 

move to recess for 90 minutes, and I 
ask for the yeas and nays. 

VOTE ON MOTION 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

question is on agreeing to the motion. 
Is there a sufficient second? 
There appears to be a sufficient sec-

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

called the roll. 
Mr. BARRASSO. The following Sen-

ators are necessarily absent: the Sen-
ator from Tennessee (Mrs. BLACKBURN) 
and the Senator from North Carolina 
(Mr. BUDD). 

Further, if present and voting: the 
Senator from North Carolina (Mr. 
BUDD) would have voted ‘‘nay.’’ 

Mr. DURBIN. I announce that the 
Senator from New Mexico (Mr. HEIN-
RICH) is necessarily absent. 

The result was announced—yeas 46, 
nays 51, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 267 Leg.] 

YEAS—46 

Alsobrooks 
Baldwin 
Bennet 
Blumenthal 
Blunt Rochester 
Booker 
Cantwell 
Coons 
Cortez Masto 
Duckworth 
Durbin 
Fetterman 
Gallego 
Gillibrand 
Hassan 
Hickenlooper 

Hirono 
Kaine 
Kelly 
Kim 
King 
Klobuchar 
Luján 
Markey 
Merkley 
Murphy 
Murray 
Ossoff 
Padilla 
Peters 
Reed 
Rosen 

Sanders 
Schatz 
Schiff 
Schumer 
Shaheen 
Slotkin 
Smith 
Van Hollen 
Warner 
Warnock 
Warren 
Welch 
Whitehouse 
Wyden 

NAYS—51 

Banks 
Barrasso 
Boozman 
Britt 
Capito 
Cassidy 
Collins 
Cornyn 
Cotton 
Cramer 
Crapo 
Cruz 
Curtis 
Daines 
Ernst 
Fischer 
Graham 

Grassley 
Hagerty 
Hawley 
Hoeven 
Husted 
Hyde-Smith 
Johnson 
Justice 
Kennedy 
Lankford 
Lee 
Lummis 
Marshall 
McConnell 
McCormick 
Moody 
Moran 

Moreno 
Mullin 
Murkowski 
Paul 
Ricketts 
Risch 
Rounds 
Schmitt 
Scott (FL) 
Scott (SC) 
Sheehy 
Sullivan 
Thune 
Tillis 
Tuberville 
Wicker 
Young 

NOT VOTING—3 

Blackburn Budd Heinrich 

The motion was rejected. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-

jority leader. 
Mr. THUNE. Mr. President, for the 

information of Senators, for the bal-
ance of the evening, we are going to 
confine votes to 15 minutes in dura-
tion. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Democratic leader. 

MOTION TO RECESS 

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. President, I 
move to recess for 60 minutes, and I 
ask for the yeas and nays. 

VOTE ON MOTION 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the motion. 

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

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

called the roll. 
Mr. BARRASSO. The following Sen-

ators are necessarily absent: the Sen-
ator from Tennessee (Mrs. BLACKBURN) 
and the Senator from North Carolina 
(Mr. BUDD). 

Further, if present and voting: the 
Senator from North Carolina (Mr. 
BUDD) would have voted ‘‘nay’’. 

Mr. DURBIN. I announce that the 
Senator from New Mexico (Mr. HEIN-
RICH) and the Senator from Colorado 
(Mr. HICKENLOOPER) are necessarily ab-
sent. 

The result was announced—yeas 45, 
nays 51, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 268 Leg.] 

YEAS—45 

Alsobrooks 
Baldwin 

Bennet 
Blumenthal 

Blunt Rochester 
Booker 

Cantwell 
Coons 
Cortez Masto 
Duckworth 
Durbin 
Fetterman 
Gallego 
Gillibrand 
Hassan 
Hirono 
Kaine 
Kelly 
Kim 

King 
Klobuchar 
Luján 
Markey 
Merkley 
Murphy 
Murray 
Ossoff 
Padilla 
Peters 
Reed 
Rosen 
Sanders 

Schatz 
Schiff 
Schumer 
Shaheen 
Slotkin 
Smith 
Van Hollen 
Warner 
Warnock 
Warren 
Welch 
Whitehouse 
Wyden 

NAYS—51 

Banks 
Barrasso 
Boozman 
Britt 
Capito 
Cassidy 
Collins 
Cornyn 
Cotton 
Cramer 
Crapo 
Cruz 
Curtis 
Daines 
Ernst 
Fischer 
Graham 

Grassley 
Hagerty 
Hawley 
Hoeven 
Husted 
Hyde-Smith 
Johnson 
Justice 
Kennedy 
Lankford 
Lee 
Lummis 
Marshall 
McConnell 
McCormick 
Moody 
Moran 

Moreno 
Mullin 
Murkowski 
Paul 
Ricketts 
Risch 
Rounds 
Schmitt 
Scott (FL) 
Scott (SC) 
Sheehy 
Sullivan 
Thune 
Tillis 
Tuberville 
Wicker 
Young 

NOT VOTING—4 

Blackburn 
Budd 

Heinrich 
Hickenlooper 

The motion was rejected. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

RICKETTS). The Democrat leader. 
MOTION TO RECESS 

Mr. SCHUMER. I move to recess for 
30 minutes, and I ask for the yeas and 
nays. 

VOTE ON MOTION 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the motion. 

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. BARRASSO. The following Sen-

ators are necessarily absent: the Sen-
ator from Tennessee (Mrs. BLACKBURN) 
and the Senator from North Carolina 
(Mr. BUDD). 

Further, if present and voting: the 
Senator from North Carolina (Mr. 
BUDD) would have voted ‘‘nay.’’ 

Mr. DURBIN. I announce that the 
Senator from new Mexico (Mr. HEIN-
RICH) is necessarily absent. 

The result was announced—yeas 46, 
nays 51, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 269 Leg.] 

YEAS—46 

Alsobrooks 
Baldwin 
Bennet 
Blumenthal 
Blunt Rochester 
Booker 
Cantwell 
Coons 
Cortez Masto 
Duckworth 
Durbin 
Fetterman 
Gallego 
Gillibrand 
Hassan 
Hickenlooper 

Hirono 
Kaine 
Kelly 
Kim 
King 
Klobuchar 
Luján 
Markey 
Merkley 
Murphy 
Murray 
Ossoff 
Padilla 
Peters 
Reed 
Rosen 

Sanders 
Schatz 
Schiff 
Schumer 
Shaheen 
Slotkin 
Smith 
Van Hollen 
Warner 
Warnock 
Warren 
Welch 
Whitehouse 
Wyden 

NAYS—51 

Banks 
Barrasso 
Boozman 
Britt 
Capito 

Cassidy 
Collins 
Cornyn 
Cotton 
Cramer 

Crapo 
Cruz 
Curtis 
Daines 
Ernst 
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Fischer 
Graham 
Grassley 
Hagerty 
Hawley 
Hoeven 
Husted 
Hyde-Smith 
Johnson 
Justice 
Kennedy 
Lankford 

Lee 
Lummis 
Marshall 
McConnell 
McCormick 
Moody 
Moran 
Moreno 
Mullin 
Murkowski 
Paul 
Ricketts 

Risch 
Rounds 
Schmitt 
Scott (FL) 
Scott (SC) 
Sheehy 
Sullivan 
Thune 
Tillis 
Tuberville 
Wicker 
Young 

NOT VOTING—3 

Blackburn Budd Heinrich 

The motion was rejected. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Democratic leader. 
MOTION TO RECESS 

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. President, I 
move to recess for 15 minutes, and I 
ask for the yeas and nays. 

VOTE ON MOTION 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the motion. 

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

ond. 
The clerk will call the roll. 
The bill clerk called the roll. 
Mr. BARRASSO. The following Sen-

ators are necessarily absent: the Sen-
ator from Tennessee (Mrs. BLACKBURN) 
and the Senator from North Carolina 
(Mr. BUDD). 

Further, if present and voting: the 
Senator from North Carolina (Mr. 
BUDD) would have voted ‘‘nay.’’ 

Mr. DURBIN. I announce that the 
Senator from New Mexico (Mr. HEIN-
RICH) is necessarily absent. 

The result was announced—yeas 46, 
nays 51, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 270 Leg.] 

YEAS—46 

Alsobrooks 
Baldwin 
Bennet 
Blumenthal 
Blunt Rochester 
Booker 
Cantwell 
Coons 
Cortez Masto 
Duckworth 
Durbin 
Fetterman 
Gallego 
Gillibrand 
Hassan 
Hickenlooper 

Hirono 
Kaine 
Kelly 
Kim 
King 
Klobuchar 
Luján 
Markey 
Merkley 
Murphy 
Murray 
Ossoff 
Padilla 
Peters 
Reed 
Rosen 

Sanders 
Schatz 
Schiff 
Schumer 
Shaheen 
Slotkin 
Smith 
Van Hollen 
Warner 
Warnock 
Warren 
Welch 
Whitehouse 
Wyden 

NAYS—51 

Banks 
Barrasso 
Boozman 
Britt 
Capito 
Cassidy 
Collins 
Cornyn 
Cotton 
Cramer 
Crapo 
Cruz 
Curtis 
Daines 
Ernst 
Fischer 
Graham 

Grassley 
Hagerty 
Hawley 
Hoeven 
Husted 
Hyde-Smith 
Johnson 
Justice 
Kennedy 
Lankford 
Lee 
Lummis 
Marshall 
McConnell 
McCormick 
Moody 
Moran 

Moreno 
Mullin 
Murkowski 
Paul 
Ricketts 
Risch 
Rounds 
Schmitt 
Scott (FL) 
Scott (SC) 
Sheehy 
Sullivan 
Thune 
Tillis 
Tuberville 
Wicker 
Young 

NOT VOTING—3 

Blackburn Budd Heinrich 

The motion was rejected. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Democratic leader. 

MOTION TO RECESS 
Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. President, I 

move to recess for 10 minutes, and I 
ask for the yeas and nays. 

VOTE ON MOTION 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

question is on agreeing to the motion. 
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. BARRASSO. The following Sen-

ators are necessarily absent: the Sen-
ator from Tennessee (Mrs. BLACKBURN) 
and the Senator from North Carolina 
(Mr. BUDD). 

Further, if present and voting: the 
Senator from North Carolina (Mr. 
BUDD) would have voted ‘‘nay.’’ 

Mr. DURBIN. I announce that the 
Senator from New Mexico (Mr. HEIN-
RICH) is necessarily absent. 

The result was announced—yeas 45, 
nays 52, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 271 Leg.] 
YEAS—45 

Alsobrooks 
Baldwin 
Bennet 
Blumenthal 
Blunt Rochester 
Booker 
Cantwell 
Coons 
Cortez Masto 
Duckworth 
Durbin 
Gallego 
Gillibrand 
Hassan 
Hickenlooper 

Hirono 
Kaine 
Kelly 
Kim 
King 
Klobuchar 
Luján 
Markey 
Merkley 
Murphy 
Murray 
Ossoff 
Padilla 
Peters 
Reed 

Rosen 
Sanders 
Schatz 
Schiff 
Schumer 
Shaheen 
Slotkin 
Smith 
Van Hollen 
Warner 
Warnock 
Warren 
Welch 
Whitehouse 
Wyden 

NAYS—52 

Banks 
Barrasso 
Boozman 
Britt 
Capito 
Cassidy 
Collins 
Cornyn 
Cotton 
Cramer 
Crapo 
Cruz 
Curtis 
Daines 
Ernst 
Fetterman 
Fischer 
Graham 

Grassley 
Hagerty 
Hawley 
Hoeven 
Husted 
Hyde-Smith 
Johnson 
Justice 
Kennedy 
Lankford 
Lee 
Lummis 
Marshall 
McConnell 
McCormick 
Moody 
Moran 
Moreno 

Mullin 
Murkowski 
Paul 
Ricketts 
Risch 
Rounds 
Schmitt 
Scott (FL) 
Scott (SC) 
Sheehy 
Sullivan 
Thune 
Tillis 
Tuberville 
Wicker 
Young 

NOT VOTING—3 

Blackburn Budd Heinrich 

The motion was rejected. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

HUSTED). The Democratic leader. 
MOTION TO ADJOURN 

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. President, I 
move that the Senate adjourn, and I 
ask for the yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There appears to be a sufficient sec-
ond. 

VOTE ON MOTION 
The question is on agreeing to the 

motion to adjourn. 
The clerk will call the roll. 
The bill clerk called the roll. 
Mr. BARRASSO. The following Sen-

ators are necessarily absent: the Sen-
ator from Tennesee (Mrs. BLACKBURN) 
and the Senator from North Carolina 
(Mr. BUDD). 

Further, if present and voting: the 
Senator from North Carolina (Mr. 
BUDD) would have voted ‘‘nay.’’ 

Mr. DURBIN. I announce that the 
Senator from New Mexico (Mr. HEIN-
RICH) is necessarily absent. 

The result was announced—yeas 46, 
nays 51, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 272 Leg.] 

YEAS—46 

Alsobrooks 
Baldwin 
Bennet 
Blumenthal 
Blunt Rochester 
Booker 
Cantwell 
Coons 
Cortez Masto 
Duckworth 
Durbin 
Fetterman 
Gallego 
Gillibrand 
Hassan 
Hickenlooper 

Hirono 
Kaine 
Kelly 
Kim 
King 
Klobuchar 
Luján 
Markey 
Merkley 
Murphy 
Murray 
Ossoff 
Padilla 
Peters 
Reed 
Rosen 

Sanders 
Schatz 
Schiff 
Schumer 
Shaheen 
Slotkin 
Smith 
Van Hollen 
Warner 
Warnock 
Warren 
Welch 
Whitehouse 
Wyden 

NAYS—51 

Banks 
Barrasso 
Boozman 
Britt 
Capito 
Cassidy 
Collins 
Cornyn 
Cotton 
Cramer 
Crapo 
Cruz 
Curtis 
Daines 
Ernst 
Fischer 
Graham 

Grassley 
Hagerty 
Hawley 
Hoeven 
Husted 
Hyde-Smith 
Johnson 
Justice 
Kennedy 
Lankford 
Lee 
Lummis 
Marshall 
McConnell 
McCormick 
Moody 
Moran 

Moreno 
Mullin 
Murkowski 
Paul 
Ricketts 
Risch 
Rounds 
Schmitt 
Scott (FL) 
Scott (SC) 
Sheehy 
Sullivan 
Thune 
Tillis 
Tuberville 
Wicker 
Young 

NOT VOTING—3 

Blackburn Budd Heinrich 

The motion was rejected. 
VOTE ON POINT OF ORDER 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mrs. 
CAPITO). For the body to remember, the 
question is, shall points of order be in 
order under the Congressional Review 
Act? 

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There is a sufficient second. 
The clerk will call the roll. 
The senior assistant legislative clerk 

called the roll. 
Mr. BARRASSO. The following Sen-

ators are necessarily absent: the Sen-
ator from Tennessee (Mrs. BLACKBURN) 
and the Senator from North Carolina 
(Mr. BUDD). 

Further, if present and voting: the 
Senator from North Carolina (Mr. 
BUDD) would have voted ‘‘yea.’’ 

Mr. DURBIN. I announce that the 
Senator from New Mexico (Mr. HEIN-
RICH) is necessarily absent. 

The result was announced—yeas 51, 
nays 46, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 273 Leg.] 

YEAS—51 

Banks 
Barrasso 
Boozman 
Britt 
Capito 
Cassidy 
Collins 

Cornyn 
Cotton 
Cramer 
Crapo 
Cruz 
Curtis 
Daines 

Ernst 
Fischer 
Graham 
Grassley 
Hagerty 
Hawley 
Hoeven 
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Husted 
Hyde-Smith 
Johnson 
Justice 
Kennedy 
Lankford 
Lee 
Lummis 
Marshall 
McConnell 

McCormick 
Moody 
Moran 
Moreno 
Mullin 
Murkowski 
Paul 
Ricketts 
Risch 
Rounds 

Schmitt 
Scott (FL) 
Scott (SC) 
Sheehy 
Sullivan 
Thune 
Tillis 
Tuberville 
Wicker 
Young 

NAYS—46 

Alsobrooks 
Baldwin 
Bennet 
Blumenthal 
Blunt Rochester 
Booker 
Cantwell 
Coons 
Cortez Masto 
Duckworth 
Durbin 
Fetterman 
Gallego 
Gillibrand 
Hassan 
Hickenlooper 

Hirono 
Kaine 
Kelly 
Kim 
King 
Klobuchar 
Luján 
Markey 
Merkley 
Murphy 
Murray 
Ossoff 
Padilla 
Peters 
Reed 
Rosen 

Sanders 
Schatz 
Schiff 
Schumer 
Shaheen 
Slotkin 
Smith 
Van Hollen 
Warner 
Warnock 
Warren 
Welch 
Whitehouse 
Wyden 

NOT VOTING—3 

Blackburn Budd Heinrich 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. On this 
vote, the yeas are 51, the nays are 46. 

The point of order is sustained. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-

jority leader. 
POINT OF ORDER 

Mr. THUNE. Madam President, I 
make a point of order that joint resolu-
tions that meet all the requirements of 
section 802 of the Congressional Review 
Act or are disapproving of Agency ac-
tions which have been determined to be 
rules subject to the CRA by a legal de-
cision from GAO are entitled to expe-
dited procedures under the Congres-
sional Review Act. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. In the 
opinion of the Chair, the Senate has 
not previously considered this ques-
tion. Therefore, the Chair, under the 
provisions of rule XX, submits the 
question to the Senate for its decision. 

Shall joint resolutions that meet all 
of the requirements of section 802 of 
the Congressional Review Act or are 
disapproving of Agency actions which 
have been determined to be rules sub-
ject to the Congressional Review Act 
by a legal decision from the Govern-
ment Accountability Office be entitled 
to expedited procedures under the Con-
gressional Review Act? 

The Democrat leader. 
Mr. SCHUMER. Madam President, on 

this vote, the Republicans will be 
breaking their commitment and will be 
going nuclear. And however they try to 
disguise their actions, this is nuclear— 
no ands, ifs, or buts. 

Tonight, Senate Republicans expose 
themselves as fair weather institution-
alists by overriding the Parliamen-
tarian, which the Chair explicitly 
noted that the Parliamentarian has 
been overridden. And in order to do the 
bidding of the fossil fuel industry, Re-
publicans have eroded away at the Sen-
ate foundation and undermined this in-
stitution they claim to care about. 

Make no mistake, Republicans have 
set a new precedent that will come 
back to haunt them and haunt this 
Chamber. What goes around comes 
around. 

If Republicans are willing to overrule 
the Parliamentarian and highjack the 
CRA in a way that has never been used 
before, they will not like it next time 
they are in the minority. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. THUNE. I ask for the yeas and 

nays. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 

sufficient second? 
There appears to be a sufficient sec-

ond. 
The clerk will call the roll. 
The bill clerk called the roll. 
Mr. BARRASSO. The following Sen-

ators are necessarily absent: the Sen-
ator from Tennessee (Mrs. BLACKBURN) 
and the Senator from North Carolina 
(Mr. BUDD). 

Further, if present and voting: the 
Senator from North Carolina (Mr. 
BUDD) would have voted ‘‘yea.’’ 

Mr. DURBIN. I announce that the 
Senator from New Mexico (Mr. HEIN-
RICH) is necessarily absent. 

The result was announced—yeas 51, 
nays 46, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 274 Leg.] 
YEAS—51 

Banks 
Barrasso 
Boozman 
Britt 
Capito 
Cassidy 
Collins 
Cornyn 
Cotton 
Cramer 
Crapo 
Cruz 
Curtis 
Daines 
Ernst 
Fischer 
Graham 

Grassley 
Hagerty 
Hawley 
Hoeven 
Husted 
Hyde-Smith 
Johnson 
Justice 
Kennedy 
Lankford 
Lee 
Lummis 
Marshall 
McConnell 
McCormick 
Moody 
Moran 

Moreno 
Mullin 
Murkowski 
Paul 
Ricketts 
Risch 
Rounds 
Schmitt 
Scott (FL) 
Scott (SC) 
Sheehy 
Sullivan 
Thune 
Tillis 
Tuberville 
Wicker 
Young 

NAYS—46 

Alsobrooks 
Baldwin 
Bennet 
Blumenthal 
Blunt Rochester 
Booker 
Cantwell 
Coons 
Cortez Masto 
Duckworth 
Durbin 
Fetterman 
Gallego 
Gillibrand 
Hassan 
Hickenlooper 

Hirono 
Kaine 
Kelly 
Kim 
King 
Klobuchar 
Luján 
Markey 
Merkley 
Murphy 
Murray 
Ossoff 
Padilla 
Peters 
Reed 
Rosen 

Sanders 
Schatz 
Schiff 
Schumer 
Shaheen 
Slotkin 
Smith 
Van Hollen 
Warner 
Warnock 
Warren 
Welch 
Whitehouse 
Wyden 

NOT VOTING—3 

Blackburn Budd Heinrich 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. On this 
vote, the yeas are 51, the nays are 46. 

The point of order is sustained. 
The clerk will read the title of the 

joint resolution for the third time. 
The joint resolution was ordered to 

be engrossed for a third reading and 
was read the third time. 

VOTE ON S.J. RES. 55 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The joint 

resolution having been read the third 
time, the question is, Shall the joint 
resolution pass? 

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There appears to be a sufficient sec-
ond. 

The clerk will call the roll. 

The senior assistant legislative clerk 
called the roll. 

Mr. BARRASSO. The following Sen-
ators are necessarily absent: the Sen-
ator from Tennessee (Mrs. BLACKBURN) 
and the Senator from North Carolina 
(Mr. BUDD). 

Further, if present and voting: the 
Senator from North Carolina (Mr. 
BUDD) would have voted ‘‘yea.’’ 

Mr. DURBIN. I announce that the 
Senator from New Mexico (Mr. HEIN-
RICH) is necessarily absent. 

The result was announced—yeas 51, 
nays 46, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 275 Leg.] 

YEAS—51 

Banks 
Barrasso 
Boozman 
Britt 
Capito 
Cassidy 
Collins 
Cornyn 
Cotton 
Cramer 
Crapo 
Cruz 
Curtis 
Daines 
Ernst 
Fischer 
Graham 

Grassley 
Hagerty 
Hawley 
Hoeven 
Husted 
Hyde-Smith 
Johnson 
Justice 
Kennedy 
Lankford 
Lee 
Lummis 
Marshall 
McConnell 
McCormick 
Moody 
Moran 

Moreno 
Mullin 
Murkowski 
Paul 
Ricketts 
Risch 
Rounds 
Schmitt 
Scott (FL) 
Scott (SC) 
Sheehy 
Sullivan 
Thune 
Tillis 
Tuberville 
Wicker 
Young 

NAYS—46 

Alsobrooks 
Baldwin 
Bennet 
Blumenthal 
Blunt Rochester 
Booker 
Cantwell 
Coons 
Cortez Masto 
Duckworth 
Durbin 
Fetterman 
Gallego 
Gillibrand 
Hassan 
Hickenlooper 

Hirono 
Kaine 
Kelly 
Kim 
King 
Klobuchar 
Luján 
Markey 
Merkley 
Murphy 
Murray 
Ossoff 
Padilla 
Peters 
Reed 
Rosen 

Sanders 
Schatz 
Schiff 
Schumer 
Shaheen 
Slotkin 
Smith 
Van Hollen 
Warner 
Warnock 
Warren 
Welch 
Whitehouse 
Wyden 

NOT VOTING—3 

Blackburn Budd Heinrich 

The joint resolution (S.J. Res. 55) 
was passed, as follows: 

S.J. RES. 55 

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, That Congress dis-
approves the rule submitted by the National 
Highway Traffic Safety Administration re-
lating to ‘‘Federal Motor Vehicle Safety 
Standards; Fuel System Integrity of Hydro-
gen Vehicles; Compressed Hydrogen Storage 
System Integrity; Incorporation by Ref-
erence’’ (90 Fed. Reg. 6218 (January 17, 2025)), 
and such rule shall have no force or effect. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-
jority leader. 
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PROVIDING CONGRESSIONAL DIS-

APPROVAL UNDER CHAPTER 8 
OF TITLE 5, UNITED STATES 
CODE, OF THE RULE SUBMITTED 
BY THE ENVIRONMENTAL PRO-
TECTION AGENCY RELATING TO 
‘‘CALIFORNIA STATE MOTOR VE-
HICLE AND ENGINE POLLUTION 
CONTROL STANDARDS; AD-
VANCED CLEAN CARS II; WAIVER 
OF PREEMPTION; NOTICE OF DE-
CISION’’—Motion to Proceed 

Mr. THUNE. Madam President, I un-
derstand the Senate has received H.J. 
Res. 88 from the House. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The lead-
er is correct. 

Mr. THUNE. I move to proceed to 
H.J. Res. 88. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the motion. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
Motion to proceed to H.J. Res. 88, a joint 

resolution providing congressional dis-
approval under chapter 8 of title 5, United 
States Code, of the rule submitted by the En-
vironmental Protection Agency relating to 
‘‘California State Motor Vehicle and Engine 
Pollution Control Standards; Advanced 
Clean Cars II; Waiver of Preemption; Notice 
of Decision’’. 

VOTE ON MOTION 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Pursuant 
to the precedent just established by the 
Senate, the question occurs on the mo-
tion to proceed. 

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There appears to be a sufficient sec-
ond. 

The clerk will call the roll. 
The legislative clerk called the roll. 
Mr. BARRASSO. The following Sen-

ators are necessarily absent: the Sen-
ator from Tennessee (Mrs. BLACKBURN) 
and the Senator from North Carolina 
(Mr. BUDD). 

Further, if present and voting: the 
Senator from North Carolina (Mr. 
BUDD) would have voted ‘‘yea.’’ 

Mr. DURBIN. I announce that the 
Senator from New Mexico (Mr. HEIN-
RICH) is necessarily absent. 

The result was announced—yeas 51, 
nays 46, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 276 Leg.] 

YEAS—51 

Banks 
Barrasso 
Boozman 
Britt 
Capito 
Cassidy 
Collins 
Cornyn 
Cotton 
Cramer 
Crapo 
Cruz 
Curtis 
Daines 
Ernst 
Fischer 
Graham 

Grassley 
Hagerty 
Hawley 
Hoeven 
Husted 
Hyde-Smith 
Johnson 
Justice 
Kennedy 
Lankford 
Lee 
Lummis 
Marshall 
McConnell 
McCormick 
Moody 
Moran 

Moreno 
Mullin 
Murkowski 
Paul 
Ricketts 
Risch 
Rounds 
Schmitt 
Scott (FL) 
Scott (SC) 
Sheehy 
Sullivan 
Thune 
Tillis 
Tuberville 
Wicker 
Young 

NAYS—46 

Alsobrooks 
Baldwin 
Bennet 
Blumenthal 

Blunt Rochester 
Booker 
Cantwell 
Coons 

Cortez Masto 
Duckworth 
Durbin 
Fetterman 

Gallego 
Gillibrand 
Hassan 
Hickenlooper 
Hirono 
Kaine 
Kelly 
Kim 
King 
Klobuchar 
Luján 
Markey 

Merkley 
Murphy 
Murray 
Ossoff 
Padilla 
Peters 
Reed 
Rosen 
Sanders 
Schatz 
Schiff 
Schumer 

Shaheen 
Slotkin 
Smith 
Van Hollen 
Warner 
Warnock 
Warren 
Welch 
Whitehouse 
Wyden 

NOT VOTING—3 

Blackburn Budd Heinrich

The motion was agreed to. 
(Mr. CASSIDY assumed the Chair.) 

f 

PROVIDING CONGRESSIONAL DIS-
APPROVAL UNDER CHAPTER 8 
OF TITLE 5, UNITED STATES 
CODE, OF THE RULE SUBMITTED 
BY THE ENVIRONMENTAL PRO-
TECTION AGENCY RELATING TO 
‘‘CALIFORNIA STATE MOTOR VE-
HICLE AND ENGINE POLLUTION 
CONTROL STANDARDS; AD-
VANCED CLEAN CARS II; WAIVER 
OF PREEMPTION; NOTICE OF DE-
CISION’’ 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
ROUNDS). The clerk will report the 
joint resolution by title. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
A joint resolution (H.J. Res. 88) providing 

congressional disapproval under chapter 8 of 
title 5, United States Code, of the rule sub-
mitted by the Environmental Protection 
Agency relating to ‘‘California State Motor 
Vehicle and Engine Pollution Control Stand-
ards; Advanced Clean Cars II; Waiver of Pre-
emption; Notice of Decision’’. 

f 

APPOINTMENT 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair, on behalf of the Vice President, 
pursuant to 22 U.S.C. 276d–276g, as 
amended, appoints the following Sen-
ator as Chairman of the Senate Delega-
tion to the Canada-U.S. Inter-
parliamentary Group conference during 
the 119th Congress: The Honorable 
KEVIN CRAMER of North Dakota. 

f 

MORNING BUSINESS 

THE GRAVITY OF MEMORIAL DAY 
MUST NOT BE FORGOTTEN 

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, after 
the bloodiest war in U.S. history, an 
enlisted soldier in the Union Army was 
assigned to recover war dead from 
Southern battlefields. Brevet Lt.-Col. 
Edmund B. Whitman mapped out an in-
tricate system of ‘‘cemeterial dis-
tricts’’ that formed the framework for 
our system of National Cemeteries. 
They provide a final resting place for 
fallen heroes and sacred space for 
mourners and citizenry to honor those 
who gave their last full measure of de-
votion to preserve freedom and liberty 
for generations to come. 

‘‘That Nation which respects and honors 
its dead, shall ever be respected and honored 
itself.’’—Brevet Lt.-Col. Edmund B. Whit-
man, 1868 

After the Civil War, it became pop-
ular to place flowers near gravesites to 
honor the fallen. So-called ‘‘decoration 
days’’ in springtime came to be called 
Memorial Day. A Union General issued 
General Orders No. 11 urging the Na-
tion not to forget the human toll of 
war. 

‘‘Let no vandalism of avarice or neglect, no 
ravages of time, testify to the present or to 
the coming generations that we have forgot-
ten as a people the cost of a free and undi-
vided republic.’’—General John A. Logan, 
May 5, 1868 

A century later, President Lyndon B. 
Johnson signed into law the Uniform 
Monday Holiday Act, designating Me-
morial Day a Federal holiday on the 
last Monday in May. 

In 1973, President Richard M. Nixon 
signed the National Cemeteries Act to 
update and modernize the administra-
tion of gravesites, particularly for 
aging World War II and Korean war 
veterans, as well as future servicemem-
bers. It transferred 82 National Ceme-
teries from the Department of the 
Army to the Veterans Administration, 
expanding its network to 103 National 
Cemeteries. Today, the National Ceme-
tery Administration oversees 156 Na-
tional Cemeteries, 35 soldiers’ lots, and 
has 122 grant-funded State veterans 
cemeteries, including the Iowa Vet-
erans Cemetery at Van Meter. One of 
the oldest in the country is located in 
southeast Iowa. Keokuk National Cem-
etery was established during the Civil 
War for veterans who died in local 
military hospitals. Cast-iron tablets in-
scribed with a verse from an elegiac 
poem ‘‘Bivouac of the Dead’’ written by 
Theodore O’Hara are found throughout 
our National Cemeteries, including in 
Keokuk. The original tablets were fab-
ricated at Rock Island Arsenal in the 
late 19th century to replace painted 
signs first placed on battlefields turned 
into burial grounds. The most fre-
quently quoted passage follows: 
On Fame’s eternal camping-ground 
Their silent tents are spread, 
And Glory guards, with solemn round, 
The bivouac of the dead. 

On Memorial Day, the annual 
wreath-laying at Arlington National 
Cemetery is a somber moment to honor 
the sons and daughters lost on the bat-
tlefields of history. Since 1948, the 3rd 
Infantry Regiment, known as the Old 
Guard, places U.S. flags at more than 
260,000 headstones and more than 7,000 
columbarium niches containing the re-
mains of the deceased. Iowa-born Presi-
dent Herbert Hoover led the first na-
tional Memorial Day ceremony at the 
Tomb of the Unknown Soldier on May 
30, 1929, calling on Americans to honor 
the ‘‘unselfish souls who gave life in 
service to their ideals’’ and that their 
sacrifice must evoke ‘‘the most solemn 
mood of consecration’’ to ‘‘manifest 
our gratitude’’ in memoriam of their 
valor for perpetuity. 

Since the Civil War, when Iowa sent 
the most soldiers per capita to the 
Union Army, Iowans have continued a 
legacy of strong military service, in-
cluding the ultimate sacrifice. One of 
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