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Senate 
The Senate met at 10 a.m. and was 

called to order by the President pro 
tempore (Mr. GRASSLEY). 

f 

PRAYER 

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

Let us pray. 
Heavenly Father, You are our for-

tress and shield. Your laws guide us, 
and Your teachings protect us. Your 
way is perfect, and Your word is truth. 
Bless all who follow Your guidance, 
giving them the power to serve others 
with wisdom, patience, and kindness. 

As our lawmakers seek to serve, em-
power them to minister in Your Name 
to the suffering, the friendless, and the 
needy. Lord, give our legislators wis-
dom and strength for this day, that 
they may dispose of their responsibil-
ities in ways that honor You. Help 
them in all their relationships to be 
constructive and edifying, speaking 
words that will bring life and peace. 

We pray in Your matchless Name. 
Amen. 

f 

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 

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

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

f 

RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
MULLIN). Under the previous order, the 
leadership time is reserved. 

f 

CONCLUSION OF MORNING 
BUSINESS 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Morning 
business is closed. 

LEGISLATIVE SESSION 

GUIDING AND ESTABLISHING NA-
TIONAL INNOVATION FOR U.S. 
STABLECOINS ACT—Motion to 
Proceed—Resumed 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senate will re-
sume consideration of the motion to 
proceed to S. 1582, which the clerk will 
report. 

The senior assistant legislative clerk 
read as follows: 

Motion to proceed to Calendar No. 66, S. 
1582, a bill to provide for the regulation of 
payment stablecoins, and for other purposes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Iowa. 

MAKE AMERICA HEALTHY AGAIN COMMISSION 
Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, I 

come to the floor today to express con-
cerns that I have heard from many 
stakeholders regarding the Make 
America Healthy Again Commission. 
For short, this is called the MAHA 
Commission. Their report will be com-
ing out tomorrow. 

The concerns that I have heard from 
food and agriculture stakeholders cen-
ter around the difficulty that they 
have had getting meetings with the De-
partment of Health and Human Serv-
ices. HHS Secretary Kennedy is the 
Chair of the MAHA Commission. 

Many people fear that the contents of 
this report will not be based on sound 
science, that it will be based on opin-
ions and fears instead of scientific con-
sensus. 

When I met with Secretary Kennedy 
before his confirmation—and that is a 
traditional thing to do—we discussed 
things like pesticides, genetically 
modified crops and other important 
components that come together to en-
sure the United States has the largest 
and safest food supply on the globe, 
and how all those things center on 
making the life of the farmer pro-
ducing food as easy as possible. Now, 
Secretary Kennedy agreed that these 

tools farmers use are necessary for 
that food supply. 

The MAHA report should be based 
upon sound science. I believe that De-
partment of Agriculture Secretary Rol-
lins and EPA Administrator Zeldin 
have had robust input on this report 
and that they would advocate for the 2 
percent of Americans that feed the 
other 98 percent and the tools that are 
used to produce the food supply that 
feeds America. 

We want to remember that we have 
the reputation of producing food so 
that the expendable income of—the av-
erage family in the United States 
spends roughly 10 or 11 percent of their 
discretionary money on food—the 
cheapest of any consumers in the 
world. 

So I want everybody to know that I 
am watching this report closely that is 
coming out tomorrow, and I hope it re-
flects what Secretary Kennedy told me 
when I met with him in my office and 
he stands by his word. 

I hope there is nothing in the MAHA 
report that jeopardizes our food supply 
or the livelihood of farmers or jeopard-
izes the food supply—to emphasize—for 
the 98 percent of Americans that buy 
and depend on the food that the 2 per-
cent of Americans that are farmers 
produce. 

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

publican whip. 
S.J. RES. 55 

Mr. BARRASSO. Mr. President, as 
you know, in its final days in office, 
the Biden administration gave Cali-
fornia—the liberal State of California— 
permission to export its far-left elec-
tric vehicle mandate to the entire 
country. This week, this Senate will 
end California’s mandate madness. 

Now, I listened to some of the Demo-
crats’ arguments on the floor yester-
day. There was a lot of huffing and 
puffing going on about the sanctity of 
the Government Accountability Office 
and about the filibuster, which, let me 
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remind you, every single Democrat has 
promised to eliminate. There were wild 
accusations that the sky was falling on 
the U.S. Senate. 

What nobody who tuned in heard is 
what these California rules would actu-
ally do to our country. Why not, Mr. 
President? Isn’t that why Democrats 
are really so panicked? Isn’t that why 
Democrats and Joe Biden waited until 
after the election—after they lost the 
election in the House, the Senate, and 
the White House—to spring this whole 
thing on the American people? They 
were losers going out the door, and 
they said: We are coming after you, the 
American people, with our leftist 
dreams. 

Isn’t that why they spent months co-
ordinating this release with their allies 
at the GAO—so they could avoid or at 
least try to avoid Senate scrutiny 
under the Congressional Review Act? 
Isn’t that what they were really up to? 
Well, it is what they were up to. 

So why are the Democrats so darn 
desperate to talk about anything and 
everything except what these pun-
ishing rules will actually do to Amer-
ica, American workers, and the Amer-
ican economy? Let me tell you why. 

California EV mandates ban—ban, 
ban—the sale of gas-powered cars and 
trucks. No more in America—gas-pow-
ered trucks. Can you imagine that in 
Oklahoma or in my home State of Wy-
oming? They threaten—the Democrats 
want to threaten the freedom of every 
American to choose what they drive. 
That is what this is about. 

EVs currently make up 7 percent—7 
percent—of the U.S. market. Even in 
California, they account for only 20 
percent of vehicle sales. And do you 
know what else? The sales are stalling. 
They are stalling out. People don’t 
want these. Even with the big govern-
ment subsidies, people don’t want to 
buy these things. Yet California’s rad-
ical mandates require that by next 
year—it is coming; we are already into 
May of this year. By next year, by Jan-
uary, all vehicle sales in the State of 
California—35 percent of them have to 
be electric. That is 6 months from now, 
7 months from now. By 2035, it would 
be 100 percent of vehicle sales in Cali-
fornia have to be electric, with big pen-
alties if it doesn’t meet that. 

For the people that are making the 
cars that people don’t want to buy, this 
is a whole new meaning in California of 
fantasyland. That is what we are deal-
ing with here. 

America can’t meet these impossible 
standards—not next year, not in 10 
years—and the American people don’t 
want to meet those standards. 

For carmakers, the consequences are 
severe. If you don’t sell enough electric 
vehicles—California is saying to them 
and to the other States that sign on to 
this—even when Americans don’t want 
to buy them, too bad. In California, 
these people will pay a fine of $20,000 
per vehicle—$20,000 per vehicle because 
people don’t want to buy what the gov-
ernment says they have to buy. 

There are ways to avoid this fine, and 
one way is limiting the sales of gas- 
powered vehicles. Well, that is ration-
ing. That is what we are seeing. The 
Democrats want to ration the sales of 
gas-powered vehicles to live in their 
fantasyland of everybody driving an 
electric vehicle. 

The harms of this mandate extend 
way beyond just carmakers. The Demo-
crat mandates would cost the economy 
about $100 billion a year—$100 billion. 
The impact would be about 330,000 jobs 
lost. 

The Democrat mandate would punish 
hard-working families. Prices would be 
higher. They are trying to buy these 
regular, gas-powered vehicles, but 
there would be fewer for sale. They 
would bury small businesses under 
crushing compliance costs. 

In my home State of Wyoming and in 
rural States like ours, farmers and 
ranchers would suffer, both from EV’s 
limited reliability and, clearly, from 
the limited range. People drive long 
distances in Wyoming to school, to the 
grocery store, to work. 

Every American citizen would lose 
options, whether you live in California 
or not. 

So you have the California EV man-
dates. The Democrats don’t want to 
talk about that part of it. They are ex-
pensive, they are expansive, and they 
are economically destructive. They 
would hurt our economy, hurt our 
workers, and hurt the pocketbooks and 
purses of Mr. and Mrs. America. 

This isn’t just a California problem. 
It is a nationwide assault on gas-pow-
ered cars in America. The California 
mandates cover over 40 percent of all 
new cars in the country. They span 11 
States, including big-population 
States—New York, New Jersey, here in 
the District of Columbia. All of them 
signed onto California’s radical at-
tempt to set a new national standard. 
So it is not just a California standard. 
Everyone is impacted. 

The California Senators—the Mem-
bers of this body—they actually brag 
about this overreach of this mandate 
on EVs. The junior Senator from Cali-
fornia says he is ‘‘very proud’’ that his 
State’s liberal agenda can control the 
country. 

How many Members of this Senate— 
certainly on this side of the aisle— 
want to share the pride of California’s 
liberal agenda controlling the country? 
The American public on election day 
rejected the liberal agenda of Cali-
fornia—whether it comes to electric 
vehicles, whether it comes to open bor-
ders, whether it comes to sanctuary 
cities and sanctuary States, or their ef-
forts to defund police. People have re-
jected, all across the country, the lib-
eral agenda controlling our country. 

So Democrats have this delusional 
dream. They want to eliminate gas- 
powered vehicles. The rest of us, we 
live in the real world. And that is what 
we are doing here today, because in the 
real world, gas-powered vehicles keep 
our farms running, keep our ranches 

growing, keep our businesses thriving, 
and keep our economy moving. 

The Congressional Review Act pro-
vides the Senate a swift and permanent 
solution. With a simple majority here 
in the Senate, Congress can kill these 
rules and ban similar ones forever—not 
just the Senate, the House as well. 

And the fight goes beyond party lines 
because it is not just about Repub-
licans and Democrats. It is about com-
mon sense. It is about control. The 
House of Representatives voted on this. 
They wanted to end these punishing 
mandates. 

How did the vote go? Well, every Re-
publican voted to kill the mandate. 
Thirty-five House Democrats voted to 
kill this mandate, including Democrats 
from the State of California who real-
ized just how impractical and expen-
sive and impossible it would be to com-
ply with what the Biden administra-
tion tried to force-feed the American 
people after they lost the election, lost 
the Presidency, lost the House, and 
lost the Senate. 

A New York Democrat who voted 
with the Republicans and with these 35 
other Democrats said: ‘‘Out of touch 
with reality’’ is what these California 
mandates are—‘‘out of touch with re-
ality.’’ 

Even the junior Senator from Michi-
gan, a Democrat, campaigned and won 
an election in 2024 against EV man-
dates. Well, we will see how she votes 
today on the floor of the Senate, after 
she campaigned last year in Michigan 
against the EV mandate. 

Will she be against them today when 
we vote on this? Time will tell. She ac-
tually told voters: ‘‘Drive what you 
want.’’ We will see today if she really 
believes that, or if she says: Drive what 
you want, but you can only buy what I 
am demanding that you buy—an elec-
tric vehicle. 

We will see it in the vote today. 
Senate Democrats now want to force- 

feed electric vehicles to everyone in 
America. So Democrats are claiming 
the Congressional Review Act doesn’t 
apply. They don’t want to talk about 
the policy. They want to say: Well, the 
Congressional Review Act shouldn’t 
apply. 

These last-minute objections by 
Democrats are very flawed. What they 
are citing is a nonbinding observa-
tion—an observation—by the Govern-
ment Accountability Office—an obser-
vation that said, for the first time in 
history, an Agency-submitted rule 
wasn’t a rule. That is what they are 
saying. The argument collapses under 
scrutiny. 

The Environmental Protection Agen-
cy submitted these rules as rules to 
Congress this year, after being released 
by the Biden administration in his 
final days in office. That is a fact. No 
one disputes it. The Democrats don’t 
dispute it. They know what happened. 
They know they are trying to sneak 
one through. They know it. 

Under the Congressional Review Act, 
that makes these rules subject to re-
view—period, end of story. They are 
subject to review. 
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The GAO has no veto power over this 

body, the U.S. Senate—not a veto from 
the Congressional Review Act, not a 
veto under the Senate rules, not a veto 
under Senate precedent. They have no 
standing. 

More troubling, the GAO’s actions 
suggest bias because leftwing bureau-
crats in the GAO rushed a response in 
only 13 days to prop up the mandates. 
How do we know that? Because we 
know they colluded with Senate Demo-
crats to do so. 

When Republicans challenged the 
GAO’s observations, Senate Democrats 
turned to scare tactics now about the 
filibuster. It is ironic since every single 
Senate Democrat has either voted for 
or campaigned for eliminating the fili-
buster. 

This Senate vote on the California 
EV mandates is not about Senate rules. 
It is about the Democrats’ delusional 
dream to eliminate gas-powered vehi-
cles forever. That is what they want. 
What their complaints are is a smoke-
screen to save a pillar of their Green 
New Deal. 

You know, years ago, Congress cre-
ated a fast-track procedure. It was ac-
tually in 1996. That is when the Con-
gress passed the Congressional Review 
Act. 

This week, the Senate must decide: 
Do we uphold our rights under the Con-
gressional Review Act, or do we give 
the GAO a veto over Congressional Re-
view Act now and forever? 

Our decision is going to shape the fu-
ture of the Congressional Review Act. 
Americans have spoken. They have re-
jected EV mandates in November at 
the ballot box. The House has acted in 
a bipartisan way, with 35 Democrats 
joining all the Republicans. And it is 
now up to the Senate to stop these EV 
mandates from taking hold on our Na-
tion. 

I want to thank my colleagues who 
led the effort: Chairman SHELLEY 
MOORE CAPITO of West Virginia, Sen-
ator DEB FISCHER of Nebraska, and 
Senator MARKWAYNE MULLIN of Okla-
homa. 

Together, we are going to reject this 
far-left cheerleading for more regula-
tions, and we are going the protect 
consumers. We are going to protect af-
fordability, and we are going to protect 
the authority of this institution. 

It is time to end this California man-
date madness. 

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. Mr. President, I ask 

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

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

RECOGNITION OF THE MAJORITY LEADER 
The majority leader is recognized. 

BUDGET RECONCILIATION 
Mr. THUNE. Mr. President, Repub-

licans are continuing our work on a 

reconciliation bill that delivers for the 
American people. And if I had to sum-
marize this bill in one phrase, I would 
say it is about building a stronger 
America. 

A stronger America is a safer Amer-
ica. 

Last week, I discussed the impor-
tance of strengthening our border secu-
rity, something we are addressing in 
our reconciliation bill. Today, I would 
like to discuss another aspect of that 
bill: strengthening our military to 
meet today’s and tomorrow’s threats. 

The world has grown increasingly un-
stable in recent years. America’s inter-
ests, our allies, and, worst of all, Amer-
ican servicemembers have come under 
attack. Russia, China, North Korea, 
and Iran and its terrorist proxies have 
all grown more brazen. 

Meanwhile, the previous administra-
tion regularly telegraphed weakness on 
the world stage and put investing in 
our military on the back burner. 

There is never a time when we can af-
ford to let our military readiness slide. 
But above all, at this time of increased 
instability, it is vital that we ensure 
that our military has the resources it 
needs to deter our enemies and defend 
our country. 

ADM Samuel Paparo, the commander 
of the U.S. Indo-Pacific Command, last 
year called deterrence ‘‘our highest 
duty.’’ 

He said: 
Deterrence is effective when it is credible: 

The adversary believes the defending side 
will act on its threats when it is capable. A 
robust military with the ability to project 
power globally and inflict significant dam-
age on the aggressor is essential. 

Let me just repeat that: 
A robust military with the ability to 

project power globally and inflict significant 
damage on the aggressor is essential. 

That is the kind of military we need 
to secure with this bill. 

Our aim is to reverse the trend of 
underinvestment in our military, to re-
build our military capabilities, and to 
ensure that our adversaries will think 
long and hard before attacking us—in 
other words, peace through strength. 

One area where that is especially 
critical is in our strategic competition 
with China. Leaders of the intelligence 
community testified this year that 
China represents the most comprehen-
sive, robust military threat to U.S. na-
tional security. Its designs on Taiwan 
are obvious, and its brazen actions, 
from cybertheft and espionage to its 
aggressive territorial claims and its 
harassment of American pilots are 
alarming. 

But we have allowed China to out-
pace us in building new military capa-
bilities. China produces two sub-
marines per year for every 1.4 sub-
marines built in the United States. 
China can build naval surface warships 
three times faster than we can. And in 
the defining technologies of tomor-
row’s wars—space, AI, hypersonics, and 
cyber—China is gaining quickly or al-
ready has an edge. 

Republicans’ reconciliation bill is 
about reestablishing the U.S. advan-
tage in all those areas. We are going to 
invest in shipbuilding to expand and 
enhance our fleet. We will restock our 
munitions stockpiles and expand weap-
ons production. We will modernize our 
nuclear deterrence and build a Golden 
Dome for missile defense here at home. 

Our bill will expedite the delivery of 
innovative weapons to servicemembers 
on the frontlines. It will enhance the 
readiness of our military units and 
modernize infrastructure at depots and 
shipyards. And it will make improve-
ments to servicemembers’ quality of 
life. 

To be clear, the investment we are 
making here in this bill, while criti-
cally important, is no substitute for ro-
bust annual defense funding levels. But 
it will help us catch up after years of 
the Biden administration’s 
deprioritizing defense investments. 

We can’t afford to let our military 
readiness slide any further. We need to 
reverse the current trend and put our 
national security on a better trajec-
tory for the future, and that is what 
our reconciliation bill will do. 

A stronger America is a safer Amer-
ica, and that, Mr. President, is what 
Republicans intend to deliver. 

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. 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. 

RECOGNITION OF THE MINORITY LEADER 
The Democratic leader is recognized. 

S.J. RES. 55 
Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. President, so 100 

days into Donald Trump’s Presidency, 
America is plagued with deep prob-
lems. Donald Trump’s trade war is 
sending prices up and up. Republicans 
are on the brink of taking away peo-
ple’s Medicaid. Trust in American lead-
ership is in decline on the world stage. 
But what are Senate Republicans fo-
cusing on today? Today, Republicans 
are going nuclear to appease the fossil 
fuel industry and, at the same time, 
erode away the institution they profess 
to care about. 

First, the facts: This week, Senate 
Republicans want to use a measure 
known as the Congressional Review 
Act—CRA for short—to repeal three ve-
hicle emission waivers from California. 
These waivers have been used for dec-
ades and are vital for helping keep our 
air cleaner, our kids healthier, and to 
lessen our reliance on Big Oil. 

Republicans have tried to get rid of 
California’s emission waivers for a very 
long time. The fossil fuel industry— 
which knows it is in decline, which 
knows that clean energy is not only 
the cleaner wave of the future but the 
less costly wave of the future—but the 
fossil fuel industry hates them, hates 
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that industry. So Donald Trump’s EPA 
tried to rescind the last iteration of 
one of these waivers during his first ad-
ministration, but that effort fell short 
in the courts. The courts rejected it. 
Now Republicans want to try again. 
This time by using the CRA to repeal 
these emissions waiver at a simple ma-
jority threshold. 

But what was made crystal clear 
today on the Senate floor through par-
liamentary inquiries I made to the Par-
liamentarian that the Senate Parlia-
mentarian has advised both sides, 
Democrats and Republicans, that legis-
lation to overturn these waivers does 
not—does not—qualify for expedited 
consideration under the Congressional 
Review Act. That means any legisla-
tion to repeal these waivers should be 
subject to a 60-vote threshold in the 
Senate. 

The Senate Parliamentarian, as we 
know, plays a vital role in keeping this 
institution whole. It is thankless work. 
Parliamentarians’ advice and judgment 
on rules and procedures of this institu-
tion is indispensable to both parties. 
So Republicans face a choice: Do they 
adhere to Senate precedent, as they 
have long claimed to do, and find an-
other way to pass their repeal or are 
they going to plow ahead, overrule the 
Parliamentarian, do the bidding of Big 
Oil, and further eat away at the Senate 
in the process? 

Well, today we have our answer: Sen-
ate Republicans are going nuclear. 
Let’s be very clear, to override the Par-
liamentarian and to use the CRA in the 
ways the Republicans propose is going 
nuclear—no ifs, ands, or buts. 

And don’t take my word for it. Let 
me read a quote from Leader THUNE 
from just a few months ago when he 
was asked if he would advise his party 
against moving to override the Parlia-
mentarian, Leader THUNE said this: 

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

Again, Leader THUNE himself said: 
Overruling the Parliamentarian is akin 
to killing the filibuster, and that is 
just what the Republicans are pro-
posing to do today. 

Just yesterday, Leader THUNE admit-
ted that this step could ‘‘create prece-
dent for the future’’ and what an awful 
precedent. 

And in his first address as Republican 
leader, Leader THUNE stood right here 
in the Chamber—I sat and listened— 
and promised that ‘‘one of my prior-
ities as leader will be to ensure that 
the Senate stays the Senate.’’ 

Well, what happened to all of that? 
What happened to all the preaching we 
hear from the other side about norms 
and rules and precedent? Apparently, 
when the rules suit them, Republicans 
will preach about protecting precedent. 
But now that the rules are inconven-
ient, when they stand in the way of 
their ideological goals, Republicans 
say: Away with them. 

Shameful. Shameful. 
Republicans don’t need to take the 

Senate down this road. They have 

other alternatives at their disposal. If 
they want to repeal these waivers, 
bring legislation to the floor. Have a 
debate. There is nothing that prohibits 
that. That is what should be done in 
the kind of regular order our Senate 
Republicans professed they were going 
to restore when they got here, when 
they got the majority here in January. 

Make no mistake, this is not a nar-
row assertion of congressional author-
ity, as Leader THUNE claimed it was. 
Today, Republicans set a new prece-
dent that cannot likely be reversed. 
Moving forward, Congressional Review 
Acts will be weaponized like never be-
fore. Today it is all about California 
emission waivers; 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 go after 
permits for oil and gas drilling; some 
on the other side wouldn’t like that. 
They could eliminate healthcare inno-
vation waivers that States use to get 
care to people through Medicaid and 
the ACA. 

They could even use the CRAs to 
make it even harder to form a union. 
They could go after Agency actions 
that protect access to reproductive 
care, like making it harder to access 
the medication mifepristone. They 
could go after rules that protect access 
to reproductive care. 

All of this and more could now be 
done at a simple majority threshold 
with an expanded CRA. And all that 
would need to happen is for Donald 
Trump to choose an Agency action or 
policy he doesn’t like, stamp it with a 
label ‘‘CRA,’’ send it over to the Con-
gress, and Republicans will bow in 
obeisance and repeal it at a simple ma-
jority threshold. 

This, in other words, is a backdoor 
strategy from Republicans to make 
Project 2025 a reality. And mark my 
words, many of our Republican col-
leagues are going to not like having to 
vote on CRAs that Trump wants, and 
we will be able to get votes on them be-
cause of what the Republicans are at-
tempting to do today. 

It is the legislative branch ceding au-
thority over to the executive if we go 
forward with this, and Republicans 
should tread carefully. What goes 
around comes around. 

If Republicans are willing to overrule 
the Parliamentarian and highjack the 
CRA in a way that it has never been 
used before, they will not like it the 
next time they are in the minority. 
That is for sure. 

So this is a sad, shameful, dis-
appointing day for the U.S. Senate. Re-
publicans will come to regret the ill- 
considered step they take today, mark 
my words. And our country, the health 
of our children, the health of our com-
munities—the whole country—will be 
worse off because of what Republicans 
have done. 

BUDGET RECONCILIATION 
Mr. President, now, on reconcili-

ation, it is no secret how awful the Re-

publican tax bill is. For weeks, we have 
said their bill shows that billionaires 
win; American families lose. Last 
night, the nonpartisan CBO proved 
that to be quite accurate. 

The CBO’s nonpartisan analysis 
shows that this bill would decrease 
household resources by 4 percent for 
the bottom 10 percent of Americans 
while increasing household resources 
by 2 percent for the top 10 percent of 
the country. To be clear, this bill 
would hurt the most vulnerable Ameri-
cans, and the most benefits would only 
reach the top wealthiest—trickle-down 
economics, if there ever was one. 

This bill hurts American families. 
They are the losers of this bill. Amer-
ican families will lose healthcare. They 
will lose food benefits. They will lose 
jobs. They will lose money. Bottom 
line: American families lose; billion-
aires win. 

SALT 

Mr. President, and finally on the 
SALT deal, yesterday Donald Trump 
came to the Capitol to deliver a mes-
sage to New York House Republicans: 

Back down on SALT or else. 

That is what he reportedly said, his 
words. 

Less than 24 hours later, we are 
learning that New York Republicans 
have all bowed to the king and caved in 
obeisance to Trump. New York Repub-
licans are showing, once again, that 
their loyalty does not lie with the vol-
unteer firefighter in Bay Shore or with 
the teacher in Riverhead or even with 
the small business owner in Suffern. 
No. Their blind loyalty lies with Don-
ald Trump. 

The so-called SALT deal is a 
humiliating failure for New York Re-
publicans. New York Republicans set-
tled for barely half of what they want-
ed on SALT and barely a fraction of 
what Trump ripped away from them in 
the first term, and they are doing it be-
cause they are scared of the President 
and no relief for the marriage penalty. 
So if there is a firefighter and a teach-
er married to one another, nope. Being 
married hurts them in the SALT deal 
the Republicans made. 

New York Republicans settled for 
SALT caps forever and a double tax on 
middle-class New Yorkers: our cops and 
firefighters, our teachers, our small 
businesses, our construction workers in 
the Hudson Valley, on Long Island, and 
across the State. I mean, even if New 
York Republicans did nothing, New 
York would be better off at the end of 
this year when the SALT cap would 
have expired. 

This SALT deal leaves in place a pen-
alty for married couples. A couple who 
are paying both taxes face the same 
limit as a single individual, even if 
they are paying double the taxes. This 
is one of the biggest issues facing mid-
dle-class families, and New York Re-
publicans are leaving it in place. It is 
barely 20 percent of the New York Re-
publicans’ own SALT bill that they 
wrote. 
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One Republican Congressman— MIKE 

LAWLER—said last year: 
Eliminating the marriage penalty within 

SALT isn’t just important—it’s absolutely 
essential. 

Well, clearly it must not have been 
that essential. 

New York Republicans have said for 
months that they had one job they 
were sent to Washington for: to get rid 
of the SALT cap. With this SALT deal, 
so-called SALT deal, they have failed 
everyone back home. 

New York Republicans’ capitulation 
to Trump on SALT is a slap in the face 
to Long Island, the Hudson Valley, New 
York City, and the hard-working, mid-
dle-class families across New York and 
across the United States. 

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

ator from South Carolina. 
UKRAINE 

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. President, I will 
be making a quick presentation here 
and then Senator ERNST will follow, 
and I just want to compliment her for 
all the effort she has made to stand by 
Ukraine and make sure that this war 
ends in a way that is honorable and 
just. And we can stop the killing but do 
it in a way that we don’t have future 
wars because we made a mistake here. 

So there are so many things going on 
in the world right now that are very 
dangerous. You have Iran close to a nu-
clear breakout. You have the war in 
Russia and Ukraine. It is killing 5,000 
people a day. Only God knows how 
many people are actually being killed 
or wounded, hard to track, but it is 
just massive. It is a major land war in 
Europe, and we thought those days 
were behind us. 

We have threats from China. We have 
got all kinds of things going on in the 
world. So my advice is, when you have 
a hard decision to make, make sure 
you look at it through a moral clarity 
lens. Make it simple. Russia is the 
problem, not Ukraine. Ukraine didn’t 
invade Russia; Russia invaded Ukraine. 

We need moral clarity on all these 
issues. Iran is not trying to have civil-
ian nuclear power; they are trying to 
build a bomb. We need to take them at 
their word as to what they intended to 
do over time. They intended to destroy 
the State of Israel, purify Islam, and 
come after us. That is what they say. 
They write on their missiles ‘‘Death to 
Israel,’’ and they call us the ‘‘Great 
Satan.’’ They have 600 pounds of highly 
enriched uranium—60 percent. That is 
enough for six or seven or maybe more 
bombs. They went from 60-percent to 
90-percent enrichment in less than a 
month. 

They have one civilian nuclear reac-
tor. How much uranium has been used 
to run that reactor enriched by Iran 
itself? Not one gram. Think of all the 
fuel needed to run the civilian reactor 
from Russia. So they are trying to 
stockpile weapons-grade uranium to 
make a bomb; and they lie, cheat, and 
steal, and we catch them all the time. 

So some moral clarity here. Iran 
with a nuclear weapon is not only un-

acceptable, it is the biggest threat to 
the planet, as I see it. The Arab na-
tions want a nuclear weapon of their 
own. 

And Israel—one Holocaust is suffi-
cient. This is the 80th anniversary of 
the end of World War II. It happened a 
few days ago. During that war, there 
was an effort to annihilate the Jews. 
Founding the State of Israel in 1948 
was a significant world event. And 
there is a saying in Israel, ‘‘Never 
again.’’ They actually mean it. 

(Mr. SHEEHY assumed the Chair.) 
How about moral clarity from the 

United States here? We are with Israel. 
If Israel has to use military force to de-
stroy or degrade the nuclear capability 
of Iran, we should be with them. I am 
glad we are trying to find a peaceful so-
lution to the uranium problem. If you 
can get Iran to dismantle their nuclear 
program, then that gets us to where I 
want to go. But they have to dis-
mantle. 

Right now, there are discussions be-
tween Russia, Ukraine, and the United 
States and Europe about how to end 
this war. Putin, in my view, is playing 
us all. President Trump called for a 30- 
day cease-fire. Ukraine said yes; Russia 
said no. President Trump urged 
Zelenskyy and Putin to go to 
Istanbul—I was over there—and meet 
to have direct talks. Zelenskyy went; 
Putin didn’t. 

So there was a call a couple of days 
ago between President Trump and 
Putin. The Russians now are supposed 
to submit a terms sheet about what it 
takes to get a cease-fire. That is sup-
posed to happen in a few days. They are 
talking about going to the Vatican and 
having direct negotiations. I am for all 
of that, but I don’t know about how. I 
think most people feel like I do. We 
have given Russia plenty of oppor-
tunity to find an honorable and just 
end to this war. They are not inter-
ested, and they are not going to change 
until we up the ante. 

So we need moral clarity here. Putin 
is dragging this out. He believes he is 
winning on the battlefield. I don’t be-
lieve he is. He is defying every effort 
that has been earnest by President 
Trump to find a solution to this war. 
President Trump says he wants to stop 
the slaughtering and the killing. He is 
right to do so. But this is a time of de-
cision-making. This has gone on too 
long with too many games being 
played. 

I will tell you in just a minute what 
the Senate can do. But what we need 
when it comes to Russia-Ukraine is 
moral clarity. When President Trump 
focuses on an issue and takes a firm 
stand, it always works. He is standing 
up to China and the world who has been 
ripping us off on trade. He has a policy 
now that whatever you charge us on 
tariffs, we are going to charge you. It 
is called reciprocal trade. He has im-
posed tariffs on China. 

Everybody in this body goes home 
and talks about how China rips us off. 
Trump is actually doing something 

about it. China steals our intellectual 
property, they manipulate the cur-
rency to get them a trade advantage, 
and that needs to come to an end. 

When President Trump focuses on 
fixing a problem—righting a wrong—he 
gets good results because the world 
now is calling Washington wanting 
deals. I think you are going to see a lot 
of good trade deals to right the wrong 
of trade abuse because President 
Trump stood up and insisted we get a 
better outcome. 

The border. When he got in office, 
one of his top priorities was to fix a 
broken border. Look at what has hap-
pened. The lowest daily number of bor-
der encounters fell to less than 200, the 
lowest in history. He turned it all off 
because he was firm and resolved with 
Mexico and others. His border policies 
have worked. He has shut down a bro-
ken border, literally, in months be-
cause he had the desire and the will to 
do it, and people responded. And we are 
getting a great result at the border be-
cause of his determination and his will 
to do so. We went from 7,200 in March 
down to 200—that drop is amazing—be-
cause of his policies. 

China, I just talked about. He is tak-
ing China on, and I am hoping we can 
reach a deal with China that will level 
out the trade playing field. China is 
talking to us; we are talking to China. 
The world is responding to President 
Trump’s tariffs. We are going to get a 
bunch of good trade deals. And I very 
much appreciate that. 

What did he say about Iran? 
You know, it’s not complicated formula. 

Iran cannot have a nuclear weapon. That’s 
all there is. 

That is moral clarity. You can under-
stand that, no matter where you are at 
on the planet: 

You know, it’s not complicated formula. 
Iran cannot have a nuclear weapon. That’s 
all there is. 

We are in talks with Iran. Whether or 
not they achieve a result, I don’t know. 
I don’t mind trying. I do know this: 
Time is not on our side. President 
Trump said we are going to end the nu-
clear program one way or the other. 
When he said it, I think the Iranians 
believed it; and when he says it, I be-
lieve it. And the best chance to stop 
the Iran nuclear program is with Presi-
dent Trump’s leadership. 

Moral clarity, again, regarding Rus-
sia and Ukraine. Russia is the aggres-
sor. Russia must end this bloodbath 
now. He has talked about ending the 
bloodbath. I am saying, from my point 
of view, Russia is the aggressor. 
Ukraine, like every other Nation, is 
not perfect. But they have fought like 
tigers. 

In 1994, 1998—I can’t remember—they 
gave up 1,700 nuclear weapons, the Bu-
dapest Memorandum. In return, Rus-
sia, the United States, Great Britain 
promised territorial integrity. They 
gave up 1,700 nuclear weapons with a 
promise from these countries they 
would be safe territorially. 

Russia has violated that promise nu-
merous times. They are constantly 
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harassing their neighbors. This is the 
second invasion of Ukraine by Russia. 
They have a view Ukraine belongs to 
them. No, it doesn’t. It belongs to the 
people of Ukraine, a sovereign nation. 
If you have a dispute with a country, 
there are ways to arbitrate land dis-
putes. 

Putin is trying to rewrite the map of 
Europe by force of arms. If he gets 
away with it, if he is seen to having 
been rewarded for, you will get more of 
this. There goes Taiwan. Russia is the 
aggressor. Russia must end this blood-
bath. That is my view of this situation. 

Let’s look at history and see what 
happens when you have moral clarity 
and see what happens when you lose it. 
September 27, 1938. Here is what Cham-
berlain said: 

How horrible, fantastic, incredible it is 
that we should be digging trenches and try-
ing on gas-masks here because of a quarrel in 
a faraway country between people of whom 
we know nothing. 

That was his view of what Hitler was 
doing. Why do we care? We don’t know 
these people. We don’t speak their lan-
guage. That is not exactly moral clar-
ity in the face of Nazi oppression: 

However much we may sympathize with a 
small nation confronted by a big and power-
ful neighbour, we cannot, in all cir-
cumstances, undertake to involve the whole 
British Empire in war simply on her ac-
count. 

We know what that small country 
was. It led to the slaughter of 50 mil-
lion people. It enticed Hitler to keep 
going, and Hitler told you what he was 
going to do. He wrote a book. Chamber-
lain, obviously, didn’t read the book, 
and he didn’t have the moral clarity to 
confront the Nazi regime. And a lot of 
people died. 

September 30, 1938: 
I believe it is peace for our time. 

A paper signed by Adolf Hitler that 
he waved to the world. Less than a year 
later, the world is on fire. This is what 
happens when you don’t realize what is 
going on. You misread evil. You think 
Hitler is something he is not. This is 
an example of not having moral clar-
ity. It leads to a worldwide war. 

Russia, the Soviet Union—this is an 
example of moral literacy, President 
John F. Kennedy: 

Let every nation know, whether it wishes 
us well or ill, that we shall pay any price, 
bear any burden, meet any hardship, support 
any friend, oppose any foe to assure the sur-
vival and the success of liberty . . . When all 
are free, then we can look forward to that 
day when this city will be joined as one and 
this country and this great continent of Eu-
rope in a peaceful and hopeful globe. 

He was talking about Berlin—moral 
clarity to the Soviet Union. He stood 
up for freedom, stood against the So-
viet Empire. 

And along comes my favorite, Ronald 
Reagan: 

Mr. Gorbachev, tear down this wall! 

How clear could you be? On the other 
side of this wall is an evil empire that 
moral clarity, over time, brought the 
Soviet Union down to its knees. 

Russia today, Putin’s Russia, is an 
evil country oppressing his own people, 
harassing his neighbor, wanting to 
take things that are not theirs, want-
ing to recreate the Soviet Union, the 
Russian Empire. And they are using 
every terrible tactic in the military 
book—bombing civilians, killing people 
by tens of thousands. 

So when it comes to Putin, we need 
to have moral clarity, as Reagan and 
Kennedy had with the Soviet Union. It 
is not enough to give speeches. These 
were great speeches. But what we did 
against the Soviet Union is we built up 
our military. Ronald Reagan went to 
‘‘Star Wars’’ and they couldn’t keep 
up. We not only opposed the Soviet 
Union rhetoric, we opposed it in capa-
bility. 

What do we do now with Putin? How 
do we end this war? I am not out to hu-
miliate Russia or Putin, but I am out 
to end this war soon—not later but 
soon—in a way not to start another 
war. 

When we left Afghanistan dishonor-
ably and disgracefully, it set in motion 
a belief that the United States will not 
stand by its allies and we are appar-
ently weak. I believe that. And the 
Presiding Officer of the Senate under-
stands what happens when politicians 
get it wrong. People like him, in his 
old job, pay a heavy price. They go all 
over the world fighting these guys be-
cause when we pulled out of Afghani-
stan, every jihadist was on steroids. 
Putin licked his chops and went into 
Ukraine and Iran, kept enriching, and 
sort of the rest is history. That was a 
horrible decision, and we are paying 
the price for it today. 

To my colleagues, Republican and 
Democrat, if we don’t get Ukraine-Rus-
sia right, it will be worse than Afghani-
stan. If it is seen, when this is all over, 
that Putin was rewarded for his aggres-
sion—I am not trying to humiliate 
Russia, but I am trying to make sure 
they are not rewarded in a way that 
China will be enticed to take Taiwan or 
Iran will believe we are all talk in the 
West when it comes to their nuclear 
capability, isolating Israel even fur-
ther. 

Speeches are important. Moral clar-
ity is the right lens from which to look 
through regarding aggression and evil. 
But we have to do more than talk. 

I appreciate President Trump’s ear-
nest effort to bring the parties to-
gether, to find a solution we can all 
live with, to keep an independent, sov-
ereign Ukraine and end this war sooner 
rather than later. It is clear to me 
after all these months, the earnest ef-
forts by President Trump are not being 
equally met. I think Zelenskyy is 
ready to make concessions to end this 
war. Putin seems to be more talking 
and less acting. 

What can we do to up the ante? What 
can we do in the U.S. Senate to change 
the equation? What can we do to per-
suade Russia to get to the peace table? 

We can impose bone-crushing sanc-
tions on Putin’s Russia. And he has 

earned that. I hate it for the Russian 
people, but it is now time to increase 
the cost of this war on Putin. 

The sanctions packet that we have 
put together has 80 cosponsors. Do you 
know how hard it is to get 80 Senators 
to agree on anything? Eighty of us— 
and the number is climbing—are ready 
to impose sanctions on Russia if he 
does not come to the table and ear-
nestly seek peace—Putin. 

And these sanctions are geared to-
ward China. There are tariffs in these 
sanctions on any nation that buys Rus-
sian oil and gas from the shadow fleet. 
Putin’s war machine is propped up by 
China and India buying Russian oil at a 
massive discount to keep the war ma-
chine and Putin running. 

So what have we decided to do here? 
Focus on those causing the problem, 
not just Putin; focus on his customers. 

Most of Europe has weaned them-
selves off of Russian oil and gas. That 
is a major advancement. But it is now 
time to let the Chinese know: If you 
want to be a normal country, act nor-
mal. If you want to have a better rela-
tionship with the United States and 
Europe, help us. Don’t fuel the flames 
of a bloodbath. Don’t buy cheap oil 
from a despot because you can with im-
punity. Those days of buying cheap oil 
from Putin with impunity are coming 
to a close. 

We are going to act. And how we act 
and when we act will be a political ex-
ercise among the body, talking to the 
White House, and talking to our allies. 

To China: I would like a better rela-
tionship. We have a lot of opportunity 
to grow our economies together. But if 
you keep supporting Putin and fueling 
his war machine, you will never have a 
normal relationship with the U.S. Sen-
ate. 

To our friends in India: Watch what 
you are doing. 

To my colleagues: Seldom do we have 
a chance to speak with one voice at 
such an important time. The entire 
world is watching the U.S. Senate. 

I just got back from T rkiye with 
Secretary Rubio, who invited me to go. 
He allowed me to speak to every For-
eign Minister of our NATO allies, talk-
ing about the Senate bill, telling them 
that the Senate is an independent body 
and that we are moving down the road 
to holding Putin accountable. 

The world is watching the Senate in 
a way I haven’t seen since I have been 
here. We have a chance, my colleagues, 
to help end this war. We have a chance 
to push Putin to the table. And if we 
fail as a world, not only does this war 
continue, but we are going to start new 
wars. 

I have never been more proud of this 
body than I am right now. We have 
come together in a bipartisan fashion. 
There are a group of House Members 
who will take the Senate bill and sign 
a discharge petition. What does that 
mean? It is coming to the floor of the 
House no matter what. 

So we stand ready. I am going to talk 
to the majority leader, talk to all of 
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my colleagues who have a say in how 
this bill moves forward, and I am going 
to urge them to get ready to act. 

We have sat on the sidelines too long. 
We have watched too many people get 
slaughtered by Putin. We have put 
sanctions on, but they haven’t worked 
the way they should. 

What we are doing in the Senate is a 
game-changer. It will affect China, 
which provides the most fuel to Putin’s 
war machine in a dramatic fashion. 

To China: I don’t want to do that. I 
will, if I have to. I want you to help us 
in this war. I am not looking to punish 
or destroy your economy or hurt our 
economy. I am looking to get a result 
here. 

But I will end where I started: If we 
have to, we will. 

President Kennedy said: ‘‘We shall 
pay any price and bear any burden.’’ He 
was right. 

President Reagan said: ‘‘Tear down 
this wall’’; end this evil empire. 

Sometimes, freedom comes at a 
heavy price. The Ukrainians are paying 
that price, and I am so proud of them. 
They are fighting like tigers, and they 
are dying by the thousands. And they 
are not going to quit no matter what 
we do—nor should they. 

This is a moment of reckoning. This 
is a moment that matters. All of us got 
to the Senate, and it is not an easy 
path to take to get elected to this 
body. But now you are here, and you 
have a chance, my colleagues, to make 
a real difference, to make this world 
safer and more peaceful. 

Let’s not shirk the responsibility his-
tory has put upon us. This is a histor-
ical moment. Let’s rise to the occasion 
like those before us. Let’s have moral 
clarity when it comes to Putin. Let’s 
do more than talk. Let’s act. 

I will yield to Senator ERNST, who 
has been a champion for getting a good 
outcome for Ukraine and the world. 

I very much appreciate all you have 
done in this cause. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Iowa. 

Ms. ERNST. Mr. President, I want to 
thank my colleague and great friend, 
as we work on this together. 

I really appreciate your leadership. 
Thank you for allowing me to join you 
on the floor today as we show our sup-
port for your bill, Sanctioning Russia 
Act of 2025. Thank you, Senator GRA-
HAM. 

Folks, last week, President Trump 
showed the world that American lead-
ership is back. He brought home the 
last living American hostage, deliv-
ering Edan Alexander from Iran-backed 
Hamas and reuniting him to his family 
after nearly 600 days. He stood with our 
partners in the Middle East to strength 
the historic Abraham Accords. And he 
delivered a strong message to Vladimir 
Putin: End the war. 

Today, I stand in support of a sov-
ereign Ukraine and echo the Presi-
dent’s call to Putin to stop this blood-
bath that never should have happened. 

This is an issue that not only affects 
a close partner under siege but also the 

strength of the United States of Amer-
ica and the security of the free world. 

Let’s be clear here, folks: China is 
watching; so are Iran and North Korea. 
And, of course, Vladimir Putin is 
watching too. They call it the ‘‘new 
axis of evil’’ for a reason. 

I personally witnessed and experi-
enced the growth of the U.S.-Ukrainian 
relationship when I visited Ukraine, in 
its waning days of Soviet control, as 
part of an agricultural student ex-
change program. This was in 1989. 

I had the privilege of living with a 
Ukrainian family on a very small col-
lective farm. As we got together, there 
were a number of us Iowa students on 
that exchange. Again, it was an agri-
cultural exchange. We came together, 
each of us with our families, in a group 
setting, one of the very first nights 
that we were on that collective. Again, 
with the premise of an agricultural ex-
change—we were farming tomatoes, 
working with the cattle and the hogs— 
a very small, small collective. We came 
together, and the Ukrainians wanted to 
ask us questions. So all of us American 
students, all of us from Iowa, we sat 
down with our Ukrainian families. We 
expected to talk about agriculture— 
Iowan agriculture versus Ukrainian ag-
riculture. Much to my surprise, the 
first question that came from our 
Ukrainian counterparts was not about 
how we raise corn or soybeans in Iowa. 
It was not about the types of machin-
ery that we use on our farm. But the 
first question the Ukrainians asked us 
was, What is it like to be free? What is 
it like to be an American? Because in 
1989, those Ukrainians were living 
under Soviet socialist rule. They could 
not travel without having the permis-
sion of their government. 

My family did not have a telephone, 
and if they wanted to use the collective 
manager’s telephone, they would have 
somebody listening in on the conversa-
tion. They would have to know the pur-
pose of the telephone call, whom they 
were calling, why they needed to make 
a telephone call. 

This was 1989, and I learned a lot 
from that exchange. I saw a Ukrainian 
people who were desperate to break 
free of socialist economic structures 
and authoritarian restrictions on free-
dom of movement, the ability to have 
your own employment, and on freedom 
of speech. 

Two years later, Ukraine declared its 
independence from the Soviet Union 
and broke free. 

Later—many years later—in 2003, the 
United States is involved in the war in 
Iraq. I was a soldier in 2003 during Iraqi 
Freedom. I was a transportation com-
pany commander, permanently sta-
tioned in Kuwait. 

My transporters ran convoys from 
the ports in Kuwait up to Iraq, deliv-
ering goods for our warfighters. So I 
got a little subcamp in Kuwait, outside 
of Camp Arifjan. Half of that subcamp, 
called Camden Yards, was occupied by 
American forces. My soldiers and I 
lived on that subcamp. The other half 

of the camp was occupied by other 
forces. Those other forces were Ukrain-
ian soldiers. 

Ukraine is not part of NATO. They 
were not required to support the 
United States of America in Iraq. But 
Ukraine, of its own volition, sent their 
soldiers—and not just as support ele-
ments. They were there as combat 
forces. 

Again, I was a transporter. We ran 
convoys in Iraq. The other half of that 
camp that I lived on, they were 
Ukrainian engineer forces. They did 
road clearing. 

I think back: How many American 
lives did those engineers save from 
their road-clearing efforts, clearing 
bombs so they wouldn’t be detonated 
by my drivers—Ukrainian forces, com-
bat forces? 

Today, Ukraine is fighting its own 
war. And I will remind everyone, the 
United States does not have forces in-
volved in the Russia-Ukraine war— 
none, zero, none. 

Today, Ukraine fights not only for 
its own survival but for the very prin-
ciples the United States was founded 
on. When America leads, the world is 
safer. When we disengage and when we 
retreat, like we saw for the last 4 years 
under the Biden administration, chaos 
fills the void. 

Russia’s aggression has already cost 
too many innocent lives, about 5,000 
lives every single week. Those are too 
many innocent lives, folks, which is 
why I support President Trump’s ef-
forts to get a peace deal done now. 
Vladimir Putin cannot keep tapping 
the United States of America along. 

I vow to keep working with my col-
leagues to equip the President with all 
the tools necessary to hold Russia ac-
countable, including sanctioning Rus-
sia and its supporters if they continue 
to drag out these peace talks and carry 
on with the needless bloodshed so this 
war that never should have started can 
come to an end. 

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

ator from Washington. 
Ms. CANTWELL. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent to complete my re-
marks before the vote starts. 

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

BUDGET RECONCILIATION 
Ms. CANTWELL. Mr. President, I 

come to the floor to talk about the ac-
tion that we are seeing in the House of 
Representatives today that will lead to 
action here in the Senate and asking 
our colleagues to reverse course on this 
reconciliation bill that I think is going 
to have unbelievable economic con-
sequences to our economy. 

Trillions in red ink that are alarming 
credit agencies and bond markets, 
spiking billions in energy project costs, 
and driving up prices and burdening 
States with billions of dollars of new 
healthcare that they can’t afford. 

Instead, they should be focusing on 
protecting healthcare coverage, low-
ering costs for American families, and 

VerDate Sep 11 2014 09:05 May 22, 2025 Jkt 059060 PO 00000 Frm 00007 Fmt 0624 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\G21MY6.009 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 — SENATES3024 May 21, 2025 
giving working families the breathing 
room they need to prosper. 

Even now, 5 years later out of 
COVID, we can still see the effects of 
the pandemic. That time changed the 
way we live and took a toll on our 
economy. The U.S. economy lost 23 
million jobs at the start of the pan-
demic, leading to a recession in early 
2020, and thanks in no small part to 
well-designed, bipartisan fiscal policies 
by both Congress and the Biden admin-
istration, the recession that started 
was the shortest in history, lasting 
only 2 months. 

Coming out of it though, the com-
bined effects and impacts on our supply 
chains and durable goods caused infla-
tion to spike to 9 percent by June of 
2022. Again, well-designed fiscal poli-
cies by the Fed helped get that infla-
tion back down in just 1 year to 3 per-
cent by June of ‘23 and continue to 
lower and hover just above 2 percent. 

We need, though, to continue to 
make progress on inflation and costs— 
costs that impact everything from 
clothes, cars, food, computers, you 
name it, and costs may be getting even 
more expensive because of the impacts 
of the tariffs, and they are making 
their way onto our shelves. 

The last thing American families 
need is to be saddled with even more fi-
nancial restraint, particularly as it re-
lates to Medicaid and the policies in 
the reconciliation bill. More than 72 
million Americans are enrolled in Med-
icaid, making it the single largest in-
surer in the United States. 

It is critical that it remain a critical 
part of our healthcare system. Depend-
ing on the State, the Federal Govern-
ment covers somewhere between 50 and 
70 percent of the cost of insuring people 
with Medicaid. While Medicaid is ad-
ministered jointly by the Federal Gov-
ernment and, in most States, about 
two-thirds of the funding for the State 
Medicaid program is Federal support. 
So make no mistake about it, cutting 
Medicaid at the Federal level is going 
to have a dramatic economic impact on 
States. It is the largest source of Fed-
eral funding for States. 

It is the largest component expendi-
ture across all States—more than K–12, 
more than higher education, more than 
transportation—and somehow, in an 
economy with great inflation, you 
think the idea is to make it more ex-
pensive for Americans to get health in-
surance and cover their costs and im-
pact the economy? 

The bill that is now being cobbled to-
gether is a serious attack on Medicaid. 
As an assault, they will continue to 
have ripple impacts on the economy. It 
undermines the Medicaid program, 
shifting the burdens to the State, and 
it makes the entire healthcare system 
more expensive for everyone. 

Medicaid provides financial support 
to the healthcare sector, stimulates 
local economies—spending that does 
have a multiplier effect. Every dollar 
spent generates more than $1 worth of 
economic activity. Medicaid drives em-

ployment in the healthcare sector, it 
generates State and local revenue, and 
it saves money for the enrollees to 
spend on more items—not healthcare. 

But reductions in the Medicaid fund-
ing, especially as large as $715 billion, 
will take a toll on States, on jobs, on 
revenue, and it will increase the finan-
cial burden on individuals and families. 

So it is important to remember that 
direct recipients of Medicaid are not 
just individuals with coverage. They 
are a payment system. They are the 
benefits of a healthcare system, hos-
pitals, doctors’ offices, pharmacies, 
nursing homes. And so when you cut 
that funding, you are cutting those 
businesses and those opportunities. 
The impact on the State economy 
would be greater than the loss of Fed-
eral Medicaid funding because of the 
ripple effects of the costs across the 
State. 

The Commonwealth Fund estimated 
that, collectively, States’ gross domes-
tic product could be cut $95 billion 
smaller than the total economic output 
lost, and that could be even deeper. 

So imagine every State now having 
$2 billion more costs because of Med-
icaid. The additional loss in individual 
income would mean that State and 
local revenues would decline by $7 bil-
lion. This would make it harder for 
States and localities to balance the 
burden of Medicaid. 

And our constituents would also see 
more far reaching impacts as they 
struggle to provide healthcare. Today, 
49 States, plus the District of Colum-
bia, are all part of the system and 
counting on these providers and the 
funds. But this bill even eliminates the 
ability for States to adjust the revenue 
in any way that would be helpful for 
them to deal with this crisis. So this is 
an extreme approach to cutting Amer-
ican citizens off of the healthcare. 

But think a bit about it for a second 
on the work requirement—also almost 
like a surveillance of U.S. citizens, try-
ing to make them prove that they are 
eligible. Let’s be honest; the provisions 
are not designed to cut down on waste. 
Rather, their primary objective is to 
prevent people from signing up for 
Medicaid coverage. In Arkansas, the 
casework requirement led to 
disenrollment of 18,000 people in just 4 
months. And in New Hampshire, the 
complexity and administrative burden 
of the work requirement caused 17,000 
beneficiaries to receive coverage termi-
nation in just 1 month. 

Today, Georgia is the only State that 
has a work requirement for Medicaid. 
And instead of expanding Medicaid 
through the Affordable Care Act, it al-
lows individuals and households that 
have income up to 100 percent of the 
Federal work poverty to get coverage if 
they work for 80 hours a month. The 
results are not good. A report found 
that Georgia’s model cost taxpayers— 
taxpayers, not these individuals—cost 
the taxpayers $87 million and enrolled 
only 6,000 people, about 75 percent 
fewer than had been projected. So I ask 

again, what policy is this that saves 
money? 

It makes healthcare more expensive 
for the rest of us. Nobody defers their 
healthcare costs. They are just going 
to show up at the emergency room. 
Just because we are cutting spending, 
it doesn’t mean that the need magi-
cally disappears. States will have to 
find their way to make up for these 
shortfalls. A Kaiser analysis found that 
the House reconciliation bill—if it is 
enacted, the State of Washington 
would need to spend 30 percent more 
per Medicaid enrollee to make up the 
difference. 

We don’t have those resources. The 
same will be true of every State. For 
example, Louisiana would have to 
spend 50 percent more per Medicaid en-
rollee to make up the difference, trans-
lating into an 11 percent increase in 
the State taxes if they had to do that. 
Now is not the time to force our States 
to jump off of a cliff just because we 
won’t live up to our Medicaid obliga-
tion. 

I know the President used the f word, 
but what is real here on the Senate 
floor—I am not going to say it—but 
you are making a mess out of Med-
icaid, and we should stop them. 

I yield the floor. 
VOTE ON MOTION 

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

The question is on agreeing to the 
motion to proceed. 

Mr. BOOZMAN. 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. 
The result was announced—yeas 69, 

nays 31, as follows: 
[Rollcall Vote No. 263 Leg.] 

YEAS—69 

Alsobrooks 
Banks 
Barrasso 
Blackburn 
Blunt Rochester 
Booker 
Boozman 
Britt 
Budd 
Capito 
Cassidy 
Collins 
Cornyn 
Cortez Masto 
Cotton 
Cramer 
Crapo 
Cruz 
Curtis 
Daines 
Ernst 
Fetterman 
Fischer 

Gallego 
Gillibrand 
Graham 
Grassley 
Hagerty 
Hassan 
Heinrich 
Hoeven 
Husted 
Hyde-Smith 
Johnson 
Justice 
Kelly 
Kennedy 
Lankford 
Lee 
Luján 
Lummis 
Marshall 
McConnell 
McCormick 
Moody 
Moran 

Moreno 
Mullin 
Murkowski 
Ossoff 
Padilla 
Ricketts 
Risch 
Rosen 
Rounds 
Schiff 
Schmitt 
Scott (FL) 
Scott (SC) 
Sheehy 
Slotkin 
Sullivan 
Thune 
Tillis 
Tuberville 
Warner 
Warnock 
Wicker 
Young 

NAYS—31 

Baldwin 
Bennet 
Blumenthal 
Cantwell 
Coons 
Duckworth 
Durbin 
Hawley 
Hickenlooper 

Hirono 
Kaine 
Kim 
King 
Klobuchar 
Markey 
Merkley 
Murphy 
Murray 

Paul 
Peters 
Reed 
Sanders 
Schatz 
Schumer 
Shaheen 
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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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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 
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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 
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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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the first three American soldiers killed 
in World War I was an Iowa farm boy 
from Glidden. Pvt. Merle David Hay 
was killed while serving sentry duty in 
the trenches in France. On May 25, 
1930, thousands of people gathered at 
West Lawn Cemetery to dedicate an 8- 
foot granite monument in his honor. 
Travelers can see the monument while 
driving through Glidden on the historic 
Lincoln Highway. 

Put the Sullivan Brothers Iowa Vet-
erans Museum in Waterloo on your 
family calendar. You will learn about 
Iowans who answered the call to serve 
in the Armed Forces, including all five 
Sullivan brothers who were tragically 
killed aboard the USS Juneau on No-
vember 13, 1942. 

Fifty years ago, one of the last serv-
icemembers killed in Vietnam was a 19- 
year-old from Marshalltown. Lance 
Cpl. Darwin Lee Judge died 1 day be-
fore the fall of Saigon in 1975. As Sai-
gon fell, Judge rescued a 3-year-old 
girl, putting her on his back ‘‘piggy-
back style’’ and ran her out to the 
plane. His bravery saved her life and 
cost him his own in a mortar attack on 
Tan Son Nhut Air Base. 

Every Memorial Day, communities 
across Iowa reverently celebrate home-
town heroes who made the ultimate 
sacrifice. From grave decorations to 
patriotic observances, neighbors, loved 
ones, and family members gather to 
pay tribute to these fallen heroes from 
one generation to the next, honoring 
their memories, bravery, and service. 
The sacrifice of these fallen service-
members is a profound reminder to 
every American articulated by Presi-
dent Ronald Reagan, ‘‘Ours is the land 
of the free because it is the home of the 
brave.’’ 

As Americans, it is our solemn duty 
to honor fallen servicemembers who 
have given their lives to defend our 
cherished blessings of freedom. In his 
acceptance speech for the Vice Presi-
dential nomination in 1920, Calvin Coo-
lidge imparted wisdom from history 
that rings truer than ever in the 21st 
century, ‘‘The nation which forgets its 
defenders will be itself forgotten.’’ 

I encourage Iowa families to remem-
ber the defenders from our home State 
and hometowns who are deeply missed 
around supper tables and family cele-
brations. Be intentional on Memorial 
Day to attend community celebrations. 
Plan a road trip to visit nearby Free-
dom Rocks honoring veterans in each 
of Iowa’s 99 counties. Find out the his-
tory of road names, parks, and post of-
fices named for local heroes who died 
in service to our country. They put 
their precious lives on the line to pre-
serve our way of life for generations 
yet to come. For that, Americans owe 
them an eternal debt of gratitude. 

f 

FISCAL YEAR 2025 ENFORCEMENT 
FILING 

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. President, H. Con. 
Res. 14, the fiscal year 2025 congres-
sional budget resolution, included an 

instruction to the chairman of the Sen-
ate Committee on the Budget to file 
enforceable levels in the Senate in the 
event the budget was agreed to without 
the need to appoint a committee of 
conference on the measure. On April 5, 
2025, the Senate amended and adopted 
H. Con. Res. 14, and on April 10, the 
House agreed to the amended resolu-
tion without changes. As such, I am 
submitting the required filing. 

Specifically, section 4002 of the fiscal 
year 2025 congressional budget resolu-
tion requires the chairman to file an 
allocation for fiscal year 2025 for the 
Committee on Appropriations and an 
allocation for fiscal years 2025, 2025– 
2029, and 2025–2034 for committees other 
than the Committee on Appropriations. 

The figures in the filing are con-
sistent with the spending limits set 
forth in the Fiscal Responsibility Act 
of 2023 and the levels included in H. 
Con. Res. 14, as adjusted for the budg-
etary effects of recent legislation, pur-
suant to section 4006 of the resolution. 

Adjustments were included for the 
budgetary effects of the following en-
acted legislation: Full-Year Continuing 
Appropriations and Extensions Act of 
2025, H.R. 1968, and Providing for con-
gressional disapproval under chapter 8 
of title 5, United States Code, of the 
rule submitted by the Internal Revenue 
Service relating to ‘‘Gross Proceeds 
Reporting by Brokers That Regularly 
Provide Services Effectuating Digital 
Asset Sales,’’ H.J. Res. 25. 

Section 2002 of the fiscal year 2025 
budget resolution included reconcili-
ation instructions to six Senate com-
mittees to increase the deficit by not 
more than a given amount. Pursuant to 
section 3001 of the resolution, I am 
holding the corresponding amounts in 
reserve until the consideration of rec-
onciliation legislation. 

For purposes of enforcing the Sen-
ate’s pay-as-you-go rule found in sec-
tion 4106 of the fiscal year 2018 congres-
sional budget resolution, I am reset-
ting the Senate’s scorecard to zero for 
all fiscal years. 

The 2025 congressional budget resolu-
tion’s budgetary levels and the budget 
baseline used to enforce it reflect cur-
rent tax policy and assume provisions 
of the 2017 Tax Cuts and Jobs Act are 
permanently extended. I am also in-
cluding in this filing the Joint Com-
mittee on Taxation’s estimate of the 
budgetary effects of these current tax 
policy adjustments relative to the Con-
gressional Budget Office’s unmodified 
baseline. 

The Congressional Budget Office and 
Joint Committee on Taxation will pro-
vide cost estimates of legislation using 
both the budget resolution baseline and 
CBO’s unmodified baseline. 

I ask unanimous consent that the ac-
companying tables be printed in the 
RECORD. 

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

ALLOCATION OF SPENDING AUTHORITY TO SENATE 
COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS FOR FISCAL YEAR 2025 

[$ Billions] 

Budget Au-
thority Outlays 

Appropriations: 
Revised Security Category Discre-

tionary Budget Authority 1 ........... 906.987 N.A. 
Revised Nonsecurity Category Dis-

cretionary Budget Authority 1 ...... 856.623 N.A. 
General Purpose Outlays 1 ............... N.A. 1,872.320 

Memo: 
Subtotal ................................... 1,763.610 1,872.320 
on-budget ................................ 1,757.332 1,866.013 
off-budget ............................... 6.278 6.307 

Mandatory ........................................ 1,688.081 1,667.103 

1 The allocation includes adjustments to the discretionary spending limits 
outlined in section 251(b) of the Balanced Budget and Emergency Deficit 
Control Act of 1985(BBEDCA), as estimated by the Congressional Budget Of-
fice during the consideration of the legislation containing the eligible ad-
justments. 

Note: This allocation is consistent with the statutory limits imposed by 
the Fiscal Responsibility Act of 2023, Regular appropriations assumed in 
this allocation total $895.212billion in revised security category discretionary 
budget authority and $710.688 billion in revised nonsecurity category discre-
tionary budget authority, This allocation alsoincludes the cap adjustments 
pursuant to section 251 of BBEDCA and sections 302 and 314 of the Con-
gressional Budget Act of 1974. 

ALLOCATION OF SPENDING AUTHORITY TO SENATE 
COMMITTEES OTHER THAN APPROPRIATIONS 

[$ Billions] 

2025 2025–2029 2025–2034 

Agriculture, Nutrition, 
and Forestry 

Budget Authority 185.761 967.912 1,987.937 
Outlays ................ 177.349 926.669 1,876.969 

Armed Services 
Budget Authority 289.771 1,117.079 2,102.064 
Outlays ................ 287.699 1,113.882 2,104.071 

Banking, Housing and 
Urban Affairs 

Budget Authority 26.245 87.321 277.233 
Outlays ................ ¥12.404 ¥128.025 ¥165.530 

Commerce, Science, 
and Transportation 

Budget Authority 28.674 112.433 208.612 
Outlays ................ 19.151 103.520 188.736 

Energy and Natural Re-
sources 

Budget Authority 11.317 46.797 94.470 
Outlays ................ 14.111 73.125 129.454 

Environment and Public 
Works 

Budget Authority 65.948 333.253 657.947 
Outlays ................ 26.197 70.513 92.512 

Finance 
Budget Authority 4,098.211 22,927.227 53,373.809 
Outlays ................ 4,086.136 22,904.608 53,305.155 

Foreign Relations 
Budget Authority 60.169 256.871 501.910 
Outlays ................ 51.381 249.031 494.062 

Homeland Security and 
Government Affairs 

Budget Authority 183.814 962.501 2,038.641 
Outlays ................ 186.248 954.058 2,009.642 

Judiciary 
Budget Authority 25.392 121.706 241.572 
Outlays ................ 23.858 120.549 237.629 

Health. Education, 
Labor, and Pensions 

Budget Authority 58.247 281.354 537.451 
Outlays ................ 73.149 274.662 513.809 

Rules and Administra-
tion 

Budget Authority 0.054 0.282 0.596 
Outlays ................ 0.029 0.217 0.471 

Intelligence 
Budget Authority 0.514 2.570 3.598 
Outlays ................ 0.514 2.570 3.598 

Veterans’ Affairs 
Budget Authority 231.668 1,334.594 3,081.121 
Outlays ................ 230.783 1,325.218 3,085.866 

Indian Affairs 
Budget Authority 2.222 11.283 22.896 
Outlays ................ 2.480 11.963 23.259 

Small Business 
Budget Authority 0.000 0.000 0.000 
Outlays ................ 0.013 0.014 0.014 

Unassigned to Com-
mittee 

Budget Authority ¥2,484.527 ¥12,554.107 ¥27,799.842 
Outlays ................ ¥2,483.659 ¥12,501.545 ¥27,679.319 
TOTAL 

Budget Au-
thority ..... 2,783.480 16,009.076 37,330.015 

Outlays ....... 2,683.035 15,501.026 36,220.398 

Includes entitlements funded in annual appropriations acts. Certain 
budgetary changes related to reconciliation legislation pursuant to section 
3001 of H.Can. Res. 14 will be held in reserve until consideration of such 
legislation. 
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BUDGET AGGREGATES 

($ billions) 

2025 2025–2029 2025–2034 

Figures Found in H. Con. Res. 
14 

Spending: 
Budget Authority .... 4,663.769 N.A. N.A. 
Outlays ................... 4,636.008 N.A. N.A. 

Revenue 3,699.743 19,737.037 43,789.852 
Social Security Levels: 

Outlays ................... 1,413.704 7,968.716 18,518.095 
Revenue .................. 1,303.924 7,088.122 15,681.437 

Adjustments Pursuant to Sec-
tions 3001 and 4006 of H. 
Con. Res. 14 

Spending: 
Budget Authority .... ¥51.709 N.A. N.A. 
Outlays ................... ¥51.806 N.A. N.A. 

Revenue 149.921 748.663 1,496.094 
Social Security Levels: 

Outlays ................... 0.000 0.000 0.000 

BUDGET AGGREGATES—Continued 
($ billions) 

2025 2025–2029 2025–2034 

Revenue .................. 0.000 0.000 0.000 
Adjusted H. Con. Res. 14 Fig-

ures 
Spending: 

Budget Authority .... 4,612.060 N.A. N.A. 
Outlays ................... 4,584.202 N.A. N.A. 

Revenue 3,849.664 20,485.700 45,285.946 
Social Security Levels: 

Outlays ................... 1,413.704 7,968.716 18,518.095 
Revenue .................. 1,303.924 7,088.122 15,681.437 

Note: Aggregate figures displayed at levels assumed in H. Con. Res. 14, 
with adjustments for enacted legislation and certain budgetary changes for 
reconciliation legislation held in reserve. Total figures here reflect levels dif-
ferent from those that will be enforced immediately due to the inclusion of 
spending exempt from enforcement. 

PAY-AS-YOU-GO SCORECARD FOR THE SENATE 
($ billions) 

Balances 

Fiscal Year 2025 .................................................................... 0 
Fiscal Years 2025–2029 ........................................................ 0 
Fiscal Years 2025–2034 ........................................................ 0 

BASELINE ADJUSTMENTS FOR CURRENT TAX POLICIES 
($ billions) 

2025 2025–2029 2025–2034 

Individual rates and standard deduction changes ....................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 0.000 ¥535.717 ¥1,440.061 
Child tax credit provisions ............................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................ 0.000 ¥282.939 ¥692.806 
Pass-through business income changes ....................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... ¥6.970 ¥283.369 ¥712.800 
Deductions, exclusions and other individual tax provisions ........................................................................................................................................................................................................ 0.000 397.038 1,087.217 
Estate tax changes ........................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................ ¥0.050 ¥66.520 ¥201.316 
Alternative minimum tax modifications ........................................................................................................................................................................................................................................ 0.000 ¥506.121 ¥1,374.973 
Business tax provisions ................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................. ¥0.098 ¥227.343 ¥425.018 

Net Total ............................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... ¥7.118 ¥1,504.971 ¥3,759.757 

Source: Joint Committee on Taxation. 
Note: Includes effects on both revenues and outlays, including off-budget effects. 

REMEMBERING RICHARD 
ARMITAGE 

Mr. REED. Mr. President, I rise 
today to pay tribute to Richard 
Armitage, one of the finest statesmen 
of his, or any, generation of American 
national security leaders. 

Few American leaders have served 
their Nation more thoroughly—from 
combat overseas as a young officer, to 
the heights of diplomacy on the world 
stage. Richard Armitage will hold an 
important place in our country’s his-
tory. 

Richard dedicated his life to service. 
He attended the Naval Academy and, 
following graduation, volunteered to 
serve three combat tours in Vietnam. 
He was known to his comrades to be 
fearless and unwavering, even risking 
his life embedding with Vietnamese 
riverine warfighters and, over the ob-
jections of others, personally led a flo-
tilla of 30,000 Vietnamese refugees to 
safe harbor during the fall of Saigon. 

Richard would go on to serve in a 
number of critical roles in the Senate, 
Pentagon, and State Department 
across a number of administrations, in-
cluding as Assistant Secretary of De-
fense for International Security Affairs 
and as Deputy Secretary of State. He 
served as one of America’s lead dip-
lomats during the Gulf War, in Eastern 
Europe after the fall of the Soviet 
Union, and in the early years of the 
Global War on Terror. 

Throughout his distinguished career, 
Richard was an inspirational force to 
the men and women he commanded and 
the leaders he advised. Indeed, like his 
reputation as a linebacker at the Naval 
Academy, his tenacity was legendary 
among the national security and for-
eign policy leaders he worked with. 

I was privileged to work often with 
Richard, both in and out of his time in 
government. His leadership in so many 

demanding jobs leaves me with great 
admiration and gratitude. 

Richard’s love for his country was 
surpassed only by his love of family— 
his wonderful wife Laura, their eight 
children, and their beautiful grand-
children. I offer the Armitage family 
my deepest condolences and thank 
them for sharing Richard with us for so 
many years. 

Richard Armitage was a powerful, in-
spiring person. He dedicated his life’s 
work to serving others, and his was a 
life well-lived. He will be missed by all 
who had the privilege to know him and 
serve with him. 

I am proud to honor the legacy of 
Richard Armitage, and I know the 
Members of the Senate will join me in 
recognizing the incredible contribu-
tions he made for our Nation. 

f 

TRIBUTE TO RETIRING LEADER-
SHIP OFFICIALS AT THE IDAHO 
CLEANUP PROJECT 

Mr. CRAPO. Mr. President, with my 
colleagues Senator JIM RISCH and Rep-
resentative SIMPSON, I recognize the 
careers and service of Mark Brown, 
Maria Mitchell-Williams, Michael 
Goriup, Jennifer Cate, Doug Pruitt, 
and Mark Jones, instrumental leaders 
for the Idaho Cleanup Project, ICP. 
With more than 140 combined years of 
experience, these individuals have been 
integral contributors to the U.S. De-
partment of Energy, DOE, and the ICP. 

With more than 40 years of experi-
ence in nuclear operations and environ-
mental restoration, Mark C. Brown has 
made a lasting impact on the Nation’s 
environmental cleanup mission. Since 
joining DOE in 1995, he has held several 
senior leadership positions, most re-
cently serving as manager of the ICP, 
where he led critical efforts to safely 
treat, store, and dispose of radioactive 

and hazardous waste, remove legacy 
buried waste and oversee the removal 
of spent nuclear fuel and high-level 
waste from Idaho. His career reflects a 
deep commitment to safety, oper-
ational excellence, and environmental 
stewardship, demonstrated through his 
roles at both the Idaho Site and Office 
of River Protection. Prior to his civil-
ian service, Mr. Brown served with dis-
tinction as a nuclear submarine officer 
in the U.S. Navy. 

Maria Mitchell-Williams provided 
outstanding leadership throughout her 
career, most recently as deputy man-
ager for the ICP, where she oversaw the 
complex cleanup work at the Idaho Na-
tional Laboratory, INL, Site. Pre-
viously, she served as assistant man-
ager for business and acquisition man-
agement, applying more than 20 years 
of experience in contract oversight, 
budget management, and workforce 
planning, including administration of 
the $6.4 billion ICP End State contract. 
Her work encompassed leading high- 
impact efforts in contract manage-
ment, project controls, budget, and 
workforce oversight, while also driving 
strategic coordination between the Of-
fice of Environmental Management and 
the Office of Nuclear Energy to ensure 
mission alignment and operational suc-
cess. With a strong foundation in busi-
ness, human resources, and level III 
certifications in acquisition and finan-
cial assistance, Ms. Mitchell-Williams’ 
service has significantly advanced 
DOE’s cleanup mission. 

With more than 34 years of dedicated 
service to the DOE and nearly 40-plus 
years of experience in the nuclear field, 
Michael Goriup has been a vital leader 
in advancing the mission of the ICP. 
Since joining DOE Idaho in 1990, he has 
held key roles including program man-
ager for the Idaho Nuclear Technology 
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and Engineering Center, INTEC, con-
struction project manager, facility en-
gineer at the Advanced Test Reactor 
Complex, and as a facility representa-
tive qualified across all INL facilities. 
In 2012, he was promoted to supervisor 
of the facility representatives team, 
where he led a group of facility rep-
resentatives providing critical over-
sight of ICP operations, safety, and 
support activities. Under his leadership 
members of his staff were awarded four 
DOE Complex Facility Representative 
of the Year Awards. His Federal service 
was preceded by 9 years in the U.S. 
Navy, where he served in a nuclear sub-
marine fleet as an electronics techni-
cian. Mr. Goriup’s commitment to safe-
ty, technical excellence, and mission 
success has left a meaningful legacy at 
DOE Idaho. 

Doug Pruitt, assistant manager for 
environment and waste programs at 
the ICP, has provided 20 years of envi-
ronmental restoration and waste man-
agement, starting as a college intern, 
Mr. Pruitt completed his career as a 
senior manager with ICP. Mr. Pruitt 
has overseen critical cleanup efforts at 
the INL site, including the exhumation 
and disposal of transuranic waste, soil 
and groundwater remediation, and fa-
cility demolition. He has also played a 
key role in waste disposal systems, 
such as the Comprehensive Environ-
mental Response, Compensation, and 
Liability Act, CERCLA, waste disposal 
cell and the evapotranspiration cap 
over waste disposal areas. Mr. Pruitt 
has been instrumental in leading pro-
curement efforts for the past two ICP 
contracts and served as transition 
manager for the ICP end state con-
tract. 

Jennifer K. Cate, who concluded her 
notable Federal service as the acting 
assistant manager for business and ac-
quisition management at the ICP, 
played a key role in overseeing the 
project cost and analysis and contract 
management teams, which provided es-
sential services including budget for-
mulation, financial management, and 
contracting for the $6.4 billion ICP end 
state indefinite delivery indefinite 
quantity, IDIQ, contract. With more 
than 30 years of contract management 
experience, she developed innovative 
business strategies and cost-effective 
solutions to support the successful exe-
cution of the ICP mission. Holding 
level III certifications in acquisition 
and financial assistance, her leadership 
and expertise were critical to the suc-
cess of the project and the broader DOE 
mission. 

Mark Jones served with dedication as 
the chief of staff for the ICP, bringing 
a strong background in project con-
trols to the DOE. With 17 years of Fed-
eral civilian service and more than 20 
years in the U.S. Air Force, retiring as 
a major in the Air Force Reserve, he 
has provided consistent leadership, co-
ordination, and support across a wide 
range of mission-critical functions. Mr. 
Jones played a key role in integrating 
project baseline planning and perform-

ance metrics that supported the safe 
and timely execution of environmental 
cleanup activities under the ICP end 
state contract. Mr. Jones’ profes-
sionalism and commitment to the ICP 
mission have made him a valued leader 
and colleague throughout his career. 

The careers of Mark Brown, Maria 
Mitchell-Williams, Mike Goriup, Doug 
Pruitt, Jennifer Cate, and Mark Jones 
reflect an unwavering dedication to 
public service, technical excellence, 
and mission success to the American 
people. Throughout their distinguished 
service, these individuals provided 
oversight and leadership on some of the 
most significant accomplishments at 
the ICP, including the completion of 
exhumation and retrieval of buried 
waste at the radioactive waste manage-
ment complex, the startup of the inte-
grated waste treatment unit, the suc-
cessful transfer of spent nuclear fuel 
from wet to dry storage, and the 
awarding of multiple major contracts 
for managing the cleanup mission. Col-
lectively, they were responsible for the 
management and disposition of high- 
level waste, transuranic waste, and 
spent nuclear fuel at the INL Site. 
They provided executive oversight of a 
$470 million annual budget, 52 Federal 
employees, and more than 1,900 con-
tractor personnel. As they enter retire-
ment, we honor their lasting contribu-
tions and thank them for their tireless 
efforts to advance the DOE’s environ-
mental cleanup mission and serve the 
people of Idaho and the Nation. 

It is our great honor to congratulate 
these individuals on their accomplish-
ments and thank them for the many 
years of service. We wish them the best 
of luck following their retirement from 
DOE and the Idaho Cleanup Project. 

f 

TRIBUTE TO LIEUTENANT 
COLONEL LAUREN A. HARRISON 

Mr. KELLY. Mr. President, I rise 
today to honor a great American and 
an exceptional member of the U.S. Air 
Force, Lt. Col. Lauren Harrison. 

As an Air Force Senate legislative li-
aison officer from April 2023 to May 
2024, Lauren performed her duties well 
and without reservation supporting the 
118th U.S. Congress. Hailing from Puy-
allup, WA, and a graduate of the U.S. 
Air Force Academy, Lauren has served 
in the Air Force for over 15 years. 
Throughout her career, she has dem-
onstrated exceptional and unrivaled 
officership. She is a senior pilot with 
over 2,700 hours of flight time—1,200 of 
which are in combat. Lieutenant Colo-
nel Harrison was formerly an E–3 for-
mal training unit instructor pilot, 
where she developed highly-skilled and 
mission-ready aviators prepared to 
meet global challenges. 

Lieutenant Colonel Harrison distin-
guished herself through her profes-
sional character and dedication by 
serving this Nation in uniform as a De-
partment of the Air Force legislative 
liaison to the Senate. In this role she 
advised the Department’s senior lead-

ers and helped develop strategic en-
gagement opportunities to advance 
U.S. Air Force and U.S. Space Force 
priorities. Her leadership facilitated 
seamless collaboration on behalf of the 
Department of the Air Force across 62 
congressional offices, serving as the 
principal Air Force liaison to 20 Sen-
ators and their respective staffs. She 
supported numerous engagements and 
delegations for 150 Senators, Congress-
men, and staffers, including my own 
staff, to showcase Department equities 
in the United States and abroad. Most 
notably, Lauren spearheaded efforts 
across eight organizations, leading a 
28-person team to successfully plan and 
execute critical briefings for key law-
makers. These briefings, including the 
Secretary of the Air Force Imperatives 
Briefings for Members of Congress and 
the China Threat briefing for new Sen-
ate Armed Services Committee Mem-
bers, effectively communicated the De-
partment’s modernization and resource 
requirements to address pacing chal-
lenges abroad. Her efforts helped en-
sured the Department of the Air 
Force’s support of the National Defense 
Strategy in our return to Great Power 
Competition. 

A skilled relationship builder, 
Lauren expertly conveyed Department 
of the Air Force positions on the Air 
Force Future Design. Responding to 
Senate staff feedback regarding the 
clarity of Air Force program mes-
saging, Lauren drove a proactive col-
laborative effort to enhance commu-
nication with Congress. Working across 
six divisions, she organized a series of 
five targeted briefings for Armed Serv-
ices Committee staff, fostering greater 
transparency and bolstering congres-
sional support for the Department of 
the Air Force’s modernization strategy 
and priorities. 

Finally, Lauren cultivated strong re-
lationships with Members of Congress 
through insightful and consistent en-
gagement. She organized 9 trips show-
casing 26 defense installations to 3 Sen-
ators and 46 staffers, demonstrating 
transparency and building under-
standing of Department of the Air 
Force operations. Lauren’s significant 
efforts led to 79 successful engagements 
between this governing body and senior 
Department of Defense officials, in-
cluding the Secretary of the Air Force. 
All of these engagements helped U.S. 
Senators and their staffs understand 
defense equities and their impact on 
national security. Due to her direct in-
volvement and stewardship, Members 
of Congress were able to make in-
formed decisions and ensured the De-
partment of the Air Force was properly 
resourced and funded. 

After serving in this crucial role and 
becoming a fixture on Capitol Hill, Lt. 
Col. Lauren Harrison will move on to 
attend the School of Advanced Air and 
Space Studies this summer, where she 
will learn to develop strategy and pol-
icy for the Air Force and the Nation. 
Lauren and her husband William, who 
is also a command pilot in the U.S. Air 
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Force, have together flown over 2,500 
combat hours as Air Force aviators and 
have instilled a legacy of service for 
their children Lillian, Corrie, and 
Claire. They have sacrificed much as a 
family in service to our Nation. I am 
thankful for Lauren’s service and her 
work with my office and the Senate 
over the past year on issues of vital im-
portance to the defense of the United 
States. I salute this American patriot 
whose selfless service has kept our 
country safe and strong. 

f 

ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS 

TRIBUTE TO COLONEL RON 
BARNES 

∑ Mr. WHITEHOUSE. Mr. President, I 
rise today to congratulate Colonel Ron 
Barnes on his retirement after serving 
20 years as commanding officer of the 
Pawtuxet Rangers. The Pawtuxet 
Rangers are among the oldest existing 
chartered commands in the United 
States and the most active of Rhode Is-
land’s historic militia groups. 

The Rangers were chartered in 1774 
by the Colony of Rhode Island to pro-
tect what was then the thriving sea-
port of Pawtuxet in the wake of the 
Gaspee Affair. The Colonists’ first 
strike against England took place in 
1772 on Narragansett Bay with the 
burning of the Royal Navy’s loathed 
revenue cutter, the HMS Gaspee. Each 
year, the spirited Gaspee Days Parade 
takes place in Pawtuxet Village to 
commemorate this important historic 
event and Rhode Island’s great con-
tribution to the American Revolution. 
And Colonel Barnes has become a be-
loved feature of the celebration. 

Colonel Barnes marched in his first 
Gaspee Days Parade as a student at 
Cranston East High School. In 1987, he 
formally enlisted with the Pawtucket 
Rangers. He started as a drummer and 
went on to hold positions of artillery 
officer and executive officer before 
serving as commander. Colonel Barnes 
was bestowed the high honor of serving 
as the grand marshal of the 250th 
Gaspee Days Parade, the first event of 
the Nation’s semiquincentennial cele-
brations. 

Some years ago, Colonel Barnes gave 
me a challenge coin which I have al-
ways made sure to carry with me on 
any occasion on which I might see him. 
I thank him for keeping this very spe-
cial part of Rhode Island’s history alive 
and thriving for future generations. He 
has done a wonderful job leading the 
Rangers and I wish him, his wife San-
dra—known affectionately as ‘‘The 
General’’—and his sons Joshua, 
Zachary, and Alexander all the best. 
Godspeed, my friend.∑ 

f 

MESSAGES FROM THE HOUSE 

At 10:10 a.m., a message from the 
House of Representatives, delivered by 
Mrs. Alli, one of its reading clerks, an-
nounced that the House has passed the 

following joint resolution, without 
amendment: 

S.J. Res. 13. Joint resolution providing for 
congressional disapproval under chapter 8 of 
title 5, United States Code, of the rule sub-
mitted by the Office of the Comptroller of 
the Currency of the Department of the 
Treasury relating to the review of applica-
tions under the Bank Merger Act. 

The message also announced that the 
House has passed the following bill, in 
which it requests the concurrence of 
the Senate: 

H.R. 1223. An act to require a plan to im-
prove the cybersecurity and telecommuni-
cations of the U.S. Academic Research Fleet, 
and for other purposes. 

At 7:47 p.m., a message from the 
House of Representatives, delivered by 
Mrs. Cole, one of its reading clerks, an-
nounced that the House has passed the 
following joint resolution, in which it 
requests the concurrence of the Senate: 

H.J. Res. 88. Joint resolution 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’’. 

At 10:54 p.m., a message from the 
House of Representatives, delivered by 
Mrs. Cole, of its reading clerks, an-
nounced that the House has passed the 
following joint resolutions, in which it 
requests the concurrence of the Senate: 

H.J. Res. 87. Joint resolution 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; Heavy-Duty Vehicle and Engine Emis-
sion Warranty and Maintenance Provisions; 
Advanced Clean Trucks; Zero Emission Air-
port Shuttle; Zero-Emission Power Train 
Certification; Waiver of Preemption; Notice 
of Decision’’. 

H.J. Res. 89. Joint resolution 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 and Nonroad Engine Pol-
lution Control Standards; The ‘Omnibus’ 
Low NOX Regulation; Waiver of Preemption; 
Notice of Decision’’. 

f 

MEASURES REFERRED 

The following bill was read the first 
and the second times by unanimous 
consent, and referred as indicated: 

H.R. 1223. An act to require a plan to im-
prove the cybersecurity and telecommuni-
cations of the U.S. Academic Research Fleet, 
and for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Commerce, Science, and Transportation. 

f 

MEASURES DISCHARGED PETITION 

We, the undersigned Senators, in accord-
ance with chapter 8 of title 5, United States 
Code, hereby direct that the Senate Com-
mittee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation be discharged from further consider-
ation of S.J. Res. 55, a joint resolution pro-
viding 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 System Integrity of Hydrogen Vehicles; 
Compressed Hydrogen Storage System Integ-
rity; Incorporation by Reference’’ and, fur-
ther, that the joint resolution be imme-
diately placed upon the Legislative Calendar 
under General Orders. 

Shelly Moore Capito, John Thune, 
Lindsey Graham, Cynthia M. Lummis, 
Tommy Tuberville, Ashley Moody, 
Cindy Hyde-Smith, Tim Scott, Lisa 
Murkowski, Katie Boyd Britt, James 
Lankford, Todd Young, James E. Risch, 
Steve Daines, Dan Sullivan, John 
Hoeven, Kevin Cramer, Roger F. 
Wicker, Tom Cotton, John Boozman, 
Deb Fischer, John Cornyn, Ted Budd, 
Thom Tillis, John Kennedy, Mike 
Rounds, Tim Sheehy, Marsha Black-
burn, Roger Marshall, Bernie Moreno. 

f 

MEASURES DISCHARGED 
The following joint resolution was 

discharged from the Committee Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation by 
petition, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 802(c), 
and placed on the calendar: 

S.J. Res. 55. Joint resolution providing for 
congressional disapproval under chapter 8 of 
title 5, United States Code, of the rule sub-
mitted 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’’. 

f 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES 
The following reports of committees 

were submitted: 
By Mr. CRUZ, from the Committee on 

Commerce, Science, and Transportation, 
without amendment: 

S. 283. A bill to require the Under Sec-
retary of Commerce for Standards and Tech-
nology and the Administrator of National 
Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration to 
develop a standard methodology for identi-
fying the country of origin of seafood to sup-
port enforcement against illegal, unreported, 
and unregulated fishing, and for other pur-
poses (Rept. No. 119–24). 

f 

EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF 
COMMITTEES 

The following executive reports of 
nominations were submitted: 

By Mr. BOOZMAN for the Committee on 
Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry. 

*Luke Lindberg, of South Dakota, to be 
Under Secretary of Agriculture for Trade 
and Foreign Agricultural Affairs. 

*Devon Westhill, of Florida, to be an As-
sistant Secretary of Agriculture. 

By Mr. CRUZ for the Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation. 

*David Fink, of New Hampshire, to be Ad-
ministrator of the Federal Railroad Admin-
istration. 

*Pierre Gentin, of New York, to be General 
Counsel of the Department of Commerce. 

*David Fogel, of Connecticut, to be Assist-
ant Secretary of Commerce and Director 
General of the United States and Foreign 
Commercial Service. 

*Robert Gleason, of Pennsylvania, to be 
Director of the Amtrak Board of Directors 
for a term of five years. 

Mr. CRUZ. Mr. President, for the 
Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
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Transportation I report favorably the 
following nomination lists which were 
printed in the RECORDS on the dates 
indicated, and ask unanimous consent, 
to save the expense of reprinting on the 
Executive Calendar that these nomina-
tions lie at the Secretary’s desk for the 
information of Senators. 

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

*Coast Guard nominations beginning with 
Joshua S. Alleman and ending with Matthew 
G. Zavalij, which nominations were received 
by the Senate and appeared in the Congres-
sional Record on April 28, 2025. (minus 3 
nominees: Bradford D. Long; Trent D. Moon; 
Tevin A. White) 

*Coast Guard nominations beginning with 
Jason B. Veara and ending with Tara E. 
Larkin, which nominations were received by 
the Senate and appeared in the Congres-
sional Record on April 28, 2025. 

By Mr. LEE for the Committee on Energy 
and Natural Resources. 

*Conner Prochaska, of Texas, to be Direc-
tor of the Advanced Research Projects Agen-
cy-Energy, Department of Energy. 

*Ned Mamula, of Pennsylvania, to be Di-
rector of the United States Geological Sur-
vey. 

*Tina Pierce, of Idaho, to be Chief Finan-
cial Officer, Department of Energy. 

*Jonathan Brightbill, of Virginia, to be 
General Counsel of the Department of En-
ergy. 

*Nomination was reported with rec-
ommendation that it be confirmed sub-
ject to the nominee’s commitment to 
respond to requests to appear and tes-
tify before any duly constituted com-
mittee of the Senate. 

f 

INTRODUCTION OF BILLS AND 
JOINT RESOLUTIONS 

The following bills and joint resolu-
tions were introduced, read the first 
and second times by unanimous con-
sent, and referred as indicated: 

By Mr. SCOTT of Florida: 
S. 1824. A bill to improve defense coopera-

tion between the United States and Taiwan, 
and for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Foreign Relations. 

By Ms. HIRONO (for herself and Mr. 
MORAN): 

S. 1825. A bill to amend the Research Fa-
cilities Act to address deferred maintenance 
at agricultural research facilities, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Agri-
culture, Nutrition, and Forestry. 

By Ms. ERNST (for herself and Ms. 
KLOBUCHAR): 

S. 1826. A bill to amend the Food, Con-
servation, and Energy Act of 2008 to clarify 
propane storage as an eligible use for funds 
provided under the storage facility loan pro-
gram, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and For-
estry. 

By Mrs. MOODY (for herself and Mr. 
SCHMITT): 

S. 1827. A bill to authorize the expedited 
removal of aliens who are criminal gang 
members, members of foreign terrorist orga-
nizations, or have been convicted of certain 
specified crimes; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. CRAMER (for himself and Mr. 
MARKEY): 

S. 1828. A bill to amend title 23, United 
States Code, to require States to designate a 
coordinator of the safe routes to school pro-
gram in the State, and for other purposes; to 

the Committee on Environment and Public 
Works. 

By Mr. HAWLEY (for himself, Mr. DUR-
BIN, Ms. KLOBUCHAR, Mr. GRASSLEY, 
and Mr. KELLY): 

S. 1829. A bill to combat the sexual exploi-
tation of children by supporting victims and 
promoting accountability and transparency 
by the tech industry; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

By Mr. JOHNSON: 
S. 1830. A bill to clarify that agencies of 

the Department of Health and Human Serv-
ices do not have the authority to regulate 
the practice of medicine; to the Committee 
on Health, Education, Labor, and Pensions. 

By Mr. KAINE (for himself and Mr. 
CASSIDY): 

S. 1831. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 and the Employee Retire-
ment Income Security Act of 1974 to allow 
for periodic automatic reenrollment under 
qualified automatic contribution arrange-
ments, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Health, Education, Labor, and 
Pensions. 

By Mr. SANDERS (for himself, Mr. 
BLUMENTHAL, Mr. PADILLA, Mr. MUR-
PHY, Mr. WELCH, Ms. WARREN, Mr. 
MARKEY, Mr. VAN HOLLEN, Mr. 
MERKLEY, and Mr. BOOKER): 

S. 1832. A bill to amend the Higher Edu-
cation Act of 1965 to ensure College for All; 
to the Committee on Finance. 

By Mrs. BLACKBURN (for herself and 
Mr. WELCH): 

S. 1833. A bill to require the Under Sec-
retary of Commerce for Intellectual Prop-
erty and Director of the United States Pat-
ent and Trademark Office to establish and 
carry out a pilot program to expedite the ex-
amination of applications for certain pat-
ents, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary. 

By Mrs. HYDE–SMITH (for herself, Mr. 
KAINE, Mr. HAWLEY, and Mrs. GILLI-
BRAND): 

S. 1834. A bill to prevent cost-sharing re-
quirements for prenatal, childbirth, neo-
natal, perinatal, or postpartum health care; 
to the Committee on Health, Education, 
Labor, and Pensions. 

By Mrs. FISCHER (for herself and Mr. 
RICKETTS): 

S. 1835. A bill to amend title 38, United 
States Code, to make permanent the pilot 
program authorized by the Communities 
Helping Invest through Property and Im-
provements Needed for Veterans Act of 2016, 
and for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Veterans’ Affairs. 

By Ms. KLOBUCHAR (for herself, Mr. 
WELCH, Ms. SMITH, Mr. KING, Ms. 
CANTWELL, Mr. REED, Mr. WHITE-
HOUSE, Ms. DUCKWORTH, Ms. WARREN, 
Mrs. GILLIBRAND, Mr. MERKLEY, Mrs. 
MURRAY, Mr. BLUMENTHAL, Mrs. SHA-
HEEN, Ms. CORTEZ MASTO, Ms. BALD-
WIN, Mr. BOOKER, Mr. VAN HOLLEN, 
Mr. DURBIN, Mr. MURPHY, Mr. 
FETTERMAN, Mr. MARKEY, Mr. LUJAN, 
Ms. HASSAN, Mr. HEINRICH, Ms. 
SLOTKIN, and Mr. BENNET): 

S. 1836. A bill to amend title XVIII of the 
Social Security Act to strengthen the drug 
pricing reforms in the Inflation Reduction 
Act; to the Committee on Finance. 

By Mr. DURBIN (for himself, Mr. GRA-
HAM, Ms. KLOBUCHAR, Mr. KING, Mr. 
LEE, Mr. HEINRICH, Mr. WELCH, Mr. 
SCHUMER, and Mr. HAWLEY): 

S. 1837. A bill to improve rights to relief 
for individuals affected by non-consensual 
activities involving intimate digital for-
geries, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. HICKENLOOPER (for himself, 
Mr. MORAN, Mr. BOOKER, and Mr. 
MULLIN): 

S. 1838. A bill to amend the Public Health 
Service Act to authorize the Secretary of 
Health and Human Services to carry out a 
program of research, training, and investiga-
tion related to Down syndrome, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Health, 
Education, Labor, and Pensions . 

By Mr. CORNYN: 
S. 1839. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-

enue Code of 1986 to allow individuals to 
defer recognition of reinvested capital gains 
distributions from regulated investment 
companies; to the Committee on Finance. 

By Ms. HASSAN (for herself and Mr. 
BUDD): 

S. 1840. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to provide for a micro-
employer pension plan startup credit; to the 
Committee on Finance. 

By Mr. PAUL: 
S. 1841. A bill to provide regulatory relief 

to alternative fuel producers and consumers, 
and for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Environment and Public Works. 

By Mr. WHITEHOUSE (for himself and 
Mr. SCHIFF): 

S. 1842. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to create a credit for car-
bon removal and storage for forest residues 
from wildfire management; to the Com-
mittee on Finance. 

By Mrs. CAPITO (for herself, Mr. BOOK-
ER, Mr. CORNYN, Mr. DURBIN, Mr. 
TILLIS, Mr. WHITEHOUSE, Mr. CRAMER, 
Mr. WELCH, Mrs. BRITT, Ms. KLO-
BUCHAR, Mr. JUSTICE, Mr. COONS, and 
Ms. ALSOBROOKS): 

S. 1843. A bill to reauthorize the Second 
Chance Act of 2007; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Ms. HIRONO (for herself, Mr. 
PADILLA, Ms. KLOBUCHAR, Mr. BOOK-
ER, Mr. GALLEGO, and Ms. ROSEN): 

S. 1844. A bill to authorize the Secretary of 
Education to award grants to eligible enti-
ties to carry out educational programs that 
include the history of peoples of Asian, Na-
tive Hawaiian, and Pacific Islander descent 
in the settling and founding of America, the 
social, economic, and political environments 
that led to the development of discrimina-
tory laws targeting Asians, Native Hawai-
ians, and Pacific Islanders and their relation 
to current events, and the impact and con-
tributions of Asian Americans, Native Ha-
waiians, and Pacific Islanders to the develop-
ment and enhancement of American life, 
United States history, literature, the econ-
omy, politics, body of laws, and culture, and 
for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Health, Education, Labor, and Pensions. 

By Mr. BANKS (for himself and Mr. 
TUBERVILLE): 

S. 1845. A bill to amend the public service 
loan forgiveness program under the Higher 
Education Act of 1965 to ensure qualifying 
public service excludes employment with or-
ganizations that engage in activities that 
have a substantial illegal purpose; to the 
Committee on Health, Education, Labor, and 
Pensions. 

By Mr. BANKS (for himself and Mr. 
HICKENLOOPER): 

S. 1846. A bill to amend title 38, United 
States Code, to provide for certain require-
ments relating to the use of the design-build 
construction method for Department of Vet-
erans Affairs construction projects, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Vet-
erans’ Affairs. 

By Mr. PAUL (for himself and Mr. 
WICKER): 

S. 1847. A bill to amend the Employee Re-
tirement Income Security Act of 1974 to clar-
ify the treatment of certain association 
health plans as employers, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Health, Edu-
cation, Labor, and Pensions. 
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By Mr. LEE (for himself, Mr. BOOKER, 

Ms. WARREN, and Mr. PAUL): 
S. 1848. A bill to prohibit certain practices 

relating to certain commodity promotion 
programs, to require greater transparency by 
those programs, and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition, 
and Forestry. 

By Mr. BENNET: 
S. 1849. A bill to amend the Federal Elec-

tion Campaign Act of 1971 to require each au-
thorized committee or leadership PAC of a 
former candidate for election for Federal of-
fice to disburse all of the remaining funds of 
the committee or PAC after the election, and 
for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Rules and Administration. 

By Mr. BENNET: 
S. 1850. A bill to provide greater controls 

and restrictions on revolving door lobbying; 
to the Committee on Homeland Security and 
Governmental Affairs. 

By Ms. ROSEN (for herself and Mr. 
YOUNG): 

S. 1851. A bill to enhance the cybersecurity 
of the Healthcare and Public Health Sector; 
to the Committee on Homeland Security and 
Governmental Affairs. 

By Mr. CRUZ (for himself and Mr. 
LUJAN): 

S. 1852. A bill to amend the International 
Bridge Act of 1972 to streamline the Presi-
dential permitting process for international 
bridges and land ports of entry, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Environment 
and Public Works. 

By Ms. HIRONO (for herself and Mr. 
SCHATZ): 

S. 1853. A bill to amend title 38, United 
States Code, to improve the provision of di-
rect housing loans and medical care from the 
Department of Veterans Affairs for Native 
Hawaiians; to the Committee on Veterans’ 
Affairs. 

By Mrs. SHAHEEN (for herself, Mr. 
SCOTT of Florida, Mr. KAINE, Mr. 
CURTIS, and Mr. COONS): 

S. 1854. A bill to require the imposition of 
sanctions with respect to political and eco-
nomic elites in Haiti, and for other purposes; 
to the Committee on Foreign Relations. 

f 

SUBMISSION OF CONCURRENT AND 
SENATE RESOLUTIONS 

The following concurrent resolutions 
and Senate resolutions were read, and 
referred (or acted upon), as indicated: 

By Mr. CRAMER (for himself, Mr. 
KING, Mr. CRAPO, Mrs. BLACKBURN, 
Ms. KLOBUCHAR, Ms. MURKOWSKI, Ms. 
HASSAN, Ms. COLLINS, Mr. ROUNDS, 
and Mr. WELCH): 

S. Res. 239. A resolution reaffirming the 
deep and steadfast partnership between the 
United States and Canada and the ties that 
bind the 2 countries in support of economic 
and national security; to the Committee on 
Foreign Relations. 

By Ms. HIRONO (for herself, Mr. BOOK-
ER, Mr. COONS, Ms. DUCKWORTH, Mr. 
PADILLA, Mr. SCHIFF, Mr. WHITE-
HOUSE, Ms. KLOBUCHAR, Mr. WELCH, 
Mr. BLUMENTHAL, and Ms. SMITH): 

S. Res. 240. A resolution affirming that di-
versity, equity, inclusion , and accessibility 
are fundamental values of the United States 
and emphasizing the ongoing need to address 
discrimination and inequality in the work-
place, pre-K through 12th grade and higher 
education systems, government programs, 
the military, and our society; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. RICKETTS (for himself, Mr. 
MARSHALL, Mrs. FISCHER, and Mr. 
CORNYN): 

S. Res. 241. A resolution expressing support 
for the designation of May 2025 as ‘‘National 
Beef Month’’ to recognize the important role 
cattle play in the United States, and to con-
sumers; to the Committee on Agriculture, 
Nutrition, and Forestry. 

By Mr. BLUMENTHAL: 
S. Res. 242. A resolution condemning the 

private business agreements of President 
Donald J. Trump with foreign governments 
for posing unacceptable conflicts of interest, 
affirming such agreements violate the For-
eign Emoluments Clause of the Constitution 
of the United States, and demanding the 
transfer of any proceeds from such agree-
ments to the United States Government; to 
the Committee on Homeland Security and 
Governmental Affairs. 

By Mr. BLUMENTHAL: 
S. Res. 243. A resolution condemning the fi-

nancial entanglements of World Liberty Fi-
nancial, Inc. with President Donald J. 
Trump, the Trump family, and the Trump 
Administration; to the Committee on Home-
land Security and Governmental Affairs. 

By Mr. BLUMENTHAL: 
S. Res. 244. A resolution affirming that the 

underlying purpose of the Foreign Emolu-
ments Clause renders the acceptance and 
transfer of a plane from the government of 
Qatar, without the explicit consent of Con-
gress, an illegal emolument, withholding the 
consent of the Senate to the acceptance and 
transfer of plane from the government of 
Qatar, and demanding the transfer of any 
plane received by President Donald J. Trump 
or entities under his control from the gov-
ernment of Qatar to the permanent control 
of the United States Government; to the 
Committee on Homeland Security and Gov-
ernmental Affairs. 

By Mr. BLUMENTHAL: 
S. Res. 245. A resolution condemning the fi-

nancial entanglements of Presidnet Donald 
J. Trump with the $TRUMP meme coin; to 
the Committee on Homeland Security and 
Governmental Affairs. 

f 

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS 

S. 224 

At the request of Mr. LANKFORD, the 
names of the Senator from North Da-
kota (Mr. HOEVEN) and the Senator 
from Ohio (Mr. HUSTED) were added as 
cosponsors of S. 224, a bill to amend the 
Internal Revenue Code of 1986 to allow 
intangible drilling and development 
costs to be taken into account when 
computing adjusted financial state-
ment income. 

S. 463 

At the request of Mrs. GILLIBRAND, 
the names of the Senator from Mary-
land (Ms. ALSOBROOKS) and the Senator 
from New York (Mr. SCHUMER) were 
added as cosponsors of S. 463, a bill to 
facilitate the implementation of secu-
rity measures undertaken by the 
United States Postal Service, and for 
other purposes. 

S. 719 

At the request of Ms. MURKOWSKI, the 
name of the Senator from Alaska (Mr. 
SULLIVAN) was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 719, a bill to amend the Tribal For-
est Protection Act of 2004 to improve 
that Act, and for other purposes. 

S. 756 

At the request of Ms. KLOBUCHAR, the 
name of the Senator from Kansas (Mr. 
MORAN) was added as a cosponsor of S. 

756, a bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to treat certain post-
secondary credentialing expenses as 
qualified higher education expenses for 
purposes of 529 accounts. 

S. 817 

At the request of Mr. CRUZ, the name 
of the Senator from South Dakota (Mr. 
ROUNDS) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
817, a bill to provide for the imposition 
of sanctions with respect to forced 
organ harvesting within the People’s 
Republic of China, and for other pur-
poses. 

S. 844 

At the request of Mr. HAWLEY, the 
name of the Senator from Arizona (Mr. 
GALLEGO) was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 844, a bill to accelerate workplace 
time-to-contract under the National 
Labor Relations Act. 

S. 995 

At the request of Mr. CRAPO, the 
name of the Senator from South Caro-
lina (Mr. SCOTT) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 995, a bill to repeal a rule of 
the Environmental Protection Agency 
with respect to multi-pollutant emis-
sions standards, to amend the Clean 
Air Act to ensure that tailpipe regula-
tions do not limit the availability of 
new motor vehicles, and for other pur-
poses. 

S. 1072 

At the request of Mr. LEE, the name 
of the Senator from South Carolina 
(Mr. SCOTT) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 1072, a bill to amend the Clean Air 
Act to eliminate a waiver under that 
Act, to eliminate an authorization for 
States to use new motor vehicle emis-
sion and new motor vehicle engine 
emissions standards identical to stand-
ards adopted in California, and for 
other purposes. 

S. 1241 

At the request of Mr. GRAHAM, the 
name of the Senator from Delaware 
(Ms. BLUNT ROCHESTER) was added as a 
cosponsor of S. 1241, a bill to impose 
sanctions and other measures with re-
spect to the Russian Federation if the 
Government of the Russian Federation 
refuses to negotiate a peace agreement 
with Ukraine, violates any such agree-
ment, or initiates another military in-
vasion of Ukraine, and for other pur-
poses. 

S. 1298 

At the request of Mr. KAINE, the 
name of the Senator from Delaware 
(Mr. COONS) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 1298, a bill to authorize the con-
tinuation of lawful nonimmigrant sta-
tus for certain religious workers af-
fected by the backlog for religious 
worker immigrant visas. 

S. 1318 

At the request of Mr. MORAN, the 
name of the Senator from Maine (Ms. 
COLLINS) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
1318, a bill to direct the American Bat-
tle Monuments Commission to estab-
lish a program to identify American- 
Jewish servicemembers buried in 
United States military cemeteries 
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overseas under markers that incor-
rectly represent their religion and her-
itage, and for other purposes. 

S. 1467 
At the request of Mr. REED, the name 

of the Senator from Alaska (Mr. SUL-
LIVAN) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
1467, a bill to amend the Fair Credit 
Reporting Act to prevent consumer re-
porting agencies from furnishing con-
sumer reports under certain cir-
cumstances, and for other purposes. 

S. 1563 
At the request of Ms. KLOBUCHAR, the 

name of the Senator from Delaware 
(Mr. COONS) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 1563, a bill to amend the Omnibus 
Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 
1968 to establish a grant program to 
help law enforcement agencies with ci-
vilian law enforcement tasks, and for 
other purposes. 

S. 1668 
At the request of Mr. MERKLEY, the 

name of the Senator from Arizona (Mr. 
GALLEGO) was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 1668, a bill to amend chapter 131 of 
title 5, United States Code, to prohibit 
the President, Vice President, Members 
of Congress, and individuals appointed 
to Senate-confirmed positions from 
issuing, sponsoring, or endorsing cer-
tain financial instruments, and for 
other purposes. 

S. 1804 
At the request of Mr. SCHUMER, the 

names of the Senator from Rhode Is-
land (Mr. REED) and the Senator from 
Maryland (Ms. ALSOBROOKS) were added 
as cosponsors of S. 1804, a bill to pro-
hibit the use of funds to procure or 
modify foreign aircraft for presidential 
airlift. 

S. RES. 212 
At the request of Mr. GRAHAM, the 

name of the Senator from North Caro-
lina (Mr. TILLIS) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. Res. 212, a resolution af-
firming the acceptable outcome of any 
nuclear deal between the United States 
and the Islamic Republic of Iran, and 
for other purposes. 

f 

STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED 
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS 

By Mr. DURBIN (for himself, Mr. 
GRAHAM, Ms. KLOBUCHAR, Mr. 
KING, Mr. LEE, Mr. HEINRICH, 
Mr. WELCH, Mr. SCHUMER, and 
Mr. HAWLEY): 

S. 1837. A bill to improve rights to re-
lief for individuals affected by non-con-
sensual activities involving intimate 
digital forgeries, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on the Judici-
ary. 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the text of the 
bill be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the text of 
the bill was ordered to be printed in 
the RECORD, as follows: 

S. 1837 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 
This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Disrupt Ex-

plicit Forged Images and Non-Consensual 
Edits Act of 2025’’ or the ‘‘DEFIANCE Act of 
2025’’. 
SEC. 2. FINDINGS. 

Congress finds the following: 
(1) Digital forgeries, often called 

deepfakes, are synthetic images and videos 
that look realistic. The technology to create 
digital forgeries is now ubiquitous and easy 
to use. Hundreds of apps are available that 
can quickly generate digital forgeries with-
out the need for any technical expertise. 

(2) Digital forgeries can be wholly ficti-
tious but can also manipulate images of real 
people to depict sexually intimate conduct 
that did not occur. For example, some dig-
ital forgeries will paste the face of an indi-
vidual onto the body of a real or fictitious 
individual who is nude or who is engaging in 
sexual activity. Another example is a photo-
graph of an individual that is manipulated to 
digitally remove the clothing of the indi-
vidual so that the person appears to be nude. 

(3) The individuals depicted in such digital 
forgeries are profoundly harmed when the 
content is produced with intent to disclose, 
disclosed, or obtained without the consent of 
those individuals. These harms are not miti-
gated through labels or other information 
that indicates that the depiction is fake. 

(4) It can be destabilizing to victims when-
ever those victims are depicted in intimate 
digital forgeries against their will, as the 
privacy of those victims is violated and the 
victims lose control over their likeness and 
identity. 

(5) Victims can feel helpless because the 
victims— 

(A) may not be able to determine who has 
created the content; and 

(B) do not know how to prevent further dis-
closure of the intimate digital forgery or 
how to prevent more forgeries from being 
made. 

(6) Victims may be fearful of being in pub-
lic out of concern that individuals the vic-
tims encounter have seen the digital for-
geries. This leads to social rupture through 
the loss of the ability to trust, stigmatiza-
tion, and isolation. 

(7) Victims of non-consensual, sexually in-
timate digital forgeries may experience de-
pression, anxiety, and suicidal ideation. 
These victims may also experience the ‘‘si-
lencing effect’’ in which the victims with-
draw from online spaces and public discourse 
to avoid further abuse. 

(8) Digital forgeries are often used to— 
(A) harass victims, interfering with their 

employment, education, reputation, or sense 
of safety; or 

(B) commit extortion, sexual assault, do-
mestic violence, and other crimes. 

(9) Because of the harms caused by non- 
consensual, sexually intimate digital for-
geries, such digital forgeries are considered 
to be a form of image-based sexual abuse. 
SEC. 3. CIVIL ACTION RELATING TO DISCLOSURE 

OF INTIMATE IMAGES. 
(a) DEFINITIONS.—Section 1309 of the Con-

solidated Appropriations Act, 2022 (15 U.S.C. 
6851) is amended— 

(1) in the section heading, by inserting ‘‘OR 
NONCONSENSUAL ACTIVITY INVOLVING DIGITAL 
FORGERIES’’ after ‘‘INTIMATE IMAGES’’; and 

(2) in subsection (a)— 
(A) in paragraph (2), by inserting ‘‘com-

petent,’’ after ‘‘conscious,’’; 
(B) by striking paragraph (3); 
(C) by redesignating paragraph (4) as para-

graph (3); 
(D) by redesignating paragraphs (5) and (6) 

as paragraphs (6) and (7), respectively; 
(E) by inserting after paragraph (3) the fol-

lowing: 

‘‘(4) IDENTIFIABLE INDIVIDUAL.—The term 
‘identifiable individual’ means an individual 
whose body appears in whole or in part in an 
intimate visual depiction or intimate digital 
forgery and who is identifiable by virtue of 
the individual’s face, likeness, or other dis-
tinguishing characteristic, such as a unique 
birthmark or other recognizable feature, or 
from information displayed in connection 
with the intimate visual depiction or inti-
mate digital forgery. 

‘‘(5) INTIMATE DIGITAL FORGERY.— 
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘intimate dig-

ital forgery’ means any intimate visual de-
piction of an identifiable individual that— 

‘‘(i) falsely represents, in whole or in 
part— 

‘‘(I) the identifiable individual; or 
‘‘(II) the conduct or content that makes 

the visual depiction intimate; 
‘‘(ii) is created through the use of software, 

machine learning, artificial intelligence, or 
any other computer-generated or techno-
logical means, including by adapting, modi-
fying, manipulating, or altering an authentic 
visual depiction; and 

‘‘(iii) is indistinguishable from an authen-
tic visual depiction of the identifiable indi-
vidual when viewed as a whole by a reason-
able person. 

‘‘(B) LABELS, DISCLOSURE, AND CONTEXT.— 
Any visual depiction described in subpara-
graph (A) constitutes an intimate digital for-
gery for purposes of this paragraph regard-
less of whether a label, information disclosed 
with the visual depiction, or the context or 
setting in which the visual depiction is dis-
closed states or implies that the visual de-
piction is not authentic.’’; and 

(F) in paragraph (6)(A), as so redesig-
nated— 

(i) in clause (i), by striking ‘‘or’’ at the 
end; 

(ii) in clause (ii)— 
(I) in subclause (I), by striking ‘‘indi-

vidual;’’ and inserting ‘‘individual; or’’; and 
(II) by striking subclause (III); and 
(iii) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(iii) an identifiable individual engaging in 

sexually explicit conduct; and’’. 
(b) CIVIL ACTION.—Section 1309(b) of the 

Consolidated Appropriations Act, 2022 (15 
U.S.C. 6851(b)) is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (1)— 
(A) by striking subparagraph (A) and in-

serting the following: 
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 

paragraph (5)— 
‘‘(i) an identifiable individual whose inti-

mate visual depiction is disclosed, in or af-
fecting interstate or foreign commerce or 
using any means or facility of interstate or 
foreign commerce, without the consent of 
the identifiable individual, where such dis-
closure was made by a person who knows or 
recklessly disregards that the identifiable 
individual has not consented to such disclo-
sure, may bring a civil action against that 
person in an appropriate district court of the 
United States for relief as set forth in para-
graph (3); 

‘‘(ii) an identifiable individual who is the 
subject of an intimate digital forgery may 
bring a civil action in an appropriate district 
court of the United States for relief as set 
forth in paragraph (3) against any person 
that knowingly produced or possessed the in-
timate digital forgery with intent to disclose 
it, knowingly disclosed the intimate digital 
forgery, or knowingly solicited and received 
the intimate digital forgery, if— 

‘‘(I) the identifiable individual did not con-
sent to such production or possession with 
intent to disclose, disclosure, or solicitation 
and receipt; 

‘‘(II) the person knew or recklessly dis-
regarded that the identifiable individual did 
not consent to such production or possession 
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with intent to disclose, disclosure, or solici-
tation and receipt; and 

‘‘(III) such production or possession with 
intent to disclose, disclosure, or solicitation 
and receipt, is in or affects interstate or for-
eign commerce or uses any means or facility 
of interstate or foreign commerce; and 

‘‘(iii) an identifiable individual who is the 
subject of an intimate digital forgery may 
bring a civil action in an appropriate district 
court of the United States for relief as set 
forth in paragraph (3) against any person 
that knowingly produced the intimate dig-
ital forgery if— 

‘‘(I) the identifiable individual did not con-
sent to such production; 

‘‘(II) the person knew or recklessly dis-
regarded that the identifiable individual— 

‘‘(aa) did not consent to such production; 
and 

‘‘(bb) was harmed, or was reasonably likely 
to be harmed, by the production; and 

‘‘(III) such production is in or affects inter-
state or foreign commerce or uses any means 
or facility of interstate or foreign com-
merce.’’; and 

(B) in subparagraph (B)— 
(i) in the subparagraph heading, by insert-

ing ‘‘IDENTIFIABLE’’ before ‘‘INDIVIDUALS’’; 
and 

(ii) by striking ‘‘an individual who is under 
18 years of age, incompetent, incapacitated, 
or deceased, the legal guardian of the indi-
vidual’’ and inserting ‘‘an identifiable indi-
vidual who is under 18 years of age, incom-
petent, incapacitated, or deceased, the legal 
guardian of the identifiable individual’’; 

(2) in paragraph (2)— 
(A) in subparagraph (A)— 
(i) by inserting ‘‘identifiable’’ before ‘‘indi-

vidual’’; 
(ii) by striking ‘‘depiction’’ and inserting 

‘‘intimate visual depiction or intimate dig-
ital forgery’’; and 

(iii) by striking ‘‘distribution’’ and insert-
ing ‘‘disclosure, solicitation, or possession’’; 
and 

(B) in subparagraph (B)— 
(i) by inserting ‘‘identifiable’’ before ‘‘indi-

vidual’’; 
(ii) by inserting ‘‘or intimate digital for-

gery’’ after ‘‘depiction’’ each place it ap-
pears; and 

(iii) by inserting ‘‘, solicitation, or posses-
sion’’ after ‘‘disclosure’’; 

(3) by redesignating paragraph (4) as para-
graph (5); 

(4) by striking paragraph (3) and inserting 
the following: 

‘‘(3) RELIEF.— 
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—In a civil action filed 

under this section, an identifiable individual 
may recover— 

‘‘(i) damages as provided under subpara-
graph (C); and 

‘‘(ii) the cost of the action, including rea-
sonable attorney fees and other litigation 
costs reasonably incurred. 

‘‘(B) PUNITIVE DAMAGES AND OTHER RE-
LIEF.—The court may, in addition to any 
other relief available at law, award punitive 
damages or order equitable relief, including 
a temporary restraining order, a preliminary 
injunction, or a permanent injunction order-
ing the defendant to delete, destroy, or cease 
to display or disclose the intimate visual de-
piction or intimate digital forgery. 

‘‘(C) DAMAGES.—For purposes of subpara-
graph (A)(i), the identifiable individual may 
recover— 

‘‘(i) liquidated damages in the amount of— 
‘‘(I) $150,000; or 
‘‘(II) $250,000 if the conduct at issue in the 

claim was— 
‘‘(aa) committed in relation to actual or 

attempted sexual assault, stalking, or har-
assment of the identifiable individual by the 
defendant; or 

‘‘(bb) the direct and proximate cause of ac-
tual or attempted sexual assault, stalking, 
or harassment of the identifiable individual 
by any person; or 

‘‘(ii) actual damages sustained by the indi-
vidual, which shall include any profits of the 
defendant that are attributable to the con-
duct at issue in the claim that are not other-
wise taken into account in computing the 
actual damages. 

‘‘(D) CALCULATION OF DEFENDANT’S PROF-
IT.—For purposes of subparagraph (C)(ii), to 
establish the defendant’s profits, the identi-
fiable individual shall be required to present 
proof only of the gross revenue of the defend-
ant, and the defendant shall be required to 
prove the deductible expenses of the defend-
ant and the elements of profit attributable 
to factors other than the conduct at issue in 
the claim. 

‘‘(4) PRESERVATION OF PRIVACY.—In a civil 
action filed under this section, the court 
may issue an order to protect the privacy of 
a plaintiff, including by— 

‘‘(A) permitting the plaintiff to use a pseu-
donym; 

‘‘(B) requiring the parties to redact the 
personal identifying information of the 
plaintiff from any public filing, or to file 
such documents under seal; and 

‘‘(C) issuing a protective order for purposes 
of discovery, which may include an order in-
dicating that any intimate visual depiction 
or intimate digital forgery shall remain in 
the care, custody, and control of the court.’’; 

(5) in paragraph (5)(A), as so redesignated— 
(A) by striking ‘‘image’’ and inserting ‘‘vis-

ual depiction or intimate digital forgery’’; 
and 

(B) by striking ‘‘depicted’’ and inserting 
‘‘identifiable’’; and 

(6) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(6) STATUTE OF LIMITATIONS.—Any action 

commenced under this section shall be 
barred unless the complaint is filed not later 
than 10 years from the later of— 

‘‘(A) the date on which the identifiable in-
dividual reasonably discovers the violation 
that forms the basis for the claim; or 

‘‘(B) the date on which the identifiable in-
dividual reaches 18 years of age. 

‘‘(7) DUPLICATIVE RECOVERY BARRED.—No 
relief may be ordered under paragraph (3) 
against a person who is subject to a judg-
ment under section 2255 of title 18, United 
States Code, for the same conduct involving 
the same identifiable individual and the 
same intimate visual depiction or intimate 
digital forgery.’’. 

(c) CONTINUED APPLICABILITY OF FEDERAL, 
STATE, AND TRIBAL LAW.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—This Act shall not be con-
strued to impair, supersede, or limit a provi-
sion of Federal, State, or Tribal law. 

(2) NO PREEMPTION.—Nothing in this Act 
shall prohibit a State or Tribal government 
from adopting and enforcing a provision of 
law governing disclosure of intimate images 
or nonconsensual activity involving an inti-
mate digital forgery, as defined in section 
1309(a) of the Consolidated Appropriations 
Act, 2022 (15 U.S.C. 6851(a)), as amended by 
this Act, that is at least as protective of the 
rights of a victim as this Act. 
SEC. 4. SEVERABILITY; RULE OF CONSTRUCTION. 

(a) SEVERABILITY.—If any provision of this 
Act, an amendment made by this Act, or the 
application of such a provision or amend-
ment to any person or circumstance, is held 
to be unconstitutional, the remaining provi-
sions of and amendments made by this Act, 
and the application of the provision or 
amendment held to be unconstitutional to 
any other person or circumstance, shall not 
be affected thereby. 

(b) RULE OF CONSTRUCTION.—Nothing in 
this Act, or an amendment made by this Act, 

shall be construed to limit or expand any law 
pertaining to intellectual property. 

f 

SUBMITTED RESOLUTIONS 

SENATE RESOLUTION 239—RE-
AFFIRMING THE DEEP AND 
STEADFAST PARTNERSHIP BE-
TWEEN THE UNITED STATES 
AND CANADA AND THE TIES 
THAT BIND THE 2 COUNTRIES IN 
SUPPORT OF ECONOMIC AND NA-
TIONAL SECURITY 

Mr. CRAMER (for himself, Mr. KING, 
Mr. CRAPO, Mrs. BLACKBURN, Ms. KLO-
BUCHAR, Ms. MURKOWSKI, Ms. HASSAN, 
Ms. COLLINS, Mr. ROUNDS, and Mr. 
WELCH) submitted the following resolu-
tion; which was referred to the Com-
mittee on Foreign Relations: 

S. RES. 239 

Whereas strengthening and deepening 
United States alliances is critically impor-
tant, and the Senate is called upon not only 
to protect, but to advance, United States 
partnerships; 

Whereas the United States enjoys the 
great fortune of having one of its closest al-
lies next door at a time when countries 
around the world are facing existential 
threats from their neighbors; 

Whereas, in June 2023, the bipartisan and 
bicameral American-Canadian Economy and 
Security Caucus was established in the Sen-
ate and the House of Representatives, which 
presents an opportunity to fortify and ad-
vance the indispensable economic and secu-
rity partnership between the United States 
and Canada; 

Whereas the United States and Canada can 
together reinforce their shared interest in 4 
critical areas, which are— 

(1) economic security; 
(2) energy and critical minerals security; 
(3) national security; and 
(4) global security; 
Whereas the prosperity of the citizens of 

the United States and Canada are supported 
by their mutually beneficial economic rela-
tionship and resilient and integrated supply 
chains; 

Whereas the Agreement between the 
United States of America, the United Mexi-
can States, and Canada, done at Mexico City 
on December 10, 2019 (commonly known as 
the ‘‘USMCA’’), forms the foundation of the 
economic competitiveness of the 3 countries; 

Whereas the United States and Canada— 
(1) share one of the largest trading rela-

tionships in the world, with nearly 
$1,000,000,000,000 in bilateral trade in goods 
and services in 2023, supporting nearly 
8,000,000 jobs in the United States and more 
than 2,400,000 jobs in Canada; and 

(2) understand the importance of secure 
and resilient supply chains, and have estab-
lished formal mechanisms to further 
strengthen economic integration and mini-
mize the dependency of the United States on 
foreign adversaries; 

Whereas Canada is the largest single ex-
port market for the United States, and Can-
ada was the number one customer for 36 of 
the 50 States in 2023; 

Whereas, in 2023, more than 330 congres-
sional districts each exported more than 
$250,000,000 in goods to Canada, and more 
than congressional 100 districts each ex-
ported more than $1,000,000,000 in goods to 
Canada; 

Whereas bilateral trade in agriculture be-
tween Canada and the United States reached 
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CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S3061 May 21, 2025 
$72,500,000,000 in 2023 and Canada is the num-
ber one agricultural export market for 27 
States; 

Whereas trade between Canada and the 
United States is built on long-standing bina-
tional supply chains, whereby roughly 70 per-
cent of Canadian goods exported to the 
United States are used by manufacturers in 
the United States to produce higher value 
goods; 

Whereas Canada purchases more than 
$22,000,000,000 worth of automotive parts and 
approximately $33,600,000,000 worth of vehi-
cles from the United States each year; 

Whereas, in 2024, the United States im-
ported $53,000,000,000 worth of motor vehicles 
and parts from Canada, while United States 
exports of motor vehicles and parts to Can-
ada totaled $55,000,000,000, including 
$18,000,000,000 worth of automotive parts; 

Whereas the United States lumber indus-
try produces approximately 70 percent of the 
lumber needed every year in the United 
States and Canadian lumber makes up most 
of the shortfall, helping to meet the needs of 
United States consumers; 

Whereas the United States and Canada— 
(1) are global leaders in science, tech-

nology, and innovation, and can secure the 
future of North America as the most com-
petitive region in the world; and 

(2) are working together to deepen coopera-
tion in developing and protecting emerging 
technologies, including artificial intel-
ligence and quantum technologies; 

Whereas Canada— 
(1) is the world’s fourth-largest petroleum 

producer and is the largest foreign supplier 
of energy, including oil, uranium, natural 
gas, and electricity, to the United States; 

(2) supports United States energy domi-
nance by providing safe and reliable natural 
gas, electricity, crude oil, and uranium for 
nuclear power; 

(3) bolsters the position of the United 
States as the world’s number one exporter of 
liquified natural gas by supplying border 
States with Canadian natural gas; 

(4) enables the growth of United States ar-
tificial intelligence technology by supplying 
the critical fuels required by the United 
States power industry; and 

(5) is a reliable source of energy and re-
sources for the United States, producing 
more than 60 minerals and metals, and is a 
leading global producer of critical minerals 
on the critical minerals list the United 
States Geological Survey; 

Whereas Canada is— 
(1) committed to ensuring North American 

competitiveness and the success of workers 
and communities in Canada and the United 
States; and 

(2) taking steps to address nonmarket 
practices of the People’s Republic of China, 
notably by screening inbound investment 
into Canada and applying a surtax on prod-
ucts imported from the People’s Republic of 
China, such as electric vehicles, steel, and 
aluminum; 

Whereas the United States and Canada— 
(1) have a deeply interconnected electricity 

sector, with more than 35 active electricity 
transmission connections between the 2 
countries, many of which enable 
bidirectional flows of electricity, helping to 
ensure the security and reliability of the 
North American grid; 

(2) have committed to work together to 
protect biodiverse areas that span their 
shared border, including in collaboration 
with Indigenous and Tribal partners, benefit-
ting shared species like migratory birds; and 

(3) have jointly collaborated for more than 
100 years under the Treaty relating to the 
Boundary Waters and Questions arising 
along the Boundary between the United 
States and Canada, signed at Washington 

January 11, 1909 (36 Stat. 2448; 12 Bevans 319) 
(commonly known as the ‘‘Boundary Waters 
Treaty’’) to manage and conserve their 
shared waters for the benefit of both coun-
tries, including almost 50 years under the 
Agreement on Great Lakes Water Quality, 
1978, with Annexes and Terms of Reference, 
signed at Ottawa November 22, 1978 (com-
monly known as the ‘‘Great Lakes Water 
Quality Agreement’’); 

Whereas the United States and Canada— 
(1) share 3 oceans and the world’s longest 

border, and safely oversee the movement of 
about 400,000 people and more than 
$2,500,000,000 worth of goods and services 
across that border each day; 

(2) cooperate to keep the border open to le-
gitimate trade and travel but closed to ille-
gal migration, terrorists, criminals, and 
threats to the health and safety of citizens; 

(3) are committed to jointly protecting the 
security of their citizens, including though 
Canada’s recent actions and significant in-
vestments to strengthen border security by— 

(A) fighting sources of illegal migration 
at the border, and keeping deadly drugs 
like fentanyl and its precursors from en-
tering; 

(B) securing border crossings by main-
taining 24/7 eyes on the border using new 
surveillance technology and increased per-
sonnel; 

(C) combating fentanyl trafficking 
through the appointment of a fentanyl 
czar, listing cartels as terrorist entities, 
and launching a Canada-United States 
Joint Strike Force detecting and dis-
rupting the fentanyl trade with more tech-
nology, tools, and intelligence; 

(D) reinforcing a ‘‘one border, one team’’ 
approach through more cross-border infor-
mation and intelligence sharing; and 

(E) keeping people safe through joint 
emergency readiness and creating a joint 
emergency management partnership simi-
lar to the North American Aerospace De-
fense Command (commonly referred to as 
‘‘NORAD’’); 
(4) are united in fighting a fentanyl crisis 

that is indiscriminately affecting citizens on 
both sides of the border and is fueled by the 
actions of malign actors abroad; 

(5) work together to secure the border be-
tween the United States and Canada through 
the Cross Border Crime Forum, the Inte-
grated Border Enforcement Teams, the Be-
yond the Border Initiative, the United 
States-Canada NEXUS Trusted Traveler Pro-
gram, the Border Enforcement Security 
Task Forces, the Integrated Cross-Border 
Maritime Law Enforcement Operations 
(commonly known as the ‘‘Shiprider’’), and 
the United States preclearance operations 
conducted at airports in Canada, all of which 
enhance joint security efforts; 

(6) have an Integrated Border Enforcement 
Charter that allows border enforcement 
agencies to jointly identify national security 
threats, disrupt organized criminal activi-
ties, seize drugs and weapons, and intercept 
criminal networks trying to smuggle people 
across the border; and 

(7) both understand that a threat to the se-
curity of one country is a threat to the secu-
rity of both countries; 

Whereas the United States and Canada— 
(1) are Pacific, Atlantic, and Arctic coun-

tries; 
(2) are unequivocally committed to playing 

a leadership role in protecting global secu-
rity and promoting democracy around the 
world; 

(3) recognize that collective security is a 
shared responsibility, and are committed to 
expanding cooperation on continental de-
fense and in the Arctic, including by increas-
ing investments in continental defense and 
modernizing NORAD, the world’s only bina-
tional military command; 

(4) share the desire for a peaceful, stable, 
and predictable Arctic region, including for 
the benefit of Arctic and Northern peoples 
and communities; 

(5) work together to advance democratic 
principles, human rights, and free trade poli-
cies through the Group of 7, the Group of 20, 
the United Nations, the Organization for Se-
curity and Co-operation in Europe, the 
Organisation for Economic Co-operation and 
Development, the World Trade Organization, 
and at the Organization of American States; 

(6) cooperate extensively through a ‘‘Tri- 
Command Framework’’ comprised of the 
United States Northern Command, the Cana-
dian Joint Operations Command, and 
NORAD; 

(7) work together as the only North Amer-
ican members of the North Atlantic Treaty 
Organization (commonly referred to as 
‘‘NATO’’) to ensure peace and security in the 
transatlantic region; 

(8) support NATO’s deterrence and defense 
efforts, and allies in Europe, through their 
roles as the Framework Nations for the 
NATO brigades in Latvia and Poland; and 

(9) share a long and storied history of civil 
space partnership between the National Aer-
onautics and Space Administration (com-
monly referred to as ‘‘NASA’’) and the Cana-
dian Space Agency, and a Canadian will fly 
on the historic Artemis II mission around 
the Moon with NASA; 

Whereas Canada has been a committed ally 
in upholding the rules-based international 
order by promoting peace, resilience, and se-
curity in the Indo-Pacific region through an 
augmented and diversified military presence; 

Whereas Canada has been a reliable and en-
gaged partner of the United States in the 
Indo-Pacific region by collaborating exten-
sively with the United States Indo-Pacific 
Command, including through bilateral and 
multilateral exercises, regional security co-
operation and defense engagements, involve-
ment in regional defense forums, and ulti-
mately, through unwavering support of free, 
open, and inclusive Indo-Pacific region; 

Whereas Canada is in consultation with 
the United States, Australia, and the United 
Kingdom to identify collaborative projects 
on advanced capabilities under Pillar II of 
the enhanced trilateral security partnership 
between Australia, the United Kingdom, and 
the United States; and 

Whereas history, geography, commerce, se-
curity, and shared democratic values under-
pin a close relationship between the United 
States and Canada: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Senate— 
(1) recognizes that the relationship be-

tween the United States and Canada is— 
(A) an essential strategic asset to the 

United States and the people of the United 
States; and 

(B) critical to promoting peace, expanding 
global economic opportunity, and being pre-
pared to respond to unforeseen events; 

(2) reaffirms its full commitment to main-
tain and grow the critical partnership be-
tween the United States and Canada; 

(3) recognizes that the security of either 
the United States or Canada is dependent on 
the security of the other, and welcomes 
greater collaboration in the areas of defense, 
cyber and technology security, and Arctic 
security; 

(4) reaffirms its commitment to the bilat-
eral and international alliance between the 2 
countries, which allows both countries to 
face common threats together and uphold 
common values, including democracy, 
human rights, and the rule of law; 

(5) recognizes the strategic importance of 
one of the most secure borders in the world, 
the co-management of which facilitates 
trade and serves as a trusted corridor for the 
supply chains of both countries; 
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(6) recognizes that bolstering the supply 

chains of both countries will make both 
countries more competitive and more resil-
ient in the face of economic aggression from 
hostile countries; 

(7) supports an increased focus on energy 
security through greater cross-border energy 
infrastructure, including infrastructure for 
oil, natural gas, nuclear, renewable energy, 
and resilient electricity transmission, and 
through diversifying supply chains for crit-
ical minerals; and 

(8) is fully committed to the creation of 
more well-paying United States jobs through 
continued trade and investment with Can-
ada. 

f 

SENATE RESOLUTION 240—AFFIRM-
ING THAT DIVERSITY, EQUITY, 
INCLUSION , AND ACCESSIBILITY 
ARE FUNDAMENTAL VALUES OF 
THE UNITED STATES AND EM-
PHASIZING THE ONGOING NEED 
TO ADDRESS DISCRIMINATION 
AND INEQUALITY IN THE WORK-
PLACE, PRE-K THROUGH 12TH 
GRADE AND HIGHER EDUCATION 
SYSTEMS, GOVERNMENT PRO-
GRAMS, THE MILITARY, AND 
OUR SOCIETY 

Ms. HIRONO (for herself, Mr. BOOKER, 
Mr. COONS, Ms. DUCKWORTH, Mr. 
PADILLA, Mr. SCHIFF, Mr. WHITEHOUSE, 
Ms. KLOBUCHAR, Mr. WELCH, Mr. 
BLUMENTHAL, and Ms. SMITH) sub-
mitted the following resolution; which 
was referred to the Committee on the 
Judiciary: 

S. RES. 240 

Whereas everyone should have the oppor-
tunity to achieve the American Dream, and 
it is too often out of reach for hardworking 
and talented individuals due to discrimina-
tory barriers to opportunity; 

Whereas diversity, equity, inclusion, and 
accessibility initiatives address discrimina-
tory barriers to opportunity and ongoing dis-
crimination; 

Whereas diversity, equity, inclusion, and 
accessibility initiatives allow everyone to 
access equal opportunity and are not unlaw-
ful quotas; 

Whereas, for 6 decades, Presidents of both 
major political parties have supported diver-
sity, equity, inclusion, and accessibility ini-
tiatives to strengthen the workforce, expand 
opportunity, and ensure everyone has a fair 
shot at achieving the American Dream; 

Whereas diversity, equity, and inclusion 
initiatives are broadly popular; 

Whereas polling shows that over 70 percent 
of people in the United States, including ma-
jorities of White, Black, Latino, and Asian 
American populations, support diversity, eq-
uity, inclusion, and accessibility initiatives; 

Whereas data from the Department of 
Labor, the Bureau of the Census, the Board 
of Governors of the Federal Reserve System, 
the Survey of Consumer Finances, the Bu-
reau of Labor Statistics, the Equal Employ-
ment Opportunity Commission, the Depart-
ment of Housing and Urban Development, 
the Bipartisan Policy Center, the Urban In-
stitute, the Brookings Institution, the Pew 
Research Center, Citi Group, the KFF Sur-
vey on Racism, Discrimination, and Health, 
the GLSEN National School Climate Survey, 
McKinsey & Company, and numerous other 
sources show that Black, Latino, Asian 
American, and Indigenous people, women, 
LGBTQ+ people, and people with disabilities 
experience persistent segregation, exclusion, 
and discrimination in education, employ-

ment, healthcare, access to capital and fi-
nancial services, housing, and other sectors, 
which demonstrates the necessity for diver-
sity, equity, inclusion, and accessibility 
practices, policies, and programs; 

Whereas disability-based discrimination 
constitutes more than half (53.26 percent) of 
all housing discrimination complaints filed 
with fair housing organizations and govern-
ment agencies; 

Whereas, for the past several years, dis-
ability has continued to be the top basis of 
discrimination reported under the Fair Hous-
ing Act (42 U.S.C. 3601 et seq.), representing 
5,128 complaints filed with the Department 
of Housing and Urban Development and its 
Fair Housing Assistance Program partners 
in fiscal year 2023; 

Whereas less than 5 percent of housing na-
tionwide is accessible to individuals with 
moderate mobility difficulties, and less than 
1 percent of housing is accessible for those 
who use wheelchairs; 

Whereas approximately 32 percent of 
adults with disabilities have reported unfair 
treatment in healthcare settings due to their 
disabilities or other personal characteristics; 

Whereas, in 2023, only 22.5 percent of people 
with disabilities were employed, compared to 
65.8 percent of those without disabilities; 

Whereas students with disabilities fre-
quently receive insufficient support, result-
ing in lower graduation rates and limited ca-
reer opportunities; 

Whereas Black and Latino homebuyers— 
(1) have been steered toward or away from 

certain neighborhoods, which impacts their 
ability to buy homes in their preferred areas; 

(2) face appraisal discrimination, which di-
minishes their wealth by undervaluing their 
property; and 

(3) are more likely than White homebuyers 
to receive costly subprime mortgages, even 
when their financial situations are com-
parably qualified; 

Whereas these disparities highlight sys-
temic issues in the housing market that dis-
proportionately disadvantage Black and 
Latino communities, emphasizing the need 
for ongoing efforts to address and rectify dis-
criminatory lending and appraisal practices; 

Whereas the racial wealth gap has widened 
in recent decades, with Black and Latino 
households experiencing significantly lower 
average net wealth than White households; 

Whereas, while White households hold 86.8 
percent of the overall wealth of the United 
States, they only account for 68.1 percent of 
the total households in the United States, 
and in comparison, Black and Hispanic 
households hold 2.9 percent and 2.8 percent of 
the overall wealth of the United States, re-
spectively, while accounting for 15.6 percent 
and 10.9 percent of the United States popu-
lation, respectively; 

Whereas nearly 30 percent of LGBTQ+ peo-
ple have encountered discrimination, includ-
ing being denied or discouraged from buying 
or renting a home, being denied loans, being 
physically and verbally harassed, and having 
landlords refuse to provide maintenance; 

Whereas people of color have faced signifi-
cant discrimination in healthcare, impacting 
access to care, treatment quality, health 
outcomes, and trust in medical institutions; 

Whereas this discrimination has led to dis-
parities in treatment, access, health out-
comes, and social determinants of health; 

Whereas racial biases result in inadequate 
pain management, misdiagnoses, and higher 
maternal and infant mortality rates, par-
ticularly among Black and Indigenous 
women; 

Whereas historical injustices contribute to 
deep mistrust in the medical system, affect-
ing participation in clinical trials and pre-
ventive care; 

Whereas environmental racism, lack of 
culturally competent mental health services, 
and unequal access to quality healthcare fur-
ther worsen health disparities; 

Whereas healthcare discrimination nega-
tively impacts the lives of LGBTQ+ people; 

Whereas 1 out of 5 transgender people have 
been turned away from healthcare, and more 
than 60 percent of LGBTQ+ adults have had 
a negative interaction with a healthcare pro-
vider, such as being blamed for their health 
challenges, being ignored, and being denied 
pain medications; 

Whereas, for LGBTQ+ people, these experi-
ences cut across racial lines; 

Whereas Black, Indigenous, and Latino 
students continue to experience discrimina-
tion in the pre-k through 12th grade and 
higher education systems that create bar-
riers to accessing and completing a quality 
education; 

Whereas Black students and Indigenous 
students are disproportionately disciplined 
in schools and excluded from classrooms, 
feeding a pipeline to prison and disengage-
ment from school, particularly for Black 
girls, who are 4 times more likely to be sus-
pended, 4 times more likely to be expelled, 
and 3 times more likely to have the police 
called on them in school, compared to White 
girls; 

Whereas 1 in 5 Black students and 1 in 4 
Latino students experience discrimination 
on college and university campuses; 

Whereas most students who are parents 
while attending higher education identify as 
Black, Indigenous, and Latino, and they face 
a variety of barriers to graduation while 
learning in schools that do not consider their 
parenting responsibilities; 

Whereas LGBTQ+ students face hostility 
and discrimination in educational settings, 
which negatively impacts their success in 
schools; 

Whereas more than 2⁄3 of LGBTQ+ students 
feel unsafe at school due to their sexual ori-
entation or gender identity, and more than 
1⁄3 of LGBTQ+ students have missed school as 
a result; 

Whereas occupational segregation of Black 
workers into lower-paid jobs and less lucra-
tive industries persists despite an increase in 
the number of Black people with college de-
grees over the previous 20 years; 

Whereas Black, Latino, Asian American, 
and Indigenous workers are over represented 
in dangerous jobs with worse pay and fewer 
benefits due to ongoing occupational seg-
regation; 

Whereas, in 2023, the wage gap widened for 
the first time in 20 years, with women work-
ing full-time, year-round jobs receiving 83 
cents for every dollar paid to men while that 
number was 84 cents in 2022, and Black 
women experienced a more severe backslide; 

Whereas, in 2023, Black women working 
full-time, year-round jobs were paid 66 cents 
for every dollar paid to White, non-Hispanic 
men, compared to 69 cents in 2022; 

Whereas Asian American and Native Ha-
waiian and Pacific Islander women were paid 
97 cents, Latinas were paid 58 cents, and Na-
tive women were paid 58 cents for every dol-
lar paid to White, non-Hispanic men; 

Whereas women at all education levels ex-
perience a wage gap compared to their male 
counterparts; 

Whereas a Latina with a professional de-
gree stands to lose over $2,900,000 over her 
lifetime due to the wage gap; 

Whereas Native women working a full- 
time, year-round job must get a bachelor’s 
degree (typical pay of $58,113) to be paid 
more than White, non-Hispanic men working 
a full-time, year-round job with a high 
school diploma (typical pay of $50,976); 

Whereas disabled women also face a pay 
gap; 
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Whereas a disabled woman working a full- 

time, year-round job is paid 68 cents for 
every dollar paid to a non-disabled man; 

Whereas studies reveal wage disparities for 
LGBTQ+ individuals, particularly for 
transgender and bisexual people; 

Whereas data shows LGBTQ+ workers earn 
about 90 cents, transgender men earn 70 
cents, and transgender women earn 60 cents 
for every dollar that all full-time workers 
are paid; 

Whereas approximately 40 percent of Black 
workers, 25 percent of Asian workers, and 20 
percent of Latino workers report experi-
encing discrimination or being treated un-
fairly by an employer in hiring, pay, or pro-
motions because of their race or ethnicity; 

Whereas women continue to face discrimi-
nation in the workplace, and many women of 
color experience the dual burden of race and 
sex discrimination at work; 

Whereas 1 recent study found that 40 per-
cent of working women experience sexual 
harassment on the job; 

Whereas some studies indicate that as 
many as 60 percent of women have experi-
enced workplace sexual harassment, and in 
some industries, that number is as high as 90 
percent; 

Whereas women also continue to face occu-
pational segregation, limiting their access to 
higher paying careers across the spectrum; 

Whereas, in the skilled trades, women 
make up just 3.9 percent of the workforce; 

Whereas, in private law firms, just 18 per-
cent of associates are women of color, only 
28 percent of partners are women, and just 
over 5 percent of partners are women of 
color; 

Whereas, in corporate management gen-
erally, women still make up just 29 percent 
of C-suite positions; 

Whereas, despite legal protections guaran-
teed by Title VII of the Civil Rights Act of 
1964 (42 U.S.C. 2000e et seq.) and the Supreme 
Court’s ruling in Bostock v. Clayton County, 
590 U.S. 644 (2020), many LGBTQ+ individuals 
still encounter workplace discrimination, in-
cluding being fired, denied promotions, or 
harassed due to their sexual orientation or 
gender identity; 

Whereas 1⁄2 of LGBTQ+ adults and 70 per-
cent of transgender workers reported experi-
encing some form of workplace discrimina-
tion or harassment; 

Whereas LGBTQ+ workers of color and 
LGBTQ+ workers with disabilities report ex-
periencing workplace discrimination at high-
er rates than LGBTQ+ workers who do not 
identify as people of color or people with dis-
abilities; 

Whereas discriminatory lending practices, 
barriers to funding, and limited access to 
capital make it difficult for Black, Latino, 
and Asian American entrepreneurs to start 
or expand businesses; 

Whereas venture capital firms reject 
Black-owned businesses at 3 times the rate 
of their white counterparts; 

Whereas Black women receive less than 
0.35 percent of all venture capital funding de-
spite Black people making up 14.2 percent of 
the United States population; 

Whereas Latino small business owners ex-
perience similar barriers to access to fund-
ing; 

Whereas racial disparities exist in govern-
ment contract awards; 

Whereas firms owned by people of color re-
ceive a smaller share of contracting dollars 
than their representation among available 
firms; 

Whereas, in fiscal year 2023, Black-owned 
businesses secured approximately 
$9,990,000,000 in Federal contracts, rep-
resenting less than 1.3 percent of the total 
amount awarded by the Federal Government; 

Whereas, in fiscal year 2023, Latino-owned 
small companies received roughly 
$10,900,000,000 in Federal contracts, and Asian 
American-owned businesses were awarded 
$9,000,000,000 in Federal contracts out of 
$774,000,000,000 in Federal contracts; 

Whereas the persistence of discrimination 
in the United States limits our innovation 
and productivity, weakens our economy, and 
undermines our democracy; 

Whereas the failure to effectively address 
growing inequality has decreased economic 
mobility rates in the United States and 
made the American Dream more elusive re-
gardless of talent or hard work; 

Whereas the Federal Government is re-
sponsible for addressing discriminatory bar-
riers to opportunity in the United States by 
increasing and enhancing initiatives that 
support diversity, equity, inclusion, and ac-
cessibility, and enforcing anti-discrimina-
tion laws; 

Whereas, according to an analysis by Citi 
Group, disparities for Black people across 
the economic system of the United States 
from 2004 to 2024 have cost the United States 
economy $16,000,000,000,000; 

Whereas studies show that companies with 
workforces that are diverse on multiple lev-
els, including by race, are more innovative, 
productive, and profitable; 

Whereas diversity, equity, inclusion, and 
accessibility initiatives can address dispari-
ties and reduce labor shortages in high-de-
mand industries like technology, healthcare, 
and finance, ensuring that the United States 
can compete in the global marketplace; 

Whereas the United States is best served 
when the Federal workforce reflects the tal-
ent and contributions of people from all 
backgrounds; 

Whereas career pathway programs, invest-
ment in Historically Black Colleges and Uni-
versities, Tribal Colleges and Universities, 
and other minority-serving institutions, ac-
cess to financial aid, expanding access to ap-
prenticeship and job skills training pro-
grams, offering mentorship opportunities, 
and other solutions help talented individuals 
overcome barriers to opportunity; 

Whereas diversity, equity, inclusion, and 
accessibility initiatives are crucial in ensur-
ing fair and comprehensive access to core 
services for all communities, whether in edu-
cation, healthcare, employment, or govern-
ment programs; 

Whereas diversity, equity, inclusion, and 
accessibility initiatives ensure that core 
services are designed to meet the diverse 
needs of all populations, especially histori-
cally underserved or marginalized commu-
nities; 

Whereas, without an equity lens, systemic 
barriers, such as cost, transportation, and a 
lack of culturally competent services, may 
prevent some groups from accessing essen-
tial resources; 

Whereas government agencies and organi-
zations that integrate diversity, equity, in-
clusion, and accessibility principles develop 
policies that intentionally reduce disparities 
in service accessibility; 

Whereas diversity, equity, inclusion, and 
accessibility-focused transportation policies 
could ensure rural communities and individ-
uals with disabilities have equal access to 
public transit; 

Whereas a diverse workforce in service-ori-
ented fields, such as education, healthcare, 
and social services, leads to better under-
standing and responsiveness to community 
needs; 

Whereas inclusion training can reduce bi-
ases that might otherwise result in service 
denial or discrimination; 

Whereas qualified students and workers 
who benefit from scholarships, internships, 
training programs, and mentorships sup-

ported by diversity, equity, inclusion, and 
accessibility initiatives could lose these op-
portunities, potentially widening existing 
disparities; 

Whereas diversity, equity, inclusion, and 
accessibility initiatives in schools, colleges, 
and universities help foster inclusive envi-
ronments and support underrepresented stu-
dents; 

Whereas eliminating these initiatives may 
reduce retention and graduation rates among 
underrepresented groups; 

Whereas companies and organizations may 
struggle to recruit and retain skilled, diverse 
workforces, which could potentially affect 
innovation, productivity, and competitive-
ness; 

Whereas diversity, equity, inclusion, and 
accessibility initiatives bring down costs in 
several ways through reduced turnover and 
hiring costs and better decision making; 

Whereas diversity, equity, inclusion, and 
accessibility initiatives help mitigate the 
risk of discrimination lawsuits by helping to 
ensure equal opportunity and workplace cul-
tures of respect; 

Whereas diversity, equity, inclusion, and 
accessibility initiatives often support small 
minority- and women-owned businesses 
through procurement goals and funding, and 
their elimination could hinder such busi-
nesses’ growth and success; 

Whereas diversity, equity, inclusion, and 
accessibility efforts and policies in 
healthcare ensure culturally competent and 
bias-free care and address social deter-
minants of health, such as housing and food 
security; 

Whereas diversity, equity, inclusion, and 
accessibility efforts and policies in 
healthcare promote culturally competent 
providers who understand and respond to di-
verse patient needs; 

Whereas language access services, includ-
ing qualified medical interpreters and trans-
lated materials, ensure that patients can re-
ceive quality care in their primary language; 

Whereas expanding Medicaid, subsidies 
under the Patient Protection and Affordable 
Care Act (Public Law 111–148; 124 Stat. 119), 
and community-based healthcare programs 
assists uninsured and underinsured popu-
lations in obtaining necessary medical serv-
ices; 

Whereas implicit bias in healthcare results 
in racial and socioeconomic disparities in 
treatment, as evidenced by Black women 
facing higher maternal mortality rates than 
the general population; 

Whereas diversity, equity, inclusion, and 
accessibility-informed training equips med-
ical professionals to recognize and mitigate 
biases, ensuring equal treatment and fos-
tering patient trust; 

Whereas diversity, equity, inclusion, and 
accessibility initiatives in healthcare often 
address disparities in access and outcomes 
for marginalized communities and assist in-
dividuals benefitting from community pro-
grams focused on equity in housing, nutri-
tion, and mental health; 

Whereas these and other initiatives that 
advance diversity, equity, inclusion, and ac-
cessibility promote equal access to opportu-
nities and resources, foster an environment 
of respect and belonging, ensure that every 
individual, regardless of background, can 
fully participate in all aspects of society, 
and are essential to creating a culture where 
all individuals are valued and included; 

Whereas President Donald Trump’s Execu-
tive orders on diversity, equity, inclusion, 
and accessibility represent a regressive step, 
undermining decades of progress toward 
equal opportunity in the United States, and 
misconstrue the fundamental purpose of di-
versity, equity, inclusion, and accessibility 
efforts; 
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Whereas the idea that diversity, equity, in-

clusion, and accessibility initiatives do not 
consider merit is a false and harmful nar-
rative that misunderstands both concepts; 

Whereas, rather than lowering standards, 
diversity, equity, inclusion, and accessibility 
initiatives ensure that merit is measured in 
ways that are more accurate, inclusive, and 
aligned with real-world potential, benefit-
ting schools, workplaces, and society at 
large; 

Whereas, contrary to the Trump adminis-
tration’s claims, diversity, equity, inclusion, 
and accessibility initiatives are not about 
preferential treatment or quotas but leveling 
the playing field; 

Whereas dismantling these programs dis-
regards the persistent inequalities that ne-
cessitate their existence and signals a trou-
bling departure from the commitment of the 
United States to civil rights and equal op-
portunity for all; and 

Whereas attacks on initiatives that ad-
vance diversity, equity, inclusion, and acces-
sibility make the United States less pros-
perous, fair, and safe: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Senate— 
(1) affirms its commitment to— 
(A) diversity, equity, inclusion, and acces-

sibility as essential foundations for achiev-
ing the American Dream; and 

(B) fostering environments where all indi-
viduals have the freedom to be healthy, pros-
perous, and safe, the opportunity to realize 
their full potential, and the right to be equal 
members of our multiracial democracy; and 

(2) encourages local, State, and Federal 
policymakers, educational institutions, 
workplaces, and other organizations to 
adopt, uphold, and promote inclusivity, ex-
pand diversity and accessibility, remove bar-
riers, and provide equitable opportunities for 
all individuals to pursue their dreams, 
which, in turn, benefits all people. 

f 

SENATE RESOLUTION 241—EX-
PRESSING SUPPORT FOR THE 
DESIGNATION OF MAY 2025 AS 
‘‘NATIONAL BEEF MONTH’’ TO 
RECOGNIZE THE IMPORTANT 
ROLE CATTLE PLAY IN THE 
UNITED STATES, AND TO CON-
SUMERS 

Mr. RICKETTS (for himself, Mr. 
MARSHALL, Mrs. FISCHER, and Mr. COR-
NYN) submitted the following resolu-
tion; which was referred to the Com-
mittee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and 
Forestry: 

S. RES. 241 

Whereas cattle production accounts for 
largest share of cash receipts for agricultural 
commodities in the United States at 
$88,400,000,000; 

Whereas the United States produces the 
most beef in the world, accounting for 19 per-
cent of global production; 

Whereas the United States raises more 
than 92,000,000 head of cattle accounting for 
6 percent of global production; 

Whereas the United States has the largest 
inventory of fed cattle in the world; 

Whereas beef provides 25 grams of high- 
quality protein per 3-ounce serving; and 

Whereas beef contains essential nutrients 
which help the body convert food into energy 
and support immune health and brain func-
tion, including— 

(1) iron, which helps with oxygen absorp-
tion; 

(2) choline, which supports nervous system 
development; 

(3) vitamins B6 and B12, which maintains 
brain function; 

(4) phosphorous, which builds bones and 
teeth; 

(5) zinc, which maintains immune system 
function; 

(6) niacin, which supports energy produc-
tion and metabolism; 

(7) riboflavin, which converts food into en-
ergy; and 

(8) selenium, which promotes cell health: 
Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Senate— 
(1) supports the designation of May 2025 as 

‘‘National Beef Month’’; and 
(2) recognizes that— 
(A) historically, cattle production has con-

tributed about 17 percent of the 
$520,000,000,000 in total cash receipts for agri-
cultural commodities; 

(B) the United States is also the largest 
consumer of beef in the world, primarily 
high-value, grain-fed beef; and 

(C) beef is an excellent source of nutritious 
protein. 

f 

SENATE RESOLUTION 242—CON-
DEMNING THE PRIVATE BUSI-
NESS AGREEMENTS OF PRESI-
DENT DONALD J. TRUMP WITH 
FOREIGN GOVERNMENTS FOR 
POSING UNACCEPTABLE CON-
FLICTS OF INTEREST, AFFIRM-
ING SUCH AGREEMENTS VIO-
LATE THE FOREIGN EMOLU-
MENTS CLAUSE OF THE CON-
STITUTION OF THE UNITED 
STATES, AND DEMANDING THE 
TRANSFER OF ANY PROCEEDS 
FROM SUCH AGREEMENTS TO 
THE UNITED STATES GOVERN-
MENT 
Mr. BLUMENTHAL submitted the 

following resolution; which was re-
ferred to the Committee on Homeland 
Security and Governmental Affairs: 

S. RES. 242 

Whereas President Donald J. Trump has 
pursued numerous new business deals with 
foreign states that will generate millions of 
dollars of revenue for President Trump and 
the Trump family; 

Whereas LIV Golf, which is backed by the 
government of Saudi Arabia, hosted a tour-
nament at Trump National Doral Resort in 
April 2025; 

Whereas the Trump Organization is design-
ing a Trump-branded hotel, golf course, and 
golf club on government-owned land in Oman 
and with a Saudi Arabian real estate firm 
that has close ties to the government of 
Saudi Arabia; 

Whereas the Trump Organization has al-
ready received not less than $5,000,000 from 
the Trump-branded hotel deal in Oman; 

Whereas the Trump Organization plans to 
build a $500,000,000 luxury residential and 
commercial complex and Trump Inter-
national Hotel on government-owned land in 
Serbia; 

Whereas the Trump Organization has 
signed a $5,500,000,000 deal with a Qatari gov-
ernment-owned firm and a Saudi Arabian 
company with close ties to the government 
of Saudi Arabia to build a luxury golf resort 
in Qatar, including Trump-branded beachside 
villas and an 18-hole golf course; 

Whereas President Trump recently com-
pleted a 4-day tour of Saudi Arabia, Qatar, 
and the United Arab Emirates; 

Whereas, prior to the 4-day tour, the sons 
of President Trump had traveled through the 
Middle East to pursue and announce a flurry 
of new deals for the Trump Organization, in-
cluding a residential tower in Saudi Arabia 
and a hotel in Dubai; 

Whereas President Trump has refused to 
divest from his financial interests and re-
mains an owner of the Trump Organization; 

Whereas engaging in private business 
transactions with a foreign government, and 
the acceptance of substantial payments and 
benefits from a foreign government, could 
unduly influence the foreign policies of the 
United States; 

Whereas the Foreign Emoluments Clause 
contained in clause 8 of section 9 of article I 
of the Constitution of the United States pro-
vides that no present, emolument, office, or 
title, of any kind, may be accepted by the 
President of the United States from a king, 
prince, or foreign state without the consent 
of Congress; 

Whereas the Founders included the For-
eign Emoluments Clause in the Constitution 
of the United States, by unanimous agree-
ment of the State delegations, to ensure the 
President would remain loyal to the Nation 
and the public interest; 

Whereas the Foreign Emoluments Clause 
has long been understood to be ‘‘ ‘directed 
against every kind of influence by foreign 
governments upon officers of the United 
States,’ in the absence of consent by Con-
gress’’; 

Whereas the President of the United States 
has a constitutional and statutory obliga-
tion to uphold the public trust; and 

Whereas the violation of the Foreign 
Emoluments Clause of the Constitution of 
the United States undermines public trust 
and the integrity of public office in the 
United States: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Senate— 
(1) condemns the private business agree-

ments of President Donald J. Trump with 
foreign governments for posing unacceptable 
conflicts of interest; 

(2) affirms that any such agreements are 
violations of the Foreign Emoluments 
Clause of the Constitution of the United 
States because President Donald J. Trump 
did not seek the consent of Congress for any 
such agreements; and 

(3) demands the transfer of any proceeds 
from any such agreements nevertheless re-
ceived by President Donald J. Trump in vio-
lation of the Foreign Emoluments Clause 
contained in clause 8 of section 9 of article I 
of the Constitution of the United States to 
the United States Government. 

f 

SENATE RESOLUTION 243—CON-
DEMNING THE FINANCIAL EN-
TANGLEMENTS OF WORLD LIB-
ERTY FINANCIAL, INC. WITH 
PRESIDENT DONALD J. TRUMP, 
THE TRUMP FAMILY, AND THE 
TRUMP ADMINISTRATION 

Mr. BLUMENTHAL submitted the 
following resolution; which was re-
ferred to the Committee on Homeland 
Security and Governmental Affairs: 

S. RES. 243 

Whereas World Liberty Financial, Inc. (re-
ferred to in this preamble as ‘‘WLFI’’), which 
is owned in part by President Donald J. 
Trump and members of the Trump family, 
launched in September 2024 with the promise 
of ‘‘driving the mass adoption of stablecoins 
and decentralized finance’’; 

Whereas the Trump family took greater 
control over WLFI during the period imme-
diately preceding the inauguration of the 
President, asserting a claim of more than 75 
percent of net revenues from token sales and 
60 percent from the operations of the firm; 

Whereas WLFI started attracting new at-
tention from investors after the 2024 elec-
tion, raising $550,000,000 from the governance 
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token issued by WLFI, with half of those in-
vestors spending more than $1,000,000 each; 

Whereas the financial ties of President 
Trump to WLFI allow and invite anyone in 
the world, including foreign governments 
and unscrupulous individuals, to directly en-
rich the President and the Trump family, 
while hiding potential payoffs in the pseudo-
nymity of the blockchain; 

Whereas Justin Sun, who was facing a civil 
fraud case beginning in 2023 from the Securi-
ties and Exchange Commission over allega-
tions of market manipulation and unregis-
tered asset sales, has invested $75,000,000 in 
WLFI and announced that his blockchain 
project, TRON, would be a partner on the 
WLFI stablecoin named USD1; 

Whereas the Securities and Exchange Com-
mission under President Trump has paused 
the litigation against Justin Sun, and Justin 
Sun is now seeking to favorably settle; 

Whereas reporting indicates that the 
blockchain project TRON of Justin Sun has 
become a preferred payment platform for 
Hamas and Hezbollah to evade United States 
sanctions; 

Whereas WLFI has reportedly used the 
Trump name to solicit substantial invest-
ments from cryptocurrency startups, asking 
for between $10,000,000 and $30,000,000 in in-
vestment in the governance token issued by 
WLFI, while WLFI would buy a smaller 
amount of the digital coins of the startup in 
return and pocket the difference for WLFI; 

Whereas DWF Labs, a Dubai-based 
cryptocurrency firm suspected of engaging in 
market manipulation, has invested 
$25,000,000 in the governance token issued by 
WLFI, making it one of the largest holders 
of the governance token; 

Whereas, on May 1, 2025, MGX Fund Man-
agement Limited, an investment firm estab-
lished and backed by the government of the 
United Arab Emirates, announced an agree-
ment to use the WLFI stablecoin to complete 
a $2,000,000,000 deal with Binance Holdings, 
Ltd.; 

Whereas, as a result of the deal between 
MGX Fund Management Limited and 
Binance Holdings, Ltd., President Trump and 
the Trump family could stand to receive 
hundreds of millions of dollars from a for-
eign state; 

Whereas representatives of the Trump fam-
ily have reportedly held talks with Binance 
Holdings, Ltd. about investing in the United 
States arm of Binance Holdings, Ltd.; 

Whereas Binance Holdings, Ltd. pleaded 
guilty to violating anti-money-laundering 
laws in 2023, and the founder of Binance 
Holdings, Ltd., Changpeng Zhao, has served 4 
months in prison after pleading guilty to re-
lated charges; 

Whereas the Securities and Exchange Com-
mission under President Trump has paused a 
civil lawsuit against Binance Holdings, Ltd.; 

Whereas Binance Holdings, Ltd. executives 
have reportedly met with officials of the De-
partment of the Treasury to discuss loos-
ening United States Government oversight 
on the company; 

Whereas Binance Holdings, Ltd. founder 
Changpeng Zhao is reportedly seeking a for-
mal pardon from the Trump Administration; 

Whereas President Trump has used the 
Federal Government to enrich 
cryptocurrency firms through the creation of 
a Strategic Bitcoin Reserve and United 
States Digital Asset Stockpile and used the 
White House to promote cryptocurrencies; 

Whereas WLFI business partners and other 
cryptocurrency interests donated millions of 
dollars to the inauguration fund of President 
Trump; 

Whereas the financial entanglements of 
WLFI with the President, the Trump family, 
and the Trump Administration present un-

precedented conflicts of interest, national 
security risks, and constitutional violations; 

Whereas the acceptance of a substantial 
payment from a foreign government could 
unduly influence the foreign policies of the 
United States; 

Whereas the Foreign Emoluments Clause 
contained in clause 8 of section 9 of article I 
of the Constitution of the United States pro-
vides that no present, emolument, office, or 
title, of any kind, may be accepted by the 
President of the United States from a king, 
prince, or foreign state without the consent 
of Congress; 

Whereas the Founders included the For-
eign Emoluments Clause in the Constitution 
of the United States, by unanimous agree-
ment of the State delegations, to ensure the 
President would remain loyal to the Nation 
and the public interest; 

Whereas the Foreign Emoluments Clause 
of the Constitution of the United States has 
long been understood to be ‘‘directed against 
every kind of influence by foreign govern-
ments upon officers of the United States, in 
the absence of consent by Congress’’; 

Whereas the President of the United States 
has a constitutional and statutory obliga-
tion to uphold the public trust; and 

Whereas the violation of the Foreign 
Emoluments Clause of the Constitution of 
the United States undermines public trust 
and the integrity of public office in the 
United States: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Senate— 
(1) condemns the financial entanglements 

of World Liberty Financial, Inc. with Presi-
dent Donald J. Trump, the Trump family, 
and the Trump Administration for— 

(A) potentially enabling the violation of 
Government ethics requirements; 

(B) facilitating investments from foreign 
governments and financial transactions with 
foreign nationals under Federal prosecution; 
and 

(C) posing unacceptable conflicts of inter-
est; 

(2) affirms that the agreement between 
MGX Fund Management Limited and World 
Liberty Financial, Inc. is a violation of the 
Foreign Emoluments Clause of the Constitu-
tion of the United States because President 
Donald J. Trump did not seek the consent of 
Congress for such agreement; and 

(3) demands the transfer of any proceeds 
from any such agreement nevertheless re-
ceived by President Donald J. Trump in vio-
lation of the Foreign Emoluments Clause 
contained in clause 8 of section 9 of article I 
of the Constitution of the United States to 
the United States Government. 

SENATE RESOLUTION 244—AFFIRM-
ING THAT THE UNDERLYING 
PURPOSE OF THE FOREIGN 
EMOLUMENTS CLAUSE RENDERS 
THE ACCEPTANCE AND TRANS-
FER OF A PLANE FROM THE 
GOVERNMENT OF QATAR, WITH-
OUT THE EXPLICIT CONSENT OF 
CONGRESS, AN ILLEGAL EMOLU-
MENT, WITHHOLDING THE CON-
SENT OF THE SENATE TO THE 
ACCEPTANCE AND TRANSFER OF 
PLANE FROM THE GOVERNMENT 
OF QATAR, AND DEMANDING 
THE TRANSFER OF ANY PLANE 
RECEIVED BY PRESIDENT DON-
ALD J. TRUMP OR ENTITIES 
UNDER HIS CONTROL FROM THE 
GOVERNMENT OF QATAR TO THE 
PERMANENT CONTROL OF THE 
UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT 
Mr. BLUMENTHAL submitted the 

following resolution; which was re-
ferred to the Committee on Homeland 
Security and Governmental Affairs: 

S. RES. 244 
Whereas President Donald J. Trump re-

portedly plans to— 
(1) accept a Boeing 747-8 jumbo jet from the 

government of Qatar for United States Gov-
ernment use as Air Force One during the 
Trump Administration; and 

(2) transfer that plane nominally to the 
Donald J. Trump Presidential Library short-
ly before the expiration of the term of office 
of President Trump but continue personal 
use of the plane after the Presidency of 
President Trump; 

Whereas the estimated value of the plane 
is $400,000,000, making the plane one of the 
biggest gifts to the United States from a for-
eign government, if accepted; 

Whereas Air Force One is equipped with 
advanced, specialized communications tech-
nologies, so that Air Force One may trans-
mit highly classified national security infor-
mation and serve as a mobile command cen-
ter in the event of an attack on the United 
States; 

Whereas accepting a plane from a foreign 
government poses counterintelligence and 
other national security concerns, such as the 
insertion of listening devices on the plane; 

Whereas ensuring the plane is free from all 
security risks, including listening devices, 
could require stripping the plane down to its 
parts; 

Whereas retrofitting the Qatari plane to 
serve as Air Force One also requires the in-
stallation of multiple top-secret systems 
that enable secure Government communica-
tions, midair refueling, and missile defense 
and that protect against electronic jamming 
and electromagnetic pulse attacks; 

Whereas such a process could cost tax-
payers more than $1,000,000,000 and take 
years to complete; 

Whereas the only means of speeding up 
such work requires relaxing current Air 
Force One security rules; 

Whereas, even if such work is sped up, the 
Qatari plane may only be ready near the end 
of the term of office of President Trump, at 
which time the plane will be turned over to 
the Donald J. Trump Presidential Library; 

Whereas all fees related to the transfer of 
the plane to the Donald J. Trump Presi-
dential Library reportedly will be paid by 
the United States Air Force, rather than by 
President Trump himself; 

Whereas the acceptance of a substantial 
gift from a foreign government could unduly 
influence the foreign policies of the United 
States; 
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Whereas the Foreign Emoluments Clause 

contained in clause 8 of section 9 of article I 
of the Constitution of the United States pro-
vides that no present, emolument, office, or 
title, of any kind, may be accepted by the 
President of the United States from a king, 
prince, or foreign state without the consent 
of Congress; 

Whereas the Founders included the For-
eign Emoluments Clause in the Constitution 
of the United States, by unanimous agree-
ment of the State delegations, to ensure the 
President would remain loyal to the Nation 
and the public interest; 

Whereas the Foreign Emoluments Clause 
has long been understood to be ‘‘ ‘directed 
against every kind of influence by foreign 
governments upon officers of the United 
States,’ in the absence of consent by Con-
gress’’; 

Whereas the President of the United States 
has a constitutional and statutory obliga-
tion to uphold the public trust; and 

Whereas the violation of the Foreign 
Emoluments Clause of the Constitution of 
the United States undermines public trust 
and the integrity of public office in the 
United States: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Senate— 
(1) affirms that the underlying purpose of 

the Foreign Emoluments Clause of the Con-
stitution of the United States renders the ac-
ceptance and transfer of a plane from the 
government of Qatar, without the explicit 
consent of Congress, an illegal emolument, 
regardless of the legal technicalities of own-
ership; 

(2) withholds the consent of the Senate to 
the acceptance and transfer of any plane 
from the government of Qatar, as such ac-
ceptance and transfer poses unacceptable po-
tential costs to taxpayers in the United 
States as well as grave risks to national se-
curity and of foreign corruption; and 

(3) demands the transfer of any plane re-
ceived by President Donald J. Trump or enti-
ties under the control of President Trump 
from the government of Qatar, in violation 
of the Foreign Emoluments Clause contained 
in clause 8 of section 9 of article I of the Con-
stitution of the United States, to the perma-
nent control of the United States 
Government. 

f 

SENATE RESOLUTION 245—CON-
DEMNING THE FINANCIAL EN-
TANGLEMENTS OF PRESIDNET 
DONALD J. TRUMP WITH THE 
$TRUMP MEME COIN 

Mr. BLUMENTHAL submitted the 
following resolution; which was re-
ferred to the Committee on Homeland 
Security and Governmental Affairs: 

S. RES. 245 

Whereas, on January 17, 2025, Fight Fight 
Fight LLC launched the ‘‘OFFICIAL 
TRUMP’’ cryptocurrency (referred to in this 
preamble as ‘‘$TRUMP’’), which is a meme 
coin; 

Whereas a meme coin is a type of asset 
purchased ‘‘for entertainment, social inter-
action, and cultural purposes’’, with the 
value of the asset ‘‘driven primarily by mar-
ket demand and speculation’’; 

Whereas the $TRUMP website states in the 
disclaimers of the website that the product 
is ‘‘not intended to be . . . an investment op-
portunity’’, but rather to function as ‘‘an ex-
pression of support for, and engagement 
with, the ideals and beliefs embodied by the 
symbol ‘$TRUMP’ ’’; 

Whereas President Trump himself pro-
moted the venture at the time of launch, and 
on multiple occasions since the launch has 

encouraged investors to ‘‘join [his] very spe-
cial Trump Community’’; 

Whereas, within 2 days of launch, the price 
for $TRUMP skyrocketed over 10 times to 
$74.27 before steeply declining to settle at 
$7.50 by April 2025; 

Whereas, in the face of dwindling value and 
steep losses for hundreds of thousands of in-
vestors, on April 23, 2025, Fight Fight Fight 
LLC announced a ‘‘Dinner with Trump’’ 
competition that promised an evening with 
the President to discuss cryptocurrency pol-
icy at Trump National Club in Washington, 
D.C., for the top 220 holders of $TRUMP; 

Whereas, in addition to the dinner, the pro-
motion offered a ‘‘Special VIP White House 
Tour’’ for the top 25 holders before removing 
the reference to the White House; 

Whereas the price of $TRUMP rose more 
than 50 percent with a significant surge in 
trading volume following the announcement 
of the promotional dinner; 

Whereas $TRUMP allows and invites any-
one in the world, potentially even foreign 
governments and unscrupulous individuals, 
to directly enrich the President, while hiding 
potential payoffs in the pseudonymity of the 
blockchain; 

Whereas the top holders of $TRUMP are re-
ported to be foreign nationals and entities, 
which may include individuals or entities 
tied to foreign governments; 

Whereas a Chinese-linked firm, GD Culture 
Group, which nominally produces content for 
TikTok, has raised up to $300,000,000 from an 
unidentified investor to purchase $TRUMP 
and Bitcoin, despite having no revenue; 

Whereas a shipping firm with operations in 
Mexico raised $20,000,000 to purchase 
$TRUMP for the express purpose of influ-
encing the tariff policy of the United States; 

Whereas Justin Sun, who was facing a civil 
fraud case from the Securities and Exchange 
Commission over allegations of market ma-
nipulation and unregistered asset sales, is 
believed to be the top holder of $TRUMP; 

Whereas the Securities and Exchange Com-
mission under President Trump paused the 
litigation against Justin Sun, and Sun is 
now seeking to favorably settle; 

Whereas President Trump financially bene-
fits from the market value and activity of 
the $TRUMP, as Fight Fight Fight LLC and 
CIC Digital LLC, an affiliate of the Trump 
Organization, collectively own 80 percent of 
the 1,000,000,000 issued $TRUMP coins, which 
are currently worth $10,500,000,000 in market 
value; 

Whereas both Fight Fight Fight LLC and 
CIC Digital LLC, as well as the affiliated 
‘‘Celebration Cards LLC’’, receive trans-
action fees derived from trading activities, 
making surges in trading from the pro-
motion of the $TRUMP coin by President 
Trump and competition particularly lucra-
tive; 

Whereas the $TRUMP coin has generated 
$350,000,000 in fees for Fight Fight Fight LLC 
and partners of Fight Fight Fight LLC, in-
cluding over $1,000,000 since the ‘‘Dinner with 
Trump’’ announcement; 

Whereas the financial entanglements of 
President Trump with the $TRUMP coin, as 
well as the attempted use of the White House 
to host competitions to prop up the value of 
$TRUMP, represent an unprecedented, pay- 
to-play scheme to provide access to the Pres-
idency to the highest bidder; 

Whereas the purchase by a foreign govern-
ment of $TRUMP would violate the Foreign 
Emoluments Clause contained in clause 8 of 
section 9 of article I of the Constitution of 
the United States, which provides that no 
present, emolument, office, or title, of any 
kind, may be accepted by the President of 
the United States from a king, prince, or for-
eign state without the consent of Congress; 

Whereas the Founders included the For-
eign Emoluments Clause in the Constitution 
of the United States, by unanimous agree-
ment of the State delegations, to ensure the 
President would remain loyal to the Nation 
and the public interest; 

Whereas the Foreign Emoluments Clause 
of the Constitution of the United States has 
long been understood to be ‘‘directed against 
every kind of influence by foreign govern-
ments upon officers of the United States, in 
the absence of consent by Congress’’; 

Whereas the President of the United States 
has a constitutional and statutory obliga-
tion to uphold the public trust; and 

Whereas the violation of the Foreign 
Emoluments Clause of the Constitution of 
the United States undermines public trust 
and the integrity of public office in the 
United States: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Senate— 
(1) condemns the financial entanglements 

of President Donald J. Trump with the 
$TRUMP meme coin for— 

(A) permitting and facilitating covert pay-
ments to the President and the Trump fam-
ily, including potential investments from 
foreign governments and foreign nationals 
under Federal prosecution; and 

(B) auctioning access to the Presidency in 
return for the purchase of the 
cryptocurrency of President Trump; 

(2) affirms that any purchase of $TRUMP 
by a foreign government is a violation of the 
Foreign Emoluments Clause of the Constitu-
tion of the United States because President 
Donald J. Trump did not seek the consent of 
Congress before accepting such payments; 
and 

(3) demands the transfer of any proceeds 
from any foreign government purchase of 
$TRUMP nevertheless received by President 
Donald J. Trump in violation of the Foreign 
Emoluments Clause contained in clause 8 of 
section 9 of article I of the Constitution of 
the United States to the United States Gov-
ernment. 

f 

AMENDMENTS SUBMITTED AND 
PROPOSED 

SA 2236. Mr. TUBERVILLE submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by him 
to the bill S. 1582, to provide for the regula-
tion of payment stablecoins, and for other 
purposes; which was ordered to lie on the 
table. 

SA 2237. Mr. HAWLEY submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by him 
to the bill S. 1582, supra; which was ordered 
to lie on the table. 

SA 2238. Mr. HAWLEY submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by him 
to the bill S. 1582, supra; which was ordered 
to lie on the table. 

SA 2239. Mr. HAWLEY (for himself and Mr. 
SANDERS) submitted an amendment intended 
to be proposed by him to the bill S. 1582, 
supra; which was ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 2240. Mr. HAWLEY submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by him 
to the bill S. 1582, supra; which was ordered 
to lie on the table. 

SA 2241. Mr. HAGERTY (for himself, Mrs. 
GILLIBRAND, Mr. SCOTT of South Carolina, 
and Ms. LUMMIS) submitted an amendment 
intended to be proposed by him to the bill S. 
1582, supra; which was ordered to lie on the 
table. 

SA 2242. Mr. WHITEHOUSE submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by him 
to the bill S. 1582, supra; which was ordered 
to lie on the table. 

SA 2243. Mr. DURBIN submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill S. 1582, supra; which was ordered to lie 
on the table. 
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SA 2244. Mr. DURBIN (for himself and Mr. 

WARNOCK) submitted an amendment in-
tended to be proposed by him to the bill S. 
1582, supra; which was ordered to lie on the 
table. 

SA 2245. Mr. DURBIN submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill S. 1582, supra; which was ordered to lie 
on the table. 

SA 2246. Mr. DURBIN (for himself, Mr. 
BLUMENTHAL, Mr. REED, and Ms. WARREN) 
submitted an amendment intended to be pro-
posed by him to the bill S. 1582, supra; which 
was ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 2247. Mr. LEE submitted an amendment 
intended to be proposed by him to the bill S. 
1582, supra; which was ordered to lie on the 
table. 

SA 2248. Mr. TUBERVILLE submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed to 
amendment SA 2228 proposed by Mr. THUNE 
(for Mr. RICKETTS (for himself and Ms. LUM-
MIS)) to the bill S. 1582, supra; which was or-
dered to lie on the table. 

SA 2249. Mr. REED submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill S. 1582, supra; which was ordered to lie 
on the table. 

SA 2250. Mr. REED submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill S. 1582, supra; which was ordered to lie 
on the table. 

SA 2251. Mr. REED submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill S. 1582, supra; which was ordered to lie 
on the table. 

SA 2252. Mr. REED submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill S. 1582, supra; which was ordered to lie 
on the table. 

SA 2253. Mr. REED submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill S. 1582, supra; which was ordered to lie 
on the table. 

SA 2254. Mr. REED submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill S. 1582, supra; which was ordered to lie 
on the table. 

SA 2255. Mr. REED submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill S. 1582, supra; which was ordered to lie 
on the table. 

SA 2256. Mr. REED submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill S. 1582, supra; which was ordered to lie 
on the table. 

SA 2257. Mr. REED submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill S. 1582, supra; which was ordered to lie 
on the table. 

SA 2258. Mr. REED submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill S. 1582, supra; which was ordered to lie 
on the table. 

SA 2259. Mr. MURPHY submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by him 
to the bill S. 1582, supra; which was ordered 
to lie on the table. 

SA 2260. Mr. SCHIFF submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill S. 1582, supra; which was ordered to lie 
on the table. 

SA 2261. Mr. SCHIFF submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill S. 1582, supra; which was ordered to lie 
on the table. 

SA 2262. Mr. REED submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill S. 1582, supra; which was ordered to lie 
on the table. 

SA 2263. Mr. REED submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill S. 1582, supra; which was ordered to lie 
on the table. 

SA 2264. Mr. REED submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill S. 1582, supra; which was ordered to lie 
on the table. 

SA 2265. Mr. REED submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill S. 1582, supra; which was ordered to lie 
on the table. 

f 

TEXT OF AMENDMENTS 

SA 2236. Mr. TUBERVILLE sub-
mitted an amendment intended to be 
proposed by him to the bill S. 1582, to 
provide for the regulation of payment 
stablecoins, and for other purposes; 
which was ordered to lie on the table; 
as follows: 

In section 18(a), add at the end the fol-
lowing: 

(5) The foreign payment stablecoin issuer 
is not owned, in whole or in part, by— 

(A) the People’s Republic of China, includ-
ing the Hong Kong Special Administrative 
Region and the Macao Special Administra-
tive Region; 

(B) the Republic of Cuba; 
(C) the Islamic Republic of Iran; 
(D) the Democratic People’s Republic of 

Korea; 
(E) the Russian Federation; or 
(F) the Bolivarian Republic of Venezuela 

under the regime of Nicolás Maduro Moros. 

SA 2237. Mr. HAWLEY submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 1582, to provide for 
the regulation of payment stablecoins, 
and for other purposes; which was or-
dered to lie on the table; as follows: 

At the end, add the following: 

TITLE II—STOP CSAM ACT 
SEC. 201. SHORT TITLE. 

This title may be cited as the ‘‘Strength-
ening Transparency and Obligations to Pro-
tect Children Suffering from Abuse and Mis-
treatment Act of 2025’’ or the ‘‘STOP CSAM 
Act of 2025’’. 
SEC. 202. PROTECTING CHILD VICTIMS AND WIT-

NESSES IN FEDERAL COURT. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 3509 of title 18, 

United States Code, is amended— 
(1) in subsection (a)— 
(A) in paragraph (2)(A), by striking ‘‘or ex-

ploitation’’ and inserting ‘‘exploitation, or 
kidnapping, including international parental 
kidnapping’’; 

(B) in paragraph (3), by striking ‘‘physical 
or mental injury’’ and inserting ‘‘physical 
injury, psychological abuse’’; 

(C) by striking paragraphs (5), (6), and (7) 
and inserting the following: 

‘‘(5) the term ‘psychological abuse’ in-
cludes— 

‘‘(A) a pattern of acts, threats of acts, or 
coercive tactics intended to degrade, humili-
ate, intimidate, or terrorize a child; and 

‘‘(B) the infliction of trauma on a child 
through— 

‘‘(i) isolation; 
‘‘(ii) the withholding of food or other ne-

cessities in order to control behavior; 
‘‘(iii) physical restraint; or 
‘‘(iv) the confinement of the child without 

the child’s consent and in degrading condi-
tions; 

‘‘(6) the term ‘exploitation’ means— 
‘‘(A) child pornography; 
‘‘(B) child sex trafficking; or 
‘‘(C) an obscene visual depiction of a child; 
‘‘(7) the term ‘multidisciplinary child 

abuse team’ means a professional unit of in-
dividuals working together to investigate 
child abuse and provide assistance and sup-
port to a victim of child abuse, composed of 
representatives from— 

‘‘(A) health, social service, and legal serv-
ice agencies that represent the child; 

‘‘(B) law enforcement agencies and pros-
ecutorial offices; and 

‘‘(C) children’s advocacy centers;’’; 
(D) in paragraph (9)(D)— 
(i) by striking ‘‘genitals’’ and inserting 

‘‘anus, genitals,’’; and 
(ii) by striking ‘‘or animal’’; 
(E) in paragraph (11), by striking ‘‘and’’ at 

the end; 
(F) in paragraph (12)— 
(i) by striking ‘‘the term ‘child abuse’ does 

not’’ and inserting ‘‘the terms ‘physical in-
jury’ and ‘psychological abuse’ do not’’; and 

(ii) by striking the period and inserting a 
semicolon; and 

(G) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(13) the term ‘covered person’ means a 

person of any age who— 
‘‘(A) is or is alleged to be— 
‘‘(i) a victim of a crime of physical abuse, 

sexual abuse, exploitation, or kidnapping, in-
cluding international parental kidnapping; 
or 

‘‘(ii) a witness to a crime committed 
against another person; and 

‘‘(B) was under the age of 18 when the 
crime described in subparagraph (A) was 
committed; 

‘‘(14) the term ‘protected information’, 
with respect to a covered person, includes— 

‘‘(A) personally identifiable information of 
the covered person, including— 

‘‘(i) the name of the covered person; 
‘‘(ii) an address; 
‘‘(iii) a phone number; 
‘‘(iv) a user name or identifying informa-

tion for an online, social media, or email ac-
count; and 

‘‘(v) any information that can be used to 
distinguish or trace the identity of the cov-
ered person, either alone or when combined 
with other information that is linked or 
linkable to the covered person; 

‘‘(B) medical, dental, behavioral, psy-
chiatric, or psychological information of the 
covered person; 

‘‘(C) educational or juvenile justice records 
of the covered person; and 

‘‘(D) any other information concerning the 
covered person that is deemed ‘protected in-
formation’ by order of the court under sub-
section (d)(5); 

‘‘(15) the term ‘child pornography’ has the 
meaning given the term in section 2256(8); 
and 

‘‘(16) the term ‘obscene visual depiction of 
a child’ means any visual depiction prohib-
ited by section 1466A involving an identifi-
able minor, as that term is defined in section 
2256(9).’’; 

(2) in subsection (b)— 
(A) in paragraph (1)(C), by striking 

‘‘minor’’ and inserting ‘‘child’’; and 
(B) in paragraph (2)— 
(i) in the heading, by striking 

‘‘VIDEOTAPED’’ and inserting ‘‘RECORDED’’; 
(ii) in subparagraph (A), by striking ‘‘that 

the deposition be recorded and preserved on 
videotape’’ and inserting ‘‘that a video re-
cording of the deposition be made and pre-
served’’; 

(iii) in subparagraph (B)— 
(I) in clause (ii), by striking ‘‘that the 

child’s deposition be taken and preserved by 
videotape’’ and inserting ‘‘that a video re-
cording of the child’s deposition be made and 
preserved’’; 

(II) in clause (iii)— 
(aa) in the matter preceding subclause (I), 

by striking ‘‘videotape’’ and inserting ‘‘re-
corded’’; and 

(bb) in subclause (IV), by striking ‘‘video-
tape’’ and inserting ‘‘recording’’; and 

(III) in clause (v)— 
(aa) in the heading, by striking ‘‘VIDEO-

TAPE’’ and inserting ‘‘VIDEO RECORDING’’; 
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(bb) in the first sentence, by striking 

‘‘made and preserved on video tape’’ and in-
serting ‘‘recorded and preserved’’; and 

(cc) in the second sentence, by striking 
‘‘videotape’’ and inserting ‘‘video recording’’; 

(iv) in subparagraph (C), by striking 
‘‘child’s videotaped’’ and inserting ‘‘video re-
cording of the child’s’’; 

(v) in subparagraph (D)— 
(I) by striking ‘‘videotaping’’ and inserting 

‘‘deposition’’; and 
(II) by striking ‘‘videotaped’’ and inserting 

‘‘recorded’’; 
(vi) in subparagraph (E), by striking 

‘‘videotaped’’ and inserting ‘‘recorded’’; and 
(vii) in subparagraph (F), by striking ‘‘vid-

eotape’’ each place the term appears and in-
serting ‘‘video recording’’; 

(3) in subsection (d)— 
(A) in paragraph (1)(A)— 
(i) in clause (i), by striking ‘‘the name of or 

any other information concerning a child’’ 
and inserting ‘‘a covered person’s protected 
information’’; and 

(ii) in clause (ii)— 
(I) by striking ‘‘documents described in 

clause (i) or the information in them that 
concerns a child’’ and inserting ‘‘a covered 
person’s protected information’’; and 

(II) by striking ‘‘, have reason to know 
such information’’ and inserting ‘‘(including 
witnesses or potential witnesses), have rea-
son to know each item of protected informa-
tion to be disclosed’’; 

(B) in paragraph (2)— 
(i) by striking ‘‘the name of or any other 

information concerning a child’’ each place 
the term appears and inserting ‘‘a covered 
person’s protected information’’; 

(ii) by redesignating subparagraphs (A) and 
(B) as clauses (i) and (ii), respectively, and 
adjusting the margins accordingly; 

(iii) by striking ‘‘All papers’’ and inserting 
the following: 

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—All papers’’; and 
(iv) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(B) ENFORCEMENT OF VIOLATIONS.—The 

court may address a violation of subpara-
graph (A) in the same manner as disobe-
dience or resistance to a lawful court order 
under section 401(3).’’; 

(C) in paragraph (3)— 
(i) in subparagraph (A)— 
(I) by striking ‘‘a child from public disclo-

sure of the name of or any other information 
concerning the child’’ and inserting ‘‘a cov-
ered person’s protected information from 
public disclosure’’; and 

(II) by striking ‘‘, if the court determines 
that there is a significant possibility that 
such disclosure would be detrimental to the 
child’’; 

(ii) in subparagraph (B)— 
(I) in clause (i)— 
(aa) by striking ‘‘a child witness, and the 

testimony of any other witness’’ and insert-
ing ‘‘any witness’’; and 

(bb) by striking ‘‘the name of or any other 
information concerning a child’’ and insert-
ing ‘‘a covered person’s protected informa-
tion’’; and 

(II) in clause (ii), by striking ‘‘child’’ and 
inserting ‘‘covered person’’; and 

(iii) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(C)(i) For purposes of this paragraph, 

there shall be a presumption that public dis-
closure of a covered person’s protected infor-
mation would be detrimental to the covered 
person. 

‘‘(ii) The court shall deny a motion for a 
protective order under subparagraph (A) only 
if the court finds that the party opposing the 
motion has rebutted the presumption under 
clause (i) of this subparagraph.’’; 

(D) in paragraph (4)— 
(i) by striking ‘‘This subsection’’ and in-

serting the following: 

‘‘(A) DISCLOSURE TO CERTAIN PARTIES.— 
This subsection’’; 

(ii) in subparagraph (A), as so designated— 
(I) by striking ‘‘the name of or other infor-

mation concerning a child’’ and inserting ‘‘a 
covered person’s protected information’’; and 

(II) by striking ‘‘or an adult attendant, or 
to’’ and inserting ‘‘an adult attendant, a law 
enforcement agency for any intelligence or 
investigative purpose, or’’; and 

(iii) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(B) REQUEST FOR PUBLIC DISCLOSURE.—If 

any party requests public disclosure of a cov-
ered person’s protected information to fur-
ther a public interest, the court shall deny 
the request unless the court finds that— 

‘‘(i) the party seeking disclosure has estab-
lished that there is a compelling public in-
terest in publicly disclosing the covered per-
son’s protected information; 

‘‘(ii) there is a substantial probability that 
the public interest would be harmed if the 
covered person’s protected information is 
not disclosed; 

‘‘(iii) the substantial probability of harm 
to the public interest outweighs the harm to 
the covered person from public disclosure of 
the covered person’s protected information; 
and 

‘‘(iv) there is no alternative to public dis-
closure of the covered person’s protected in-
formation that would adequately protect the 
public interest.’’; and 

(E) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(5) OTHER PROTECTED INFORMATION.—The 

court may order that information shall be 
considered to be ‘protected information’ for 
purposes of this subsection if the court finds 
that the information is sufficiently personal, 
sensitive, or identifying that it should be 
subject to the protections and presumptions 
under this subsection.’’; 

(4) by striking subsection (f) and inserting 
the following: 

‘‘(f) VICTIM IMPACT STATEMENT.— 
‘‘(1) PROBATION OFFICER.—In preparing the 

presentence report pursuant to rule 32(c) of 
the Federal Rules of Criminal Procedure, the 
probation officer shall request information 
from the multidisciplinary child abuse team, 
if applicable, or other appropriate sources to 
determine the impact of the offense on a 
child victim and any other children who may 
have been affected by the offense. 

‘‘(2) GUARDIAN AD LITEM.—A guardian ad 
litem appointed under subsection (h) shall— 

‘‘(A) make every effort to obtain and re-
port information that accurately expresses 
the views of a child victim, and the views of 
family members as appropriate, concerning 
the impact of the offense; and 

‘‘(B) use forms that permit a child victim 
to express the child’s views concerning the 
personal consequences of the offense, at a 
level and in a form of communication com-
mensurate with the child’s age and ability.’’; 

(5) in subsection (h), by adding at the end 
the following: 

‘‘(4) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—There is authorized to 

be appropriated to the United States courts 
to carry out this subsection $25,000,000 for 
each fiscal year. 

‘‘(B) SUPERVISION OF PAYMENTS.—Payments 
from appropriations authorized under sub-
paragraph (A) shall be made under the super-
vision of the Director of the Administrative 
Office of the United States Courts.’’; 

(6) in subsection (i)— 
(A) by striking ‘‘A child testifying at or at-

tending a judicial proceeding’’ and inserting 
the following: 

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—A child testifying at a 
judicial proceeding, including in a manner 
described in subsection (b),’’; 

(B) in paragraph (1), as so designated— 
(i) in the third sentence, by striking ‘‘pro-

ceeding’’ and inserting ‘‘testimony’’; and 

(ii) by striking the fifth sentence; and 
(C) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(2) RECORDING.—If the adult attendant is 

in close physical proximity to or in contact 
with the child while the child testifies— 

‘‘(A) at a judicial proceeding, a video re-
cording of the adult attendant shall be made 
and shall become part of the court record; or 

‘‘(B) in a manner described in subsection 
(b), the adult attendant shall be visible on 
the closed-circuit television or in the re-
corded deposition. 

‘‘(3) COVERED PERSONS ATTENDING PRO-
CEEDING.—A covered person shall have the 
right to be accompanied by an adult attend-
ant when attending any judicial pro-
ceeding.’’; 

(7) in subsection (j)— 
(A) by striking ‘‘child’’ each place the term 

appears and inserting ‘‘covered person’’; and 
(B) in the fourth sentence— 
(i) by striking ‘‘and the potential’’ and in-

serting ‘‘, the potential’’; 
(ii) by striking ‘‘child’s’’ and inserting 

‘‘covered person’s’’; and 
(iii) by inserting before the period at the 

end the following: ‘‘, and the necessity of the 
continuance to protect the defendant’s 
rights’’; 

(8) in subsection (k), by striking ‘‘child’’ 
each place the term appears and inserting 
‘‘covered person’’; 

(9) in subsection (l), by striking ‘‘child’’ 
each place the term appears and inserting 
‘‘covered person’’; and 

(10) in subsection (m)— 
(A) by striking ‘‘(as defined by section 2256 

of this title)’’ each place it appears; 
(B) by inserting ‘‘or an obscene visual de-

piction of a child’’ after ‘‘child pornography’’ 
each place it appears except the second in-
stance in paragraph (3); 

(C) in paragraph (1), by inserting ‘‘and any 
civil action brought under section 2255 or 
2255A’’ after ‘‘any criminal proceeding’’; 

(D) in paragraph (2), by adding at the end 
the following: 

‘‘(C)(i) Notwithstanding rule 26 of the Fed-
eral Rules of Civil Procedure, a court shall 
deny, in any civil action brought under sec-
tion 2255 or 2255A, any request by any party 
to copy, photograph, duplicate, or otherwise 
reproduce any property or material that con-
stitutes child pornography or an obscene vis-
ual depiction of a child. 

‘‘(ii) In a civil action brought under section 
2255 or 2255A, for purposes of paragraph (1), 
the court may— 

‘‘(I) order the plaintiff or defendant to pro-
vide to the court or the Government, as ap-
plicable, any equipment necessary to main-
tain care, custody, and control of such prop-
erty or material; and 

‘‘(II) take reasonable measures, and may 
order the Government (if such property or 
material is in the care, custody, and control 
of the Government) to take reasonable meas-
ures, to provide each party to the action, the 
attorney of each party, and any individual a 
party may seek to qualify as an expert, with 
ample opportunity to inspect, view, and ex-
amine such property or material at the court 
or a Government facility, as applicable.’’; 
and 

(E) in paragraph (3)— 
(i) by inserting ‘‘and during the 1-year pe-

riod following the date on which the crimi-
nal proceeding becomes final or is termi-
nated’’ after ‘‘any criminal proceeding’’; 

(ii) by striking ‘‘, as defined under section 
2256(8),’’; and 

(iii) by inserting ‘‘or obscene visual depic-
tion of a child’’ after ‘‘such child pornog-
raphy’’. 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this section shall apply to conduct 
that occurs before, on, or after the date of 
enactment of this Act. 
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SEC. 203. FACILITATING PAYMENT OF RESTITU-

TION; TECHNICAL AMENDMENTS TO 
RESTITUTION STATUTES. 

Title 18, United States Code, is amended— 
(1) in section 1593(c)— 
(A) by inserting ‘‘(1)’’ after ‘‘(c)’’; 
(B) by striking ‘‘chapter, including, in’’ 

and inserting the following: ‘‘chapter. 
‘‘(2) In’’; and 
(C) in paragraph (2), as so designated, by 

inserting ‘‘may assume the rights of the vic-
tim under this section’’ after ‘‘suitable by 
the court’’; 

(2) in section 2248(c)— 
(A) by striking ‘‘For purposes’’ and insert-

ing the following: 
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—For purposes’’; 
(B) by striking ‘‘chapter, including, in’’ 

and inserting the following: ‘‘chapter. 
‘‘(2) ASSUMPTION OF CRIME VICTIM’S 

RIGHTS.—In’’; and 
(C) in paragraph (2), as so designated, by 

inserting ‘‘may assume the rights of the vic-
tim under this section’’ after ‘‘suitable by 
the court’’; 

(3) in section 2259— 
(A) by striking subsection (a) and inserting 

the following: 
‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding section 

3663 or 3663A, and in addition to any other 
civil or criminal penalty authorized by law, 
the court shall order restitution for any of-
fense under— 

‘‘(1) section 1466A, to the extent the con-
duct involves a visual depiction of an identi-
fiable minor; or 

‘‘(2) this chapter.’’; 
(B) in subsection (b)— 
(i) in paragraph (1), by striking ‘‘DIREC-

TIONS.—Except as provided in paragraph (2), 
the’’ and inserting ‘‘RESTITUTION FOR CHILD 
PORNOGRAPHY PRODUCTION.—If the defendant 
was convicted of child pornography produc-
tion, the’’; and 

(ii) in paragraph (2)(B), by striking 
‘‘$3,000.’’ and inserting the following: ‘‘— 

‘‘(i) $3,000; or 
‘‘(ii) 10 percent of the full amount of the 

victim’s losses, if the full amount of the vic-
tim’s losses is less than $3,000.’’; and 

(C) in subsection (c)— 
(i) by striking paragraph (1) and inserting 

the following: 
‘‘(1) CHILD PORNOGRAPHY PRODUCTION.—For 

purposes of this section and section 2259A, 
the term ‘child pornography production’ 
means— 

‘‘(A) a violation of, attempted violation of, 
or conspiracy to violate section 1466A(a) to 
the extent the conduct involves production 
of a visual depiction of an identifiable minor; 

‘‘(B) a violation of, attempted violation of, 
or conspiracy to violate section 1466A(a) in-
volving possession with intent to distribute, 
or section 1466A(b), to the extent the conduct 
involves a visual depiction of an identifiable 
minor— 

‘‘(i) produced by the defendant; or 
‘‘(ii) that the defendant attempted or con-

spired to produce; 
‘‘(C) a violation of subsection (a), (b), or (c) 

of section 2251, or an attempt or conspiracy 
to violate any of those subsections under 
subsection (e) of that section; 

‘‘(D) a violation of section 2251A; 
‘‘(E) a violation of section 2252(a)(4) or 

2252A(a)(5), or an attempt or conspiracy to 
violate either of those sections under section 
2252(b)(2) or 2252A(b)(2), to the extent such 
conduct involves child pornography— 

‘‘(i) produced by the defendant; or 
‘‘(ii) that the defendant attempted or con-

spired to produce; 
‘‘(F) a violation of subsection (a)(7) of sec-

tion 2252A, or an attempt or conspiracy to 
violate that subsection under subsection 
(b)(3) of that section, to the extent the con-

duct involves production with intent to dis-
tribute; 

‘‘(G) a violation of section 2252A(g) if the 
series of felony violations involves not fewer 
than 1 violation— 

‘‘(i) described in subparagraph (A), (B), (E), 
or (F) of this paragraph; 

‘‘(ii) of section 1591; or 
‘‘(iii) of section 1201, chapter 109A, or chap-

ter 117, if the victim is a minor; 
‘‘(H) a violation of subsection (a) of section 

2260, or an attempt or conspiracy to violate 
that subsection under subsection (c)(1) of 
that section; 

‘‘(I) a violation of section 2260B(a)(2) for 
promoting or facilitating an offense— 

‘‘(i) described in subparagraph (A), (B), (D), 
or (E) of this paragraph; or 

‘‘(ii) under section 2422(b); and 
‘‘(J) a violation of chapter 109A or chapter 

117, if the offense involves the production or 
attempted production of, or conspiracy to 
produce, child pornography.’’; 

(ii) by striking paragraph (3) and inserting 
the following: 

‘‘(3) TRAFFICKING IN CHILD PORNOGRAPHY.— 
For purposes of this section and section 
2259A, the term ‘trafficking in child pornog-
raphy’ means— 

‘‘(A) a violation of, attempted violation of, 
or conspiracy to violate section 1466A(a) to 
the extent the conduct involves distribution 
or receipt of a visual depiction of an identifi-
able minor; 

‘‘(B) a violation of, attempted violation of, 
or conspiracy to violate section 1466A(a) in-
volving possession with intent to distribute, 
or section 1466A(b), to the extent the conduct 
involves a visual depiction of an identifiable 
minor— 

‘‘(i) not produced by the defendant; or 
‘‘(ii) that the defendant did not attempt or 

conspire to produce; 
‘‘(C) a violation of subsection (d) of section 

2251 or an attempt or conspiracy to violate 
that subsection under subsection (e) of that 
section; 

‘‘(D) a violation of paragraph (1), (2), or (3) 
of subsection (a) of section 2252, or an at-
tempt or conspiracy to violate any of those 
paragraphs under subsection (b)(1) of that 
section; 

‘‘(E) a violation of section 2252(a)(4) or 
2252A(a)(5), or an attempt or conspiracy to 
violate either of those sections under section 
2252(b)(2) or 2252A(b)(2), to the extent such 
conduct involves child pornography— 

‘‘(i) not produced by the defendant; or 
‘‘(ii) that the defendant did not attempt or 

conspire to produce; 
‘‘(F) a violation of paragraph (1), (2), (3), 

(4), or (6) of subsection (a) of section 2252A, 
or an attempt or conspiracy to violate any of 
those paragraphs under subsection (b)(1) of 
that section; 

‘‘(G) a violation of subsection (a)(7) of sec-
tion 2252A, or an attempt or conspiracy to 
violate that subsection under subsection 
(b)(3) of that section, to the extent the con-
duct involves distribution; 

‘‘(H) a violation of section 2252A(g) if the 
series of felony violations exclusively in-
volves violations described in this paragraph 
(except subparagraphs (A) and (B)); 

‘‘(I) a violation of subsection (b) of section 
2260, or an attempt or conspiracy to violate 
that subsection under subsection (c)(2) of 
that section; and 

‘‘(J) a violation of subsection (a)(1) of sec-
tion 2260B, or a violation of subsection (a)(2) 
of that section for promoting or facilitating 
an offense described in this paragraph (ex-
cept subparagraphs (A) and (B)).’’; and 

(iii) in paragraph (4), in the first sentence, 
by inserting ‘‘or an identifiable minor 
harmed as a result of the commission of a 
crime under section 1466A’’ after ‘‘under this 
chapter’’; 

(4) in section 2259A(a)— 
(A) in paragraph (1), by striking ‘‘under 

section 2252(a)(4) or 2252A(a)(5)’’ and insert-
ing ‘‘described in subparagraph (B) or (E) of 
section 2259(c)(3)’’; and 

(B) in paragraph (2), by striking ‘‘any other 
offense for trafficking in child pornography’’ 
and inserting ‘‘any offense for trafficking in 
child pornography other than an offense de-
scribed in subparagraph (B) or (E) of section 
2259(c)(3)’’; 

(5) in section 2429— 
(A) in subsection (b)(3), by striking 

‘‘2259(b)(3)’’ and inserting ‘‘2259(c)(2)’’; and 
(B) in subsection (d)— 
(i) by inserting ‘‘(1)’’ after ‘‘(d)’’; 
(ii) by striking ‘‘chapter, including, in’’ 

and inserting the following: ‘‘chapter. 
‘‘(2) In’’; and 
(iii) in paragraph (2), as so designated, by 

inserting ‘‘may assume the rights of the vic-
tim under this section’’ after ‘‘suitable by 
the court’’; and 

(6) in section 3664, by adding at the end the 
following: 

‘‘(q) TRUSTEE OR OTHER FIDUCIARY.— 
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.— 
‘‘(A) APPOINTMENT OF TRUSTEE OR OTHER FI-

DUCIARY.—When the court issues an order of 
restitution under section 1593, 2248, 2259, 2429, 
or 3663, or subparagraphs (A)(i) and (B) of 
section 3663A(c)(1), for a victim described in 
subparagraph (B) of this paragraph, the 
court, at its own discretion or upon motion 
by the Government, may appoint a trustee 
or other fiduciary to hold any amount paid 
for restitution in a trust or other official ac-
count for the benefit of the victim. 

‘‘(B) COVERED VICTIMS.—A victim referred 
to in subparagraph (A) is a victim who is— 

‘‘(i) under the age of 18 at the time of the 
proceeding; 

‘‘(ii) incompetent or incapacitated; or 
‘‘(iii) subject to paragraph (3), a foreign 

citizen or stateless person residing outside 
the United States. 

‘‘(2) ORDER.—When the court appoints a 
trustee or other fiduciary under paragraph 
(1), the court shall issue an order speci-
fying— 

‘‘(A) the duties of the trustee or other fidu-
ciary, which shall require— 

‘‘(i) the administration of the trust or 
maintaining an official account in the best 
interests of the victim; and 

‘‘(ii) disbursing payments from the trust or 
account— 

‘‘(I) to the victim; or 
‘‘(II) to any individual or entity on behalf 

of the victim; 
‘‘(B) that the trustee or other fiduciary— 
‘‘(i) shall avoid any conflict of interest; 
‘‘(ii) may not profit from the administra-

tion of the trust or maintaining an official 
account for the benefit of the victim other 
than as specified in the order; and 

‘‘(iii) may not delegate administration of 
the trust or maintaining the official account 
to any other person; 

‘‘(C) if and when the trust or the duties of 
the other fiduciary will expire; and 

‘‘(D) the fees payable to the trustee or 
other fiduciary to cover expenses of admin-
istering the trust or maintaining the official 
account for the benefit of the victim, and the 
schedule for payment of those fees. 

‘‘(3) FACT-FINDING REGARDING FOREIGN CITI-
ZENS AND STATELESS PERSON.—In the case of 
a victim who is a foreign citizen or stateless 
person residing outside the United States 
and is not under the age of 18 at the time of 
the proceeding or incompetent or incapaci-
tated, the court may appoint a trustee or 
other fiduciary under paragraph (1) only if 
the court finds it necessary to— 

‘‘(A) protect the safety or security of the 
victim; or 
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‘‘(B) provide a reliable means for the vic-

tim to access or benefit from the restitution 
payments. 

‘‘(4) PAYMENT OF FEES.— 
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The court may, with re-

spect to the fees of the trustee or other fidu-
ciary— 

‘‘(i) pay the fees in whole or in part; or 
‘‘(ii) order the defendant to pay the fees in 

whole or in part. 
‘‘(B) APPLICABILITY OF OTHER PROVISIONS.— 

With respect to a court order under subpara-
graph (A)(ii) requiring a defendant to pay 
fees— 

‘‘(i) subsection (f)(3) shall apply to the 
court order in the same manner as that sub-
section applies to a restitution order; 

‘‘(ii) subchapter C of chapter 227 (other 
than section 3571) shall apply to the court 
order in the same manner as that subchapter 
applies to a sentence of a fine; and 

‘‘(iii) subchapter B of chapter 229 shall 
apply to the court order in the same manner 
as that subchapter applies to the implemen-
tation of a sentence of a fine. 

‘‘(C) EFFECT ON OTHER PENALTIES.—Imposi-
tion of payment under subparagraph (A)(ii) 
shall not relieve a defendant of, or entitle a 
defendant to a reduction in the amount of, 
any special assessment, restitution, other 
fines, penalties, or costs, or other payments 
required under the defendant’s sentence. 

‘‘(D) SCHEDULE.—Notwithstanding any 
other provision of law, if the court orders the 
defendant to make any payment under sub-
paragraph (A)(ii), the court may provide a 
payment schedule that is concurrent with 
the payment of any other financial obliga-
tion described in subparagraph (C). 

‘‘(5) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—There is authorized to 

be appropriated to the United States courts 
to carry out this subsection $15,000,000 for 
each fiscal year. 

‘‘(B) SUPERVISION OF PAYMENTS.—Payments 
from appropriations authorized under sub-
paragraph (A) shall be made under the super-
vision of the Director of the Administrative 
Office of the United States Courts.’’. 
SEC. 204. CYBERTIPLINE IMPROVEMENTS, AND 

ACCOUNTABILITY AND TRANS-
PARENCY BY THE TECH INDUSTRY. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Chapter 110 of title 18, 
United States Code, is amended— 

(1) in section 2258A— 
(A) by striking subsections (a), (b), and (c) 

and inserting the following: 
‘‘(a) DUTY TO REPORT.— 
‘‘(1) DUTY.—In order to reduce the pro-

liferation of online child sexual exploitation 
and to prevent the online sexual exploitation 
of children, as soon as reasonably possible 
after obtaining actual knowledge of any 
facts or circumstances described in para-
graph (2) or any apparent child pornography 
on the provider’s service, and in any event 
not later than 60 days after obtaining such 
knowledge, a provider shall submit to the 
CyberTipline of NCMEC, or any successor to 
the CyberTipline operated by NCMEC, a re-
port that— 

‘‘(A) shall contain— 
‘‘(i) the mailing address, telephone num-

ber, facsimile number, electronic mailing ad-
dress of, and individual point of contact for, 
such provider; and 

‘‘(ii) information or material described in 
subsection (b)(1)(A) concerning such facts or 
circumstances or apparent child pornog-
raphy; and 

‘‘(B) may contain information described in 
subsection (b)(2), including any available in-
formation to identify or locate any involved 
minor. 

‘‘(2) FACTS OR CIRCUMSTANCES.—The facts 
or circumstances described in this paragraph 
are any facts or circumstances indicating an 
apparent, planned, or imminent violation of 

section 1591 (if the violation involves a 
minor), 2251, 2251A, 2252, 2252A, 2252B, 2260, or 
2422(b). 

‘‘(3) COMPLAINANT INFORMATION.—For a re-
port premised on a complaint or notification 
submitted to a provider by a user of the pro-
vider’s product or service, or a parent, guard-
ian, or representative of such user, the pro-
vider shall take reasonable measures to de-
termine what information or material in the 
user’s account shall be included in the report 
as provided in subsection (b)(1)(A)(vi). 

‘‘(b) CONTENTS OF REPORT.— 
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—In an effort to prevent 

the future sexual victimization of children, 
and to the extent the information is within 
the custody or control of a provider, each re-
port provided under subsection (a)(1)— 

‘‘(A) shall include, to the extent that it is 
applicable and reasonably available— 

‘‘(i) the name, address, electronic mail ad-
dress, user or account identification, Inter-
net Protocol address, port number, and uni-
form resource locator of any individual who 
is a subject of the report; 

‘‘(ii) the terms of service in effect at the 
time of— 

‘‘(I) the apparent violation; or 
‘‘(II) the detection of apparent child por-

nography or a planned or imminent viola-
tion; 

‘‘(iii) a copy of any apparent child pornog-
raphy that is the subject of the report, or all 
accessible chats, messages, or text exchanges 
that are related to the report, that were 
identified in a publicly available location; 

‘‘(iv) for each item of apparent child por-
nography included in the report under clause 
(iii) or paragraph (2)(E), information indi-
cating whether— 

‘‘(I) the apparent child pornography was 
publicly available; or 

‘‘(II) the provider, in its sole discretion, 
viewed the apparent child pornography, or 
any copy thereof, at any point concurrent 
with or prior to the submission of the report; 

‘‘(v) for each item of apparent child por-
nography that is the subject of the report, an 
indication as to whether the apparent child 
pornography— 

‘‘(I) is created in whole or in part through 
the use of software, machine learning, artifi-
cial intelligence, or any other computer-gen-
erated or technological means, including by 
adapting, modifying, manipulating, or alter-
ing an authentic visual depiction; 

‘‘(II) has previously been the subject of a 
report under subsection (a)(1); or 

‘‘(III) is the subject of multiple contem-
poraneous reports due to rapid and wide-
spread distribution; and 

‘‘(vi) any and all information or material 
(including apparent child pornography, 
chats, messages, or text exchanges) relating 
to the subject of the report in the account of 
a user of the provider’s product or service, if 
the user, or the parent, guardian, or rep-
resentative of such user— 

‘‘(I) provided the information or material 
in a notification or complaint to the pro-
vider; 

‘‘(II) indicates that such information or 
material should be included in the report; or 

‘‘(III) consents to the inclusion of such in-
formation or material in the report; and 

‘‘(B) may, at the sole discretion of the pro-
vider, include the information described in 
paragraph (2) of this subsection. 

‘‘(2) OTHER INFORMATION.—The information 
referred to in paragraph (1)(B) is the fol-
lowing: 

‘‘(A) INFORMATION ABOUT ANY INVOLVED IN-
DIVIDUAL.—Any information relating to the 
identity or location of any individual who is 
a subject of the report, including payment or 
financial information (excluding personally 
identifiable information) and self-reported 
identifying or locating information. 

‘‘(B) INFORMATION ABOUT ANY INVOLVED 
MINOR.—Information relating to the identity 
or location of any involved minor, which 
may include an address, electronic mail ad-
dress, Internet Protocol address, port num-
ber, uniform resource locator, payment or fi-
nancial information (excluding personally 
identifiable information), or any other infor-
mation that may identify or locate any in-
volved minor, including self-reported identi-
fying or locating information. 

‘‘(C) HISTORICAL REFERENCE.—Information 
relating to when and how a customer or sub-
scriber of a provider uploaded, transmitted, 
or received content relating to the report or 
when and how content relating to the report 
was reported to, or discovered by the pro-
vider, including a date and time stamp and 
time zone. 

‘‘(D) GEOGRAPHIC LOCATION INFORMATION.— 
Information relating to the geographic loca-
tion of the involved individual or website, 
which may include the Internet Protocol ad-
dress, port number, or verified address, or, if 
not reasonably available, at least one form 
of geographic identifying information, in-
cluding area code or zip code, provided by 
the customer or subscriber, or stored or ob-
tained by the provider. 

‘‘(E) APPARENT CHILD PORNOGRAPHY.—Any 
apparent child pornography not described in 
paragraph (1)(A)(iii), or other content re-
lated to the subject of the report. 

‘‘(F) COMPLETE COMMUNICATION.—The com-
plete communication containing any appar-
ent child pornography or other content, in-
cluding— 

‘‘(i) any data or information regarding the 
transmission of the communication; and 

‘‘(ii) any visual depictions, data, or other 
digital files contained in, or attached to, the 
communication. 

‘‘(G) TECHNICAL IDENTIFIER.—An industry- 
standard hash value or other similar indus-
try-standard technical identifier for any re-
ported visual depiction as it existed on the 
provider’s service. 

‘‘(H) DESCRIPTION.—For any item of appar-
ent child pornography that is the subject of 
the report, an indication of whether— 

‘‘(i) the depicted sexually explicit conduct 
involves— 

‘‘(I) genital, oral, or anal sexual inter-
course; 

‘‘(II) bestiality; 
‘‘(III) masturbation; 
‘‘(IV) sadistic or masochistic abuse; or 
‘‘(V) lascivious exhibition of the anus, 

genitals, or pubic area of any person; and 
‘‘(ii) the depicted minor is— 
‘‘(I) an infant or toddler; 
‘‘(II) prepubescent; 
‘‘(III) pubescent; 
‘‘(IV) post-pubescent; or 
‘‘(V) of an indeterminate age or develop-

mental stage. 
‘‘(I) CHATS, MESSAGES, OR TEXT EX-

CHANGES.—Chats, messages, or text ex-
changes that fully provide the context for 
the report. 

‘‘(3) FORMATTING OF REPORTS.—When a pro-
vider includes any information described in 
paragraph (1) or, at its sole discretion, any 
information described in paragraph (2) in a 
report to the CyberTipline of NCMEC, or any 
successor to the CyberTipline operated by 
NCMEC, the provider shall use best efforts to 
ensure that the report conforms with the 
structure of the CyberTipline or the suc-
cessor, as applicable. 

‘‘(c) FORWARDING OF REPORT AND OTHER IN-
FORMATION TO LAW ENFORCEMENT.— 

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Pursuant to its clearing-
house role as a private, nonprofit organiza-
tion, and at the conclusion of its review in 
furtherance of its nonprofit mission, NCMEC 
shall make available each report submitted 
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under subsection (a)(1) to one or more of the 
following law enforcement agencies: 

‘‘(A) Any Federal law enforcement agency 
that is involved in the investigation of child 
sexual exploitation, kidnapping, or entice-
ment crimes. 

‘‘(B) Any State or local law enforcement 
agency that is involved in the investigation 
of child sexual exploitation. 

‘‘(C) A foreign law enforcement agency des-
ignated by the Attorney General under sub-
section (d)(3) or a foreign law enforcement 
agency that has an established relationship 
with the Federal Bureau of Investigation, 
Immigration and Customs Enforcement, or 
INTERPOL, and is involved in the investiga-
tion of child sexual exploitation, kidnapping, 
or enticement crimes. 

‘‘(2) TECHNICAL IDENTIFIERS.—If a report 
submitted under subsection (a)(1) contains 
an industry-standard hash value or other 
similar industry-standard technical identi-
fier— 

‘‘(A) NCMEC may compare that hash value 
or identifier with any database or repository 
of visual depictions owned or operated by 
NCMEC; and 

‘‘(B) if the comparison under subparagraph 
(A) results in a match, NCMEC may include 
the matching visual depiction from its data-
base or repository when forwarding the re-
port to an agency described in subparagraph 
(A) or (B) of paragraph (1).’’; 

(B) in subsection (d)— 
(i) in paragraph (2), by striking ‘‘sub-

section (c)(1)’’ and inserting ‘‘subsection 
(c)(1)(A)’’; 

(ii) in paragraph (3)— 
(I) in subparagraph (A), by striking ‘‘sub-

section (c)(3)’’ and inserting ‘‘subsection 
(c)(1)(C)’’; and 

(II) in subparagraph (C), by striking ‘‘sub-
section (c)(3)’’ and inserting ‘‘subsection 
(c)(1)(C)’’; and 

(iii) in paragraph (5)(B)— 
(I) in clause (i), by striking ‘‘forwarded’’ 

and inserting ‘‘made available’’; and 
(II) in clause (ii), by striking ‘‘forwarded’’ 

and inserting ‘‘made available’’; 
(C) by striking subsection (e) and inserting 

the following: 
‘‘(e) FAILURE TO COMPLY WITH REQUIRE-

MENTS.— 
‘‘(1) CRIMINAL PENALTY.— 
‘‘(A) OFFENSE.—It shall be unlawful for a 

provider to knowingly— 
‘‘(i) fail to submit a report under sub-

section (a)(1) within the time period required 
by that subsection; or 

‘‘(ii) fail to preserve material as required 
under subsection (h). 

‘‘(B) PENALTY.— 
‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—A provider that violates 

subparagraph (A) shall be fined— 
‘‘(I) in the case of an initial violation, not 

more than— 
‘‘(aa) $850,000 if the provider has not fewer 

than 100,000,000 monthly active users; or 
‘‘(bb) $600,000 if the provider has fewer than 

100,000,000 monthly active users; and 
‘‘(II) in the case of any second or subse-

quent violation, not more than— 
‘‘(aa) $1,000,000 if the provider has not 

fewer than 100,000,000 monthly active users; 
or 

‘‘(bb) $850,000 if the provider has fewer than 
100,000,000 monthly active users. 

‘‘(ii) HARM TO INDIVIDUALS.—The maximum 
fine under clause (i) shall be doubled if an in-
dividual is harmed as a direct and proximate 
result of the applicable violation. 

‘‘(2) CIVIL PENALTY.— 
‘‘(A) VIOLATIONS RELATING TO CYBERTIPLINE 

REPORTS AND MATERIAL PRESERVATION.—A 
provider shall be liable to the United States 
Government for a civil penalty in an amount 
of not less than $50,000 and not more than 
$250,000 if the provider knowingly— 

‘‘(i) fails to submit a report under sub-
section (a)(1) within the time period required 
by that subsection; 

‘‘(ii) fails to preserve material as required 
under subsection (h); or 

‘‘(iii) submits a report under subsection 
(a)(1) that— 

‘‘(I) contains materially false or fraudulent 
information; or 

‘‘(II) omits information described in sub-
section (b)(1)(A) that is reasonably available. 

‘‘(B) ANNUAL REPORT VIOLATIONS.—A pro-
vider shall be liable to the United States 
Government for a civil penalty in an amount 
of not less than $100,000 and not more than 
$1,000,000 if the provider knowingly— 

‘‘(i) fails to submit an annual report as re-
quired under subsection (i); or 

‘‘(ii) submits an annual report under sub-
section (i) that— 

‘‘(I) contains a materially false, fraudu-
lent, or misleading statement; or 

‘‘(II) omits information described in sub-
section (i)(1) that is reasonably available. 

‘‘(C) HARM TO INDIVIDUALS.—The amount of 
a civil penalty under subparagraph (A) or (B) 
shall be tripled if an individual is harmed as 
a direct and proximate result of the applica-
ble violation. 

‘‘(D) COSTS OF CIVIL ACTIONS.—A provider 
that commits a violation described in sub-
paragraph (A) or (B) shall be liable to the 
United States Government for the costs of a 
civil action brought to recover a civil pen-
alty under that subparagraph. 

‘‘(E) ENFORCEMENT.—This paragraph shall 
be enforced in accordance with sections 3731, 
3732, and 3733 of title 31, except that a civil 
action to recover a civil penalty under sub-
paragraph (A) or (B) of this paragraph may 
only be brought by the United States Gov-
ernment. 

‘‘(3) DEPOSIT OF FINES AND PENALTIES.— 
Notwithstanding any other provision of law, 
any criminal fine or civil penalty collected 
under this subsection shall be deposited into 
the Child Pornography Victims Reserve as 
provided in section 2259B.’’; 

(D) in subsection (f), by striking paragraph 
(3) and inserting the following: 

‘‘(3) affirmatively search, screen, or scan 
for— 

‘‘(A) facts or circumstances described in 
subsection (a)(2); 

‘‘(B) information described in subsection 
(b)(2); or 

‘‘(C) any apparent child pornography.’’; 
(E) in subsection (g)— 
(i) in paragraph (2)(A)— 
(I) in clause (iii), by inserting ‘‘or per-

sonnel at a children’s advocacy center’’ after 
‘‘State)’’; and 

(II) in clause (iv), by striking ‘‘State or 
subdivision of a State’’ and inserting ‘‘State, 
subdivision of a State, or children’s advocacy 
center’’; and 

(ii) in paragraph (3), in the matter pre-
ceding subparagraph (A), by striking ‘‘sub-
section (a)’’ and inserting ‘‘subsection 
(a)(1)’’; 

(F) in subsection (h), by striking paragraph 
(5) and inserting the following: 

‘‘(5) RELATION TO REPORTING REQUIRE-
MENT.—Submission of a report as described 
in subsection (a)(1) does not satisfy the obli-
gations under this subsection.’’; and 

(G) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(i) ANNUAL REPORT.— 
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than March 31 

of the second year beginning after the date 
of enactment of the STOP CSAM Act of 2025, 
and of each year thereafter, a provider that 
had more than 1,000,000 unique monthly visi-
tors or users during each month of the pre-
ceding year and accrued revenue of more 
than $50,000,000 during the preceding year 
shall submit to the Attorney General and the 
Chair of the Federal Trade Commission a re-

port, disaggregated by subsidiary, that pro-
vides the following information for the pre-
ceding year to the extent such information is 
applicable and reasonably available: 

‘‘(A) CYBERTIPLINE DATA.— 
‘‘(i) The total number of reports that the 

provider submitted under subsection (a)(1). 
‘‘(ii) Which items of information described 

in subsection (b)(2) are routinely included in 
the reports submitted by the provider under 
subsection (a)(1). 

‘‘(B) OTHER REPORTING TO THE PROVIDER.— 
‘‘(i) The measures the provider has in place 

to receive other reports concerning child 
sexual exploitation and abuse using the pro-
vider’s product or on the provider’s service. 

‘‘(ii) The average time for responding to re-
ports described in clause (i). 

‘‘(iii) The number of reports described in 
clause (i) that the provider received. 

‘‘(iv) A summary description of the actions 
taken upon receipt of the reports described 
in clause (i). 

‘‘(C) POLICIES.— 
‘‘(i) A description of the policies of the pro-

vider with respect to the commission of child 
sexual exploitation and abuse using the pro-
vider’s product or on the provider’s service, 
including how child sexual exploitation and 
abuse is defined. 

‘‘(ii) A description of possible user con-
sequences for violations of the policies de-
scribed in clause (i). 

‘‘(iii) The methods of informing users of 
the policies described in clause (i). 

‘‘(iv) The process for adjudicating poten-
tial violations of the policies described in 
clause (i). 

‘‘(D) CULTURE OF SAFETY.— 
‘‘(i) The measures, tools, and technologies 

that the provider deploys to— 
‘‘(I) protect children from sexual exploi-

tation and abuse using the provider’s prod-
uct or service; 

‘‘(II) prevent or interdict activity by chil-
dren related to sexual exploitation and 
abuse, including the posting or sharing of in-
timate visual depictions; and 

‘‘(III) accurately identify adult and minor 
users. 

‘‘(ii) The measures, tools, and technologies 
that the provider deploys to empower par-
ents and guardians to protect their children 
from sexual exploitation and abuse using the 
provider’s product or service. 

‘‘(iii) The measures, tools, and tech-
nologies that the provider deploys to prevent 
the use of the provider’s product or service 
by individuals seeking to commit child sex-
ual exploitation and abuse. 

‘‘(iv) With respect to the measures, tools, 
and technologies described in clauses (i), (ii), 
and (iii)— 

‘‘(I) an assessment of their efficacy, includ-
ing any relevant quantitative information 
indicating when and how often they are used; 
and 

‘‘(II) information on any factors that limit 
their efficacy or create gaps in their protec-
tion and efforts by the provider to address 
those loopholes or gaps. 

‘‘(v) A description of factors that interfere 
with the provider’s ability to detect or 
evaluate instances of child sexual exploi-
tation and abuse and an analysis of the im-
pact of those factors. 

‘‘(vi) Information shared by the provider 
with users about the risks to children on the 
provider’s product or service concerning sex-
ual exploitation and abuse and an assess-
ment of the impact of the information on 
users, including any relevant quantitative 
information indicating how often the infor-
mation is reviewed. 

‘‘(E) SAFETY BY DESIGN.—The measures 
that the provider takes before launching a 
new product or service— 

‘‘(i) to assess— 
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‘‘(I) the safety risks for children with re-

spect to sexual exploitation and abuse; and 
‘‘(II) whether and how individuals could 

use the new product or service to commit 
child sexual exploitation and abuse; and 

‘‘(ii) to determine— 
‘‘(I) the appropriate age for users of the 

new product or service; and 
‘‘(II) whether the new product or service 

will be adopted to commit child sexual ex-
ploitation and abuse. 

‘‘(F) PREVALENCE, TRENDS, AND PATTERNS.— 
Any information concerning— 

‘‘(i) the prevalence of child sexual exploi-
tation and abuse on the provider’s product or 
service, including the volume of child por-
nography that is available and that is being 
accessed, distributed, or received; and 

‘‘(ii) emerging trends, risks, and changing 
patterns with respect to the commission of 
online child sexual exploitation and abuse. 

‘‘(G) OTHER INFORMATION.—Any other infor-
mation relevant to child sexual exploitation 
and abuse on the provider’s product or serv-
ice. 

‘‘(2) AVOIDING DUPLICATION.—Notwith-
standing the requirement under the matter 
preceding paragraph (1) that information be 
submitted annually, in the case of any report 
submitted under that paragraph after the 
initial report, a provider shall submit infor-
mation described in subparagraphs (C) 
through (F) of that paragraph not less fre-
quently than once every 3 years or when new 
information is available, whichever is more 
frequent. 

‘‘(3) LIMITATION.—Nothing in paragraph (1) 
shall require the disclosure of trade secrets 
or other proprietary information. 

‘‘(4) PUBLICATION.— 
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—Subject to subparagraph 

(B), the Attorney General and the Chair of 
the Federal Trade Commission shall publish 
the reports received under this subsection. 

‘‘(B) REDACTION.— 
‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—Whether or not such re-

daction is requested by the provider, the At-
torney General and Chair of the Federal 
Trade Commission shall redact from a report 
published under subparagraph (A) any infor-
mation as necessary to avoid— 

‘‘(I) undermining the efficacy of a safety 
measure described in the report; or 

‘‘(II) revealing how a product or service of 
a provider may be used to commit online 
child sexual exploitation and abuse. 

‘‘(ii) ADDITIONAL REDACTION.— 
‘‘(I) REQUEST.—In addition to information 

redacted under clause (i), a provider may re-
quest the redaction, from a report published 
under subparagraph (A), of any information 
that is law enforcement sensitive or other-
wise not suitable for public distribution. 

‘‘(II) AGENCY DISCRETION.—The Attorney 
General and Chair of the Federal Trade Com-
mission— 

‘‘(aa) shall consider a request made under 
subclause (I); and 

‘‘(bb) may, in their discretion, redact from 
a report published under subparagraph (A) 
any information pursuant to the request.’’; 

(2) in section 2258B— 
(A) by striking subsection (a) and inserting 

the following: 

‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.— 
‘‘(1) LIMITED LIABILITY.—Except as pro-

vided in subsection (b), a civil claim or 
criminal charge described in paragraph (2) 
may not be brought in any Federal or State 
court. 

‘‘(2) COVERED CLAIMS AND CHARGES.—A civil 
claim or criminal charge referred to in para-
graph (1) is a civil claim or criminal charge 
against a provider or domain name registrar, 
including any director, officer, employee, or 
agent of such provider or domain name reg-
istrar, that is directly attributable to— 

‘‘(A) the performance of the reporting or 
preservation responsibilities of such provider 
or domain name registrar under this section, 
section 2258A, or section 2258C; 

‘‘(B) transmitting, distributing, or mailing 
child pornography to any Federal, State, or 
local law enforcement agency, or giving such 
agency access to child pornography, in re-
sponse to a search warrant, court order, or 
other legal process issued or obtained by 
such agency; or 

‘‘(C) the use by the provider or domain 
name registrar of any material being pre-
served under section 2258A(h) by such pro-
vider or registrar for research and the devel-
opment and training of tools, undertaken 
voluntarily and in good faith for the sole and 
exclusive purpose of— 

‘‘(i) improving or facilitating reporting 
under this section, section 2258A, or section 
2258C; or 

‘‘(ii) stopping the online sexual exploi-
tation of children.’’; and 

(B) in subsection (b)— 
(i) in paragraph (1), by striking ‘‘; or’’ and 

inserting ‘‘or knowingly failed to comply 
with a requirement under section 2258A;’’; 

(ii) in paragraph (2)(C)— 
(I) by striking ‘‘sections’’ and inserting 

‘‘this section or section’’; and 
(II) by striking the period and inserting ‘‘; 

or’’; and 
(iii) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(3) for purposes of subsection (a)(2)(C), 

knowingly distributed or transmitted the 
material, or made the material available, ex-
cept as required by law, to— 

‘‘(A) any other entity; 
‘‘(B) any person not employed by the pro-

vider or domain name registrar; or 
‘‘(C) any person employed by the provider 

or domain name registrar who is not con-
ducting any research described in that sub-
section.’’; 

(3) in section 2258C— 
(A) in the section heading, by striking ‘‘the 

CyberTipline’’ and inserting ‘‘NCMEC’’; 
(B) in subsection (a)— 
(i) in the subsection heading, by striking 

‘‘ELEMENTS’’ and inserting ‘‘INFORMATION 
SHARING WITH PROVIDERS AND ENTITIES FOR 
THE PURPOSES OF PREVENTING AND CUR-
TAILING THE ONLINE SEXUAL EXPLOITATION OF 
CHILDREN’’; 

(ii) in paragraph (1)— 
(I) by striking ‘‘to a provider’’ and insert-

ing the following: ‘‘or submission to the 
Child Victim Identification Program to— 

‘‘(A) a provider’’; 
(II) in subparagraph (A), as so designated— 
(aa) by inserting ‘‘use of the provider’s 

products or services to commit’’ after ‘‘stop 
the’’; and 

(bb) by striking the period at the end and 
inserting ‘‘; or’’; and 

(III) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(B) an entity for the sole and exclusive 

purpose of preventing and curtailing the on-
line sexual exploitation of children.’’; and 

(iii) in paragraph (2)— 
(I) in the heading, by striking ‘‘INCLU-

SIONS’’ and inserting ‘‘ELEMENTS’’; 
(II) by striking ‘‘unique identifiers’’ and in-

serting ‘‘similar technical identifiers’’; 
(III) by inserting ‘‘or content, elements, or 

reported materials,’’ after‘‘ visual depic-
tion,’’; 

(IV) by inserting a comma after ‘‘loca-
tion’’; 

(V) by striking ‘‘and any other elements’’; 
and 

(VI) by inserting ‘‘or submission to the 
Child Victim Identification Program’’ after 
‘‘CyberTipline report’’; 

(C) in subsection (b)— 
(i) in the heading, by inserting ‘‘OR ENTI-

TIES’’ after ‘‘PROVIDERS’’; 

(ii) by striking ‘‘Any provider’’ and insert-
ing the following: 

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Any provider or entity’’; 
(iii) in paragraph (1), as so designated— 
(I) by striking ‘‘receives’’ and inserting 

‘‘obtains’’; and 
(II) by inserting ‘‘or submission to the 

Child Victim Identification Program’’ after 
‘‘CyberTipline report’’; and 

(iv) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(2) LIMITATION ON SHARING WITH OTHER EN-

TITIES.—A provider or entity that obtains 
elements under subsection (a)(1) may not 
distribute those elements, or make those ele-
ments available, to any other entity, except 
for the sole and exclusive purpose of cur-
tailing, preventing, or stopping the online 
sexual exploitation of children.’’; 

(D) in subsection (c)— 
(i) by striking ‘‘subsections’’ and inserting 

‘‘subsection’’; 
(ii) by striking ‘‘providers receiving’’ and 

inserting ‘‘a provider or entity to obtain’’; 
(iii) by inserting ‘‘or submission to the 

Child Victim Identification Program’’ after 
‘‘CyberTipline report’’; and 

(iv) by striking ‘‘to use the elements to 
stop the online sexual exploitation of chil-
dren’’; and 

(E) in subsection (d), by inserting ‘‘or to 
the Child Victim Identification Program’’ 
after ‘‘CyberTipline’’; 

(4) in section 2258E— 
(A) in paragraph (6), by striking ‘‘elec-

tronic communication service provider’’ and 
inserting ‘‘electronic communication serv-
ice’’; 

(B) in paragraph (7), by striking ‘‘and’’ at 
the end; 

(C) in paragraph (8), by striking the period 
at the end and inserting a semicolon; and 

(D) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(9) the term ‘publicly available’, with re-

spect to a visual depiction on a provider’s 
service, means the visual depiction can be 
viewed by or is accessible to all users of the 
service, regardless of the steps, if any, a user 
must take to create an account or to gain 
access to the service in order to access or 
view the visual depiction; and 

‘‘(10) the term ‘Child Victim Identification 
Program’ means the program described in 
section 404(b)(1)(K)(ii) of the Juvenile Justice 
and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974 (34 
U.S.C. 11293(b)(1)(K)(ii)).’’; 

(5) in section 2259B(a), by inserting ‘‘, any 
fine or penalty collected under section 
2258A(e),’’ after ‘‘2259A’’; and 

(6) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘§ 2260B. Liability for certain child sexual ex-

ploitation offenses 
‘‘(a) OFFENSE.—It shall be unlawful for a 

provider of an interactive computer service, 
as that term is defined in section 230 of the 
Communications Act of 1934 (47 U.S.C. 230), 
that operates through the use of any facility 
or means of interstate or foreign commerce 
or in or affecting interstate or foreign com-
merce, through such service to— 

‘‘(1) intentionally host or store child por-
nography or make child pornography avail-
able to any person; or 

‘‘(2) knowingly promote or facilitate a vio-
lation of section 2251, 2251A, 2252, 2252A, or 
2422(b). 

‘‘(b) PENALTY.—A provider of an inter-
active computer service that violates sub-
section (a)— 

‘‘(1) subject to paragraph (2), shall be fined 
not more than $1,000,000; and 

‘‘(2) if the offense involves a conscious or 
reckless risk of serious personal injury or an 
individual is harmed as a direct and proxi-
mate result of the violation, shall be fined 
not more than $5,000,000. 

‘‘(c) RULE OF CONSTRUCTION.—Nothing in 
this section shall be construed to apply to 
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any good faith action by a provider of an 
interactive computer service that is nec-
essary to comply with a valid court order, 
subpoena, search warrant, statutory obliga-
tion, or preservation request from law en-
forcement.’’. 

(b) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of 
sections for chapter 110 of title 18, United 
States Code, is amended by adding at the end 
the following: 
‘‘2260B. Liability for certain child sexual ex-

ploitation offenses.’’. 
(c) EFFECTIVE DATE FOR AMENDMENTS TO 

REPORTING REQUIREMENTS OF PROVIDERS.— 
The amendments made by subsection (a)(1) 
of this section shall take effect on the date 
that is 120 days after the date of enactment 
of this Act. 
SEC. 205. EXPANDING CIVIL REMEDIES FOR VIC-

TIMS OF ONLINE CHILD SEXUAL EX-
PLOITATION. 

(a) STATEMENT OF INTENT.—Nothing in this 
section shall be construed to abrogate or 
narrow any case law concerning section 2255 
of title 18, United States Code. 

(b) CIVIL REMEDY FOR PERSONAL INJU-
RIES.—Section 2255(a) of title 18, United 
States Code, is amended— 

(1) by striking ‘‘IN GENERAL.—Any person 
who, while a minor, was a victim of a viola-
tion of section 1589, 1590, 1591, 2241(c), 2242, 
2243, 2251, 2251A, 2252, 2252A, 2260, 2421, 2422, 
or 2423 of this title and who suffers personal 
injury as a result of such violation, regard-
less of whether the injury occurred while 
such person was a minor, may sue’’ and in-
serting the following: ‘‘PRIVATE RIGHT OF AC-
TION.— 

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Any person described in 
subparagraph (A), (B), or (C) of paragraph (2) 
who suffers personal injury as a result of a 
violation described in that subparagraph, re-
gardless of whether the injury occurred 
while such person was a minor, may bring a 
civil action’’; and 

(2) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(2) ELIGIBLE PERSONS.—Paragraph (1) 

shall apply to any person— 
‘‘(A) who, while a minor, was a victim of— 
‘‘(i) a violation of section 1589, 1590, 1591, 

2241, 2242, 2243, 2251, 2251A, 2260(a), 2421, 2422, 
or 2423; 

‘‘(ii) an attempt to violate section 1589, 
1590, or 1591 under section 1594(a); 

‘‘(iii) a conspiracy to violate section 1589 or 
1590 under section 1594(b); or 

‘‘(iv) a conspiracy to violate section 1591 
under section 1594(c); 

‘‘(B) who— 
‘‘(i) is depicted as a minor in child pornog-

raphy; and 
‘‘(ii) is a victim of a violation of 2252, 

2252A, or 2260(b) (regardless of when the vio-
lation occurs); or 

‘‘(C) who— 
‘‘(i) is depicted as an identifiable minor in 

a visual depiction described in section 1466A; 
and 

‘‘(ii) is a victim of a violation of that sec-
tion (regardless of when the violation oc-
curs).’’. 

(c) CIVIL REMEDY AGAINST ONLINE PLAT-
FORMS AND APP STORES.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Chapter 110 of title 18, 
United States Code, is amended by inserting 
after section 2255 the following: 
‘‘§ 2255A. Additional remedy for certain vic-

tims of child pornography or child sexual 
exploitation 
‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.— 
‘‘(1) PROMOTION OR AIDING AND ABETTING OF 

CERTAIN VIOLATIONS.—Any person who is a 
victim of the intentional, knowing, or reck-
less promotion, or aiding and abetting, of a 
violation of section 1591 or 1594(c) (involving 
a minor), or section 2251, 2251A, 2252, 2252A, 
or 2422(b), where such promotion, or aiding 

and abetting, is by a provider of an inter-
active computer service or an app store, and 
who suffers personal injury as a result of 
such promotion or aiding and abetting, re-
gardless of when the injury occurred, may 
bring a civil action in any appropriate 
United States District Court for relief set 
forth in subsection (b). 

‘‘(2) ACTIVITIES INVOLVING CHILD PORNOG-
RAPHY.—Any person who is a victim of the 
intentional, knowing, or reckless hosting or 
storing of child pornography or making child 
pornography available to any person by a 
provider of an interactive computer service, 
and who suffers personal injury as a result of 
such hosting, storing, or making available, 
regardless of when the injury occurred, may 
bring a civil action in any appropriate 
United States District Court for relief set 
forth in subsection (b). 

‘‘(b) RELIEF.—In a civil action brought by a 
person under subsection (a)— 

‘‘(1) the person shall recover the actual 
damages the person sustains or liquidated 
damages in the amount of $300,000, and the 
cost of the action, including reasonable at-
torney fees and other litigation costs reason-
ably incurred; and 

‘‘(2) the court may, in addition to any 
other relief available at law, award punitive 
damages and such other preliminary and eq-
uitable relief as the court determines to be 
appropriate, including a temporary restrain-
ing order, a preliminary injunction, or a per-
manent injunction ordering the defendant to 
cease the offending conduct. 

‘‘(c) STATUTE OF LIMITATIONS.—There shall 
be no time limit for the filing of a complaint 
commencing an action under subsection (a). 

‘‘(d) VENUE; SERVICE OF PROCESS.— 
‘‘(1) VENUE.—Any action brought under 

subsection (a) may be brought in the district 
court of the United States that meets appli-
cable requirements relating to venue under 
section 1391 of title 28. 

‘‘(2) SERVICE OF PROCESS.—In an action 
brought under subsection (a), process may be 
served in any district in which the defend-
ant— 

‘‘(A) is an inhabitant; or 
‘‘(B) may be found. 
‘‘(e) RELATION TO SECTION 230 OF THE COM-

MUNICATIONS ACT OF 1934.—Nothing in sec-
tion 230 of the Communications Act of 1934 
(47 U.S.C. 230) shall be construed to impair or 
limit any claim brought under subsection 
(a). 

‘‘(f) RULES OF CONSTRUCTION.— 
‘‘(1) APPLICABILITY TO LEGAL PROCESS OR 

OBLIGATION.—Nothing in this section shall be 
construed to apply to any good faith action 
that is necessary to comply with a valid 
court order, subpoena, search warrant, statu-
tory obligation, or preservation request from 
law enforcement. 

‘‘(2) APPLICATION OF SECTION 2258B.—A civil 
action brought under subsection (a) shall be 
subject to section 2258B. 

‘‘(g) ENCRYPTION TECHNOLOGIES.— 
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—None of the following ac-

tions or circumstances shall serve as an 
independent basis for liability under sub-
section (a): 

‘‘(A) Utilizing full end-to-end encrypted 
messaging services, device encryption, or 
other encryption services. 

‘‘(B) Not possessing the information nec-
essary to decrypt a communication. 

‘‘(C) Failing to take an action that would 
otherwise undermine the ability to offer full 
end-to-end encrypted messaging services, de-
vice encryption, or other encryption serv-
ices. 

‘‘(2) CONSIDERATION OF EVIDENCE.—Evidence 
of actions or circumstances described in 
paragraph (1) shall be admissible in a civil 
action brought under subsection (a) if— 

‘‘(A) the actions or circumstances are rel-
evant under rules 401 and 402 of the Federal 
Rules of Evidence to— 

‘‘(i) prove motive, intent, preparation, 
plan, absence of mistake, or lack of accident; 
or 

‘‘(ii) rebut any evidence or factual or legal 
claim; and 

‘‘(B) the actions or circumstances— 
‘‘(i) are otherwise admissible under the 

Federal Rules of Evidence; and 
‘‘(ii) are not subject to exclusion under 

rule 403 or any other rule of the Federal 
Rules of Evidence. 

‘‘(3) NO EFFECT ON DISCOVERY.—Nothing in 
paragraph (1) or (2) shall be construed to cre-
ate a defense to a discovery request or other-
wise limit or affect discovery in any civil ac-
tion brought under subsection (a). 

‘‘(h) DEFENSE.—In a civil action under sub-
section (a)(2) involving knowing or reckless 
conduct, it shall be a defense at trial, which 
the provider of an interactive computer serv-
ice must establish by a preponderance of the 
evidence as determined by the finder of fact, 
that— 

‘‘(1) the provider disabled access to or re-
moved the child pornography within a rea-
sonable timeframe, and in any event not 
later than 48 hours after obtaining knowl-
edge that the child pornography was being 
hosted, stored, or made available by the pro-
vider (or, in the case of a provider that, for 
the most recent calendar year, averaged 
fewer than 10,000,000 active users on a month-
ly basis in the United States, within a rea-
sonable timeframe, and in any event not 
later than 2 business days after obtaining 
such knowledge); 

‘‘(2) the provider exercised a reasonable, 
good faith effort to disable access to or re-
move the child pornography but was unable 
to do so for reasons outside the provider’s 
control; or 

‘‘(3) it is technologically impossible for the 
provider to disable access to or remove the 
child pornography without compromising 
encryption technologies. 

‘‘(i) SANCTIONS FOR REPEATED BAD FAITH 
CIVIL ACTIONS OR DEFENSES.— 

‘‘(1) DEFINITIONS.—In this subsection: 
‘‘(A) BAD FAITH CIVIL ACTION.—The term 

‘bad faith civil action’ means a civil action 
brought under subsection (a) in bad faith 
where the finder of fact determines that at 
the time the civil action was filed, the party, 
attorney, or law firm described in paragraph 
(2) had actual knowledge that— 

‘‘(i) the alleged conduct did not involve 
any minor; or 

‘‘(ii) the alleged child pornography did not 
depict— 

‘‘(I) any minor; or 
‘‘(II) sexually explicit conduct, sexual sug-

gestiveness, full or partial nudity, or implied 
sexual activity. 

‘‘(B) BAD FAITH DEFENSE.—The term ‘bad 
faith defense’ means a defense in a civil ac-
tion brought under subsection (a) raised in 
bad faith where the finder of fact determines 
that at the time the defense was raised, the 
party, attorney, or law firm described in 
paragraph (3) had actual knowledge that the 
defense— 

‘‘(i) was made solely for purpose of delay-
ing the civil action or increasing the costs of 
the civil action; or 

‘‘(ii) was objectively baseless in light of 
the applicable law or facts at issue. 

‘‘(2) BAD FAITH CIVIL ACTION.—In the case of 
a civil action brought under subsection (a), 
the court may impose sanctions on— 

‘‘(A) the party bringing the civil action if 
the court finds that the party has brought 2 
or more bad faith civil actions (which may 
include the instant civil action); or 

‘‘(B) an attorney or law firm representing 
the party bringing the civil action if the 
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court finds that the attorney or law firm has 
represented— 

‘‘(i) a party who has brought 2 or more bad 
faith civil actions (which may include the in-
stant civil action); or 

‘‘(ii) 2 or more parties who have each 
brought a bad faith civil action (which may 
include the instant civil action). 

‘‘(3) BAD FAITH DEFENSE.—In the case of a 
civil action brought under subsection (a), the 
court may impose sanctions on— 

‘‘(A) the party defending the civil action if 
the court finds that the party has raised 2 or 
more bad faith defenses (which may include 
1 or more defenses raised in the instant civil 
action); or 

‘‘(B) an attorney or law firm representing 
the party defending the civil action if the 
court finds that the attorney or law firm has 
represented— 

‘‘(i) a party who has raised 2 or more bad 
faith defenses (which may include 1 or more 
defenses raised in the instant civil action); 
or 

‘‘(ii) 2 or more parties who have each 
raised a bad faith defense (which may in-
clude a defense raised in the instant civil ac-
tion). 

‘‘(4) IMPLEMENTATION.—Rule 11(c) of the 
Federal Rules of Civil Procedure shall apply 
to sanctions imposed under this subsection 
in the same manner as that rule applies to 
sanctions imposed for a violation of rule 
11(b) of those Rules. 

‘‘(5) RULES OF CONSTRUCTION.— 
‘‘(A) RULE 11.—This subsection shall not be 

construed to limit or expand the application 
of rule 11 of the Federal Rules of Civil Proce-
dure. 

‘‘(B) DEFINITION CHANGE.—Paragraph 
(1)(A)(ii) shall not be construed to apply to a 
civil action affected by a contemporaneous 
change in the law with respect to the defini-
tion of ‘child pornography’. 

‘‘(j) DEFINITIONS.—In this section: 
‘‘(1) APP.—The term ‘app’ means a software 

application or electronic service that may be 
run or directed by a user on a computer, a 
mobile device, or any other general purpose 
computing device. 

‘‘(2) APP STORE.—The term ‘app store’ 
means a publicly available website, software 
application, or other electronic service 
that— 

‘‘(A) distributes apps from third-party de-
velopers to users of a computer, a mobile de-
vice, or any other general purpose computing 
device; and 

‘‘(B) operates— 
‘‘(i) through the use of any means or facil-

ity of interstate or foreign commerce; or 
‘‘(ii) in or affecting interstate or foreign 

commerce. 
‘‘(3) INTERACTIVE COMPUTER SERVICE.—The 

term ‘interactive computer service’ means 
an interactive computer service, as defined 
in section 230(f) of the Communications Act 
of 1934 (47 U.S.C. 230(f)), that operates— 

‘‘(A) through the use of any means or facil-
ity of interstate or foreign commerce; or 

‘‘(B) in or affecting interstate or foreign 
commerce. 

‘‘(k) SAVINGS CLAUSE.—Nothing in this sec-
tion, including the defenses under this sec-
tion, shall be construed to apply to any civil 
action brought under any other Federal law, 
rule, or regulation, including any civil ac-
tion brought against a provider of an inter-
active computer service or an app store 
under section 1595 or 2255.’’. 

(2) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of 
sections for chapter 110 of title 18, United 
States Code, is amended by inserting after 
the item relating to section 2255 the fol-
lowing: 
‘‘2255A. Additional remedy for certain vic-

tims of child pornography or 
child sexual exploitation.’’. 

SEC. 206. SEVERABILITY. 
If any provision of this title, an amend-

ment made by this title, or the application 
of such provision or amendment to any per-
son or circumstance is held to be unconstitu-
tional, the remainder of this title and the 
amendments made by this title, and the ap-
plication of the provision or amendment to 
any other person or circumstance, shall not 
be affected. 
SEC. 207. CONTINUED APPLICABILITY OF FED-

ERAL, STATE, AND TRIBAL LAW. 
(a) FEDERAL LAW.—Nothing in this title or 

the amendments made by this title, nor any 
rule or regulation issued pursuant to this 
title or the amendments made by this title, 
shall affect or diminish any right or remedy 
for a victim of child pornography or child 
sexual exploitation under any other Federal 
law, rule, or regulation, including any claim 
under section 2255 of title 18, United States 
Code, with respect to any individual or enti-
ty. 

(b) STATE OR TRIBAL LAW.—Nothing in this 
title or the amendments made by this title, 
nor any rule or regulation issued pursuant to 
this title or the amendments made by this 
title, shall— 

(1) preempt, diminish, or supplant any 
right or remedy for a victim of child pornog-
raphy or child sexual exploitation under any 
State or Tribal common or statutory law; or 

(2) prohibit the enforcement of a law gov-
erning child pornography or child sexual ex-
ploitation that is at least as protective of 
the rights of a victim as this title and the 
amendments made by this title. 

SA 2238. Mr. HAWLEY submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 1582, to provide for 
the regulation of payment stablecoins, 
and for other purposes; which was or-
dered to lie on the table; as follows: 

In section 2, redesignate paragraphs (27) 
through (32) as paragraphs (32) through (37), 
paragraphs (22) through (26) as paragraphs 
(26) through (30), and paragraphs (10) through 
(21) as paragraphs (11) through (22). 

In section 2, after paragraph (9), insert the 
following: 

(10) EXCLUDED LARGE ONLINE PLATFORM.— 
The term ‘‘excluded large online platform’’— 

(A) means a social media platform, an on-
line search engine, an online marketplace, or 
an online communication platform that— 

(i) averages more than 1,000,000 unique 
users on a monthly basis; or 

(ii) has more than 1,000,000 user accounts; 
(B) includes all parents, subsidiaries, and 

affiliates of the excluded large online plat-
form; and 

(C) does not include a platform that only 
permits users to interact via a predeter-
mined set of phrases, emoticons, or nonlin-
guistic symbols. 

In section 2, after paragraph (22), as so re-
designated, insert the following: 

(23) ONLINE COMMUNICATION PLATFORM.— 
The term ‘‘online communication platform’’ 
means a service that allows users to commu-
nicate, connect, or collaborate via the inter-
net and includes instant messaging, online 
video conferencing, online discussion forum, 
and online collaboration services. 

(24) ONLINE MARKETPLACE.—The term ‘‘on-
line marketplace’’ has the meaning given 
that term in section 2(f) of the Integrity, No-
tification, and Fairness in Online Retail 
Marketplaces for Consumers Act (15 U.S.C. 
45f(f)). 

(25) ONLINE SEARCH ENGINE.—The term ‘‘on-
line search engine’’ means an internet inter-
mediary service that allows users to input 
queries to perform searches of the World 
Wide Web and, in response, returns informa-
tion related to the requested content. 

In section 2(27)(A)(iii), as so redesignated, 
strike ‘‘and’’. 

In section 2(27)(B), as so redesignated, 
strike the period at the end and insert ‘‘; 
and’’. 

In section 2(27), as so redesignated, add at 
the end the following: 

(C) is not an excluded large online plat-
form. 

In section 2, after paragraph (30), as so re-
designated, insert the following: 

(31) SOCIAL MEDIA PLATFORM.—The term 
‘‘social media platform’’ has the meaning 
given that term in section 124(a) of the Traf-
ficking Victims Prevention and Protection 
Reauthorization Act of 2022 (42 U.S.C. 
1862w(a)). 

SA 2239. Mr. HAWLEY (for himself 
and Mr. SANDERS) submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him 
to the bill S. 1582, to provide for the 
regulation of payment stablecoins, and 
for other purposes; which was ordered 
to lie on the table; as follows: 

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing: 
SEC. ll. CAP ON CREDIT CARD INTEREST 

RATES. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 107 of the Truth 

in Lending Act (15 U.S.C. 1606) is amended by 
adding at the end the following: 

‘‘(f)(1) The annual percentage rate applica-
ble to an extension of credit obtained by use 
of a credit card may not exceed 10 percentage 
points, inclusive of all finance charges. 

‘‘(2) Any fees that are not considered fi-
nance charges under section 106(a) may not 
be used to evade the limitations of paragraph 
(1), and the total sum of such fees may not 
exceed the total amount of finance charges 
assessed. 

‘‘(3) The taking, receiving, reserving, or 
charging of a credit card annual percentage 
rate or fee greater than that permitted under 
this subsection, when knowingly done, shall 
be deemed a violation of this title, and a for-
feiture of the entire interest which the note, 
bill, or other evidence of the obligation car-
ries with it, or which has been agreed to be 
paid thereon. 

‘‘(4) If a credit card annual percentage rate 
or fee greater than that permitted under this 
subsection has been paid, the person by 
whom it has been paid, or the legal rep-
resentative thereof, may, by bringing an ac-
tion not later than 2 years after the date on 
which the usurious collection was last made, 
recover back from the lender in an action in 
the nature of an action of debt, the entire 
amount of interest, finance charges, or fees 
paid. 

‘‘(5) Any creditor who violates this sub-
section shall be subject to the provisions of 
section 130. 

‘‘(g) Nothing in this section may be con-
strued to preempt any provision of State law 
that provides greater protection to con-
sumers than is provided under this section.’’. 

(b) TECHNICAL AND CONFORMING AMEND-
MENT.—Section 130(a) of the Truth in Lend-
ing Act (15 U.S.C. 1640(a)) is amended, in the 
matter preceding paragraph (1), by inserting 
‘‘section 107(f),’’ before ‘‘this chapter’’. 

(c) SUNSET.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—The Truth in Lending Act 

(15 U.S.C. 1601 et seq.) is amended— 
(A) in section 107 (15 U.S.C. 1606), by strik-

ing subsections (f) and (g); and 
(B) in section 130(a) (15 U.S.C. 1640(a)), in 

the matter preceding paragraph (1), by strik-
ing ‘‘section 107(f),’’. 

(2) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by paragraph (1) shall take effect on 
January 1, 2031. 

SA 2240. Mr. HAWLEY submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
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him to the bill S. 1582, to provide for 
the regulation of payment stablecoins, 
and for other purposes; which was or-
dered to lie on the table; as follows: 

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing: 
SEC. ll. COMMUNICATIONS ACT AMENDMENT. 

Section 230(c) of the Communications Act 
of 1934 (47 U.S.C. 230(c)) is amended by adding 
at the end the following: 

‘‘(3) EXCEPTION FOR ISSUERS OF PAYMENT 
STABLECOIN.—The protections under this sub-
section shall not apply to any person that 
issues a payment stablecoin, as defined in 
section 2 of the GENIUS Act.’’. 

SA 2241. Mr. HAGERTY (for himself, 
Mrs. GILLIBRAND, Mr. SCOTT of South 
Carolina, and Ms. LUMMIS) submitted 
an amendment intended to be proposed 
by him to the bill S. 1582, to provide for 
the regulation of payment stablecoins, 
and for other purposes; which was or-
dered to lie on the table; as follows: 

On page 3, line 25, strike ‘‘node’’. 
On page 9, line 23, insert ‘‘is’’ after ‘‘that’’. 
On page 9, strike line 24 and all that fol-

lows through page 10, line 9, and insert the 
following: 

(A) a subsidiary of an insured depository 
institution that has been approved to issue 
payment stablecoins under section 5; 

(B) a Federal qualified payment stablecoin 
issuer; or 

(C) a State qualified payment stablecoin 
issuer. 

On page 13, line 18, strike ‘‘any’’ and insert 
‘‘a’’. 

On page 13, line 24, strike ‘‘person’’ and in-
sert ‘‘digital asset service provider’’. 

On page 14, line 5, strike ‘‘or’’ and insert 
‘‘and any’’. 

On page 14, line 18, strike ‘‘If the Sec-
retary’’ and all that follows through line 21, 
and insert the following: 

(A) IN GENERAL.—If the Secretary of the 
Treasury determines that unusual and exi-
gent circumstances exist, the Secretary may 
provide limited safe harbors from subsection 
(a). 

(B) JUSTIFICATION.—Prior to issuing a lim-
ited safe harbor under this paragraph, the 
Secretary of the Treasury shall submit to 
the chairs and ranking members of the Com-
mittee on Banking, Housing, and Urban Af-
fairs of the Senate and the Committee on Fi-
nancial Services of the House of Representa-
tives a justification for the determination of 
the unusual and exigent circumstances, 
which may be contained in a classified 
annex, as applicable. 

On page 14, line 22, strike ‘‘The’’ and insert 
‘‘Consistent with section 13, the’’. 

On page 14, line 23, strike ‘‘may’’ and insert 
‘‘shall’’/ 

On page 14, line 25, strike ‘‘statutory’’. 
On page 15, line 19, insert ‘‘as’’ before ‘‘a 

cash equivalent’’. 
On page 15, line 21, insert ‘‘as’’ before ‘‘a 

cash equivalent’’. 
On page 16, line 5, strike ‘‘RULE’’ and insert 

‘‘RULES’’. 
On page 16, strike lines 7 through 18 and in-

sert the following: 
(1) EXEMPT TRANSACTIONS.—This section 

shall not apply to— 
(A) the direct transfer of digital assets be-

tween 2 individuals acting on their own be-
half and for their own lawful purposes, with-
out the involvement of an intermediary; 

(B) to any transaction involving the re-
ceipt of digital assets by an individual be-
tween an account owned by the individual in 
the United States and an account owned by 
the individual abroad that are offered by the 
same parent company; or 

(C) to any transaction by means of a soft-
ware or hardware wallet that facilitates an 
individual’s own custody of digital assets. 

(2) TREASURY AUTHORITY.—Nothing in this 
Act shall alter the existing authority of the 
Secretary of the Treasury to block, restrict, 
or limit transactions involving payment 
stablecoins that reference or are denomi-
nated in United States dollars that are sub-
ject to the jurisdiction of the United States. 

On page 28, lines 17 and 18, strike ‘‘, as ap-
plicable’’. 

On page 28, lines 20 and 21, strike ‘‘and eco-
nomic sanctions compliance’’. 

On page 28, lines 22 and 23, strike ‘‘, 
verification of sanctions lists,’’. 

On page 28, line 24, strike ‘‘programs’’ and 
insert ‘‘program’’. 

On page 29, line 4, strike ‘‘policies’’ and in-
sert ‘‘technical capabilities, policies,’’. 

On page 29, line 7, strike ‘‘and’’. 
On page 29, line 13, strike the period and 

insert ‘‘; and’’. 
On page 29, between lines 13 and 14, insert 

the following: 
(vi) maintenance of an effective economic 

sanctions compliance program, including 
verification of sanctions lists, consistent 
with Federal law. 

On page 29, lines 14 and 15, strike ‘‘Finan-
cial Crimes Enforcement Network’’ and in-
sert ‘‘Secretary of the Treasury’’. 

On page 32, lines 21 and 22, strike ‘‘and the 
amendments made by that section’’. 

On page 32, strike lines 10 through 16 and 
insert the following: 

(B) RULE OF CONSTRUCTION.—Nothing in 
subparagraph (A) shall limit a permitted 
payment stablecoin issuer from engaging in 
payment stablecoin activities or digital 
asset service provider activities specified by 
this Act, and activities incidental thereto, 
that are authorized by the primary Federal 
payment stablecoin regulator or the State 
payment stablecoin regulator, as applicable, 
consistent with all other 

On page 33, line 15, strike ‘‘A permitted’’ 
and all that follows through page 34, line 3, 
and insert the following: 

(A) IN GENERAL.—A permitted payment 
stablecoin issuer may not— 

(i) use any combination of terms relating 
to the United States Government, including 
‘‘United States’’, ‘‘United States Govern-
ment’’, and ‘‘USG’’, in the name of a pay-
ment stablecoin; or 

(ii) market a payment stablecoin in such a 
way that a reasonable person would perceive 
the payment stablecoin to be— 

(I) legal tender, as described in section 5103 
of title 31, United States Code; 

(II) issued by the United States; or 
(III) guaranteed or approved by the Gov-

ernment of the United States. 
(B) PEGGED STABLECOINS.—Abbreviations 

directly relating to the currency to which a 
payment stablecoin is pegged, such as 
‘‘USD’’, are not subject to the prohibitions 
in subparagraph (A). 

On page 36, strike lines 7 through 12 and in-
sert the following: 

(11) PROHIBITION ON INTEREST.—No per-
mitted payment stablecoin issuer or foreign 
payment stablecoin issuer shall pay the 
holder of any payment stablecoin any form 
of interest or yield (whether in cash, tokens, 
or other consideration) solely in connection 
with the holding, use, or retention of such 
payment stablecoin. 

On page 36, between lines 12 and 13, insert 
the following: 

(12) NON-FINANCIAL SERVICES PUBLIC COMPA-
NIES.— 

(A) DEFINITIONS.—In this paragraph: 
(i) FINANCIAL ACTIVITIES.—The term ‘‘fi-

nancial activities’’— 
(I) has the meaning given that term in sec-

tion 4(k) of the Bank Holding Company Act 
of 1956 (12 U.S.C. 1843(k)); and 

(II) for the avoidance of doubt, includes 
those activities described in subparagraphs 
(A) and (B) of section 2(7) and section 
4(a)(7)(A) of this Act. 

(ii) PUBLIC COMPANY.—The term ‘‘public 
company’’ means an issuer that is required 
to file reports under section 13(a) or 15(d) of 
the Securities Exchange Act of 1934 (15 
U.S.C. 78m(a), 78o(d)). 

(B) PROHIBITION.— 
(i) IN GENERAL.—A public company that is 

not predominantly engaged in 1 or more fi-
nancial activities, and its wholly or majority 
owned subsidiaries or affiliates, may not 
issue a payment stablecoin unless the public 
company obtains a unanimous vote of the 
Stablecoin Certification Review Committee 
finding that— 

(I) it will not pose a material risk to the 
safety and soundness of the United States 
banking system, the financial stability of 
the United States, or the Deposit Insurance 
Fund; 

(II) the public company will comply with 
data use limitations providing that, unless 
the public company receives consent from 
the consumer, nonpublic personal informa-
tion obtained from stablecoin transaction 
data may not be— 

(aa) used to target, personalize, or rank ad-
vertising or other content; 

(bb) sold to any third party; or 
(cc) shared with non-affiliates; and 
(III) the public company and the affiliates 

of the public company will comply with the 
tying prohibitions under paragraph (8). 

(ii) EXCEPTION.—The prohibition under 
clause (i) against the sharing of consumer in-
formation shall not apply to sharing of such 
information— 

(I) to comply with Federal, State, or local 
laws, rules, and other applicable legal re-
quirements; 

(II) to comply with a properly authorized 
civil, criminal, or regulatory investigation, 
subpoena, or summons by a Federal, State, 
or local authority; or 

(III) to respond to judicial process or a gov-
ernment regulatory authority having juris-
diction over the public company. 

(C) EXTENSION OF PROHIBITION.— 
(i) IN GENERAL.—Any company not domi-

ciled in the United States or its Territories 
that is not predominantly engaged in 1 or 
more financial activities, may not issue a 
payment stablecoin unless the public com-
pany obtains a unanimous vote of the 
Stablecoin Certification Review Committee 
finding that— 

(I) it will not pose a material risk to the 
safety and soundness of the United States 
banking system, the financial stability of 
the United States, or the Deposit Insurance 
Fund; 

(II) the public company will comply with 
data use limitations providing that, unless 
the public company receives consent from 
the consumer, nonpublic personal informa-
tion obtained from stablecoin transaction 
data may not be— 

(aa) used to target, personalize, or rank ad-
vertising or other content; 

(bb) sold to any third party; or 
(cc) shared with non-affiliates; except 
(III) the public company and the affiliates 

of the public company will comply with the 
tying prohibitions under paragraph (8). 

(ii) EXCEPTION.—The prohibition under 
clause (i) against the sharing of consumer in-
formation shall not apply to sharing of such 
information— 

(I) to comply with Federal, State, or local 
laws, rules, and other applicable legal re-
quirements; 

(II) to comply with a properly authorized 
civil, criminal, or regulatory investigation, 
subpoena, or summons by a Federal, State, 
or local authority; or 
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(III) to respond to judicial process or a gov-

ernment regulatory authority having juris-
diction over the public company. 

(D) RULEMAKING.—Not later than 1 year 
after the date of enactment of this Act, the 
Stablecoin Certification Review Committee 
shall issue an interpretive rule clarifying the 
application of this paragraph. 

(13) ELIGIBILITY.—Nothing in this Act shall 
be construed as expanding or contracting 
legal eligibility to receive services available 
from a Federal Reserve bank or to make de-
posits with a Federal Reserve bank, in each 
case pursuant to the Federal Reserve Act. 

On page 36, line 13, strike ‘‘(12)’’ and insert 
‘‘(14)’’. 

On page 38, lines 2 and 3, strike ‘‘that sub-
section’’ and insert ‘‘this Act’’. 

On page 40, line 13, insert ‘‘any’’ after ‘‘to’’. 
On page 43, line 1, insert ‘‘(or the Vice 

Chair for Supervision, as delegated by the 
Chair of the Board)’’ after ‘‘Board’’. 

On page 46, line 16, strike ‘‘a’’. 
On page 46, line 17, strike ‘‘stablecoin’’ and 

insert ‘‘stablecoins’’. 
On page 47, line 18, strike ‘‘, provided that’’ 

and all that follows through line 25. 
On page 49, line 6, strike ‘‘may’’ and insert 

‘‘shall’’. 
On page 51, lines 14 and 15, strike ‘‘House of 

Representatives and the Senate’’ and insert 
‘‘Senate and the House of Representatives’’. 

On page 51, lines 19 and 20, strike ‘‘House of 
Representatives and the Senate’’ and insert 
‘‘Senate and the House of Representatives’’. 

On page 51, line 22, strike ‘‘product’’. 
On page 51, line 23, insert ‘‘For the pur-

poses of this paragraph, an employee de-
scribed in section 202 of title 18, United 
States Code, shall be deemed an executive 
branch employee for purposes of complying 
with section 208 of that title.’’ after ‘‘public 
service.’’. 

On page 60, line 21, insert ‘‘Nothing in this 
subsection shall preempt or supersede the 
authority of a State to charter, license, su-
pervise, or regulate an insured depository in-
stitution or credit union chartered in such 
State or to supervise a subsidiary of such in-
sured depository institution or credit union 
that is approved under this section to be a 
permitted payment stablecoin issuer.’’ after 
‘‘stablecoin issuer.’’. 

On page 61, line 9, strike ‘‘including,’’. 
On page 63, lines 22 and 23, strike ‘‘to be’’ 

and insert ‘‘and’’. 
On page 64, line 9, strike ‘‘with’’ and insert 

‘‘within’’. 
On page 66, line 5, insert ‘‘or recklessly’’ 

after ‘‘willfully’’ each place it appears. 
On page 73, strike lines 3 through 8 and in-

sert the following: 
(c) RULE OF CONSTRUCTION.—Nothing in 

this Act may be construed to modify or oth-
erwise affect any right or remedy under any 
Federal consumer financial law, including 12 
U.S.C. 5515 and 15 U.S.C. 41 et seq. 

On page 81, lines 5 and 6, strike ‘‘Unless 
otherwise provided in this Act’’ and insert 
‘‘Notwithstanding any other provision of 
law’’. 

On page 82, lines 8 and 9, strike ‘‘as speci-
fied in this subsection’’ and insert ‘‘for State 
laws relating to the chartering, licensure, or 
other authorization to do business as a per-
mitted payment stablecoin issuer’’. 

On page 82, line 13, strike ‘‘STABLECOIN’’ 
and insert ‘‘STABLECOINS’’. 

On page 82, line 15, strike ‘‘Payment’’ and 
insert ‘‘A payment’’. 

On page 82, line 18, insert ‘‘by a digital 
asset service provider’’ after ‘‘United 
States’’. 

On page 83, lines 6 and 7, strike ‘‘that is’’. 
On page 83, line 25, insert ‘‘except as pro-

vided in subsection (c)’’ after ‘‘(a),’’. 
On page 83, line 25, strike ‘‘may’’ and insert 

‘‘shall’’. 

On page 85, between lines 4 and 5, insert 
the following: 

(C) PUBLICATION.—Upon a determination 
under subparagraph (A), the Secretary of the 
Treasury shall publish the determination in 
the Federal Register, including a statement 
detailing how the foreign payment 
stablecoin issuer has met the criteria de-
scribed in subparagraph (B). 

On page 86, line 9, insert ‘‘Notwithstanding 
the foregoing, the Secretary of Treasury 
may determine that multiple acts of non-
compliance constitute separate violations if 
such acts were the result of gross negligence, 
a reckless disregard for, or a pattern of indif-
ference to, money laundering, financing of 
terrorism, or sanctions evasion require-
ments.’’ after ‘‘cause.’’. 

On page 88, line 15, insert ‘‘(2), or (3),’’ after 
‘‘(1),’’. 

On page 88, lines 15 and 16, strike ‘‘a re-
port’’. 

On page 88, line 19, insert ‘‘a report, which 
may include a classified annex, if applica-
ble,’’ after ‘‘House of Representatives,’’. 

On page 88, between lines 22 and 23, insert 
the following: 

(d) RULE OF CONSTRUCTION.—Nothing in 
this Act shall be construed as altering the 
existing authority of the Secretary of the 
Treasury to block, restrict, or limit trans-
actions involving payment stablecoins that 
reference or are denominated in United 
States dollars that are subject to the juris-
diction of the United States. 

On page 91, line 22, strike ‘‘Best practices’’ 
and insert ‘‘Standards’’. 

On page 92, line 2, strike ‘‘and’’ and insert 
‘‘or’’. 

On page 92, line 3, strike ‘‘Best practices’’ 
and insert ‘‘Standards’’. 

On page 92, between lines 9 and 10, insert 
the following: 

(4) Tailored risk management standards for 
financial institutions interacting with de-
centralized finance protocols. 

On page 92, line 11, strike ‘‘Not later than’’ 
and all that follows through page 93, line 7, 
and insert the following: 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 180 days 
after the date of enactment of this Act, the 
Secretary of the Treasury shall submit to 
the chairs and ranking members of the Com-
mittee on Banking, Housing, and Urban Af-
fairs of the Senate and the Committee on Fi-
nancial Services of the House of Representa-
tives a report on— 

(A) legislative and regulatory proposals to 
allow regulated financial institutions to de-
velop and implement novel and innovative 
methods, techniques, or strategies to detect 
illicit activity, such as money laundering 
and sanctions evasion, involving digital as-
sets; 

(B) the results of the research and risk as-
sessments conducted pursuant to this sec-
tion; 

(C) efforts to support the ability of finan-
cial institutions to implement novel and in-
novative methods, techniques, or strategies 
to detect illicit activity, such as money 
laundering and sanctions evasion, involving 
digital assets; 

(D) the extent to which transactions on 
distributed ledgers, digital asset mixing 
services, tumblers, or other similar services 
that mix payment stablecoins in such a way 
as to make such transaction or the identity 
of the transaction parties less identifiable 
may facilitate illicit activity; and 

(E) legislative recommendations relating 
to the scope of the term ‘‘digital asset serv-
ice provider’’ and the application of that 
term to decentralized finance. 

(2) CLASSIFIED ANNEX.—A report under this 
section may include a classified annex, if ap-
plicable. 

On page 95, strike line 1 through 25 and in-
sert the following: 

(b) CUSTOMER PROPERTY REQUIREMENT.—A 
person described in subsection (a) shall, with 
respect to other property described in that 
subsection— 

(1) treat and deal with the payment 
stablecoins, private keys, cash, and other 
property of a person for whom or on whose 
behalf the person described in that sub-
section receives, acquires, or holds payment 
stablecoins, private keys, cash, and other 
property (hereinafter referred to in this sec-
tion as the ‘‘customer’’) as belonging to such 
customer and not as the property of such 
person; and 

(2) take such steps as are appropriate to 
protect the payment stablecoins, private 
keys, cash, and other property of a customer 
from the claims of creditors of the person. 

On page 98, line 8, insert ‘‘provided such 
treatment is consistent with Federal law’’ 
after ‘‘deposit’’. 

On page 99, strike lines 6 through 18 and in-
sert the following: 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subject to section 507(e) 
of title 11, United States Code, as added by 
subsection (d), in any insolvency proceeding 
of a permitted payment stablecoin issuer 
under Federal or State law, including any 
proceeding under that title and any insol-
vency proceeding administered by a State 
payment stablecoin regulator with respect to 
a permitted payment stablecoin issuer— 

(1) the claim of a person holding payment 
stablecoins issued by the permitted payment 
stablecoin issuer shall have priority over the 
claims of the permitted payment stablecoin 
issuer and any other creditor of the per-
mitted payment stablecoin issuer, with re-
spect to required payment stablecoin re-
serves; 

(2) notwithstanding any other provision of 
law, including the definition of ‘‘claim’’ 
under section 101(5) of title 11, United States 
Code, any person holding a payment 
stablecoin issued by the permitted payment 
stablecoin issuer shall be deemed to hold a 
claim; and 

(3) the priority under paragraph (1) shall 
not apply to claims other than those arising 
directly from the holding of payment 
stablecoins or required payment stablecoin 
reserves maintained by the permitted pay-
ment stablecoin issuer. 

On page 101, lines 16 and 17, strike ‘‘of a 
person holding payment stablecoin’’ and in-
sert ‘‘arising from a person’s holding of a 
payment stablecoin’’. 

On page 103, between lines 7 and 8, insert 
the following: 

(h) STUDY BY PRIMARY FEDERAL PAYMENT 
STABLECOIN REGULATORS.— 

(1) STUDY REQUIRED.—The primary Federal 
payment stablecoin regulators shall perform 
a study of the potential insolvency pro-
ceedings of permitted payment stablecoin 
issuers, including an examination of— 

(A) existing gaps in the bankruptcy laws 
and rules for permitted payment stablecoin 
issuers; 

(B) the ability of payment stablecoin hold-
ers to be paid out in full in the event a per-
mitted payment stablecoin issuer is insol-
vent; and 

(C) the utility of orderly insolvency admin-
istration regimes and whether any addi-
tional authorities are needed to implement 
such regimes. 

(2) REPORT.—Not later than 3 years after 
the date of enactment of this Act, the pri-
mary Federal payment stablecoin regulators 
shall submit to the Committee on Banking, 
Housing, and Urban Affairs of the Senate and 
the Committee on Financial Services of the 
House of Representatives a report that con-
tains all findings of the study under para-
graph (1), including any legislative rec-
ommendations. 

On page 110, line 13, strike ‘‘8’’ and insert 
‘‘10’’. 
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On page 113, line 8, insert a period at the 

end. 
On page 114, between lines 11 and 12, insert 

the following: 
(4) The foreign country in which the for-

eign payment stablecoin issuer is domiciled 
and regulated is not subject to comprehen-
sive economic sanctions by the United 
States or in a jurisdiction that the Secretary 
of the Treasury has determined to be a juris-
diction of primary money laundering con-
cern. 

On page 114, line 19, insert ‘‘Prior to such 
determination taking effect, the Secretary 
of the Treasury shall publish in the Federal 
Register a justification for such determina-
tion, including how the foreign country’s 
regulatory and supervisory regime is com-
parable to the requirements established 
under this Act, including the requirements 
under section 4(a). The Stablecoin Certifi-
cation Review Committee shall have not less 
than 7 days’ notice of a determination under 
this paragraph to reject such determination 
prior to publication in the Federal Register. 
Such rejection shall be published in the Fed-
eral Register.’’ after ‘‘section 4(a).’’. 

On page 115, line 13, insert ‘‘Prior to such 
rescission taking effect, the Secretary of the 
Treasury shall publish in the Federal Reg-
ister a justification for the rescission.’’ after 
‘‘under this Act.’’. 

On page 118, line 22, insert ‘‘Prior to such 
rescission taking effect, the Comptroller 
shall publish in the Federal Register a jus-
tification for the rescission.’’ after ‘‘finan-
cial stability risk.’’. 

On page 119, strike lines 9 through 19 and 
insert the following: 

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of the 
Treasury may create and implement recip-
rocal arrangements or other bilateral agree-
ments between the United States and juris-
dictions with payment stablecoin regulatory 
regimes that are comparable to the require-
ments established under this Act. The Sec-
retary of the Treasury shall consider wheth-
er the jurisdiction’s requirements for pay-
ment stablecoin issuers include— 

(A) similar requirements to those under 
section 4(a); 

(B) adequate anti-money laundering and 
counter-financing of terrorism program and 
sanction compliance standards; and 

(C) adequate supervisory and enforcement 
capacity to facilitate international trans-
actions and interoperability with United 
States dollar-denominated payment 
stablecoins issued overseas. 

On page 119, between lines 19 and 20, insert 
the following: 

(2) PUBLICATION.—Not later than 90 days 
prior to the entry into force of any arrange-
ment or agreement under paragraph (1), the 
Secretary of the Treasury shall publish the 
arrangement or agreement in the Federal 
Register. 

On page 119, in line 20, strike ‘‘(2)’’ and in-
sert ‘‘(3)’’. 

SA 2242. Mr. WHITEHOUSE sub-
mitted an amendment intended to be 
proposed by him to the bill S. 1582, to 
provide for the regulation of payment 
stablecoins, and for other purposes; 
which was ordered to lie on the table; 
as follows: 

Add at the end the following: 
SEC. 20. EMISSIONS FROM POWER CONSUMPTION 

OF DATA CENTERS AND 
CRYPTOMINING FACILITIES. 

(a) AMENDMENT.—Part A of title I of the 
Clean Air Act (42 U.S.C. 7401 et seq.) is 
amended by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘SEC. 139. EMISSIONS FROM POWER CONSUMP-

TION OF DATA CENTERS AND 
CRYPTOMINING FACILITIES. 

‘‘(a) DEFINITIONS.—In this section: 

‘‘(1) COVERED FACILITY.—The term ‘covered 
facility’ means a data center or 
cryptomining facility that has more than 100 
kilowatts of installed information tech-
nology nameplate power. 

‘‘(2) CRYPTOMINING FACILITY.—The term 
‘cryptomining facility’ means a facility used 
to mine or create cryptocurrencies or other 
blockchain based digital assets, which may 
be— 

‘‘(A) a freestanding structure; or 
‘‘(B) a facility within a larger structure 

that uses environmental control equipment 
to maintain the proper conditions for the op-
eration of electronic equipment. 

‘‘(3) DATA CENTER.—The term ‘data center’ 
has the meaning given the term in section 
453(a) of the Energy Independence and Secu-
rity Act of 2007 (42 U.S.C. 17112(a)). 

‘‘(4) ELECTRIC UTILITY.—The term ‘electric 
utility’ has the meaning given the term in 
section 3 of the Federal Power Act (16 U.S.C. 
796). 

‘‘(5) REGION.—The term ‘region’ means a 
geographic region described in the National 
Transmission Needs Study of the Depart-
ment of Energy, dated October 30, 2023. 

‘‘(b) ANNUAL DATA COLLECTION OF ENERGY 
CONSUMPTION OF DATA CENTERS AND 
CRYPTOMINING FACILITIES.— 

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The Administrator, in 
conjunction with the Administrator of the 
Energy Information Administration, shall 
annually collect— 

‘‘(A) the information described in para-
graph (2) from the owners of covered facili-
ties, including federally owned data centers 
located within the United States and terri-
tories of the United States; and 

‘‘(B) the information described in para-
graph (3) from the electric utilities that 
serve covered facilities. 

‘‘(2) INFORMATION DESCRIBED FOR COVERED 
FACILITIES.—The information referred to in 
paragraph (1)(A), with respect to a covered 
facility, is— 

‘‘(A) the location of the covered facility, 
including in which balancing authority area 
the covered facility is located; 

‘‘(B) whether the covered facility is a data 
center or a cryptomining facility; 

‘‘(C) the owner of the covered facility; 
‘‘(D) the electric utility, if any, that pro-

vides power to the covered facility; 
‘‘(E) the total annual electricity consump-

tion of the covered facility; 
‘‘(F) the total annual electricity consumed 

by the covered facility from electricity gen-
eration assets located behind the power 
meter of the covered facility; 

‘‘(G) subject to paragraph (5), the percent-
age of electricity consumed annually by the 
covered facility from electricity generation 
assets located behind the power meter of the 
covered facility that is generated from wind, 
solar, hydropower, nuclear, coal, gas, and 
any other power source; 

‘‘(H) the terms of any power purchase 
agreements or other contractual mecha-
nisms for procuring power from an elec-
tricity generator that the covered facility is 
party to; and 

‘‘(I) any other relevant information, as rea-
sonably determined by the Administrator 
and the Administrator of the Energy Infor-
mation Administration. 

‘‘(3) INFORMATION DESCRIBED FOR ELECTRIC 
UTILITIES.—The information referred to in 
paragraph (1)(B), with respect to each cov-
ered facility served by an electric utility, 
is— 

‘‘(A) the total annual electricity consumed 
by the covered facility from the electric 
grid; 

‘‘(B) subject to paragraph (4), the percent-
age of electricity consumed annually by the 
covered facility from the electric grid that is 

generated from wind, solar, hydropower, nu-
clear, coal, gas, and any other power source; 

‘‘(C) the rates charged by the electric util-
ity for each class of electric consumer for 
the current year and each of the 3 prior 
years; and 

‘‘(D) any other relevant information, as 
reasonably determined by the Administrator 
and the Administrator of the Energy Infor-
mation Administration. 

‘‘(4) ELECTRICITY CONSUMED FROM THE ELEC-
TRIC GRID.—For purposes of collecting the in-
formation described in paragraph (3)(B) with 
respect to a covered facility— 

‘‘(A) the Administrator, in conjunction 
with the Administrator of the Energy Infor-
mation Administration, shall consider the 
average resource mix of the electric utilities 
that serve the covered facility to be the re-
source mix for the portion of electricity con-
sumed annually from the electric grid by a 
covered facility that is not described in sub-
paragraph (B); and 

‘‘(B) if the covered facility or the owner of 
the covered facility is party to a power pur-
chase agreement or other contractual mech-
anism for procuring power from an elec-
tricity generation asset (such as the vol-
untary higher rate described in subsection 
(c)(4)(C)(iii)(I)(aa)), or purchases and retires 
energy attribute certificates, the Adminis-
trator, in conjunction with the Adminis-
trator of the Energy Information Adminis-
tration, shall consider the electricity gen-
eration represented by those instruments as 
part of the electricity consumed annually by 
the covered facility from the electric grid 
only if the owner of the covered facility can 
demonstrate that— 

‘‘(i)(I) the electricity generation asset 
began commercial operations not more than 
36 months before the date on which oper-
ations began at the covered facility; 

‘‘(II) the electricity generation asset would 
otherwise be retired and the retirement 
could not be prevented by the use of existing 
public funding programs; 

‘‘(III) the electricity provided by the elec-
tricity generation asset would otherwise be 
curtailed; 

‘‘(IV) the power that the electricity gen-
eration asset provides to the covered facility 
resulted from an uprate that occurred not 
more than 36 months before the date on 
which operations began at the covered facil-
ity; 

‘‘(V) the power purchase agreement or 
other contractual mechanism was finalized 
before the date of enactment of this section; 
or 

‘‘(VI)(aa) the electricity generation asset 
has undergone or will undergo a retrofit that 
reduces the greenhouse emissions intensity 
of the electricity generation asset, expressed 
in terms of metric tons of carbon dioxide- 
equivalent of greenhouse gases per kilowatt- 
hour, by not less than 75 percent, as com-
pared to before the retrofit; and 

‘‘(bb) the retrofit otherwise would not have 
occurred, even after the use of existing pub-
lic funding programs, without the power pur-
chase agreement or other contractual mech-
anism; 

‘‘(ii) the electricity is generated— 
‘‘(I) in the same calendar year as the elec-

tricity is consumed by the covered facility, 
in the case of electricity that is generated 
before January 1, 2028; and 

‘‘(II) in the same hour as the electricity is 
consumed by the covered facility or an en-
ergy storage asset that serves the covered fa-
cility, in the case of electricity that is gen-
erated after December 31, 2027; 

‘‘(iii)(I) the electricity generation asset 
that produced the electricity is electrically 
interconnected to a balancing authority lo-
cated in the same region as the covered facil-
ity; or 
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‘‘(II) the owner of the electricity genera-

tion asset can demonstrate that the power 
produced by the electricity generation asset 
is physically delivered to the covered facil-
ity, as determined by the Administrator, in 
coordination with the Secretary of Energy; 
and 

‘‘(iv) the electricity generation represented 
by the power purchase agreement or other 
contractual mechanism for procuring power 
from an electricity generation asset are 
claimed exclusively by the covered facility 
through the retirement of an equivalent 
quantity of energy attribute certificates. 

‘‘(5) ELECTRICITY CONSUMED FROM ASSETS 
BEHIND THE METER.—For purposes of col-
lecting the information described in para-
graph (2)(G) with respect to a covered facil-
ity— 

‘‘(A) the Administrator, in conjunction 
with the Administrator of the Energy Infor-
mation Administration, shall consider the 
average resource mix of the electric utilities 
that serve the covered facility to be the re-
source mix for the portion of electricity con-
sumed annually by the covered facility from 
electricity generation assets located behind 
the power meter of a covered facility that is 
not described in subparagraph (B); and 

‘‘(B) the Administrator, in conjunction 
with the Administrator of the Energy Infor-
mation Administration, shall consider the 
electricity generated by electricity genera-
tion assets located behind the power meter 
of the covered facility as part of the elec-
tricity consumed annually by the covered fa-
cility from electricity generation assets lo-
cated behind the power meter of the covered 
facility only if— 

‘‘(i) the owner of the covered facility can 
demonstrate that— 

‘‘(I) the electricity generation asset began 
operations not more than 36 months before 
the date on which operations began at the 
covered facility; or 

‘‘(II) the electricity generation asset would 
otherwise be retired and the retirement 
could not be prevented by the use of existing 
public funding programs; or 

‘‘(ii) the Administrator determines that 
the greenhouse gas emissions intensity, ex-
pressed in terms of metric tons of carbon di-
oxide-equivalent of greenhouse gases per kil-
owatt-hour, of the electricity generation 
asset is higher than the greenhouse gas emis-
sions intensity of the electric utilities that 
serve the covered facility, based on the aver-
age resource mix of those electric utilities. 

‘‘(6) GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS INTEN-
SITY.—Based on the information collected 
under paragraph (1), for each covered facil-
ity, the Administrator shall determine the 
greenhouse gas emission intensity, expressed 
in terms of metric tons of carbon dioxide- 
equivalent of greenhouse gases per kilowatt- 
hour, of— 

‘‘(A) the total annual electricity consumed 
by the covered facility from the electric 
grid; and 

‘‘(B) the total annual electricity consumed 
by the covered facility from electricity gen-
eration assets located behind the power 
meter of the covered facility. 

‘‘(7) PUBLICLY AVAILABLE.—The Adminis-
trator shall make publicly available on an 
annual basis— 

‘‘(A) for each covered facility— 
‘‘(i) the information described in each of 

subparagraphs (A), (B), (C), and (D) of para-
graph (2); 

‘‘(ii) the percent of electricity consumed 
annually by the covered facility that is gen-
erated from wind, solar, hydropower, nu-
clear, coal, gas, and any other power source; 
and 

‘‘(iii) the greenhouse gas emissions inten-
sity of the total annual electricity consumed 

by the covered facility, as determined under 
paragraph (6); and 

‘‘(B) for each owner of a covered facility, 
the aggregate annual electricity consump-
tion of all covered facilities owned by that 
owner. 

‘‘(8) CONFIDENTIAL BUSINESS INFORMATION.— 
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 

subparagraph (B), of the information col-
lected under paragraph (1), the Adminis-
trator and the Administrator of the Energy 
Information Administration shall treat the 
information described in each of subpara-
graphs (E) and (F) of paragraph (2) and sub-
paragraph (A) of paragraph (3) as confiden-
tial business information. 

‘‘(B) EXCEPTION.—Subparagraph (A) does 
not apply to information that is required to 
be made publicly available pursuant to para-
graph (7)(C). 

‘‘(c) EMISSIONS PERFORMANCE STANDARD.— 
‘‘(1) DEFINITIONS.—In this subsection: 
‘‘(A) BASELINE.—The term ‘baseline’, with 

respect to a covered facility in a calendar 
year, means the baseline of the region the 
covered facility is located in for that cal-
endar year as determined under paragraph 
(2). 

‘‘(B) GREENHOUSE GAS.— 
‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘greenhouse 

gas’ means the air pollutants carbon dioxide, 
any hydrofluorocarbon, methane, nitrous 
oxide, any perfluorocarbon, and sulfur 
hexafluoride. 

‘‘(ii) GLOBAL WARMING POTENTIAL.—For 
purposes of the term ‘methane’ in clause (i), 
the Administrator shall use the 20-year glob-
al warming potential of methane, as deter-
mined in accordance with the Sixth Assess-
ment Report of the Intergovernmental Panel 
on Climate Change. 

‘‘(2) DETERMINATION OF BASELINE.— 
‘‘(A) PUBLICATION OF BASELINE.—Not later 

than December 31, 2025, the Administrator 
shall determine and publish in the Federal 
Register the greenhouse gas emissions inten-
sities of the electric grid of each region, ex-
pressed in terms of metric tons of carbon di-
oxide-equivalent of greenhouse gases per kil-
owatt-hour. 

‘‘(B) INITIAL BASELINE.—For purposes of 
calendar year 2026, the baseline of each re-
gion shall be the baseline of that region pub-
lished under subparagraph (A). 

‘‘(C) BASELINES THROUGH 2034.—For each of 
calendar years 2027 through 2034, the baseline 
of each region for that calendar year shall be 
determined by reducing the baseline from 
the previous calendar year by 11 percent of 
the baseline of that region for calendar year 
2026. 

‘‘(D) BASELINE IN 2035 AND THEREAFTER.— 
For calendar year 2035 and each calendar 
year thereafter, the baseline for each region 
shall be 0 metric tons of carbon dioxide- 
equivalent of greenhouse gases per kilowatt- 
hour. 

‘‘(3) ASSESSMENT OF FEES.— 
‘‘(A) FEE ON UTILITIES.— 
‘‘(i) IMPOSITION OF FEE ON UTILITIES.—Be-

ginning on January 1, 2026, the Adminis-
trator shall, in accordance with this sub-
paragraph and using the information col-
lected under subsection (b) but subject to 
subparagraphs (C) and (D), assess on the 
owner of any electric utility providing power 
to a covered facility a fee with respect to the 
greenhouse gas emissions of the electricity 
consumed by the covered facility from the 
electric grid above the baseline of the region 
the covered facility is located in for that cal-
endar year. 

‘‘(ii) AMOUNT OF FEE.—The amount of a fee 
assessed under clause (i) with respect to an 
electric utility for a calendar year shall be 
the sum obtained by adding, for each covered 
facility served by the electric utility, the 

product (rounded to the nearest dollar) ob-
tained by multiplying— 

‘‘(I) the total electricity consumed by the 
covered facility from the electric grid during 
the calendar year, as expressed in kilowatt- 
hours; 

‘‘(II) subject to clause (iii), $20; and 
‘‘(III) the amount, if any, that the green-

house gas emissions intensity of the elec-
tricity consumed by the covered facility 
from the electric grid, expressed in terms of 
metric tons of carbon dioxide-equivalent of 
greenhouse gases per kilowatt-hour, exceeds 
the baseline of the region the covered facil-
ity is located in for the calendar year. 

‘‘(iii) FEE ADJUSTMENT.—Beginning in cal-
endar year 2027, the Administrator shall an-
nually increase the amount described in 
clause (ii)(II) by the sum obtained by add-
ing— 

‘‘(I) the product obtained by multiplying— 
‘‘(aa) the applicable amount under clause 

(ii)(II) during the previous calendar year; 
and 

‘‘(bb) the rate of inflation, as determined 
by the Administrator using the changes for 
the 12-month period ending the preceding 
November 30 in the Consumer Price Index for 
All Urban Consumers published by the Bu-
reau of Labor Statistics of the Department 
of Labor; and 

‘‘(II) $10. 
‘‘(iv) NOTIFICATION OF FEE AMOUNT.—Not 

later than January 31, 2027, and not later 
than January 31 of each calendar year there-
after, the Administrator shall notify— 

‘‘(I) the owner of each electric utility sub-
ject to a fee under clause (i) of the amount 
of the fee that is assessed with respect to the 
electric utility for the previous calendar 
year under clause (i); and 

‘‘(II) the owner of each covered facility of 
the total amount of any fee assessed for the 
previous calendar year under clause (i) that 
is attributable, pursuant to clause (ii), to the 
electricity consumed by the covered facility. 

‘‘(v) REMITTANCE OF FEE AMOUNT.—A fee as-
sessed under clause (i) for a calendar year 
shall be due and payable to the Adminis-
trator not later than March 31 of the cal-
endar year after the calendar year for which 
the fee is assessed. 

‘‘(vi) PASS-THROUGH LIMITATION.— 
‘‘(I) IN GENERAL.—Any electric utility as-

sessed a fee under clause (i) may not recoup 
the cost of the fee by raising rates or assess-
ing fees on any customer that is not a cov-
ered facility. 

‘‘(II) MONITORING COMPLIANCE.—The Ad-
ministrator, in conjunction with the Admin-
istrator of the Energy Information Adminis-
tration, shall use the best available data, in-
cluding the information collected pursuant 
to subsection (b)(1)(B) and described in sub-
section (b)(3)(C), to monitor the compliance 
of electric utilities with subclause (I). 

‘‘(III) PENALTY.—If the Administrator, in 
conjunction with the Administrator of the 
Energy Information Administration, deter-
mines that an electric utility has violated 
subclause (I), the Administrator shall assess 
a fine on the electric utility in an amount 
equal to 2 times the amount recouped by the 
electric utility, as described in subclause (I), 
from customers that are not covered facili-
ties. 

‘‘(B) FEE ON COVERED FACILITIES.— 
‘‘(i) IMPOSITION OF FEE ON COVERED FACILI-

TIES.—Beginning on January 1, 2026, the Ad-
ministrator shall, in accordance with this 
subparagraph and using the information col-
lected under subsection (b) but subject to 
subparagraphs (C) and (D), assess on the 
owner of any covered facility a fee with re-
spect to the greenhouse gas emissions of the 
electricity consumed by the covered facility 
from electricity generation assets located 
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behind the power meter of the covered facil-
ity above the baseline of the region the cov-
ered facility is located in for that calendar 
year. 

‘‘(ii) AMOUNT OF FEE.—The amount of a fee 
assessed under clause (i) with respect to a 
covered facility for a calendar year shall be 
the product (rounded to the nearest dollar) 
obtained by multiplying— 

‘‘(I) the total electricity consumed by the 
covered facility from electricity generation 
assets located behind the power meter of the 
covered facility during the calendar year, as 
expressed in kilowatt-hours; 

‘‘(II) subject to clause (iii), $20; and 
‘‘(III) the amount, if any, that the green-

house gas emissions intensity of the elec-
tricity consumed by the covered facility 
from electricity generation assets located 
behind the power meter of the covered facil-
ity, expressed in terms of metric tons of car-
bon dioxide-equivalent of greenhouse gases 
per kilowatt-hour, exceeds the baseline of 
the region the covered facility is located in 
for the calendar year. 

‘‘(iii) FEE ADJUSTMENT.—Beginning in cal-
endar year 2027, the Administrator shall an-
nually increase the amount described in 
clause (ii)(II) by the sum obtained by add-
ing— 

‘‘(I) the product obtained by multiplying— 
‘‘(aa) the applicable amount under clause 

(ii)(II) during the previous calendar year; 
and 

‘‘(bb) the rate of inflation, as determined 
by the Administrator using the changes for 
the 12-month period ending the preceding 
November 30 in the Consumer Price Index for 
All Urban Consumers published by the Bu-
reau of Labor Statistics of the Department 
of Labor; and 

‘‘(II) $10. 
‘‘(iv) NOTIFICATION OF FEE AMOUNT.—Not 

later than January 31, 2027, and not later 
than January 31 of each calendar year there-
after, the Administrator shall notify the 
owner of each covered facility the amount of 
the fee that is assessed with respect to the 
covered facility for the previous calendar 
year under clause (i). 

‘‘(v) REMITTANCE OF FEE AMOUNT.—A fee as-
sessed under clause (i) for a calendar year 
shall be due and payable to the Adminis-
trator not later than March 31 of the cal-
endar year after the calendar year for which 
the fee is assessed. 

‘‘(C) APPLICABILITY TO ZERO-CARBON ELEC-
TRICITY GENERATION ASSETS.—This paragraph 
shall not apply to a covered facility if the 
Administrator, in conjunction with the Ad-
ministrator of the Energy Information Ad-
ministration, determines, pursuant to the in-
formation collected under subsection (b), 
that the covered facility is powered entirely 
by zero-carbon electricity generation assets 
during all hours of the operation of the cov-
ered facility. 

‘‘(D) ALTERNATIVE BASELINE.—If the Ad-
ministrator determines at any point that the 
greenhouse gas emissions intensity of the 
electric grid of any region falls below the 
baseline of that region, during the period be-
ginning on the date of that determination 
and ending on the date on which the Admin-
istrator determines that the determination 
is no longer applicable, subparagraphs (A) 
and (B) shall be applied to covered facilities 
located in that region by substituting ‘green-
house gas emissions intensity of the electric 
grid’ for ‘baseline’. 

‘‘(4) USE OF FUNDS.— 
‘‘(A) ADMINISTRATION.—For fiscal year 2028 

and each fiscal year thereafter, there are ap-
propriated, out of any funds in the Treasury 
not otherwise appropriated, to the Adminis-
trator an amount equal to 3 percent of the 
amounts collected pursuant to fees and pen-
alties assessed under paragraph (3) during 

the previous calendar year to support the ad-
ministration of the reporting program under 
subsection (b) and the assessment of the fees 
and penalties under this subsection. 

‘‘(B) CONSUMER ENERGY COSTS.—For fiscal 
year 2028 and each fiscal year thereafter, 
there are appropriated, out of any funds in 
the Treasury not otherwise appropriated, to 
the Administrator an amount equal to 25 
percent of the amounts collected pursuant to 
fees and penalties assessed under paragraph 
(3) during the previous calendar year to 
award grants to States, Indian Tribes, mu-
nicipalities, and electric utilities to support 
programs that lower residential electricity 
consumer energy costs, such as through en-
ergy use savings or direct rebates, to offset 
cost increases resulting from increased data 
center electricity consumption. 

‘‘(C) CLEAN FIRM GRANTS.— 
‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—For fiscal year 2028 and 

each fiscal year thereafter, there are appro-
priated, out of any funds in the Treasury not 
otherwise appropriated, to the Adminis-
trator an amount equal to 70 percent of the 
amounts collected pursuant to fees and pen-
alties assessed under paragraph (3) during 
the previous calendar year to award to eligi-
ble entities, as determined by the Adminis-
trator, grants, rebates, advanced market 
commitments, or low-interest loans, as de-
termined appropriate by the Administrator, 
for the research, development, demonstra-
tion, and deployment of— 

‘‘(I) zero-carbon electricity generation as-
sets that are capable of generating elec-
tricity throughout the year, with the excep-
tion of planned outages for maintenance, re-
fueling, or retrofits, at capacity factors 
greater than 70 percent; or 

‘‘(II) long-duration energy storage assets 
that are capable of continuously discharging 
energy at their rated power output for at 
least 10 hours. 

‘‘(ii) APPLICATION.—An eligible entity seek-
ing an award under clause (i) shall submit to 
the Administrator an application at such 
time, in such manner, and containing such 
information as the Administrator may re-
quire. 

‘‘(iii) CERTIFICATION AND CLAWBACK.— 
‘‘(I) CERTIFICATION.—An eligible entity 

that receives an award under clause (i) for 
the purpose of financing the construction or 
operation of an electricity generation asset 
or energy storage asset shall certify that any 
electric utility selling or contracted to sell 
electricity generated or stored by the asset 
shall— 

‘‘(aa) not later than 2 years after the date 
on which the eligible entity receives the 
award, allow the customers of the electric 
utility to voluntarily pay a higher rate for 
the purchase of electricity service that is 
sourced from zero-carbon electricity genera-
tion, including long-duration energy storage 
assets charged by zero-carbon electricity, in 
all hours of the year; and 

‘‘(bb) exclusively use the additional 
amounts collected pursuant to those higher 
rates to support the financing, development, 
or acquisition of— 

‘‘(AA) zero-carbon electricity generation 
assets that are capable of generating elec-
tricity throughout the year, with the excep-
tion of planned outages for maintenance, re-
fueling, or retrofits, at capacity factors 
greater than 70 percent; or 

‘‘(BB) long-duration energy storage assets 
that are capable of continuously discharging 
energy at their rated power output for at 
least 10 hours. 

‘‘(II) CLAWBACK.—If the Administrator de-
termines that a recipient of an award de-
scribed in subclause (I) has violated the cer-
tification required under that subclause, the 
Administrator shall seek reimbursement of 

the full amount of the award from the recipi-
ent. 

‘‘(d) APPLICABILITY TO LEASED FACILI-
TIES.—For purposes of this section— 

‘‘(1) if a covered facility is leased to a ten-
ant, the tenant shall be considered the owner 
of the facility; and 

‘‘(2) if a portion of a covered facility is 
leased to a tenant and the leased space also 
meets the requirements described in sub-
section (a)(1)— 

‘‘(A) the leased space shall be considered to 
be a separate covered facility from the rest 
of the larger facility; and 

‘‘(B) the tenant shall be considered the 
owner of the covered facility that comprises 
the leased space.’’. 

(b) SEVERABILITY.—If any provision of this 
section, an amendment made by this section, 
or the application of such provision or 
amendment to any person or circumstance is 
held to be unconstitutional, the remainder of 
this section and the amendments made by 
this section, and the application of the provi-
sion or amendment to any other person or 
circumstance, shall not be affected by the 
holding. 

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—Notwithstanding sec-
tion 19, this section and the amendments 
made by this section shall take effect on the 
date of enactment of this Act. 

SA 2243. Mr. DURBIN submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 1582, to provide for 
the regulation of payment stablecoins, 
and for other purposes; which was or-
dered to lie on the table; as follows: 

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing: 
SEC. ll. TREATMENT OF PERMITTED PAYMENT 

STABLECOIN ISSUERS AS DEPOSI-
TORY INSTITUTIONS. 

A permitted payment stablecoin issuer 
shall be deemed to be an insured depository 
institution for the purpose of any require-
ment applicable to an insured depository in-
stitution to file a charter, submit suspicious 
activity reports, report large transactions 
under the Bank Secrecy Act, meet regu-
latory capital standards, and undergo audits. 

SA 2244. Mr. DURBIN (for himself 
and Mr. WARNOCK) submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 1582, to provide for 
the regulation of payment stablecoins, 
and for other purposes; which was or-
dered to lie on the table; as follows: 

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing: 
SEC. ll. FEDERAL CONSUMER FINANCIAL LAW 

SAVINGS CLAUSE. 
No authority granted or conferred to a pri-

mary Federal payment stablecoin regulator 
or State payment stablecoin regulator under 
this Act, or pursuant to any rule or order 
issued thereunder, or pursuant to any other 
provision in this Act, shall be construed, ei-
ther directly or in conjunction with any 
other provision of law, including the Con-
sumer Financial Protection Act of 2010 (Pub-
lic Law 110–203; 124 Stat. 1955) and the Elec-
tronic Fund Transfer Act (15 U.S.C. 1693 et. 
seq.), to limit or otherwise abridge the au-
thority of the Director of the Consumer Fi-
nancial Protection Bureau to enforce Fed-
eral consumer financial laws with respect to 
any person. For the avoidance of doubt, the 
Consumer Financial Protection Bureau has 
jurisdiction over permitted payment 
stablecoin issuers to enforce the consumer 
financial laws under the purview of the Con-
sumer Financial Protection Bureau, and all 
enumerated consumer protection provisions 
under the Consumer Financial Protection 
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Act of 2010 (12 U.S.C. 5481 et seq.) are applica-
ble to payment stablecoins. 

SA 2245. Mr. DURBIN submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 1582, to provide for 
the regulation of payment stablecoins, 
and for other purposes; which was or-
dered to lie on the table; as follows: 

In section 4(a)(1)(B)(i), strike ‘‘; and’’ and 
insert a semicolon. 

In section 4(a)(1)(B), add at the end the fol-
lowing: 

‘‘(iii) provide for fee limitations associated 
with purchasing or redeeming the payment 
stablecoins; and’’. 

SA 2246. Mr. DURBIN (for himself, 
Mr. BLUMENTHAL, Mr. REED, and Ms. 
WARREN) submitted an amendment in-
tended to be proposed by him to the 
bill S. 1582, to provide for the regula-
tion of payment stablecoins, and for 
other purposes; which was ordered to 
lie on the table; as follows: 

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing: 
SEC. ll. CRYPTO ATM FRAUD PREVENTION. 

(a) REGISTRATION WITH THE SECRETARY OF 
THE TREASURY.—Section 5330 of title 31, 
United States Code, is amended— 

(1) in subsection (d)— 
(A) in paragraph (1)(A), by inserting ‘‘, any 

person who owns, operates, or manages a vir-
tual currency kiosk in the United States or 
its territories,’’ after ‘‘similar instruments’’; 
and 

(B) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(3) VIRTUAL CURRENCY; VIRTUAL CURRENCY 

ADDRESS; VIRTUAL CURRENCY KIOSK; VIRTUAL 
CURRENCY KIOSK OPERATOR.—The terms ‘vir-
tual currency’, ‘virtual currency address’, 
‘virtual currency kiosk’, and ‘virtual cur-
rency kiosk operator’ have the meanings 
given those terms, respectively, in section 
5337.’’; and 

(2) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(f) REGISTRATION OF VIRTUAL CURRENCY 

KIOSK LOCATIONS.— 
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 90 days 

after the effective date of this subsection, 
and not less than once every 90 days there-
after, the Secretary of the Treasury shall re-
quire virtual currency kiosk operators to 
submit an updated list containing the phys-
ical address of each virtual currency kiosk 
owned or operated by the virtual currency 
kiosk operator. 

‘‘(2) FORM AND MANNER OF REGISTRATION.— 
Each submission by a virtual currency kiosk 
operator pursuant to paragraph (1) shall in-
clude— 

‘‘(A) the legal name of the virtual currency 
kiosk operator; 

‘‘(B) any fictitious or trade name of the 
virtual currency kiosk operator; 

‘‘(C) the physical address of each virtual 
currency kiosk owned, operated, or managed 
by the virtual currency kiosk operator that 
is located in the United States or the terri-
tories of the United States; 

‘‘(D) the start date of operation of each vir-
tual currency kiosk; 

‘‘(E) the end date of operation of each vir-
tual currency kiosk, if applicable; and 

‘‘(F) each virtual currency address used by 
the virtual currency kiosk operator. 

‘‘(3) FALSE AND INCOMPLETE INFORMATION.— 
The filing of false or materially incomplete 
information in a submission required under 
paragraph (1) shall be deemed a failure to 
comply with the requirements of this sub-
section.’’. 

(b) PREVENTING FRAUDULENT TRANSACTIONS 
AT VIRTUAL CURRENCY KIOSKS.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Subchapter II of Chapter 
53 of Title 31, United States Code, is amended 
by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘§ 5337. Virtual currency kiosk fraud preven-

tion 
‘‘(a) DEFINITIONS.—In this section: 
‘‘(1) BLOCKCHAIN ANALYTICS.—The term 

‘blockchain analytics’ means the analysis of 
data from blockchains or public distributed 
ledgers, and associated transaction informa-
tion, to provide risk-specific information 
about virtual currency transactions and vir-
tual currency addresses. 

‘‘(2) CUSTOMER.—The term ‘customer’ 
means any person that purchases or sells vir-
tual currency through a virtual currency 
kiosk. 

‘‘(3) EXISTING CUSTOMER.—The term ‘exist-
ing customer’ means a customer other than 
a new customer. 

‘‘(4) FINCEN.—The term ‘FinCEN’ means 
the Financial Crimes Enforcement Network 
of the Department of the Treasury. 

‘‘(5) NEW CUSTOMER.—The term ‘new cus-
tomer’, with respect to a virtual currency 
kiosk operator, means a customer during the 
14-day period beginning on the date of the 
first virtual currency kiosk transaction of 
the customer with the virtual currency 
kiosk operator. 

‘‘(6) TRANSACTION HASH.—The term ‘trans-
action hash’ means a unique identifier made 
up of a string of characters that act as a 
record of and provide proof that a trans-
action was verified and added to the 
blockchain. 

‘‘(7) VIRTUAL CURRENCY.—The term ‘virtual 
currency’ means any digital representation 
of value that is recorded on a cryptographi-
cally secured distributed ledger or any simi-
lar technology or another implementation, 
which was designed and built as part of a 
system to leverage or replace blockchain, 
distributed ledger technology, or their de-
rivatives. 

‘‘(8) VIRTUAL CURRENCY ADDRESS.—The 
term ‘virtual currency address’ means an al-
phanumeric identifier associated with a vir-
tual currency wallet identifying the location 
to which virtual currency purchased through 
a virtual currency kiosk can be sent or from 
which virtual currency sold through a vir-
tual currency kiosk can be accessed. 

‘‘(9) VIRTUAL CURRENCY KIOSK.—The term 
‘virtual currency kiosk’ means a stand-alone 
machine that is capable of accepting or dis-
pensing legal tender in exchange for virtual 
currency. 

‘‘(10) VIRTUAL CURRENCY KIOSK OPERATOR.— 
The term ‘virtual currency kiosk operator’ 
means a person who owns, operates, or man-
ages a virtual currency kiosk located in the 
United States or its territories. 

‘‘(11) VIRTUAL CURRENCY KIOSK TRANS-
ACTION.—The term ‘virtual currency kiosk 
transaction’ means the purchase or sale of 
virtual currency via a virtual currency 
kiosk. 

‘‘(12) VIRTUAL CURRENCY WALLET.—The 
term ‘virtual currency wallet’ means a soft-
ware application or other mechanism pro-
viding a means for holding, storing, and 
transferring virtual currency. 

‘‘(b) DISCLOSURES.—Before entering into a 
virtual currency transaction with a cus-
tomer, a virtual currency kiosk operator 
shall disclose in a clear, conspicuous, and 
easily readable manner— 

‘‘(1) all relevant terms and conditions of 
the virtual currency kiosk transaction, in-
cluding— 

‘‘(A) the amount of the virtual currency 
kiosk transaction; 

‘‘(B) the type and nature of the virtual cur-
rency kiosk transaction; 

‘‘(C) a warning that the virtual currency 
kiosk transaction is final, is not refundable, 
and may not be reversed; and 

‘‘(D) the type and amount of any fees or 
other expenses paid by the customer; 

‘‘(2) a warning relating to consumer fraud 
including— 

‘‘(A) a warning that consumer fraud often 
starts with contact from a stranger, and that 
the customer should never send money to 
someone they do not know; 

‘‘(B) a warning about the most common 
types of fraudulent schemes involving vir-
tual currency kiosks, such as— 

‘‘(i) impersonation of a government official 
or a bank representative; 

‘‘(ii) threats of jail time or financial pen-
alties; 

‘‘(iii) offers of a job or reward in exchange 
for payment, or offers of deals that seem too 
good to be true; 

‘‘(iv) claims of a frozen bank account or 
credit card; or 

‘‘(v) requests for donations to charity or 
disaster relief; and 

‘‘(C) a statement that the customer should 
contact the virtual currency kiosk opera-
tor’s customer service helpline or State or 
local law enforcement if they suspect fraudu-
lent activity. 

‘‘(c) ACKNOWLEDGMENT OF DISCLOSURES.— 
Each time a customer uses a virtual cur-
rency kiosk, the virtual currency kiosk oper-
ator shall ensure acknowledgment of all dis-
closures required under subsection (b) via 
confirmation of consent of the customer at 
the virtual currency kiosk. 

‘‘(d) RECEIPTS.—Upon completion of each 
virtual currency kiosk transaction, the vir-
tual currency kiosk operator shall provide 
the customer with a receipt, which shall in-
clude the following information: 

‘‘(1) The name and contact information of 
the virtual currency kiosk operator, includ-
ing a telephone number for a customer serv-
ice helpline. 

‘‘(2) The name of the customer. 
‘‘(3) The type, value, date, and precise time 

of the virtual currency kiosk transaction, 
transaction hash, and each applicable virtual 
currency address. 

‘‘(4) The amount of the virtual currency 
kiosk transaction expressed in United States 
dollars. 

‘‘(5) All fees charged. 
‘‘(6) A statement that the customer may be 

entitled by law to a refund if the customer 
reports fraudulent activity in conjunction 
with the virtual currency kiosk transaction 
not later than 30 days after the date of the 
virtual currency kiosk transaction. 

‘‘(7) The refund policy of the virtual cur-
rency kiosk operator or a Uniform Resource 
Locator where the refund policy of the vir-
tual currency kiosk operator can be found. 

‘‘(8) A statement that the customer should 
contact law enforcement if they suspect 
fraudulent activity, such as scams, including 
contact information for a relevant law en-
forcement or government agency. 

‘‘(9) Any additional information the virtual 
currency kiosk operator determines appro-
priate. 

‘‘(e) PHYSICAL RECEIPTS REQUIRED.—Not 
later than 1 year after the effective date of 
this section, each receipt required under sub-
section (d) shall be issued to the customer as 
a physical receipt at the virtual currency 
kiosk at the time of the virtual currency 
kiosk transaction, but such receipt may also 
be provided in additional forms or commu-
nications. 

‘‘(f) ANTI-FRAUD POLICY.— 
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Each virtual currency 

kiosk operator shall take reasonable steps to 
detect and prevent fraud, including estab-
lishing and maintaining a written anti-fraud 
policy that includes— 

‘‘(A) the identification and assessment of 
fraud-related risk areas; 
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‘‘(B) procedures and controls to protect 

against risks identified under subparagraph 
(A); 

‘‘(C) allocation of responsibility for moni-
toring the risks identified under subpara-
graph (A); and 

‘‘(D) procedures for the periodic evaluation 
and revision of the anti-fraud procedures, 
controls, and monitoring mechanisms under 
subparagraphs (B) and (C). 

‘‘(2) SUBMISSION OF ANTI-FRAUD POLICY TO 
FINCEN.—Each virtual currency kiosk oper-
ator shall submit to FinCEN the anti-fraud 
policy required under paragraph (1) not later 
than 90 days after the later of— 

‘‘(A) the effective date of this section; or 
‘‘(B) the date on which the virtual cur-

rency kiosk operator begins operating. 
‘‘(g) APPOINTMENT OF COMPLIANCE OFFI-

CER.—Each virtual currency kiosk operator 
shall designate and employ a compliance of-
ficer who— 

‘‘(1) is qualified to coordinate and monitor 
compliance with this section and all other 
applicable Federal and State laws, rules, and 
regulations; 

‘‘(2) is employed full-time by the virtual 
currency kiosk operator; 

‘‘(3) is not the chief executive officer of the 
virtual currency kiosk operator; and 

‘‘(4) does not own or control more than 20 
percent of any interest in the virtual cur-
rency kiosk operator. 

‘‘(h) USE OF BLOCKCHAIN ANALYTICS.— 
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Each virtual currency 

kiosk operator shall use blockchain ana-
lytics to prevent sending virtual currency to 
a virtual currency wallet known to be affili-
ated with fraudulent activity at the time of 
a virtual currency kiosk transaction and to 
detect transaction patterns indicative of 
fraud or other illicit activities. 

‘‘(2) COMPLIANCE.—The Director of FinCEN 
may request evidence from any virtual cur-
rency kiosk operator to confirm compliance 
with this subsection. 

‘‘(i) VERBAL CONFIRMATION REQUIRED BE-
FORE NEW CUSTOMER TRANSACTIONS.— 

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Before entering into a 
virtual currency kiosk transaction valued at 
500 dollars or more with a new customer, a 
virtual currency kiosk operator shall obtain 
verbal confirmation from the new customer 
that— 

‘‘(A) the new customer wishes to proceed 
with the virtual currency kiosk transaction; 

‘‘(B) the new customer understands the na-
ture of the virtual currency kiosk trans-
action; and 

‘‘(C) the new customer is not being fraudu-
lently induced to engage in the transaction. 

‘‘(2) REASONABLE EFFORT.—A virtual cur-
rency kiosk operator shall make a reason-
able effort to determine whether the cus-
tomer is being fraudulently induced to en-
gage in the virtual currency kiosk trans-
action. 

‘‘(3) METHOD OF CONFIRMATION.—Each 
verbal confirmation required under para-
graph (1) shall be given by way of a live tele-
phone or video call to a person employed by, 
or on behalf of, the virtual currency kiosk 
operator. 

‘‘(j) REFUNDS.— 
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.— 
‘‘(A) NEW CUSTOMERS.—Not later than 30 

days after receiving an application under 
paragraph (2), a virtual currency kiosk oper-
ator shall issue a refund to a customer for 
the full amount of each virtual currency 
kiosk transaction, including the dollar value 
of virtual currency exchanged and all trans-
action fees, made during the period in which 
the customer was a new customer and for 
which the customer was fraudulently in-
duced to engage in the virtual currency 
kiosk transaction. 

‘‘(B) EXISTING CUSTOMERS.—Not later than 
30 days after receiving an application under 
paragraph (2), a virtual currency kiosk oper-
ator shall issue a refund to a customer for 
the full amount of all transaction fees asso-
ciated with each virtual currency kiosk 
transaction made during the period in which 
the customer was an existing customer and 
for which the customer was fraudulently in-
duced to engage in the virtual currency 
kiosk transaction. 

‘‘(2) APPLICATION.—A customer seeking a 
refund under paragraph (1) shall, not later 
than 30 days after the date of the virtual cur-
rency kiosk transaction, submit an applica-
tion to the virtual currency kiosk operator 
that includes the following: 

‘‘(A) The name, address, and phone number 
of the customer. 

‘‘(B) The transaction hash of the virtual 
currency kiosk transaction or information 
sufficient to determine the type, value, date, 
and time of the virtual currency kiosk trans-
action. 

‘‘(C) A copy of a report to a State or local 
law enforcement or government agency, 
made not later than 30 days after the virtual 
currency kiosk transaction, that includes a 
sworn affidavit attesting that the customer 
was fraudulently induced to engage in the 
virtual currency kiosk transaction. 

‘‘(3) ENHANCED DAMAGES.—Any person who 
willfully denies a refund to a customer in 
violation of paragraph (1) shall be liable to 
the customer for 3 times the amount of the 
refund owed under that paragraph or $10,000, 
whichever is greater. A penalty under this 
paragraph shall be in addition to any penalty 
under subsection (n). 

‘‘(k) TRANSACTION LIMITS WITH RESPECT TO 
NEW CUSTOMERS.— 

‘‘(1) IN A 24-HOUR PERIOD.—A virtual cur-
rency kiosk operator shall not accept more 
than $2,000, or the equivalent amount in vir-
tual currency, from any new customer dur-
ing any 24-hour period. 

‘‘(2) TOTAL.—A virtual currency kiosk op-
erator shall not accept a total of more than 
$10,000, or the equivalent amount in virtual 
currency, from any new customer. 

‘‘(l) CUSTOMER SERVICE HELPLINE.—Each 
virtual currency kiosk operator shall provide 
live customer service during all hours that 
the virtual currency kiosk operator accepts 
virtual currency kiosk transactions, the 
phone number for which is regularly mon-
itored and displayed in a clear, conspicuous, 
and easily readable manner upon each vir-
tual currency kiosk. 

‘‘(m) COMMUNICATIONS WITH LAW ENFORCE-
MENT.— 

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Each virtual currency 
kiosk operator shall provide a dedicated and 
frequently monitored phone number and 
email address for relevant law enforcement 
and government agencies to facilitate com-
munication with the virtual currency kiosk 
operator in the event of reported or sus-
pected fraudulent activity. 

‘‘(2) SUBMISSION.—Not later than 90 days 
after the effective date of this section, each 
virtual currency kiosk operator shall submit 
the phone number and email address de-
scribed in paragraph (1) to FinCEN and all 
other relevant law enforcement and govern-
ment agencies. 

‘‘(n) CIVIL PENALTIES.— 
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Any person who fails to 

comply with any requirement of this section, 
or any regulation prescribed under this sec-
tion, shall be liable to the United States for 
a civil monetary penalty of $10,000 for each 
such violation. 

‘‘(2) CONTINUING VIOLATION.—Each day that 
a violation described in paragraph (1) con-
tinues shall constitute a separate violation 
for purposes of such paragraph. 

‘‘(3) ASSESSMENTS.—Any penalty imposed 
under this section shall be assessed and col-
lected by the Secretary of the Treasury as 
provided in section 5321 and any such assess-
ment shall be subject to the provisions of 
that section. 

‘‘(o) RELATIONSHIP TO STATE LAWS.—The 
provisions of this section shall preempt any 
State law, rule, or regulation only to the ex-
tent that such State law, rule, or regulation 
conflicts with a provision of this section. 
Nothing in this section shall be construed to 
prohibit a State from enacting a law, rule, or 
regulation that provides greater protection 
to customers than the protection provided 
by the provisions of this section.’’. 

(2) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of 
sections for chapter 53 of title 31, United 
States Code, is amended by inserting after 
the item relating to section 5336 the fol-
lowing: 
‘‘5337. Virtual currency kiosk fraud preven-

tion.’’. 
(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 

made by this section shall take effect 90 days 
after the date of enactment of this Act. 

SA 2247. Mr. LEE submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 1582, to provide for 
the regulation of payment stablecoins, 
and for other purposes; which was or-
dered to lie on the table; as follows: 

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing: 
SEC. lll. BANK SECRECY ACT REFORMS. 

(a) RIGHT TO FINANCIAL PRIVACY ACT OF 
1978.—The Right to Financial Privacy Act of 
1978 (12 U.S.C. 3401 et seq.) is amended— 

(1) by amending section 1102 (12 U.S.C. 3402) 
to read as follows: 
‘‘SEC. 1102. CONFIDENTIALITY OF RECORDS— 

GOVERNMENT AUTHORITIES. 
‘‘Except as provided by subsection (c) or (d) 

of section 1103 or section 1113, no Govern-
ment authority may have access to or obtain 
copies of, or the information contained in 
the financial records of any customer from a 
financial institution unless the financial 
records are reasonably described and such fi-
nancial records are disclosed in response to a 
search warrant which meets the require-
ments of section 1106.’’; 

(2) by striking sections 1104 (12 U.S.C. 3404), 
1105 (12 U.S.C. 3405), 1107 (12 U.S.C. 3407), and 
1108 (12 U.S.C. 3408); and 

(3) in section 1109(a) (12 U.S.C. 3409(a)), by 
striking ‘‘section 1104(c), 1105(2), 1106(c), 
1107(2), 1108(4),’’ and inserting ‘‘section 
1106(c)’’. 

(b) TITLE 31.—Chapter 53 of title 31, United 
States Code, is amended— 

(1) by amending section 5311 to read as fol-
lows: 
‘‘§ 5311. Declaration of purpose 

‘‘It is the purpose of this subchapter to re-
quire financial institutions to retain trans-
action records that include information 
identified with or identifiable as being de-
rived from the financial records of particular 
customers.’’; 

(2) in section 5312(a)— 
(A) in paragraph (2), by repealing subpara-

graphs (O), (Q), (S), (T), (V), (Y), and (Z); and 
(B) by amending paragraph (4) to read as 

follows: 
‘‘(4) ‘nonfinancial trade or business’ means 

any entity engaged in trade or business 
other than a financial institution.’’; 

(3) by striking sections 5313, 5314, 5315, 5316, 
5317, 5318A, 5324, 5326, 5331, 5332, and 5336; 

(4) in section 5318— 
(A) in subsection (a)— 
(i) in the matter preceding paragraph (1), 

by striking ‘‘(except under section 5315 of 
this title and regulations prescribed under 
section 5315)’’; 
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(ii) by striking paragraph (2); and 
(iii) by redesignating paragraphs (3) 

through (7) as paragraphs (2) through (6), re-
spectively; and 

(B) in subsection (k)— 
(i) in paragraph (1)(C), by striking ‘‘has the 

same meaning as in section 5318A(e)(1)(B)’’ 
and inserting ‘‘means an account established 
to receive deposits from, make payments on 
behalf of a foreign financial institution, or 
handle other financial transactions related 
to such institution’’; and 

(ii) in paragraph (3)(A)(i)— 
(I) in subclause (II), by adding ‘‘or’’ at the 

end; 
(II) in subclause (III), by striking ‘‘; or’’ 

and inserting a period; and 
(III) by striking subclause (IV); 
(5) in section 5321— 
(A) in subsection (a)— 
(i) in paragraph (1), by striking ‘‘(except 

sections 5314, 5315, and 5336 of this title or a 
regulation prescribed under sections 5314, 
5315, and 5336)’’; 

(ii) by striking paragraphs (2), (3), (4), and 
(5); 

(iii) in paragraph (6), by striking ‘‘(except 
section 5336)’’ each place that term appears; 

(iv) in paragraph (7), by striking ‘‘or any 
special measures imposed under section 
5318A’’; and 

(v) by redesignating paragraphs (6) and (7) 
as paragraphs (2) and (3), respectively; 

(B) by striking subsection (c); and 
(C) by redesignating subsections (d) 

through (g) as subsection (c) through (f), re-
spectively; 

(6) in section 5322— 
(A) by striking ‘‘(except section 5315, 5324, 

or 5336 of this title or a regulation prescribed 
under section 5315, 5324, or 5336)’’ each place 
that term appears; and 

(B) in subsection (d)— 
(i) by striking ‘‘, or any special measures 

imposed under section 5318A,’’; and 
(ii) by striking ‘‘or section 5318A’’; 
(7) in section 5325(a), in the matter pre-

ceding paragraph (1), by inserting after 
‘‘$3,000’’ the following: ‘‘(as such amount is 
annually adjusted by the Secretary to reflect 
the percentage change in the Consumer Price 
Index for All Urban Consumers published by 
the Bureau of Labor Statistics of the Depart-
ment of Labor)’’; 

(8) in section 5330(d)(1)— 
(A) in subparagraph (A), by adding ‘‘and’’ 

at the end; 
(B) by striking subparagraph (B); and 
(C) by redesignating subparagraph (C) as 

subparagraph (B); 
(9) in section 5335— 
(A) by striking subsection (c); and 
(B) by redesignating subsections (d) and (e) 

as subsections (c) and (d), respectively; 
(10) by striking subchapter III; and 
(11) in the table of contents for chapter 53, 

by striking the items relating to— 
(A) sections 5313, 5314, 5315, 5316, 5317, 

5318A, 5324, 5326, 5331, 5332, and 5336; and 
(B) subchapter III. 

SEC. lll. WARRANT REQUIREMENTS AND EX-
CEPTIONS. 

The Right to Financial Privacy Act of 1978 
(12 U.S.C. 3401 et seq.) is amended— 

(1) in section 1108 (12 U.S.C. 3408)— 
(A) by striking paragraph (2); and 
(B) by redesignating paragraphs (3) and (4) 

as paragraphs (2) and (3), respectively; and 
(2) in section 1113 (12 U.S.C. 3413)— 
(A) by repealing subsections (a), (d), (e), (f), 

(g), (i), (l), (m), (n), (p), (q), and (r); and 
(B) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(s) ACCESS OF RECORDS.— 
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding any 

other provision of this title, the Federal 
Government may not access the financial 
records or information of an individual in a 
manner that is prohibited by the Fourth 

Amendment to the Constitution of the 
United States with respect to the records or 
information in question. 

‘‘(2) AID IN STATUTORY CONSTRUCTION.—It is 
the sense of Congress that, through the en-
actment of this title, Congress has estab-
lished a statutory right that ensures that 
the expectation of privacy that the people of 
the United States have with respect to finan-
cial records is protected.’’. 

SA 2248. Mr. TUBERVILLE sub-
mitted an amendment intended to be 
proposed to amendment SA 2228 pro-
posed by Mr. THUNE (for Mr. RICKETTS 
(for himself and Ms. LUMMIS)) to the 
bill S. 1582, to provide for the regula-
tion of payment stablecoins, and for 
other purposes; which was ordered to 
lie on the table; as follows: 

Add at the end the following: 
(d) PROHIBITION ON FOREIGN ADVERSARY 

OWNERSHIP.—A foreign payment stablecoin 
issuer may not be owned, in whole or in part, 
by— 

(1) the People’s Republic of China, includ-
ing the Hong Kong Special Administrative 
Region and the Macao Special Administra-
tive Region; 

(2) the Republic of Cuba; 
(3) the Islamic Republic of Iran; 
(4) the Democratic People’s Republic of 

Korea; 
(5) the Russian Federation; or 
(6) the Bolivarian Republic of Venezuela 

under the regime of Nicolás Maduro Moros. 

SA 2249. Mr. REED submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 1582, to provide for 
the regulation of payment stablecoins, 
and for other purposes; which was or-
dered to lie on the table; as follows: 

In section 4(a)(10)(A)(i), strike 
‘‘$50,000,000,000’’ and insert ‘‘$10,000,000,000’’. 

SA 2250. Mr. REED submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 1582, to provide for 
the regulation of payment stablecoins, 
and for other purposes; which was or-
dered to lie on the table; as follows: 

In section 4(a)(1), strike subparagraph (A) 
and insert the following: 

(A) maintain reserves backing the issuer’s 
payment stablecoins outstanding on an at 
least 1 to 1 basis, with reserves comprising— 

(i) United States coins and currency (in-
cluding Federal reserve notes); 

(ii) funds held as insured demand deposits 
(or other deposits that may be withdrawn 
upon request at any time) at insured deposi-
tory institutions or insured shares at insured 
depository institutions, subject to limita-
tions established by the Corporation and the 
National Credit Union Administration, re-
spectively, to address safety and soundness 
risks of such insured depository institutions; 
or 

(iii) Treasury bills— 
(I)(aa) with a remaining maturity of 93 

days or less; or 
(bb) issued with a maturity of 93 days or 

less; and 
(II) with a weighted average maturity of 

not more than 30 days; 

SA 2251. Mr. REED submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 1582, to provide for 
the regulation of payment stablecoins, 
and for other purposes; which was or-
dered to lie on the table; as follows: 

At the appropriate place, insert the end 
the following: 

SEC. lll. ACQUISITION AND DISPOSITION OF 
DIGITAL ASSETS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—No funds shall be used to 
acquire additional digital assets, other than 
in connection with criminal or civil asset 
forfeiture proceedings or in satisfaction of 
any civil money penalty imposed by any 
agency. 

(b) DISPOSITION.—The Secretary of the 
Treasury and the Attorney General shall dis-
pose of any digital assets in the Department 
of the Treasury Forfeiture Fund and the De-
partment of Justice Assets Forfeiture Fund, 
respectively, in a reliable and predictable 
manner over time in order to— 

(1) be returned to identifiable and 
verifiable victims of crime; 

(2) be used for law enforcement operations; 
(3) be equitably shared with State and 

local law enforcement partners; or 
(4) for any other purpose described in sec-

tion 9705 of title 31, United States Code, sec-
tion 524(c) of title 28, United States Code, 
section 981 of title 18, United States Code, or 
section 511 of the Controlled Substances Act 
(21 U.S.C. 881). 

(c) REPORTS.—The reports to Congress de-
scribed in 9705 of title 31, United States Code, 
and section 524(c) of title 28, United States 
Code, shall include a report on the time hori-
zons over which the Secretary and the Attor-
ney General anticipate disposing of digital 
assets in the Funds. 

SA 2252. Mr. REED submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 1582, to provide for 
the regulation of payment stablecoins, 
and for other purposes; which was or-
dered to lie on the table; as follows: 

Add at the end the following: 
SEC. lll. STANDARD OF REVIEW. 

If this Act is silent or ambiguous as to the 
proper construction of a particular term or 
provision or set of terms or provisions, and a 
primary Federal payment stablecoin regu-
lator has followed the applicable procedures 
in sections 551 through 559 of title 5, United 
States Code, has otherwise lawfully adju-
dicated a matter, or has followed the cor-
responding procedural provisions of this Act, 
as applicable, a reviewing court shall defer 
to the reasonable or permissible interpreta-
tion of that statute by an agency, regardless 
of the significance of the related agency ac-
tion or a possible future agency action. 

SA 2253. Mr. REED submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 1582, to provide for 
the regulation of payment stablecoins, 
and for other purposes; which was or-
dered to lie on the table; as follows: 

Strike section 4(a)(10) and insert the fol-
lowing: 

(10) AUDITING AND INTERNAL CONTROLS.— 
(A) MANAGEMENT RESPONSIBILITY FOR FI-

NANCIAL STATEMENTS AND INTERNAL CON-
TROLS.—Each payment stablecoin issuer 
shall prepare— 

(i) annual financial statements in accord-
ance with generally accepted accounting 
principles and such other disclosure require-
ments as the primary Federal payment 
stablecoin regulators and State payment 
stablecoin regulators may prescribe; and 

(ii) a report signed by the chief executive 
officer and the chief accounting or financial 
officer of the institution which contains— 

(I) a statement of the management’s re-
sponsibilities for— 

(aa) preparing financial statements; 
(bb) establishing and maintaining an ade-

quate internal control structure and proce-
dures for financial reporting; and 

(cc) complying with the laws and regula-
tions relating to safety and soundness which 

VerDate Sep 11 2014 09:05 May 22, 2025 Jkt 059060 PO 00000 Frm 00066 Fmt 0624 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\A21MY6.048 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 S3083 May 21, 2025 
are designated by the primary Federal pay-
ment stablecoin regulators and State pay-
ment stablecoin regulators; and 

(II) an assessment, as of the end of the in-
stitution’s most recent fiscal year, of— 

(aa) the effectiveness of such internal con-
trol structure and procedures; and 

(bb) the institution’s compliance with the 
laws and regulations relating to safety and 
soundness which are designated by the pri-
mary Federal payment stablecoin regulators 
and State payment stablecoin regulators. 

(B) INTERNAL CONTROL EVALUATION AND RE-
PORTING REQUIREMENTS FOR INDEPENDENT 
PUBLIC ACCOUNTANTS.— 

(i) IN GENERAL.—With respect to any inter-
nal control report of any institution, the in-
stitution’s independent public accountant 
shall attest to, and report separately on, the 
assertions of the institution’s management 
contained in such report. 

(ii) ATTESTATION REQUIREMENTS.—Any at-
testation pursuant to clause (i) shall be 
made in accordance with generally accepted 
standards for attestation engagements. 

(C) ANNUAL INDEPENDENT AUDITS OF FINAN-
CIAL STATEMENTS.— 

(i) AUDITS REQUIRED.—The primary Federal 
payment stablecoin regulators and State 
payment stablecoin regulators shall pre-
scribe regulations requiring that each pay-
ment stablecoin issuer shall have an annual 
independent audit made of the institution’s 
financial statements by an independent pub-
lic accountant in accordance with generally 
accepted auditing standards. 

(ii) SCOPE OF AUDIT.—In connection with 
any audit under this subparagraph, the inde-
pendent public accountant shall determine 
and report whether the financial statements 
of the issuer— 

(I) are presented fairly in accordance with 
generally accepted accounting principles; 
and 

(II) comply with such other disclosure re-
quirements as the primary Federal payment 
stablecoin regulators and State payment 
stablecoin regulators may prescribe. 

(D) FORM AND CONTENT OF REPORTS AND AU-
DITING STANDARD.—The scope of each report 
by an independent public accountant pursu-
ant to this paragraph, and the procedures 
followed in preparing such report, shall meet 
or exceed the scope and procedures required 
by generally accepted auditing standards and 
other applicable standards recognized by the 
primary Federal payment stablecoin regu-
lators and State payment stablecoin regu-
lators. 

SA 2254. Mr. REED submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 1582, to provide for 
the regulation of payment stablecoins, 
and for other purposes; which was or-
dered to lie on the table; as follows: 

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing: 
SEC. ll. SANCTIONS ENFORCEMENT. 

(a) EXTRATERRITORIAL JURISDICTION.—For 
purposes of any provision of law authorizing 
sanctions or sanctions enforcement actions, 
a payment stablecoin denominated in United 
States dollars, wherever located, shall be 
considered property subject to the jurisdic-
tion of the United States. 

(b) AUTHORITIES OVER DIGITAL ASSET PLAT-
FORMS.—Section 203 of the International 
Emergency Economic Powers Act (50 U.S.C. 
1702) is amended by adding at the end the fol-
lowing: 

‘‘(d) DIGITAL ASSET PLATFORMS.— 
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—For the purposes of this 

section, any digital asset platform, wherever 
located, shall be considered subject to the ju-
risdiction of the United States if the Sec-
retary of the Treasury determines the plat-

form is engaged in the business of per-
forming any of the functions of a digital 
asset platform in interstate commerce. 

‘‘(2) DEFINITION.—For purposes of para-
graph (1), the term ‘digital asset platform’ 
means any person that the Secretary deter-
mines— 

‘‘(A) facilitates the exchange, purchase, 
sale, custody, transfer, issuance, or lending 
of digital assets (as defined in section 2 of 
the Guiding and Establishing National Inno-
vation for U.S. Stablecoins Act); 

‘‘(B) makes available any service in con-
nection with digital asset transactions; or 

‘‘(C) controls any person engaged in an ac-
tivity described in subparagraph (A) or (B).’’. 

SA 2255. Mr. REED submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 1582, to provide for 
the regulation of payment stablecoins, 
and for other purposes; which was or-
dered to lie on the table; as follows: 

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing: 
SEC. ll. USE OF SANCTIONS AUTHORITIES 

UNDER INTERNATIONAL EMER-
GENCY ECONOMIC POWERS ACT 
WITH RESPECT TO BLOCKCHAIN-EN-
ABLED SMART CONTRACTS. 

Section 203 of the International Emergency 
Economic Powers Act (50 U.S.C. 1702) is 
amended— 

(1) in subsection (a), by adding at the end 
the following: 

‘‘(4) The President may exercise the au-
thorities granted by this subsection with re-
spect to blockchain-enabled smart contracts, 
or other similar technology, without regard 
to whether such contracts operate autono-
mously, can be modified, or are owned.’’; and 

(2) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(d) In this section: 
‘‘(1) The term ‘interest’ includes any inter-

est of any nature whatsoever, direct or indi-
rect, present, future, or contingent, and 
legal, equitable, or beneficial, or otherwise, 
without regard to whether such interest is 
legally cognizable. 

‘‘(2) The terms ‘person’ and ‘national’ in-
clude— 

‘‘(A) any individual; 
‘‘(B) any entity, association, group, or 

other organization; and 
‘‘(C) any body of persons joined by common 

purpose or interest. 
‘‘(3) The term ‘property’ includes— 
‘‘(A) property of any nature whatsoever, 

real, personal, or mixed, tangible or intan-
gible, even if such property is abandoned or 
ownerless; 

‘‘(B) services of any nature whatsoever; 
and 

‘‘(C) contracts of any nature whatsoever.’’. 

SA 2256. Mr. REED submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 1582, to provide for 
the regulation of payment stablecoins, 
and for other purposes; which was or-
dered to lie on the table; as follows: 

At the appropriate place in section 4(a), in-
sert the following: 

(ll) ADDITIONAL STANDARDS AUTHOR-
IZED.—The primary Federal payment 
stablecoin regulators and State payment 
stablecoin regulators may establish addi-
tional prudential standards, including en-
hanced public disclosures, for payment 
stablecoin issuers that such regulators deter-
mine are appropriate, in their discretion. 

SA 2257. Mr. REED submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 1582, to provide for 
the regulation of payment stablecoins, 

and for other purposes; which was or-
dered to lie on the table; as follows: 

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing: 
SEC. lll. PROHIBITIONS OR CONDITIONS ON 

CERTAIN TRANSMITTALS OF FUNDS. 
Section 5318A of title 31, United States 

Code, is amended— 
(1) in subsection (a)(2)(C), by striking ‘‘sub-

section (b)(5)’’ and inserting ‘‘paragraphs (5) 
and (6) of subsection (b)’’; and 

(2) in subsection (b)— 
(A) in paragraph (5), by striking ‘‘for or on 

behalf of a foreign banking institution’’; and 
(B) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(6) PROHIBITIONS OR CONDITIONS ON CER-

TAIN TRANSMITTALS OF FUNDS.—If the Sec-
retary finds a jurisdiction outside the United 
States, 1 or more financial institutions oper-
ating outside the United States, 1 or more 
types of accounts within, or involving, a ju-
risdiction outside the United States, or 1 or 
more classes of transactions within, or in-
volving, a jurisdiction outside the United 
States to be of primary money laundering 
concern, the Secretary, in consultation with 
the Secretary of State, the Attorney Gen-
eral, and the Chairman of the Board of Gov-
ernors of the Federal Reserve System, may 
prohibit, or impose conditions upon, certain 
transmittals of funds (to be determined by 
the Secretary) to or from any domestic fi-
nancial institution or domestic financial 
agency if that transmittal of funds involves 
any such jurisdiction, institution, class of 
transaction, or type of account.’’. 

SA 2258. Mr. REED submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 1582, to provide for 
the regulation of payment stablecoins, 
and for other purposes; which was or-
dered to lie on the table; as follows: 

At the appropriate place in section 4(a)(8), 
insert the following: 

(ll) MANAGEMENT OFFICIALS.— 
(i) IN GENERAL.—A management official of 

a permitted payment stablecoin issuer may 
not serve as a management official of any 
other permitted payment stablecoin issuer 
that is not an institution-affiliated party. 

(ii) ENFORCEMENT.—In the enforcement of 
any violation of clause (i), the Attorney Gen-
eral shall have all of the functions and pow-
ers afforded the Attorney General under the 
Clayton Act (15 U.S.C. 12 et seq.) without re-
spect to any jurisdictional limitations under 
that Act, including the power to bring an en-
forcement action in the same manner as if 
the violation of this subsection had been a 
violation of that Act. All of the functions 
and powers of the Attorney General or the 
Assistant Attorney General in charge of the 
Antitrust Division of the Department of Jus-
tice are available to the Attorney General or 
to such Assistant Attorney General to inves-
tigate a possible violation of clause (i) in the 
same manner as if such possible violation 
was a possible violation of that Act. 

SA 2259. Mr. MURPHY submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 1582, to provide for 
the regulation of payment stablecoins, 
and for other purposes; which was or-
dered to lie on the table; as follows: 

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing: 
SEC. lll. MEME ACT. 

(a) SHORT TITLE.—This section may be 
cited as the ‘‘Modern Emoluments and Mal-
feasance Enforcement Act’’ or the ‘‘MEME 
Act’’. 

(b) SENSE OF CONGRESS.—It is the sense of 
Congress that— 
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(1) federally elected officials must not uti-

lize those positions, granted by the trust of 
the public, for private financial gain; 

(2) the issuance, sponsorship, or promotion 
of financial instruments by public office 
holders deprives the public of the honest 
services of the public office holders, facili-
tates bribery by investors or purchasers, and 
results in public exploitation and corrupt 
foreign influence; and 

(3) Members of Congress and the executive 
branch must not seek to use public office to 
benefit financially, but rather those posi-
tions should be held in trust for the benefit 
of the public in the United States. 

(c) PROHIBITED FINANCIAL TRANSACTIONS.— 
(1) FINANCIAL EXPLOITATION BY PUBLIC OF-

FICE HOLDERS.— 
(A) IN GENERAL.—Chapter 131 of title 5, 

United States Code, is amended by adding at 
the end the following: 

‘‘Subchapter IV—Financial Exploitation by 
Public Office Holders 

‘‘§ 13151. Definitions 
‘‘In this subchapter: 
‘‘(1) ADJACENT INDIVIDUAL.—The term ‘ad-

jacent individual’ means— 
‘‘(A) each officer or employee in the execu-

tive branch holding a Senior Executive Serv-
ice position (as defined in section 3132(a)(2)); 

‘‘(B) each member of a uniformed service 
whose pay grade is at or in excess of O–7 
under section 201 of title 37; 

‘‘(C) each officer or employee in any other 
position in the executive branch determined 
by the Office of the Special Counsel, in con-
sultation with the Director of the Office of 
Government Ethics, to be of equal classifica-
tion to a position described in subparagraph 
(A) or (B); or 

‘‘(D) the spouse or dependent child of any 
individual described in subparagraph (A), 
(B), or (C). 

‘‘(2) COVERED ASSET.—The term ‘covered 
asset’ means— 

‘‘(A) a security (as defined in section 3(a) of 
Securities Exchange Act of 1934 (15 U.S.C. 
78c(a))); 

‘‘(B) a security future (as defined in section 
3(a) of Securities Exchange Act of 1934 (15 
U.S.C. 78c(a))); 

‘‘(C) a commodity (as defined in section 1a 
of the Commodity Exchange Act (7 U.S.C. 
1a)); 

‘‘(D) a digital asset that can be sold for re-
muneration, including a cryptocurrency, a 
meme coin, a token, or a non-fungible token; 
or 

‘‘(E) any derivative, option, warrant, mu-
tual fund, or exchange-traded fund of an 
asset described in subparagraphs (A) through 
(D). 

‘‘(3) COVERED INDIVIDUAL.—The term ‘cov-
ered individual’ means— 

‘‘(A) the President; 
‘‘(B) the Vice President; 
‘‘(C) a public official (as defined in section 

201(a) of title 18); or 
‘‘(D) the spouse or dependent child of any 

individual described in subparagraph (A), 
(B), or (C). 

‘‘(4) DEPENDENT CHILD.—The term ‘depend-
ent child’ has the meaning given the term in 
section 13101. 

‘‘(5) PROHIBITED FINANCIAL TRANSACTION.— 
The term ‘prohibited financial transaction’ 
means the issuance, sponsorship, or pro-
motion of a covered asset for pecuniary gain. 
‘‘§ 13152. Prohibition on certain transactions 

‘‘(a) PROHIBITION.—Except as provided in 
subsection (b), a covered individual or an ad-
jacent individual may not engage in or ben-
efit from a prohibited financial transaction— 

‘‘(1) during the term of service of the cov-
ered individual or adjacent individual; 

‘‘(2) during the 180-day period ending on 
the date on which the service of the covered 

individual or adjacent individual com-
mences; or 

‘‘(3) during the 180-day period beginning on 
the date on which the service of the covered 
individual or adjacent individual is termi-
nated. 

‘‘(b) ADJACENT INDIVIDUALS.—With respect 
to adjacent individuals, nothing in this sec-
tion shall be construed to limit the applica-
tion of section 208 of title 18. 

‘‘(c) LIABILITY AND IMMUNITY.—For pur-
poses of any immunities to civil liability, 
any conduct comprising or relating to a pro-
hibited financial transaction under this sec-
tion shall be deemed an unofficial act and 
beyond the scope of the official duties of the 
relevant covered individual or adjacent indi-
vidual. 
‘‘§ 13153. Civil penalties 

‘‘(a) CIVIL ACTION.—The Attorney General 
may bring a civil action in any appropriate 
district court of the United States against 
any covered individual or adjacent indi-
vidual who violates section 13152(a). 

‘‘(b) CIVIL PENALTY.—Any covered indi-
vidual or adjacent individual who knowingly 
violates section 13152(a) shall be subject to a 
civil monetary penalty of not more than 
$250,000. 

‘‘(c) DISGORGEMENT.—A covered individual 
or an adjacent individual who is found to 
have violated section 13152(a) in a civil ac-
tion under subsection (a) of this section shall 
disgorge to the Treasury of the United 
States any profit from the unlawful activity 
that is the subject of that civil action.’’. 

(B) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of 
sections for chapter 131 of title 5, United 
States Code, is amended by adding at the end 
the following: 
‘‘SUBCHAPTER IV—FINANCIAL EXPLOITATION BY 

PUBLIC OFFICE HOLDERS 
‘‘13151. Definitions. 
‘‘13152. Prohibition on certain transactions. 
‘‘13153. Civil penalties.’’. 

(2) CRIMINAL PENALTIES.— 
(A) PROHIBITED FINANCIAL TRANSACTIONS.— 

Chapter 11 of title 18, United States is 
amended by inserting after section 220 the 
following: 
‘‘§ 221. Prohibited financial transactions 

‘‘(a) DEFINITIONS.—In this section: 
‘‘(1) ADJACENT INDIVIDUAL.—The term ‘ad-

jacent individual’ means— 
‘‘(A) each officer or employee in the execu-

tive branch holding a Senior Executive Serv-
ice position (as defined in section 3132(a)(2) 
of title 5); 

‘‘(B) each member of a uniformed service 
whose pay grade is at or in excess of O–7 
under section 201 of title 37; 

‘‘(C) each officer or employee in any other 
position in the executive branch determined 
by the Office of the Special Counsel, in con-
sultation with the Director of the Office of 
Government Ethics, to be of equal classifica-
tion to a position described in subparagraph 
(A) or (B); or 

‘‘(D) the spouse or dependent child of any 
individual described in subparagraph (A), 
(B), or (C). 

‘‘(2) COVERED ASSET.—The term ‘covered 
asset’ means— 

‘‘(A) a security (as defined in section 3(a) of 
Securities Exchange Act of 1934 (15 U.S.C. 
78c(a))); 

‘‘(B) a security future (as defined in section 
3(a) of Securities Exchange Act of 1934 (15 
U.S.C. 78c(a))); 

‘‘(C) a commodity (as defined in section 1a 
of the Commodity Exchange Act (7 U.S.C. 
1a)); 

‘‘(D) a digital asset that can be sold for re-
muneration, including a cryptocurrency, a 
meme coin, a token, or a non-fungible token; 
or 

‘‘(E) any derivative, option, warrant, mu-
tual fund, or exchange-traded fund of an 
asset described in subparagraphs (A) through 
(D). 

‘‘(3) COVERED INDIVIDUAL.—The term ‘cov-
ered individual’ means— 

‘‘(A) the President; 
‘‘(B) the Vice President; 
‘‘(C) a public official (as defined in section 

201(a)); or 
‘‘(D) the spouse or dependent child of any 

individual described in subparagraph (A), 
(B), or (C). 

‘‘(4) DEPENDENT CHILD.—The term ‘depend-
ent child’ has the meaning given the term in 
section 13101 of title 5. 

‘‘(5) PROHIBITED FINANCIAL TRANSACTION.— 
The term ‘prohibited financial transaction’ 
means the issuance, sponsorship, or pro-
motion of a covered asset for pecuniary gain. 

‘‘(b) BENEFIT FROM PROHIBITED FINANCIAL 
TRANSACTION.—Any covered individual or ad-
jacent individual who— 

‘‘(1) knowingly violates any provision of 
section 13152(a) of title 5; and 

‘‘(2) through such violation— 
‘‘(A) causes an aggregate loss of not less 

than $1,000,000 to 1 or more persons in the 
United States; or 

‘‘(B) benefits financially, through profit, 
gain, or advantage, directly or indirectly 
through any family member or business as-
sociate of the covered individual or adjacent 
individual, from the sale, purchase, or dis-
tribution of the covered asset issued in viola-
tion of section 13152(a) of title 5, 
shall be fined under this title or imprisoned 
for not more than 5 years, or both. 

‘‘(c) BRIBERY.—Any covered individual or 
adjacent individual who— 

‘‘(1) knowingly violates any provision of 
section 13152(a) of title 5; and 

‘‘(2) directly or indirectly, corruptly de-
mands, seeks, receives, accepts, or agrees to 
receive or accept any thing of value person-
ally or for any other person or entity, in re-
turn for— 

‘‘(A) being influenced in the performance 
of any official act; 

‘‘(B) being influenced to commit or aid in 
committing, or to collude in, or allow, any 
fraud, or make opportunity for the commis-
sion of any fraud, on the United States; or 

‘‘(C) being induced to do or omit to do any 
act in violation of the official duty of such 
official or person, 
shall be fined under this title or not more 
than 3 times the amount of financial gain, if 
any, that the individual benefitted from re-
lating to the prohibited conduct, whichever 
is greater, or imprisoned for not more than 
15 years, or both, and may be disqualified 
from holding any office of honor, trust, or 
profit under the United States. 

‘‘(d) INSIDER TRADING.—Any covered indi-
vidual or adjacent individual who knowingly 
violates section 13152(a) of title 5 and, in 
committing such violation, knowingly vio-
lates section 10(b) of the Securities Exchange 
Act of 1934 (15 U.S.C. 78j(b)), shall be fined 
under this title or not more than 3 times the 
amount of financial gain, if any, that the in-
dividual benefitted from relating to the pro-
hibited conduct, whichever is greater, or im-
prisoned for not more than 15 years, or both, 
and may be disqualified from holding any of-
fice of honor, trust, or profit under the 
United States. 

‘‘(e) LIABILITY AND IMMUNITY.—For pur-
poses of any immunities to civil and crimi-
nal liability, any conduct comprising or re-
lating to a prohibited financial transaction 
under this section shall be deemed an unoffi-
cial act and beyond the scope of the official 
duties of the relevant covered individual or 
adjacent individual.’’. 

(B) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of 
sections for chapter 11 of title 18, United 
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CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S3085 May 21, 2025 
States Code, is amended by inserting after 
the item relating to section 220 the fol-
lowing: 

‘‘221. Prohibited financial transactions.’’. 

SA 2260. Mr. SCHIFF submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 1582, to provide for 
the regulation of payment stablecoins, 
and for other purposes; which was or-
dered to lie on the table; as follows: 

At the appropriate place in section 4, in-
sert the following: 

(ll) DISCLOSURE RELATING TO PAYMENT 
STABLECOINS.—Section 13104 of title 5, United 
States Code, is amended— 

(1) in subsection (a)— 
(A) in paragraph (5)— 
(i) in subparagraph (B), by inserting ‘‘pay-

ment stablecoins (as defined in section 2 of 
the GENIUS ACT),’’ after ‘‘commodities fu-
tures,’’; and 

(ii) in the flush matter following subpara-
graph (B), by adding at the end the fol-
lowing: ‘‘Reporting is not required under 
subparagraph (B) of any exchange of pay-
ment stablecoins (as defined in section 2 of 
the GENIUS Act) for goods and services.’’; 
and 

(B) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(9) PAYMENT STABLECOINS.—The identity 

and category of value of any payment 
stablecoin (as defined in section 2 of the GE-
NIUS Act) that has a fair market value that 
exceeds $1,000 as of the close of the preceding 
calendar year held by the reporting indi-
vidual during the preceding calendar year.’’; 

(2) in subsection (b)(1)(B), by striking ‘‘(3) 
and (4)’’ and inserting ‘‘(3), (4), and (9)’’; and 

(3) in subsection (d)(1)— 
(A) in the paragraph heading, by striking 

‘‘(3), (4), (5), AND (8)’’ and inserting ‘‘(3), (4), 
(5), (8), AND (9)’’; and 

(B) in the matter preceding subparagraph 
(A), by striking ‘‘(3), (4), (5), and (8)’’ and in-
serting ‘‘(3), (4), (5), (8), and (9)’’. 

SA 2261. Mr. SCHIFF submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 1582, to provide for 
the regulation of payment stablecoins, 
and for other purposes; which was or-
dered to lie on the table; as follows: 

At the appropriate place in section 4, in-
sert the following: 

(ll) DISCLOSURE RELATING TO PAYMENT 
STABLECOINS.—Section 13104(a) of title 5, 
United States Code, is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (3)— 
(A) in the paragraph heading, by inserting 

‘‘AND PAYMENT STABLECOINS’’ after ‘‘PROP-
ERTY’’; and 

(B) in the first sentence, by inserting ‘‘or 
payment stablecoins (as defined in section 2 
of the GENIUS Act)’’ after ‘‘any interest in 
property’’; and 

(2) in paragraph (5)— 
(A) in subparagraph (B), by inserting ‘‘pay-

ment stablecoins (as defined in section 2 of 
the GENIUS ACT),’’ after ‘‘commodities fu-
tures,’’; and 

(B) in the flush matter following subpara-
graph (B), by adding at the end the fol-
lowing: ‘‘Reporting is not required under 
subparagraph (B) of any exchange of pay-
ment stablecoins (as defined in section 2 of 
the GENIUS Act) for goods and services.’’. 

SA 2262. Mr. REED submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 1582, to provide for 
the regulation of payment stablecoins, 
and for other purposes; which was or-
dered to lie on the table; as follows: 

In section 6(b), strike ‘‘attempted’’ each 
place that term appears and insert ‘‘poten-
tial’’. 

In section 6(b)(1)(A), strike ‘‘or has will-
fully recklessly violated’’ and insert ‘‘, has 
willfully or recklessly violated, or is about 
to willfully or recklessly violate’’. 

In section 6(b)(2), in the matter preceding 
subparagraph (A), strike ‘‘attempting’’ and 
insert ‘‘about’’. 

In section 6(b)(2), in the matter preceding 
subparagraph (A), strike ‘‘application or 
other request’’ and insert ‘‘application, no-
tice, or other request by the permitted pay-
ment stablecoin issuer or institution-affili-
ated party or any written agreement entered 
into with the regulator’’. 

SA 2263. Mr. REED submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 1582, to provide for 
the regulation of payment stablecoins, 
and for other purposes; which was or-
dered to lie on the table; as follows: 

In section 2(13), insert ‘‘, or agent for,’’ 
after ‘‘controlling stockholder of’’. 

In section 6(b)(3), in the matter preceding 
subparagraph (A), strike ‘‘all such permitted 
payment stablecoin issuers’’ and insert ‘‘all 
such permitted payment stablecoin issuers, 
any insured depository institution, any sav-
ings association, any Farm Credit System 
institution chartered under, and subject to 
the provisions of, the Farm Credit Act of 1971 
(12 U.S.C. 2001 et seq.), any appropriate Fed-
eral banking agency (as defined in section 3 
of the Federal Deposit Insurance Act (12 
U.S.C. 1813)), the Federal Housing Finance 
Agency, any Federal Home Loan Bank, or 
the Bureau of Consumer Financial Protec-
tion’’. 

In section 6(b)(3)(A), strike ‘‘; or’’ and in-
sert a semicolon. 

In section 6(b)(3)(B), strike the period and 
insert a semicolon. 

In section 6(b)(3), add at the end the fol-
lowing: 

(C) the institution-affiliated party has par-
ticipated in any unsafe or unsound practice; 
or 

(D) the institution-affiliated party has 
breached any fiduciary duty. 

SA 2264. Mr. REED submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 1582, to provide for 
the regulation of payment stablecoins, 
and for other purposes; which was or-
dered to lie on the table; as follows: 

In section 4(f), in the subsection heading, 
strike ‘‘OR DIRECTORS’’ and insert ‘‘DIREC-
TORS, OR PRINCIPAL SHAREHOLDERS’’. 

In section 4(f)(1)(A), strike ‘‘; or’’ and in-
sert a semicolon. 

In section 4(f)(1)(B), strike the period and 
insert ‘‘; or’’. 

In section 4(f)(1), add at the end the fol-
lowing: 

(C) a principal shareholder of a payment 
stablecoin issuer. 

In section 4(f), add at the end the fol-
lowing: 

(3) PRINCIPAL SHAREHOLDER.—For purposes 
of paragraph (1)(C), a person is a principal 
shareholder of a payment stablecoin issuer if 
that person controls more than 5 percent of 
a class of equity securities of a payment 
stablecoin issuer. 

In section 5(c)(2), insert ‘‘any crime involv-
ing dishonesty or breach of trust or’’ after 
‘‘convicted of’’. 

SA 2265. Mr. REED submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 1582, to provide for 
the regulation of payment stablecoins, 

and for other purposes; which was or-
dered to lie on the table; as follows: 

At the end of section 4(a), add the fol-
lowing: 

(ll) EXECUTIVE COMPENSATION STAND-
ARDS.—Each primary Federal payment 
stablecoin regulator and State payment 
stablecoin regulator shall prescribe, with re-
spect to each permitted payment stablecoin 
issuer within the jurisdiction of the regu-
lator— 

(A) standards prohibiting, as an unsafe and 
unsound practice, any employment contract, 
compensation or benefit agreement, fee ar-
rangement, perquisite, stock option plan, 
post-employment benefit, or other compen-
satory arrangement that— 

(i) would provide any executive officer, em-
ployee, director, or principal shareholder of 
the issuer with excessive compensation, fees, 
or benefits; or 

(ii) could lead to material financial loss to 
the issuer; 

(B) standards specifying when compensa-
tion, fees, or benefits described in subpara-
graph (A) are excessive, which shall require 
the regulator to determine whether the 
amounts are unreasonable or dispropor-
tionate to the services actually performed by 
the applicable individual, taking into consid-
eration— 

(i) the combined value of all cash and non- 
cash benefits provided to the individual; 

(ii) the compensation history of the indi-
vidual and other individuals with com-
parable expertise at the issuer; 

(iii) the financial condition of the issuer; 
(iv) comparable compensation practices at 

comparable issuers, which shall be based on 
such factors as asset size, geographic loca-
tion, and the complexity of the asset port-
folio; 

(v) with respect to post-employment bene-
fits, the projected total cost and benefit to 
the issuer; 

(vi) any connection between the individual 
and any fraudulent act or omission, breach 
of trust or fiduciary duty, or insider abuse 
with respect to the issuer; and 

(vii) other factors that the regulator deter-
mines to be relevant; and 

(C) such other standards relating to com-
pensation, fees, and benefits as the regulator 
determines to be appropriate. 

f 

NOTICE OF INTENT TO OBJECT TO 
PROCEEDING 

I, Senator RICHARD J. DURBIN, intend 
to object to proceeding to the nomina-
tion of Jason Reding Quinones, of Flor-
ida, to be United States Attorney for 
the Southern District of Florida, dated 
May 21, 2025. 

f 

AUTHORITY FOR COMMITTEES TO 
MEET 

Mr. CASSIDY. Mr. President, I have 
14 requests for committees to meet 
during today’s session of the Senate. 
They have the approval of the Majority 
and Minority Leaders. 

Pursuant to rule XXVI, paragraph 
5(a), of the Standing Rules of the Sen-
ate, the following committees are au-
thorized to meet during today’s session 
of the Senate: 
COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE, NUTRITION, AND 

FORESTRY 

The Committee on Agriculture, Nu-
trition, and Forestry is authorized to 
meet during the session of the Senate 
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on Wednesday, May 21, 2025, at 10:30 
a.m., to conduct a hearing on nomina-
tions. 
COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE, NUTRITION, AND 

FORESTRY 
The Committee on Agriculture, Nu-

trition, and Forestry is authorized to 
meet during the session of the Senate 
on Wednesday, May 21, 2025, to conduct 
a business meeting. 

COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES 
The Committee on Armed Services is 

authorized to meet during the session 
of the Senate on Wednesday, May 21, 
2025, at 9:30 a.m., to conduct a closed 
briefing. 

COMMITTEE ON COMMERCE, SCIENCE, AND 
TRANSPORTATION 

The Committee on Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation is author-
ized to meet during the session of the 
Senate on Wednesday, May 21, 2025, at 
10 a.m., to conduct an executive ses-
sion. 

COMMITTEE ON ENERGY AND NATURAL 
RESOURCES 

The Committee on Energy and Nat-
ural Resources is authorized to meet 
during the session of the Senate on 
Wednesday, May 21, 2025, at 9:30 a.m., 
to conduct a business meeting. 

COMMITTEE ON ENVIRONMENT AND PUBLIC 
WORKS 

The Committee on Environment and 
Public Works is authorized to meet 
during the session of the Senate on 
Wednesday, May 21, 2025, at 10 a.m., to 
conduct a hearing. 

COMMITTEE ON HEALTH, EDUCATION, LABOR, 
AND PENSIONS 

The Committee on Health, Edu-
cation, Labor, and Pensions is author-
ized to meet during the session of the 
Senate on Wednesday, May 21, 2025, at 
10 a.m., to conduct a hearing. 

COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY 
The Committee on the Judiciary is 

authorized to meet during the session 
of the Senate on Wednesday, May 21, 
2025, at 10:15 a.m., to conduct a hearing 
on nominations. 

COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY 
The Committee on the Judiciary is 

authorized to meet during the session 
of the Senate on Wednesday, May 21, 
2025, at 2:30 p.m., to conduct a hearing. 

COMMITTEE ON SMALL BUSINESS AND 
ENTREPRENEURSHIP 

The Committee on Small Business 
and Entrepreneurship is authorized to 
meet during the session of the Senate 
on Wednesday, May 21, 2025, at 10 a.m., 
to conduct a hearing. 

COMMITTEE ON VETERANS’ AFFAIRS 
The Committee on Veterans’ Affairs 

is authorized to meet during the ses-
sion of the Senate on Wednesday, May 
21, 2025, at 4 p.m., to conduct a hearing. 

SELECT COMMITTEE ON INTELLIGENCE 
The Select Committee on Intel-

ligence is authorized to meet during 
the session of the Senate on Wednes-
day, May 21, 2025, at 2:30 p.m., to con-
duct a closed briefing. 

SUBCOMMITTEE ON CYBERSECURITY 
The Subcommittee on Cybersecurity 

of the Committee on Armed Services is 

authorized to meet during the session 
of the Senate on Wednesday, May 21, 
2025, at 2:30 p.m., to receive testimony 
in open and closed sessions. 
PERMANENT SUBCOMMITTEE ON INVESTIGATIONS 

The Permanent Subcommittee on In-
vestigations of the Committee on 
Homeland Security and Governmental 
Affairs is authorized to meet during 
the session of the Senate on Wednes-
day, May 21, 2025, at 2 p.m., to conduct 
a hearing. 

f 

ORDERS FOR THURSDAY, MAY 22, 
2025 

Mr. THUNE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that when the Sen-
ate completes its business today, it 
stand adjourned until 10 a.m. on Thurs-
day, May 22; that following the prayer 
and pledge, the morning hour be 
deemed expired, the Journal of pro-
ceedings be approved to date, the time 
for the two leaders be reserved for their 
use later in the day, morning business 
be closed, and following leader re-
marks, the Senate resume consider-
ation of H.J. Res. 88, the joint resolu-
tion be read a third time, and the Sen-
ate vote on passage of the joint resolu-
tion; finally, if passed, the motion to 
reconsider be considered made and laid 
upon the table with no intervening ac-
tion or debate. 

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

f 

ORDER FOR ADJOURNMENT 

Mr. THUNE. Mr. President, if there is 
no further business to come before the 
Senate, I ask that it stand adjourned 
under the previous order, following the 
remarks of my colleagues. 

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

The Senator from West Virginia. 

f 

H.J. RES. 88 

Mrs. CAPITO. Mr. President, as 
chairman of the Environment and Pub-
lic Works Committee, I rise in support 
of my resolution to block the Biden 
EPA’s rule approving California’s 
Clean Air Act waiver for its Advanced 
Clean Cars II regulation. 

I want to explain to my colleagues 
why they should join me in dis-
approving of this job-killing electric 
vehicle mandate and why the use of the 
Congressional Review Act is appro-
priate and correct in this instance. 

First, I would like to offer a little bit 
of background about how we got here. 
Typically, the Clean Air Act stops 
State laws that regulate emissions for 
motor vehicles in favor of a national 
standard by the Environmental Protec-
tion Agency. This allows automakers 
to build the same vehicles for use by 
drivers all across the country. 

Since 1966, the Clean Air Act has 
given California, and only California, 
the ability to seek a waiver of Federal 
mobile source emissions standards. 

Other States can choose to adopt Cali-
fornia’s standard or follow the Federal 
standard, but they cannot seek their 
own waiver. 

Congress provided California this spe-
cial ability because of its need to ad-
dress unique locally high levels of pol-
lution—like smog—in Los Angeles and 
in the San Joaquin Valley. But over 
the past two decades, California has 
used its waiver authority to push its 
extreme climate policies on the rest of 
the country, which was never the in-
tent of the Clean Air Act’s decision to 
grant the waiver. As EPA recognized in 
2008, the rationale for California’s abil-
ity to seek waivers does not extend to 
greenhouse gases, as these levels are 
not unique to California but are global 
in nature. But now, in addition to es-
tablishing an EV mandate, California 
is also seeking to use its waiver au-
thority to eliminate diesel trucks. The 
Advanced Clean Trucks and Low NOX 
truck rules set unattainable standards 
that will harm our ability to ship 
goods across this country. 

While my remarks today will focus 
on the resolution of disapproval that I 
have offered on the Advanced Clean 
Cars II EV mandate, I strongly support 
the resolutions that will follow that 
are offered by Senator FISCHER and 
Senator MULLIN to block these rules. 

California’s Advanced Clean Cars II 
program requires all—and I did say 
‘‘all’’—vehicles sold in that State, 
Washington, DC, and 11 other States 
that have adopted California’s stand-
ard—all cars—to be zero-emissions ve-
hicles by the year 2035; meaning, in one 
decade, these States, totaling 30 per-
cent of the new car market, will have a 
full ban on the sale of gasoline-powered 
vehicles—and not just those but also 
on traditional hybrids as well. 

The regulation begins in 2026—next 
year—by requiring affected States to 
sell 35 percent electric vehicles. These 
cars will hit showroom floors within 
the next few months. So to avoid the 
devastating impacts of these waivers, 
we need to act now. 

These unattainable standards, 
backed by a fine of $26,000 per vehicle— 
I said $26,000 per vehicle—for non-
compliance attempt to reshape auto 
manufacturing and take away con-
sumer choice all across the country. 

I want to be clear, I have no problem 
with electric vehicles. Consumers 
should be able to purchase the vehicle 
of their choice. But I do have a big 
problem with electric vehicle mandates 
that replace the will of the consumer 
and the will of the government. 

Only 2.3 percent of new vehicle reg-
istrations in West Virginia last year 
were electric vehicles. Nationwide, EVs 
accounted for only 10.2 percent of new 
vehicle registrations. The plain truth 
is, electric vehicles are not popular. 
Even in New York, one of the States 
that has adopted the California stand-
ard, only 10.1 percent of 2024 new vehi-
cle registrations were EVs. Perhaps 
that is why six New York House Demo-
crats voted against this rule. 
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As States and manufacturers ramp 

up to meet this EV mandate, the im-
pacts and costs will be massive. As the 
National Automobile Dealers Associa-
tion wrote, the economic impact of 
California’s regulation will affect all 
States. Soon, automakers will be 
forced to either sell more EVs or limit 
the number of gas cars for sale in the 
other affected States. Affordable new 
gas and hybrid vehicles, which cost be-
tween $30,000 and $40,000, are expected 
to be among the first vehicles that 
would be rationed out. This will leave 
consumers with far fewer choices and 
force everyone to pay more for new and 
used cars to reflect consumer demand 
and offset automaker losses. 

To make matters worse, hundreds of 
thousands of jobs will be eliminated. 
The Specialty Equipment Market Asso-
ciation wrote that a ban on internal 
combustion engines ‘‘would represent 
over $100 billion annual economic im-
pact to the U.S. economy and impact 
roughly 330,000 jobs.’’ 

And those job losses will not be con-
fined to California, but they will be 
spread all across the Nation. Workers 
in auto manufacturing, oil and gas pro-
duction, and the agriculture sectors 
across this country would lose jobs be-
cause of California’s EV mandate. 

And the elected officials who rep-
resent Michigan autoworkers, Ne-
braska corn farmers, or West Virginia 
gas workers had no say in California 
and EPA’s decision to impose this man-
date nationwide. 

The responsibility of approving or 
disapproving California’s waiver appli-
cation rests solely with the EPA. 

California applied to EPA for a waiv-
er to implement ACC2 in May of 2023, 
and the Biden administration sat on 
that application until December of 
2024. Well, there is no practical reason 
that the Biden EPA couldn’t have 
acted on California’s waiver in 2023 or 
even during the first 11 months of 2024, 
but we know why the previous adminis-
tration decided to wait: President 
Biden and his team knew that electric 
vehicle mandates were unpopular with 
most American voters, especially swing 
State voters that would decide the 
Presidential and congressional elec-
tions. Mr. President, 2024 polling from 
WPA intelligence showed that 70 per-
cent of likely voters opposed a ban on 
gas-powered cars, with only 18 percent 
in support. 

Both the text of the Clean Air Act 
and public sentiment should have led 
the Biden EPA to reject California’s 
application. Instead, the Biden admin-
istration approved California’s waiver 
in December 2024, after Democrats lost 
the election. 

EPA’s approval was published in the 
Federal Register on January 6, 2025, 
the same day Congress certified Presi-
dent Trump’s victory. The decision to 
limit consumer choice, increase car 
prices, and cost hundreds of thousands 
of jobs was made by California and ap-
proved by a Federal administration 
that had already been rejected by the 
American voters. 

I strongly oppose these California EV 
mandates and strongly oppose a proc-
ess that allows such a major national 
policy decision to be made against the 
will of the American people, without 
input from their Members of Congress. 

In 1996, the Congressional Review Act 
was enacted through regular order to 
create an expedited process for Con-
gress to consider resolutions that over-
turn rules finalized by Federal Agen-
cies, like the Biden EPA’s decision to 
approve California’s EV mandate. The 
CRA’s rationale—as explained by spon-
sors Don Nickles, Harry Reid, and Ted 
Stevens—was to allow Congress to effi-
ciently stop rules it finds ‘‘too burden-
some, excessive, inappropriate, or du-
plicative.’’ Every one of these terms 
applies to the situation we find our-
selves in today. 

The CRA works by requiring Federal 
Agencies to submit their final rules to 
the Senate and to the House of Rep-
resentatives. When a rule is submitted 
to Congress and published in the Fed-
eral Register, a 60-day period is opened 
for any Member to introduce a resolu-
tion of disapproval that, if passed by 
both Chambers and signed by the Presi-
dent, prevents the rule from taking ef-
fect. These resolutions, by law, are sub-
ject to limited debate, allowing them 
to be enacted by the Senate by a sim-
ple majority vote. 

Senators can bring resolutions of dis-
approval to the Senate floor either by 
reporting them through committee or 
by submitting a petition that has been 
signed by at least 30 Senators. Either 
way, the process allows the Senators to 
vote on whether the rule should go into 
effect, providing a method for elected 
Representatives to have oversight over 
unelected bureaucracies. 

I decided to use the CRA process and 
introduce this resolution against 
EPA’s approval of the California elec-
tric vehicle mandate for two reasons. 

First, enactment of the resolution 
would vacate EPA’s rule approving of 
the California waiver, stopping the EV 
mandate and protecting consumers and 
workers across the country. 

Second, because a vote here in the 
Senate and in the House would allow 
the elected representatives of Ameri-
cans of all 50 States, not just Cali-
fornia, to decide whether a nationally 
significant policy should be imple-
mented. 

As I discussed earlier, the Biden ad-
ministration delayed its action on ap-
proving the California waiver for 18 
months to get past the 2024 election. 
But that wasn’t the end of the previous 
administration’s effort to shield this 
unpopular EV mandate from the will of 
the people. The Biden EPA did not sub-
mit its approval of the California EV 
mandate for review under the CRA and 
claimed its action was not a rule. That 
was a clear effort to avoid account-
ability from Congress. 

Fortunately, President Trump and 
EPA Administrator Lee Zeldin decided 
to give the American people a say by 
submitting the approved California 

waiver to Congress as a rule. Under the 
CRA, that submission by the Trump 
EPA triggered my right as a Senator to 
introduce this resolution to block Cali-
fornia’s EV mandate. But that submis-
sion kicked off another effort by Demo-
crats to stop the Senate from voting on 
this issue. 

On March of this year, at the request 
of three Senate Democrats, the Gov-
ernment Accountability Office wrote 
an unprecedented letter stating its 
‘‘observation’’ that the Biden EPA ac-
tion approving California’s EV waiver 
is not a rule subject to the CRA. Simi-
lar to the Biden administration’s ef-
forts, this GAO letter was obtained in 
an attempt to stop the Senate from ex-
ercising its authority provided by the 
CRA, keeping the California EV man-
date in place without a vote in this 
Chamber. 

Nothing in the Congressional Review 
Act, Senate rules, or Senate precedents 
gives unelected staff at the GAO the 
authority to prevent elected Senators 
from considering a resolution of dis-
approval against a rule. In fact, Comp-
troller General Gene Dodaro, who is 
head of the GAO, recently testified in a 
Senate hearing and said: 

Our decisions are not dispositive on the 
Congress—they’re advisory. 

But Democrats now want to give the 
GAO staff a veto over the Senate’s use 
of the CRA to disapprove rules sub-
mitted by Federal Agencies. 

The Senate has given GAO the au-
thority in the CRA process in the past 
to protect the legislative branch’s abil-
ity to conduct oversight over adminis-
trative rules. 

My predecessor West Virginia Sen-
ator Jay Rockefeller was a leader in 
2008 efforts to give GAO the ability to 
trigger the Congressional Review Act 
procedures for Agency actions not sub-
mitted to Congress as required by the 
statute. 

The issue in 2008 was an action by the 
Centers for Medicare and Medicaid 
Services directing States on how they 
were to administer the Children’s 
Health Insurance Program. CMS did 
not submit its action to Congress, call-
ing it guidance rather than a rule. Sen-
ator Rockefeller asked GAO to deter-
mine that the CMS guidance was a 
rule. When GAO agreed with him, he 
introduced a resolution to block the 
rule—the first time such a resolution 
was introduced pursuant to a GAO de-
cision rather than an Agency submis-
sion. 

Ten years later, Congress passed and 
President Trump signed a resolution 
introduced by my colleague Senator 
MORAN from Kansas against guidance 
from the Consumer Financial Protec-
tion Bureau that was similarly not 
submitted. Senator Toomey went to 
GAO for a legal opinion that the CFPB 
guidance was a rule for the purposes of 
the CRA, and GAO determined that 
Congress could consider it as such. 

I have personally gone to the GAO 
myself on several occasions when I be-
lieved that an Agency action not sub-
mitted to Congress under the CRA 
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should, in fact, be considered a rule, 
like I did in 2022, when GAO agreed 
with me that guidance from the Fed-
eral Highway Administration instruct-
ing State departments of transpor-
tation to prioritize bike and pedestrian 
projects over new highway capacity 
projects should be a rule. And I did so 
a year later, when GAO disagreed with 
my argument that a separate Cali-
fornia waiver should have been sub-
mitted as a rule. 

In all of these cases, Federal Agen-
cies had not submitted their actions to 
Congress, but in this case, EPA did 
submit its rule approving the Cali-
fornia EV mandate to Congress. 

A GAO opinion has never been used 
to cut off the Senate’s ability to con-
sider a CRA resolution of disapproval 
when the Federal Agency actually sub-
mitted the rule to Congress. In fact, 
GAO has repeatedly recognized that its 
legal opinions are unnecessary when 
Agencies submit a rule to Congress. 

In 2018, GAO wrote: 
[The] Congressional Review Act gives 

agencies the primary responsibility for de-
termining which agency actions meet the 
statute’s definition of a rule.’’ 

And: 
Submission . . . to Congress pursuant to 

the Congressional Review Act obviates the 
need for a GAO opinion.’’ 

Two years later, GAO concluded: 
When an agency submits a document to 

our office under CRA, we consider that to be 
the agency’s determination that the docu-
ment is a rule under CRA. When a rule is 
submitted to Congress, Congress has an op-
portunity to review the rule and pass a joint 
resolution of disapproval to void the rule. 

Protecting our legislative branch 
oversight is the basis upon which this 
Senate has involved GAO in the CRA 
process since 2008, but it does not fol-
low that GAO should be able to halt 
congressional privileges when the exec-
utive branch does submit a rule. Once 
an Agency has submitted a rule to Con-
gress, as EPA has done here, elected 
representatives should be able to de-
cide whether to approve or disapprove 
of the rule. That is how the Congres-
sional Review Act has functioned since 
its beginning in 1996. 

I want to quickly talk about the fili-
buster and the Parliamentarian be-
cause this has been raised. 

My Democrat colleagues argue that 
there will be ‘‘profound institutional 
consequences’’ by the Senate not al-
lowing GAO a veto over the use of the 
CRA against Agency-submitted rules. 
I, on the other hand, disagree. Such a 
GAO veto has never existed before, and 
we must remember that the CRA is all 
about protecting the authority of 
elected representatives over unelected 
Agencies. Delegating to the unelected 
GAO staff the authority to determine if 
Members of Congress can use the CRA 
against Agency-submitted rules turns 
the statute completely on its head. 

My Democrat colleagues say that our 
action today undermines the legisla-
tive filibuster, and that is simply not 
true. I support the legislative fili-

buster. I have supported the legislative 
filibuster as a Senator in the majority 
and as a Senator in the minority. 

The Congressional Review Act, which 
was passed with the legislative fili-
buster in place, has stood since 1996, 
providing a narrow exception to the 
Senate’s normal practice of extended 
debate. It applies only to allow for dis-
approval of Federal Agency rules and 
only during a prescribed time defined 
by the statute. 

In deciding to retain the 30-year-old 
practice of allowing the use of CRA 
procedures against Agency-submitted 
rules, we are not expanding any au-
thority to enact laws by a simple ma-
jority. We are not expanding the scope 
of the CRA itself but, rather, simply 
refusing to narrow the CRA by sub-
jecting its use to GAO approval. 

Like my colleagues in the Senate, I 
hold our Parliamentarians in very high 
regard. They perform and she performs 
a vital role in this institution, and her 
wise counsel is critical to making this 
Senate function. 

I want to make two things crystal 
clear: The procedural action we have 
taken today is not about the filibuster 
and not about the Parliamentarian. In-
stead, the procedural issue before the 
Senate was simply whether GAO staff 
should be able to block resolutions of 
disapproval against Agency-submitted 
rules. 

I have explained why my answer to 
that is no. I have spent significant 
time talking about the CRA itself and 
about procedure. I think that is impor-
tant because I respect the Senate as an 
institution, and I care about how we do 
things. 

We shouldn’t lose sight of the sub-
stance of what we are doing today. We 
are deciding whether California, DC, 
and 11 other States can impose an elec-
tric vehicle mandate that will take 
away consumer choice, drive up prices, 
and eliminate jobs across the country. 

West Virginians don’t want Califor-
nia’s climate policy. West Virginians 
don’t want California’s EV mandate. 
And I am confident that most Ameri-
cans don’t want these things either. 
That is why the House of Representa-
tives passed this resolution of dis-
approval with a strong bipartisan vote 
that included every Republican and 35 
Democrats, some from the State of 
California. 

Today, despite the best efforts of the 
Biden administration and congres-
sional Democrats to shield this EV 
mandate from the will of the American 
people, the Senate will have its say. 

I urge my colleagues to vote tomor-
row for the resolution of disapproval. 

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

ator from Rhode Island. 
Mr. WHITEHOUSE. Mr. President, 

today, the Senate has done something 
unprecedented. Our actions and the 
ones that will follow from the proce-
dural steps taken here today, over the 
next day or so, will change the Clean 
Air Act, will change the Congressional 

Review Act, will change the rules of 
the Senate, and will do so by over-
ruling the Parliamentarian and break-
ing the filibuster. 

In effect, going nuclear. The Repub-
licans can say what they like about 
this, but the fact of the matter is that 
the Parliamentarian ruled that the 
Congressional Review Act does not per-
mit what we are doing. 

And she did so on the basis of advice 
from the Government Accountability 
Office, which was given that role by 
the Senate, given that role in a bipar-
tisan agreement years ago. 

So we are de facto legislating here, 
amending the operation of the Clean 
Air Act to remove a statutory waiver 
for the State of California, amending 
the Congressional Review Act, so it is 
no longer the narrow provision only 
about rules with a short timeframe 
that the Senator from West Virginia 
described. 

That may have been what the Con-
gressional Review Act was like until 
today, but after today, none of that is 
true any longer because of this action. 

It did not have to come to this. It did 
not have to come to this. There were 
many ways around the procedural 
shortcut of going nuclear, where a ma-
jority of the Senate shoves its view on 
the minority, without consideration, 
without cloture, without 60 votes, 
without negotiation, just rolling the 
minority in order to get what they 
want done. That ought to be a last re-
course for a desperate majority, but in-
stead it was the first recourse because 
this is the easy way to do what the fos-
sil fuel industry wants. 

Now, one way to do this would have 
been to go and amend the Clean Air 
Act and amend the Congressional Re-
view Act through regular order, the 
way the laws were created, through bi-
cameralism, with both Houses passing 
the bill and the President signing it. 
They have been amended over and over 
again. We know how to amend those 
laws. That is what we call in the Sen-
ate regular order. But regular order 
would have required compromise, 
would have required effort, would have 
required working with Democrats, and 
the fossil fuel industry didn’t want to 
put up with any of that. They wanted 
the Republican Party to jam this 
through, and that is what happened. 

So regular legislative order—not in-
terested, not going to do it. That was 
one way. The second way would have 
been to go to EPA and have them fol-
low an administrative process, which 
they had already started in the first 
Trump administration, to review the 
three predicates for the waiver admin-
istratively. 

Now, the problem is that would have 
taken a certain amount of administra-
tive effort out of EPA, and it also 
would have required EPA to meet the 
basic standards for Agency action, that 
the Agency action be rationally based 
and not arbitrary and capricious. 

If they made a decision that had no 
rational basis and was arbitrary and 
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capricious, then it could be challenged 
in court and knocked down. So rather 
than allow the Agency to go through 
that administrative process, subject to 
those very standard requirements of 
not being arbitrary and capricious and 
having a rational basis, they came here 
where it can be as arbitrary and capri-
cious as you please, where it can have 
no rational basis as long as you have 
got the votes and are willing to roll the 
minority. 

So that is the second avenue that Re-
publicans could have followed here, 
that the fossil fuel industry could have 
followed here, but simply didn’t want 
to. 

The third avenue that they could 
have undertaken was to go talk to 
California. This is California’s waiver. 
Last I heard, California had a Gov-
ernor. Last I heard, the United States 
has a President. They could talk. They 
could invite the fossil fuel industry 
into the room. They could invite the 
auto industry into the room. They 
could invite environmental groups and 
health groups into the room. 

They could say: Look, we want to 
have some consideration here. Let’s ne-
gotiate. But they didn’t want to do 
that because they had this quick and 
dirty, sneaky maneuver that they 
could pull off so they didn’t have to ne-
gotiate, they didn’t have to legislate, 
and they didn’t have to use regulatory 
process. All those rules were available, 
and yet this was the shortcut that was 
chosen. 

Now, we have repeatedly heard it 
said—in fact, it was recently said just 
now on the floor—that President Biden 
claimed that what was being done with 
the California waiver was not a rule, 
claimed that it was not a rule. Do you 
know why the Biden administration 
claimed it was not a rule? For the sim-
ple reason that it was not a rule. 

It did not go through the APA rule-
making process, and it had a history. 
And I have got a summary of that his-
tory right here. 

The EPA started granting waivers to 
California under this Clean Air Act 
process in 1968. The first waiver was 
granted on July 11, 1968. And this sum-
mary of the waivers that have either 
been granted or amended or modified 
over the years, 131 times. The score on 
whether the California clean air rule is 
treated by EPA as a waiver or a rule, it 
is 131 to 0. 

It is nearly 50 years of constant prac-
tice undisputed. Under President 
Nixon, 15 times a Republican EPA 
granted the waivers. Under President 
Reagan, 33 times a Republican EPA 
granted the waivers. Under President 
George H. W. Bush, nine times a Re-
publican EPA granted the waivers. 
Under George W. Bush, 15 times a Re-
publican President granted the waiv-
ers. A waiver for half a century has 
never once been treated as a rule. 

So it really ought to come as no sur-
prise to anybody that the Biden admin-
istration did not treat it as a rule. The 
Reagan administration didn’t treat it 

as a rule. Neither Bush administrations 
treated it as a rule. No Republican ad-
ministration since the passage of the 
Clean Air Act has treated these Cali-
fornia waivers as a rule. It just isn’t so. 

So it is pretty clear that with this 
history of waivers, there was a real 
problem. And that is why when EPA 
pretended for the first time that this 
was a rule, the Government Account-
ability Office, which didn’t inject itself 
into this, which didn’t butt in to try to 
interfere with us, which was tasked 
with giving advice on this by the Sen-
ate—we gave them this job, and now we 
are accusing them of butting in and 
interfering with our process? We gave 
them this job so they did it. 

It has been said that what GAO did 
was unprecedented in making this deci-
sion that it is actually a waiver and 
not a rule. Yes, it is unprecedented. It 
is unprecedented in the same way that 
a referee blowing a whistle on an un-
precedented foul is doing something 
unprecedented. But it is not the fault 
of the referee that their whistleblowing 
is unprecedented, it is the fault of the 
player committing the foul that has 
never been committed before, and the 
foul is to treat the waiver as a rule. 

So it was easy for GAO to say: This 
ain’t a rule. This is a waiver. It is not 
allowed under the Congressional Re-
view Act. Not allowed. But the GAO is 
just advisory; they don’t make any de-
cisions for us. 

The rules of the Senate are actually 
the Parliamentarian, and that is where 
the going nuclear happened because we 
went in with the California delegation 
staff and the EPW staff and the Repub-
licans, and we argued in front of the 
Parliamentarian. GAO wasn’t even in 
the room. We filed our pleadings. We 
made our arguments. The arguments 
went back and forth. The Parliamen-
tarian asked questions. 

At the end, there was a decision, and, 
in my view, it was a slam-dunk deci-
sion because the score going in was 131 
to 0. Mr. President, 131 times these 
waivers have been granted. Never once 
was it even argued that they were a 
rule, let alone decided that they were a 
rule. 

It was only when GAO and the Par-
liamentarian made the obvious deci-
sion that what the EPA did in this case 
was wrong that then the fossil fuel in-
dustry decided that Republicans had to 
go nuclear, and that is why we are 
where we are. 

There is statutory text in the Clean 
Air Act that gives California its waiv-
er. We had testimony from Adminis-
trator Reilly earlier today. He was the 
EPA Administrator at the time this 
happened. And he understands full well 
how valuable it was to have a second 
set of eyes on this process. 

The California process is so popular 
that a dozen other States follow it, and 
it is in the law. The way we should 
work around here is if there is some-
thing in the law you don’t like, you 
amend the law. You don’t run it falsely 
through the Congressional Review Act, 

treat it as a rule when it is not, over-
rule the Parliamentarian when she 
says it is not, and pretend you haven’t 
broken the rules around here. We have 
broken the rules around here. 

The other rule we broke was the Con-
gressional Review Act itself, which 
says—I am reading from the text of the 
law: 

In the Senate— 

Which is where we are— 
when a committee is discharged from further 
consideration of a joint resolution— 

Which means it has come to the 
floor, it is out of the committee, which 
is procedurally where we are— 
all points of order against the joint resolu-
tion are waived. 

That is part of expediting the proc-
ess; part of the deal with it being a 
very narrow process for only regula-
tions and only in a short time window. 

We just heard the person sitting in 
that chair before this Presiding Officer 
say that under the rule just created we 
are now going forward. We just created 
a new rule through this parliamentary 
process, and it is that rule that vio-
lates this law because now we have a 
point of order, even though the law 
says that all points of order are 
waived. 

Why did we go through this? As has 
been said, the Congressional Review 
Act is kind of an odd thing. Usually, an 
Agency goes through a rulemaking 
process under the Administrative Pro-
cedures Act. And if they got it wrong, 
an aggrieved party can go to court and 
say that was a bad regulation; it was 
arbitrary and capricious; it is not a ra-
tional basis; you didn’t follow the APA 
properly; your findings are demon-
strably false; there isn’t support for 
the rule; the way you have written it 
violates the actual law involved. 

There are a whole array of challenges 
that you can make in court, but we 
wanted something more than that. We 
wanted to have a political intervention 
narrowed just to rules, just to that 
short time period window that the Con-
gressional Review Act provides. That 
was the idea. And the two concerns 
were what we described in our argu-
ment to the Parliamentarian as over-
submission and undersubmission. 

I will read from our presentation. 
There are two ways in which the Executive 

branch could try to defeat congressional in-
tent with respect to the scope of the Con-
gressional Review Act. The first would pose 
an undersubmission problem. In this sce-
nario, an Agency might purposely refrain 
from submitting an action to Congress, even 
when the withheld action meets the defini-
tion of a rule under the CRA. 

Right? So there is a rule. It is actu-
ally amenable to Congressional Review 
Act under the CRA, but they don’t sub-
mit. They just don’t because they don’t 
want to subject it to that process. They 
thought they could sneak around it 
would be the notion. 

To protect against this type of abuse, it be-
came congressional practice to ask the GAO 
for an opinion as to whether the withheld ac-
tion is, nonetheless, a rule and to treat a 
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positive GAO determination as a trigger for 
the CRA process. 

So if an executive Agency tries to 
cheat on exposing itself to the CRA 
process by not submitting the rule, a 
Member of Congress can go to the GAO 
and say: Hey, what is up with this? 
Isn’t this a rule? 

And if GAO says it is a rule, then it 
is deemed submitted, and the CRA 
process begins. That solves the under 
submission process. 

We continued in the argument: The 
second way an Agency could work to 
defeat Congressional intent in crafting 
the CRA would be this situation, the 
incident situation, where an Agency 
submits actions, which clearly do not 
meet the definition of a rule under the 
CRA. This would pose an over submis-
sion problem. 

The three CRA submissions at stake 
here illustrate well the slippery slope 
that could ensue. Not only would treat-
ing them as rules override two GAO 
analyses and broaden the scope of CRA 
coverage in an unprecedented way, but 
the waivers are already in effect, and 
one was issued so long ago as to violate 
any reasonable reading of the time 
bounds in the CRA. To accept these 
three submissions as rules would be to 
reject the principle that the privileged 
procedure in the CRA should be closely 
examined and strictly limited. 

Agencies could submit any final ac-
tion, going back to the enactment of 
the CRA in 1996—including adjudica-
tions, leasing contracts, grant awards, 
and licensing decisions—and magically 
convert those actions into timely rules 
that could be disapproved under the 
CRA’s privileged procedures. This 
would nullify the reasonable bounds 
that Congress itself set in the text of 
the CRA, in the statutory law. 

Without strict limits—truly absent 
any meaningful limits—the statute 
would be fully weaponized, threatening 
to destabilize decades of Agency action 
and highjack the Senate floor for the 
foreseeable future, which is precisely 
the can of worms that the majority has 
just opened with this overruling of the 
Parliamentarian, this establishment of 
a new rule. 

Now, the other problem with this is 
that it provides a way to evade court 
review. Court review is usually how 
you check the action of the executive 
branch when they are up to no good. 
But very often, they are doing per-
fectly reasonable things, but a special 
interest doesn’t like it. So they have 
the right to go to court too. 

But when they go to court, first of 
all, there is a record of the proceeding, 
and the court is bound to that record. 
Second of all, there is law involved. 
There is both the Administrative Pro-
cedure Act, and there is the sub-
stantive law that is the subject of the 
regulation. Then you have to deal with 
evidence. The court reviews evidence. 
Then there has to be a rational deci-
sion by the court. And the court is, 
what we know of, as a neutral and dis-
interested magistrate. 

Those are pretty essential due proc-
ess determinations. For the Congres-
sional Review Act, none of that. The 
only thing is the politics and the votes. 
You have got the politics behind you, 
and you got the votes. Anything is fair 
game. 

And that is the danger of what was 
done today. What we have just done is 
open up the Congressional Review Act 
from that little 6-month period—60-day 
period; I am sorry—all the way back to 
when the CRA was passed, 30 years. Li-
censes, leases, Executive actions that 
have had a decade or more of reliance 
could simply be brought forward, 
dumped into the Federal Register, sent 
over here as a submission, magically 
become a new rule because of this loop-
hole we just built, and then the major-
ity of the Senate, with a compliant 
House, can just shove it right out the 
door without following regular order, 
without ever going to court, without 
following bicameralism, and present 
with the constitutional requirements. 

I will conclude with two things. 
First, please don’t call this unprece-
dented when you are talking about 
GAO saying that this was not a rule. 
Please don’t call it unprecedented 
when the Parliamentarian said: This 
was not a rule. This actually is illegal 
for you to do. 

The only thing unprecedented about 
what GAO said and what the Parlia-
mentarian said was the fact that this 
rule breaking by EPA, that is what was 
unprecedented. 

Again, 131 waiver determinations 
over half a century always, always, al-
ways treated as waivers—always—a 
score of 131 to 0. 

But the Trump administration, 
flacking for fossil fuel, decides that all 
of that is wrong, that this actually is a 
waiver, even though there was no APA 
rulemaking, even though none of the 
steps that lead to a regulation under 
the Congressional Review Act were un-
dertaken. They just filed it in the Fed-
eral Register and sent it over as a sub-
mission. 

You could do anything that way. File 
it in the Federal Register, send it over 
as a submission, and—boom—it is over 
here to be kicked around as a political 
football, without due process, without 
bicameralism, without regular order— 
none of it. 

That is what was unprecedented. And 
the only reason that the GAO’s deci-
sion was unprecedented was because 
nobody had the nerve or the foolishness 
to do something so stupid before. So 
they called them out for it for the first 
time because nobody had ever done 
such a thing before. 

But because of the politics, that just 
got shoved through here. Because of 
the power of the fossil fuel industry, 
that just got shoved through here. 

This is part of a campaign of the 
Trump administration to pretend that 
climate change isn’t real, to ignore the 
immediate threats that are looming 
over us of climate change—looming 
over us—and to serve the interest of 
the fossil fuel industry. 

You remember the President saying, 
‘‘Give me a billion dollars, and I will 
give you everything you want,’’ to the 
fossil fuel executives? Well, he didn’t 
get the full billion dollars, but he got a 
lot of money. He got north of a 100 mil-
lion, and now, sure enough, he has 
given them everything he wants. 

And this is one of the payments—this 
breaking of the Senate rules, this over-
ruling of the Parliamentarian, this 
going nuclear, this pretending that 
something that was never a rule, and is 
clearly not a rule by any reasonable 
reading of what APA rulemaking is, is 
suddenly now magically a rule. All of 
that is being done as just a political er-
rand for the fossil fuel industry, and it 
is wrong. 

I see that the two Senators from 
California are here. The hour is getting 
later and later. So I will not review at 
this moment my presentation earlier 
today, where I went through the mul-
tiple warnings of the systemic eco-
nomic collapse that is coming at us, 
based on a fairly simple proposition, 
which is that climate risk is making 
weather and risk unpredictable. And 
when you can’t predict weather risk, 
you can’t predict the insurability of a 
piece of property. The original concern 
was about coastal risk—flooding, hurri-
canes, rainstorms, damage to coastal 
properties. Now wildfire is just as dan-
gerous. And when you can’t predict it, 
you can’t insure it. 

And we are right now, in the United 
States, in the middle of an insurance 
crisis. Go ask around Florida how prop-
erty insurance is going. It is a full- 
blown meltdown. 

And when you can’t get insurance 
any longer, you can’t get a mortgage 
on a property any longer. And when 
property doesn’t carry a mortgage any 
longer, when you can’t get a mortgage 
on that piece of real estate, then your 
buyer pool collapses. You are left with 
only cash buyers. And what happens 
then is that the property value crashes. 

And that is the prediction: climate 
risk to insurance collapse, to mortgage 
unavailability, to property value crash, 
to economic collapse—recession. And it 
is coming from all over—all over. And 
we won’t listen to those warnings 
whether they come from insurance 
CEOs, from Freddie Mac, from inter-
national banking safety reviews, from 
international economic magazines, 
from the chief risk officer of Goldman 
Sachs, from the head of the Bank of 
England. I mean, you can just go on 
and on. The warnings are piling, piling, 
piling up. 

And as Ernest Hemingway said about 
going broke, ‘‘it happens gradually, 
and then all at once.’’ And we are deep 
into ‘‘gradually’’ on this climate risk 
mess, and pretty soon we are going to 
get hit with ‘‘all at once.’’ 

And then all this foolishness done on 
this floor in the service of the fossil 
fuel industry, which has the world’s 
biggest conflict of interest and a his-
tory of lying and of dark-money polit-
ical influence, is going to look pretty 
damned bad. 
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I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The sen-

ior Senator from California. 
Mr. PADILLA. Mr. President, I, first 

of all, thank my colleague from the 
State of Rhode Island and echo his sen-
timent and his message that Senate 
Republicans have crossed the line this 
evening. They have chosen to overrule 
the Parliamentarian, thrown out some 
rules, rewritten some rules, established 
new precedents for how this body oper-
ates, despite claiming that that was 
something they were not going to do, 
despite the majority leader warning 
earlier this year that this would be 
akin to killing the filibuster. 

But now we have seen it. It is on the 
record. They have overruled the Parlia-
mentarian not just once but twice. And 
the Parliamentarian’s determination 
as to whether or not the action taken 
this evening was in conformance with 
the rules that we have or not were but-
tressed by—again, as my colleague 
from Rhode Island has explained—the 
analysis and the findings of the GAO, 
which we charge with this input. 

And so I want to take a moment to 
just read some excerpts from the GAO, 
as written to the Senate. And I will 
submit the entire letter for the 
RECORD, but the key excerpts are im-
portant to highlight. 

From the GAO: 
As background to these issues, we issued a 

legal decision concluding that a Clean Air 
Act preemption waiver was not a rule sub-
ject to CRA but was instead an adjudicatory 
order. 

It couldn’t be more clear than that. 
Furthermore, we explained that even if the 

waiver were to satisfy the APA definition of 
a rule, it would be considered a rule of par-
ticular applicability and, therefore, would 
still not be subject to CRA’s submission re-
quirement because of CRA’s exclusions. 

Just two other elements that, again, 
I think are in need of being highlighted 
here because of the significance of the 
action taken this evening—quoting 
still from the letter: 

EPA stated that the Notices of Decision 
were not rules under CRA, and, in the under-
lying decision documents for two of those 
notices, cited to our 2023 decision in support 
of that statement. However, EPA submitted 
them as rules to GAO and Congress without 
any explanation of this discrepancy. 

Pretty clear. 
And, finally, later in their letter: 
The agency still did not address the state-

ments in the notices regarding the inapplica-
bility of the CRA, and, to date, EPA has not 
further responded to our letter. 

GAO is charged with establishing 
this review and making a finding. They 
heard from the parties involved. They 
did not get responses from the EPA. 
Why? They must have something to 
hide. What are they afraid of? And the 
GAO shared their conclusions which in-
formed the Parliamentarian in their 
determination: This was inconsistent 
with the rules. 

Not only have Senate Republicans 
overruled the Parliamentarian this 
evening, they have also broken the 
Congressional Review Act, as has been 

respected for years, all to bypass the 
filibuster in order to undermine Cali-
fornia’s efforts to pursue cleaner air for 
our constituents. And while today the 
California waivers may be the target, 
we don’t know what comes next. 

In previous statements on this issue 
earlier today and in previous days, I 
have given examples of, now that the 
CRA has been applied in this fashion, 
there is a whole host of adjudicatory 
decisions by a wide variety of Agencies 
across the Federal Government that 
are now fair game. 

But for now, let me continue to focus 
on the waivers in question that Repub-
licans are seeking to overturn. See, I 
rise not only in opposition to this 
power play tonight, I rise in the inter-
est of protecting the health of my con-
stituents, the nearly 40 million Califor-
nians that I am honored to represent. 

Because, colleagues, leaders in Cali-
fornia didn’t just wake up one day to 
find some special privileges to estab-
lish our own climate policy and impose 
it upon the rest of the country. And we 
certainly didn’t cheat the system to 
jam States represented by Republicans 
in the Senate or in their Governors’ 
mansions. No. California was explicitly 
granted waivers because of the unique 
air quality challenges that we face, dif-
ferent than anywhere else in the coun-
try. 

California was granted these waivers 
because California, as a whole, and Los 
Angeles, in particular—the southern 
California area, the Los Angeles 
Basin—is uniquely situated to produce 
some of the most dangerous air pollu-
tion in the Nation. So it means that we 
had to work harder than other States 
and other regions to protect the health 
of our residents. 

This is not some new liberal agenda. 
It actually goes back nearly a century 
with broad bipartisan support. Way 
back in the summer of 1943, Angelenos 
actually started to notice a brown haze 
descending upon the city. People’s eyes 
and throats began to sting from this 
smoke, and they could no longer see 
more than a handful of blocks ahead of 
them, let alone the beautiful skyline or 
the views of the city around them. 

It was actually in the middle of a 
World War when Americans feared that 
breakouts of chemical warfare were 
imminent and many started to wear 
gas masks as a result. While it didn’t 
take long to learn that there was no 
chemical attack targeting Los Angeles, 
it would take researchers years to 
learn that the true source of the haze 
was different. Eventually, they learned 
it wasn’t just factories that were 
pumping black smoke into the sky; it 
was in large part due to the cars that 
were being driven. 

Now, unfortunately for us, Los Ange-
les does create the ideal conditions for 
smog to thrive. Southern California’s 
sunshine along with a booming popu-
lation of people reliant on car travel 
and all the exhaust that comes with it 
combines to make a photochemical re-
action that we call smog. But in addi-

tion to that, given the beautiful moun-
tains—and you have all seen the 
scenes—the mountains that surround 
the Los Angeles area act as a perfect 
sort of cradle to hold all those pollut-
ants in, encasing the city in a thick 
haze of pollution. 

For all the beauty of our city—most 
of you have visited, and you have cer-
tainly seen images on television and in 
the movies—generations of Angelenos 
know what it is like to feel engulfed by 
the smog around us. 

As I began to share earlier today, 
that includes me. As many of you know 
by now, I grew up in the community of 
Pacoima in the San Fernando Valley, 
the northern part of the city of Los An-
geles. And growing up in the 1970s and 
1980s—40 years after the gas masks that 
I spoke about a minute ago—smog was 
still ever-present in our sky and part of 
our daily life. 

I still remember what it was like 
being sent home early from school as a 
kid because the air was too unhealthy 
for us just to play on the playground— 
the stinging in our eyes, the tightness 
in your chest. Yes, when I was growing 
up, we were more often waking up to 
air quality forecasts of unhealthy or 
hazardous than clean. Imagine just the 
sheer simplicity of trying to take a 
deep breath, but not being able to be-
cause halfway through taking in a deep 
breath, your chest would tighten up. 
You literally choke because of the pol-
lution in the air. While we have come a 
long way, for too many Californians 
today, that is still a reality. It doesn’t 
have to be that way. 

But that is why, decades ago, Con-
gress recognized both California’s 
unique air quality challenges but also 
its ingenuity, its creativity, the inno-
vation that is in our DNA and granted 
California the special authority to do 
something about those unique air qual-
ity challenges. 

Thanks to the Clean Air Act, which, 
again, was adopted in an overwhelming 
bipartisan basis over 50 years ago, Cali-
fornia obtained the legal authority to 
set its own emissions standards be-
cause Congress wisely recognized back 
then that West Virginia and Wyoming 
are different than California; and their 
air quality is different; there are sig-
nificantly fewer cars on the road in 
Salt Lake City than there are in Los 
Angeles; and because California was 
and still is seen as the innovation cen-
ter of the United States. 

So we earned the right to set Cali-
fornia standards for California. We are 
not setting California standards for na-
tional standards. I am sure my col-
leagues in State government wish we 
had that kind of power and authority, 
but that is not the case. And it is cer-
tainly not California’s agenda to im-
pose our standards on States across the 
country. We are simply seeking to pro-
tect Californians. 

And, quite frankly, if Members of 
this body representing the other 49 
States in the Nation are worried about 
some Federal mandate taking effect 
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because of California’s actions, then 
you should support California’s right 
to set our own State standards. We 
know that the EPA and the Federal 
Government has not effectively done 
its part to rein in pollution. 

So from a government standpoint, let 
me explain why I get so worked up on 
this. State and local jurisdictions in 
California have done all they can to 
push ambitious but implementable reg-
ulatory agendas in the country—some 
of the most ambitious in the country. 
But we are out of options when it 
comes to controlling the pollution 
sources that State and local govern-
ments are allowed to regulate. 

What is left—the biggest nut to 
crack—are the mobile sources of pollu-
tion—the cars, the heavy-duty trucks, 
the locomotives, the ships, and the 
planes that are the key sources of the 
bad air quality in regions of California. 
These are industries that only the Fed-
eral Government can regulate. 

So California has had no option, but 
we have embraced the challenge to in-
novate, to advance creative and indi-
rect source rules or rules that, for ex-
ample, require ships to plug in when 
docked in our ports to cut down on pol-
lution. 

That is why these waivers are so im-
portant. They let us get at these mo-
bile sources of pollution that we need 
to clean up because unless or until the 
Federal Government gets more ambi-
tious about setting national standards 
that meet the moment of this climate 
crisis, at least let California protect 
Californians. 

I am realistic with the times that we 
are living in. Under this administra-
tion, I doubt we will get the assist from 
the Federal Government over the 
course of the next 31⁄2 years. 

I want to acknowledge that it was 
former President Ronald Reagan, when 
he was Governor of California, who 
first created the California Air Re-
sources Board. And 3 years later, it was 
Republican President Nixon who signed 
amendments to the Clean Air Act into 
law, fulfilling a promise that he made 
at that year’s State of the Union, that 
clean air should be the birthright of 
every American. What a far, far cry 
from Republican leadership then to the 
Republican agenda today. 

But the bottom line is, colleagues, by 
supporting this measure, Republicans 
are simply making it harder for Cali-
fornia to improve air quality in Cali-
fornia. 

As I did yesterday, I also just have to 
acknowledge what it means for fami-
lies throughout the State. You see, as 
the parents of three growing boys— 
they are not little kids anymore; they 
are growing—through the course of 
their upbringing, we have been able to 
control certain things, like how we 
feed our kids. We go to the grocery 
store, and you are shopping for what 
you are going to prepare for dinner. 
You have readily accessible informa-
tion—nutritional information—not just 
calorie information, protein informa-

tion, but ingredients of what is in the 
product you are about to buy. There 
are certain things that we cannot con-
trol, like the ingredients in the air we 
breathe. 

If you are fortunate enough to live in 
a part of the State of California, in the 
part of the country with a great air 
quality index, good for you. But for 
those who aren’t as fortunate and with 
the assistance of the Union of Con-
cerned Scientists, let me read off a 
couple of the ingredients that are in 
the air that we breathe—not just us, 
our children too. 

Particulate matter, defined as fol-
lows: 

One type of particulate matter is the soot 
seen in vehicle exhaust. Fine particles—less 
than one-tenth the diameter of a human 
hair—[it] pose[s] a serious threat to human 
health, as it can penetrate deep into the 
lungs. [Particulate matter] can be a primary 
pollutant or a secondary pollutant from hy-
drocarbons, nitrogen oxides, and sulfur diox-
ides. Diesel exhaust is major contributor to 
[particulate matter] pollution. 

How is this for another ingredient: 
volatile organic compounds, known as 
VOCs, referred to as VOCs: 

These pollutants react with nitrogen ox-
ides in the presence of sunlight to form 
ground-level ozone, a main ingredient in 
smog. 

Though beneficial in the upper atmos-
phere, at the ground level, this gas irritates 
the respiratory system, causing coughing, 
choking, and reduced lung capacity. 

Now, I know I have felt those things 
as a kid. It is in the science. 

VOCs emitted from cars, trucks and 
buses—which include the toxic air pollutants 
benzene, acetaldehyde, and butadiene—are 
linked to different types of cancer. 

Just a couple more: 
Nitrogen oxides. 

Which we refer to as NOX. 
These pollutants form ground level ozone 

and particulate matter. . . . Also harmful as 
a primary pollutant, NOX can cause lung irri-
tation and weaken the body’s defenses 
against respiratory infections such as pneu-
monia and influenza. 

I can go on and on—carbon monoxide, 
sulfur dioxide, greenhouse gases—but 
in the interest of time and given the 
late hour, let me say this: All of these 
ingredients are in the air that we 
breathe, as I just described, but as you 
heard me say earlier, it is not just our 
lungs that are at risk; these toxins can 
permeate into the bloodstream and 
spread to other parts of the body. That 
is what is at stake, again, not just for 
us but for our children. 

But for all the dangers that I see 
around us, I also see opportunity. 
Thanks to the allowances afforded to 
California under the Clean Air Act, we 
have actually made tremendous 
progress. 

As evidence of that, in 2015, USC—the 
University of Southern California— 
published a study that said that the re-
duction of air pollution was paying off; 
kids were breathing healthier. 

Let me read just briefly from their 
findings, summarized in a National Ge-
ographic article from March of 2015 
that said: 

In the study published in the New England 
Journal of Medicine, researchers followed 
2,000 kids from five southern California cities 
with some of the worst air, including Long 
Beach, Riverside, San Dimas, Upland, and 
Mira Loma. They focused on kids ages 11 to 
15, whose lungs are growing the most. 

While other studies have compared kids 
from polluted neighborhoods to those living 
with cleaner air, the USC team tracked chil-
dren from the same communities over 20 
years and correlated their findings with pol-
lution data from local air monitors. That al-
lowed them to more clearly weed out other 
potential factors. 

Regardless of race, exposure to cigarette 
smoke, or factors like education and pets, 
kids tested between 2007 and 2011 had 
healthier lungs than kids the same ages test-
ed between 1994 and 1998. 

I will skip some of the additional sci-
entific details and jump to more of the 
conclusions because during those dec-
ades differential in the study, ‘‘Cali-
fornia officials set groundbreaking 
standards that phased out many ineffi-
cient car and truck engines and some 
of the dirtiest fuels for everything from 
jet skis and lawnmowers to school 
buses and heavy-duty trucks. Local 
smog-fighters in the Los Angeles basin 
forced cleanup of oil refineries, manu-
facturing plants, and consumer prod-
ucts such as paints and solvents. Other 
local and state programs offered incen-
tives for replacing old trucks and 
buses.’’ 

The result: Some of the most problematic 
pollutants—smog-forming nitrogen dioxide 
and fine particles created by diesel-engine 
exhaust and other fossil fuels—declined in 
the worst neighborhoods by up to 50 percent 
in 20 years. Maritime pollution, particularly 
in neighborhoods near the massive ports of 
Los Angeles and Long Beach, also has 
dropped substantially. 

As a side note, by the way, the two 
ports referenced in this, the ports of 
Long Beach and Los Angeles—sister 
ports in the San Pedro Sports Com-
plex—account for 40 percent of our Na-
tion’s imports, those two ports alone. 
So you can imagine the intensity of 
the pollution in that specific region, 
let alone the air quality and health im-
pacts for Californians. 

So I go back to, if the Federal Gov-
ernment, through the EPA, isn’t will-
ing to step up to meet the challenge of 
air quality in California, let California 
take care of Californians. As these 
studies and reports lay out, Califor-
nia’s leadership is working. Kids are 
breathing cleaner air. 

But we still have a lot more work to 
do. We have a track record of success-
fully developing and implementing in-
novative tools to improve lives, but be-
cause of what is transpiring here now 
in the Senate, our progress is now at 
risk. It is important, it is urgent, it is 
significant because we still have so 
much more work to do. 

California plans on continuing to ex-
ercise our legal authority under the 
Clean Air Act to protect kids, to set 
ambitious but achievable goals, to re-
duce pollution and, yes, Heaven forbid, 
set an example, set a model, set a path 
for other States to follow if they wish 
because no one is forcing California 

VerDate Sep 11 2014 09:05 May 22, 2025 Jkt 059060 PO 00000 Frm 00076 Fmt 0624 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\G21MY6.078 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 S3093 May 21, 2025 
standards on States that don’t volun-
tarily choose to follow that simple 
path. 

But what I see transpiring here with 
the overruling of the Parliamentarian 
and the overturning of these waivers as 
if they were rules is the Senators from 
other States, Republican Senators 
from other States, imposing their will 
on California. So much for States’ 
rights, I guess. 

And I hope you sleep well at night 
with the consequences of your deci-
sions in the years ahead. 

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

U.S. GOVERNMENT 
ACCOUNTABILITY OFFICE, 

MARCH 6, 2025. 
Congressional Requesters 

Subject: Observations Regarding the Envi-
ronmental Protection Agency’s Submis-
sion of Notices of Decision on Clean Air 
Act Preemption Waivers as Rules Under 
the Congressional Review Act 

This letter responds to your request for a 
legal decision as to whether the Environ-
mental Protection Agency’s (EPA) Clean Air 
Act preemption waivers and Notices of Deci-
sion that EPA submitted as rules to Con-
gress and GAO in late February 2025 are rules 
subject to the Congressional Review Act 
(CRA). Our regular practice is to issue deci-
sions on actions that agencies have not sub-
mitted to Congress as rules under CRA in 
order to further the purposes of CRA by pro-
tecting Congress’s CRA review and oversight 
authorities. In this case, we are presented 
with a different situation because the ac-
tions were submitted as rules under the 
CRA, and it is not one in which we normally 
issue a legal decision. However, we do have 
prior caselaw that addressed the applica-
bility of CRA to Clean Air Act preemption 
waivers, B–334309, Nov. 30, 2023, and EPA’s re-
cent submission is inconsistent with this 
caselaw. Therefore, we are providing you 
with our views and analysis of preemption 
waivers under the Clean Air Act that may be 
helpful as Congress considers how to treat 
these Notices of Decision and the application 
of CRA procedures. 

As background to these issues, we issued a 
legal decision concluding that a Clean Air 
Act preemption waiver was not a rule sub-
ject to CRA but was instead an adjudicatory 
order. See B–334309, Nov. 30, 2023. Further-
more, we explained that even if the waiver 
were to satisfy the APA definition of a rule, 
it would be considered a rule of particular 
applicability and, therefore, would still not 
be subject to CRA’s submission requirement 
because of CRA’s exclusions. Id. 

For the three Notices of Decision announc-
ing the waivers at issue here, EPA stated 
that the Notices of Decision were not rules 
under CRA, and, in the underlying decision 
documents for two of those notices, cited to 
our 2023 decision in support of that state-
ment. However, EPA submitted them as 
rules to GAO and Congress without any ex-
planation of this discrepancy. 

We reached out to EPA on February 20, 
2025, for clarification on the submission of 
the Notices of Decision at issue here because 
the notices themselves stated that CRA did 
not apply. After receiving your request, we 
followed our regular procedure and sent a 
formal letter to EPA on February 25, 2025, 
seeking factual information and the agency’s 
legal views on this matter. Although EPA re-
submitted the Notices of Decision to GAO on 
February 27, 2025, with additional informa-
tion in the corresponding CRA reports, the 

agency still did not address the statements 
in the notices regarding the inapplicability 
of the CRA, and, to date, EPA has not fur-
ther responded to our letter. 

As explained more fully below, our view is 
that the analysis and conclusions in our 2023 
Clean Air Act preemption waiver decision 
would also apply to the Notices of Decision 
recently submitted as rules to Congress by 
EPA. 

BACKGROUND 
Clean Air Act 

The Clean Air Act generally preempts 
states from adopting or enforcing emission 
control standards for new motor vehicles or 
new motor vehicle engines. See 42 U.S.C. 
§ 7543(a); B–334309, Nov. 30, 2023. However, the 
Clean Air Act requires the EPA Adminis-
trator to grant a waiver of preemption for a 
state that adopted a standard prior to March 
30, 1966, if the state determined its standard 
will be, in the aggregate, at least as protec-
tive of public health and welfare as applica-
ble federal standards. 42 U.S.C. § 7543(b); B– 
334309, Nov. 30, 2023. Only California can 
qualify for preemption waivers under this 
section because it is the only state that 
adopted a standard prior to March 30, 1966. 
B–334309, Nov. 30, 2023. 

The EPA Administrator must approve the 
waiver unless the Administrator makes any 
one of three findings set forth in the statute: 
(1) the determination of the state is arbi-
trary and capricious; (2) the state does not 
need state standards to meet compelling and 
extraordinary conditions; or (3) the state 
standards and accompanying enforcement 
procedures are not consistent with 42 U.S.C. 
§ 7521(a) (EPA standards for emissions from 
new motor vehicles or new motor vehicle en-
gines). 42 U.S.C. § 7543(b)(1)(A)–(C); B–334309, 
Nov. 30, 2023. 

When the EPA Administrator receives a 
waiver request, they must provide notice of 
a public hearing and comment period. 42 
U.S.C. § 7543(b); B–334309, Nov. 30, 2023; EPA, 
Vehicle Emissions California Waivers and 
Authorizations, available at https:// 
www.epa.qov/state-and-local-transportation/ 
vehicle-emissions-california-waivers- 
and-authorizations (last visited Mar. 5, 2025) 
(California Waivers and Authorizations 
Website). The Administrator makes a deci-
sion on the waiver and publishes a notice of 
their decision and reasons in the Federal 
Register. B–334309, Nov. 30, 2023. 

The Clean Air Act provides similar proce-
dures for the EPA Administrator to author-
ize California to adopt and enforce emission 
control standards for certain nonroad en-
gines or vehicles. 42 U.S.C. § 7543(e)(2)(A). The 
Administrator must authorize California to 
adopt and enforce such standards if Cali-
fornia determined that California standards 
will be, in the aggregate, at least as protec-
tive of public health and welfare as applica-
ble federal standards, unless the Adminis-
trator makes any one of three findings set 
forth in the statute: (1) California’s deter-
mination is arbitrary and capricious; (2) 
California does not need its own standards to 
meet compelling and extraordinary condi-
tions; or (3) the California standards and ac-
companying enforcement procedures are not 
consistent with section 7543. Id. Like the 
waiver process under section 7543(b), the au-
thorization process under section 
7543(e)(2)(A) involves providing notice of a 
public hearing and comment period and pub-
lishing notice of the decision. See id.; Cali-
fornia Waivers and Authorizations Website. 
EPA Notices of Decision 

At issue here are the following EPA Clean 
Air Act preemption waiver Notices of Deci-
sion: 

California State Motor Vehicle and Engine 
Pollution Control Standards; Heavy-Duty Vehi-

cle and Engine Emission Warranty and Mainte-
nance Provisions; Advanced Clean Trucks; Zero 
Emission Airport Shuttle, Zero-Emission Power 
Train Certification; Waiver of Preemption; No-
tice of Decision, 88 Fed. Reg. 20688 (Apr. 6, 
2023) (Advanced Clean Trucks Waiver No-
tice); 

California State Motor Vehicle and Engine 
and Nonroad Engine Pollution Control 
Standards; The ‘‘Omnibus’’ Low NOX Regula-
tion; Waiver of Preemption; Notice of Deci-
sion, 90 Fed. Reg. 643 (Jan. 6, 2025) (Low NOX 
Waiver Notice); and 

California State Motor Vehicle Engine Pol-
lution Control Standards; Advanced Clean 
Cars II; Waiver of Preemption; Notice of De-
cision, 90 Fed. Reg. 642 (Jan. 6, 2025) (Ad-
vanced Clean Cars II Waiver Notice). 

In the Advanced Clean Trucks Waiver No-
tice, the EPA Administrator granted two 
separate requests for preemption waivers re-
garding four California regulations for 
heavy-duty on-road vehicles and engines. 88 
Fed. Reg. at 20688. The Low NOX Waiver No-
tice announced the EPA Administrator’s De-
cember 17, 2024, decision granting California 
a preemption waiver for regulations applica-
ble to new 2024 and subsequent model year 
California on-road heavy-duty vehicles and 
engines and authorizing regulations regard-
ing off-road diesel engines. 90 Fed. Reg. at 
643–44. The Advanced Clean Cars II Waiver 
Notice announced the EPA Administrator’s 
December 17, 2024, decision granting Cali-
fornia a preemption waiver for regulations 
applicable to new 2026 and subsequent model 
year California on-road light- and medium- 
duty vehicles. 90 Fed. Reg. at 642. 
Congressional Review Act (CRA) 

CRA, enacted in 1996 to strengthen con-
gressional oversight of agency rulemaking, 
requires federal agencies to submit a report 
on each new rule to both houses of Congress 
and the Comptroller General for review be-
fore the rule can take effect. 5 U.S.C. 
§ 801(a)(1)(A). The report must contain a copy 
of the rule, ‘‘a concise general statement re-
lating to the rule,’’ and the rule’s proposed 
effective date. Id. CRA allows Congress to re-
view and disapprove rules issued by federal 
agencies for a period of 60 days using special 
procedures. See 5 U.S.C. § 802. If a resolution 
of disapproval is enacted, then the new rule 
has no force or effect. 5 U.S.C. § 801(b)(1). 

CRA adopts the definition of ‘‘rule’’ under 
the Administrative Procedure Act (APA), 
which states that a rule is ‘‘the whole or a 
part of an agency statement of general or 
particular applicability and future effect de-
signed to implement, interpret, or prescribe 
law or policy or describing the organization, 
procedure, or practice requirements of an 
agency.’’ 5 U.S.C. §§ 551(4); 804(3). However, 
CRA excludes three categories of APA rules 
from coverage: (1) rules of particular applica-
bility; (2) rules relating to agency manage-
ment or personnel; and (3) rules of agency or-
ganization, procedure, or practice that do 
not substantially affect the rights or obliga-
tions of nonagency parties. 5 U.S.C. § 804(3). 

EPA did not submit CRA reports to Con-
gress or GAO for any of the Notices of Deci-
sion when they were initially issued on April 
6, 2023, and January 6, 2025, and each notice 
states that CRA does not apply because the 
relevant action is not a rule for purposes of 
the Act. Advanced Clean Trucks Waiver No-
tice, 88 Fed. Reg. at 20726; Low NOX Waiver 
Notice, 90 Fed. Reg. at 645; Advanced Clean 
Cars II Waiver Notice, 90 Fed. Reg. at 643. In 
addition, the underlying decision documents 
referenced in the Low NOX Waiver Notice 
and Advanced Clean Cars II Waiver Notice 
include similar statements about the inap-
plicability of CRA and cite our 2023 decision 
determining that a Clean Air Act preemption 
waiver notice of decision was not a rule 
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under CRA. See EPA, California State Motor 
Vehicle and Engine and Nonroad Engine Pol-
lution Control Standards; The ‘‘Omnibus’’ 
Low NOX Regulation; Waiver of Preemption; 
Decision Document (Dec. 17, 2024) (Low NOX 
Waiver Decision), at 95 & n.281; EPA, Cali-
fornia State Motor Vehicle and Engine Pol-
lution Control Standards; Advanced Clean 
Cars II; Waiver of Preemption; Decision Doc-
ument (Dec. 17, 2024) (Advanced Clean Cars II 
Waiver Decision), at 189 & n.504 (both citing 
B–334309, Nov. 30, 2023). 

EPA subsequently submitted a CRA report 
for the three Notices of Decision to Congress 
and GAO on February 19, 2025. The House of 
Representatives and GAO received the report 
on February 19, 2025, and the Senate received 
the report on February 20, 2025. EPA resub-
mitted the CRA report to GAO on February 
27, 2025. The resubmitted report included ad-
ditional information for each notice, includ-
ing the date of the document, the nature of 
the action submitted, and proposed effective 
date. EPA did not explain in either submis-
sion why the agency was submitting the no-
tices under CRA given its statement in each 
notice that CRA did not apply. 

DISCUSSION 
GAO’s 2023 Decision on a Clean Air Act Preemp-

tion Waiver Notice of Decision 
In B–334309, we examined an EPA Notice of 

Decision titled California State Motor Vehi-
cle Pollution Control Standards; Advanced 
Clean Car Program; Reconsideration of a 
Previous Withdrawal of a Waiver of Preemp-
tion; Notice of Decision (Advanced Clean Car 
Program Waiver Notice). 87 Fed. Reg. 14332 
(Mar. 14, 2022). This Notice of Decision re-
scinded EPA’s 2019 withdrawal of a 2013 pre-
emption waiver for California’s greenhouse 
gas emissions standards and zero emission 
vehicle sale mandate, thereby reinstating 
the waiver. Id. at 14332; B–334309, Nov. 30, 
2023. 

We determined that the Advanced Clean 
Car Program Waiver Notice was not a rule 
under CRA because it did not meet the APA 
definition of a rule. We concluded that the 
notice was, instead, an ‘‘order’’ under APA. 
APA defines an order as ‘‘the whole or a part 
of a final disposition, whether affirmative, 
negative, injunctive, or declaratory in form, 
of an agency in a matter other than rule 
making but including licensing.’’ 5 U.S.C. 
§ 551(6). APA further defines ‘‘licensing’’ to 
include an agency granting or revoking a li-
cense, and ‘‘license’’ to include an agency ap-
proval, statutory exemption, or other form 
of permission. 5 U.S.C. § 551 (8), (9). An agen-
cy action that constitutes an order under 
APA is not a rule under the statute and, 
therefore, is not a rule under CRA. B–334309, 
Nov. 30, 2023 (citing B–334995, July 6, 2023; B– 
334400, Feb. 9, 2023; B–332233, Aug. 13, 2020 
(rules and orders are ‘‘mutually exclusive’’)). 

We explained that an adjudicatory order is 
a case-specific, individual determination of a 
particular set of facts that has immediate ef-
fect on the individual(s) involved. B–334309, 
Nov. 30, 2023 (citing United States v. Florida 
East Coast Railway Co., 410 U.S. 224, 245–46 
(1973); Neustar, Inc. v. FCC, 857 F.3d 886, 893 
(D.C. Cir. 2017); Yesler Terrace Community 
Council v. Cisneros, 37 F.3d 442, 448 (9th Cir. 
1994)). In contrast, a rule is a broad applica-
tion of general principles that is prospective 
in nature. B–334309, Nov. 30, 2023 (citing Flor-
ida East Coast Railway Co., 410 U.S. at 246; 
Neustar, 857 F.3d at 895; Yesler Terrace Commu-
nity Council, 37 F.3d at 448). 

We concluded that the Advanced Clean Car 
Program Waiver Notice met the APA defini-
tion of an order because the notice deter-
mined that California was not preempted 
from enforcing its Advanced Clean Car Pro-
gram and therefore made a ‘‘final disposi-
tion’’ granting California a ‘‘form of permis-

sion’’ as described in the APA definition. B– 
334309, Nov. 30, 2023 (citing 5 U.S.C. § 551 (6), 
(8), (9)). We noted that the notice was par-
ticular to California’s Advanced Clean Car 
Program, involved consideration of par-
ticular facts, as opposed to general policy, 
and had immediate effect on California. Id. 

We also concluded that even if the Ad-
vanced Clean Car Program Waiver Notice 
met the APA definition of a rule, it would 
still not be subject to CRA because of CRA’s 
exclusion of rules of particular applicability. 
B–334309, Nov. 30, 2023. A rule of particular 
applicability is addressed to an identified en-
tity and also addresses actions that entity 
may or may not take, taking into account 
facts and circumstances specific to that enti-
ty. B–334309, Nov. 30, 2023 (citing B–334995, 
July 6, 2023). We noted that the notice con-
cerned a specific entity—California—and ad-
dressed a statutory waiver specific to Cali-
fornia’s Advanced Clean Car Program; there-
fore, the notice would be a rule of particular 
applicability. B–334309, Nov. 30, 2023. 

EPA’s Recently Submitted Notices of Deci-
sion 

(1) Applicability of GAO’s 2023 Decision 

The analysis and conclusion in B–334309 
that the Advanced Clean Car Program Waiv-
er Notice was not a rule for purposes of CRA 
because it was an order under APA would 
apply to the three notices of decision at 
issue here. For example, all three notices of 
decision involve waivers granted to Cali-
fornia under the same authority and process 
(42 U.S.C. § 7543(b)) at issue in the Advanced 
Clean Car Program Waiver Notice. In each 
case, California requested preemption waiv-
ers from EPA with respect to specific Cali-
fornia regulations, and EPA, after holding a 
public hearing, receiving comments, and 
considering information presented by Cali-
fornia and opponents of the waivers, deter-
mined to grant the requested waivers. See 
Advanced Clean Trucks Waiver Notice, 88 
Fed. Reg. at 20688?90; Low NOX Waiver No-
tice, 90 Fed. Reg. at 643–45; Advanced Clean 
Cars II Waiver Notice, 90 Fed. Reg. at 642–43. 

The Low NOX Waiver Notice also involves 
an authorization under a separate authority 
(42 U.S.C. § 7543(e)(2)(A)). As described above, 
the nature of the determination and process 
used is very similar to section 7543(b), and 
our analysis and conclusions in B–334309 
would apply to this portion of the notice as 
well. See Low NOX Waiver Notice, 90 Fed. 
Reg. at 644–45 (describing the relevant proce-
dures and grouping the corresponding find-
ings in sections 7543(b)(2) and 7543(e)(2)(A) to-
gether in summarizing the decision). Specifi-
cally, California requested EPA’s authoriza-
tion to adopt and enforce specific California 
regulations, and EPA, after holding a public 
hearing, receiving comments, and consid-
ering information presented by California 
and opponents of the authorization, deter-
mined to grant the requested authorization. 
See Low NOX Waiver Notice, 90 Fed. Reg. at 
643–45. 

(2) Effect of Resolutions of Disapproval 

If Congress were to treat the EPA Notices 
of Decisions as rules under CRA and subse-
quently enact resolutions of disapproval, 
there is a question as to the precise effect 
those resolutions would have. As described 
above, if a resolution of disapproval is en-
acted, then the rule has no force or effect. 5 
U.S.C. § 801(b)(1). However, two of the three 
Notices of Decision submitted by EPA to 
Congress, the Low NOX Waiver Notice and 
the Advanced Clean Cars II Waiver Notice, 
appear to merely notify the public of pre-
viously issued decision documents granting 
California the requested preemption waivers 
and, in the Low NOX Waiver Notice, the re-
quested authorization for its regulations. 

See Low NOX Waiver Notice, 90 Fed. Reg. at 
643–44 (stating that EPA ‘‘is providing notice 
of its decision’’ and referencing the Low NOX 
Waiver Decision); Advanced Clean Cars II 
Waiver Notice, 90 Fed. Reg. at 642–43 (stating 
that EPA ‘‘is providing notice of its deci-
sion’’ and referencing the Advanced Clean 
Cars II Waiver Decision). EPA did not in-
clude the underlying decision documents in 
its submission to Congress and GAO. In con-
trast, the Advanced Clean Trucks Waiver No-
tice, like the Advanced Clean Car Program 
Waiver Notice we examined in B–334309, ap-
pears to be the decision document. See 88 
Fed. Reg. at 20688 (stating that EPA ‘‘is 
granting . . . California[’s] . . . requests for 
waivers’’). Accordingly, if Congress were to 
enact resolutions disapproving the Low NOX 
Waiver Notice or the Advanced Clean Cars II 
Waiver Notice under CRA, it is unclear 
whether or how those resolutions would af-
fect the underlying waivers and authoriza-
tions. 

CONCLUSION 
In these circumstances, our view is that 

our prior analysis and conclusion in B–334309 
that the Advanced Clean Car Program Waiv-
er Notice was not a rule for purposes of CRA 
because it was an order under APA would 
apply to the three notices at issue here. We 
provide this information to assist Congress 
as it considers how to treat these Notices of 
Decision and the application of CRA proce-
dures. 

If you have any questions, please contact 
Shirley A. Jones, Managing Associate Gen-
eral Counsel, or Charlie McKiver, Assistant 
General Counsel for Appropriations Law. 

Sincerely, 
EDDA EMMANUELLI PEREZ, 

General Counsel. 
Congressional Requesters 

HON. SHELDON 
WHITEHOUSE, 
Ranking Member, 

Committee on Envi-
ronment and Public 
Works, U.S. Senate 

HON. ALEX PADILLA, 
U.S. Senate 

HON. ADAM B. SCHIFF, 
U.S. Senate 

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

ator from California. 
Mr. SCHIFF. Mr. President, my col-

leagues, it is getting very late. Indeed, 
most of our constituents are asleep. 
But across the U.S. Capitol tonight, 
the lights remain on. 

Over in the House, they burn dimly 
on the House floor as Republicans try 
to jam through a ‘‘big, ugly bill’’ that 
would wreak havoc on our families, our 
communities, and our climate to pay 
for more tax cuts for wealthy people, 
that would cut Medicaid and block help 
for families that will go hungry so that 
billionaires like Elon Musk get another 
tax break they simply don’t need. 

But that is not what I am here to 
talk about this evening. I am here at 
this hour, or this morning, because 
right here, right now, in the dead of 
night, Republicans in the Senate are 
hard at work on another objective, an 
unprecedented and previously unimagi-
nable effort to abandon their own 
standards, their own precedent, their 
previous very public statements, the 
very rules of this body, to make our air 
less clean. 

To do so is complicated. It requires a 
lot of parliamentary maneuvers. Why? 
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Because to make the air dirtier re-
quires 60 votes, and they don’t have 60 
votes, or it requires Republicans to 
break their word, to eliminate the fili-
buster so they can do the bidding of 
those who would pollute our air. 

Now, I don’t blame my Republican 
colleagues for wanting to shroud what 
they have set out to do tonight in se-
crecy. I don’t blame them for trying to 
hide it. It was just a few short weeks 
ago the Republican leader assured this 
body that he would never do any such 
thing, but that was then. 

But hide or not, the blame will lay 
squarely on my Republican colleagues 
for the impact of what is done here to-
night because tonight is a turning 
point, a moment in which the majority 
gave up yet another guardrail, where 
they chose to go nuclear, to violate the 
filibuster, to overturn the Parliamen-
tarian in order to gratify the wishes of 
Big Oil over the need of our constitu-
ents for cleaner air. 

The GOP wasn’t always this way. Re-
publican administrations didn’t always 
demonstrate such hostility to the envi-
ronment. At a different moment in our 
history, there was a very different kind 
of Republican Party. 

So I would like to begin tonight by 
reading verbatim a message from 
President Ronald Reagan. The date was 
July 14, 1984. The then-President 
turned on a microphone in a studio 
here in Washington and took to the Na-
tion’s airwaves to deliver an address. 
This is part of what Ronald Reagan 
said: 

My fellow Americans: 
I’d like to talk to you today about our en-

vironment. But as I mentioned earlier this 
week, in doing so, I might be letting you in 
on a little secret—as a matter of fact, one of 
the best-kept secrets in Washington. 

More than 15 years ago, the State of 
California decided that we needed to 
take action to combat the smog that 
was choking the beautiful cities of my 
home State. Out of that concern was 
born the first serious program to re-
quire manufacturers to build cleaner 
cars and help control air pollution. The 
auto industry had to build two kinds of 
cars—one that would be for sale in the 
other 49 States and one that would 
meet the stiff antipollution standards 
required in California. 

We had other concerns in California, such 
as protecting our magnificent and unique 
coastline. And we took the lead in that area 
as well. It took the rest of the Nation a few 
years to catch on, but in 1970 the Congress 
followed California’s lead and enacted the 
Clean Air Act. Other laws to protect and 
clean up the Nation’s lakes and rivers were 
passed, and America got on with the job of 
protecting the environment. 

Part of the secret I mentioned is that I 
happened to have been Governor of Cali-
fornia back when much of this was being 
done. Now, obviously, neither the problems 
in California nor those nationally have been 
solved, but I’m proud of having been one of 
the first to recognize that States and the 
Federal Government have a duty to protect 
our natural resources from the damaging ef-
fects of pollution that can accompany indus-
trial development. 

Now, if you are just tuning in, this is 
a speech from Ronald Reagan. 

The other part of the well-kept secret— 

The former President had to say— 
has to do with the environmental record of 
our administration, which is one of achieve-
ment in parks, wilderness land, and wildlife 
refuges. According to studies by the Environ-
mental Protection Agency, the quality of 
our air and water has continued to improve 
during our administration. 

In many big cities, the number of days on 
which pollution alerts are declared has gone 
down. And if you live near a river, you may 
have noticed that the signs have been com-
ing down that used to warn people not to fish 
or swim. 

We came to Washington committed to re-
spect the great bounty and beauty of God’s 
creation. We believe very strongly— 

Reagan said— 
in the concept of stewardship, caring for the 
resources we have so they can be shared and 
used productively for generations to come. 
And we’ve put that philosophy to work, cor-
recting deficiencies of past policies and ad-
vancing long-overdue initiatives. 

Let me give you some facts that our critics 
never seem to remember. When we took of-
fice in 1980, we faced a dusty shelf of reports 
which pointed out our predecessors had been 
so busy spending money on new lands for 
parks that they seriously neglected basic up-
keep of the magnificent parks we had. So, we 
temporarily put off acquiring new parkland 
and started a new billion-dollar, 5-year pro-
gram to repair and modernize facilities at 
our national parks and wildlife refuges. If 
you’ve been to just about any national park 
lately, you’ve probably seen the results. 

We’ve nearly finished repairing the damage 
from years of neglect, and I’ve asked the 
Congress for almost $160 million to resume 
buying lands to round out our national park 
and refuge systems. We also took the lead in 
developing a new approach to protecting 
some 700 miles of undeveloped coastal 
areas—the dunes, beaches, and barrier is-
lands that are some of our most beautiful 
and productive natural resources. 

Now— 

Reagan said— 
there are some who want you to believe that 
commitment to protecting the environment 
can be measured by comparing the budgets 
of EPA under the previous administration 
with those proposed and approved by the 
Congress under my administration. But they 
deliberately ignore that the major Federal 
environmental laws are designed to be car-
ried out by the States in partnership with 
EPA. 

By the time the clean air, clean water, and 
other big programs put in place in the early 
1970’s moved into their second decade, the 
States had largely taken over the job for-
merly performed by the Federal Govern-
ment. With the successful delegation to the 
States, EPA, under the leadership of Bill 
Ruckelshaus, has been freed to move on to 
the challenges of the 1980’s—such as cleaning 
up abandoned toxic waste dumps. 

Under our administration, funding for the 
Superfund cleanup program will have in-
creased from just over a hundred million dol-
lars in 1981 to $620 million in 1985. 

And by the way, under this ‘‘big, ugly 
bill,’’ the cuts to Superfund cleanup 
will be enormous. It will move the 
country exactly the opposite direction 
that Ronald Reagan moved the country 
back in 1981. 

By the end of this year— 

Reagan said— 

EPA expects to have undertaken more than 
400 emergency actions to remove and contain 
public health hazards. And because we recog-
nize that we need to do more cleanup work 
than the current law provides, I’m com-
mitted to seeking an extension of the Super-
fund program. 

As I said, our progress on protecting the 
environment is one of the best-kept secrets 
in Washington. But it’s not, by far, the only 
secret. And I’ll have more on that in the 
months ahead. 

Until next week, thanks for listening, and 
God bless you. 

That was Ronald Reagan. The Repub-
lican Party wasn’t always like it is 
today. There was a time when the envi-
ronment and clean water and clean air 
were a priority of this party. 

Now, this isn’t the first time I have 
noted on the Senate floor that Ronald 
Reagan must be spinning in his grave. 
It is certainly true of our treatment of 
Ukraine and our giving in to the Krem-
lin. But that President, who was 
looked to as a portrait of the American 
conservative movement, watching as 
the party of Lincoln and Teddy Roo-
sevelt and Reagan completes its trans-
formation into the party of Donald J. 
Trump, it probably doesn’t recognize 
what it sees. 

What happened to ‘‘States’ rights’’? 
Because this attack on California’s 
clean air policy is an attack on States’ 
rights. 

What happened to ‘‘freedom to inno-
vate’’? This will stifle innovation. 

What happened to ‘‘family values’’? 
How is what we are doing here to-

night in service of our kids and the air 
that they breathe? 

Now, Ronald Reagan wasn’t the only 
Republican President to believe in 
clean air and clean water. This is Rich-
ard Nixon giving an address January 
22, 1970. 

I now turn to a subject which, next to our 
desire for peace, may well become the major 
concern of the American people in the dec-
ade of the seventies. 

In the next 10 years we shall increase our 
wealth by 50 percent. The profound question 
is: Does this mean we will be 50 percent rich-
er in a real sense, 50 percent better off, 50 
percent happier? 

Or does it mean that in the year 1980 the 
President standing in this place will look 
back on a decade in which 70 percent of our 
people lived in metropolitan areas choked by 
traffic, suffocated by smog, poisoned by 
water, deafened by noise, and terrorized by 
crime? 

These are not the great questions that con-
cern world leaders at summit conferences. 
But people do not live at the summit. They 
live in the foothills of everyday experience, 
and it is time for all of us to concern our-
selves with the way real people live in real 
life. 

The great question of the seventies is, 
shall we surrender to our surroundings, or 
shall we make our peace with nature and 
begin to make reparations for the damage we 
have done to our air, to our land, and to our 
water? 

If you are tuning in, these are the 
words of Richard Nixon. 

Restoring nature to its natural State— 

He said— 
is a cause beyond party and beyond factions. 
It has become a common cause of all the peo-
ple of this country. It is a cause of particular 
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concern to young Americans, because they 
more than we will reap the grim con-
sequences of our failure to act on programs 
which are needed now if we are to prevent 
disaster later. 

Clean air, clean water, open spaces—these 
should once again be the birthright of every 
American. If we act now— 

Nixon said— 
they can be. 

We still think of air as free. But clean air 
is not free, and neither is clean water. The 
price tag on pollution control is high. 
Through our years of past carelessness we in-
curred a debt to nature, and now that debt is 
being called. 

What more profound words for today 
than that? 

Through our years of past carelessness we 
incurred a debt to nature, and now that debt 
is being called. 

And that debt is called climate 
change. Those are my words, not Nix-
on’s. 

But Nixon went on to say: 
The program I shall propose to Congress 

will be the most comprehensive and costly 
program in this field in America’s history. 

This was a Republican President. 
It is not a program for just one year. A 

year’s plan in this field is no plan at all. This 
is a time to look ahead not a year, but 5 
years or 10 years—whatever time is required 
to do the job. 
I shall propose to this Congress a $10 billion 
nationwide clean waters program to put 
modern municipal waste treatment plants in 
every place in America where they are need-
ed to make our waters clean again, and do it 
now. We have the industrial capacity, if we 
begin now, to build them all within 5 years. 
This program will get them built within 5 
years. 

As our cities and suburbs relentlessly ex-
pand, those priceless open spaces needed for 
recreation areas accessible to their people 
are swallowed up—often forever. Unless we 
preserve these spaces while they are still 
available, we will have none to preserve. 
Therefore— 

Nixon said— 
I shall propose new financing methods for 

purchasing open space and parklands now, 
before they are lost to us. 

The automobile— 

Nixon said— 
is our worst polluter of the air. Adequate 
control requires further advances in engine 
design and fuel composition. 

Little could he have imagined the 
electric vehicles of today. But he said: 

We shall intensify our research, set in-
creasingly strict standards— 

This is Richard Nixon— 
and strengthen enforcement procedures—and 
we shall do it now. 

We can no longer afford to consider air and 
water common property, free to be abused by 
anyone without regard to the consequences. 
Instead, we should begin now to treat them 
as scarce resources, which we are no more 
free to contaminate than we are free to 
throw garbage into our neighbor’s yard. 

This requires comprehensive new regula-
tions. It also requires that, to the extent pos-
sible, the price of goods should be made to 
include the costs of producing and disposing 
of them without damage to the environment. 

Isn’t this incredible? Richard Nixon, 
in the 1970s, talking about requiring 
that the price of goods should include 

the cost of producing and disposing of 
them without damage to the environ-
ment. 

He went on: 
Now, I realize that the argument is often 

made that there is a fundamental contradic-
tion between economic growth and the qual-
ity of life, so that to have one we must for-
sake the other. 

The answer— 

He said— 
is not to abandon growth, but to redirect it. 
For example, we should turn toward ending 
congestion and eliminating smog with the 
same reservoir of inventive genius that cre-
ated them in the first place. 

Now, Richard Nixon—that was in 
January of 1970. 

This was Richard Nixon in July of 
the same year, July of 1970, in a special 
message to the Congress: 

To the Congress of the United States: As 
concern with the condition of our physical 
environment has intensified, it has become 
increasingly clear that we need to know 
more about the total environment—land, 
water and air. It also has become increas-
ingly clear that only by reorganizing our 
Federal efforts can we develop that knowl-
edge, and effectively ensure the protection, 
development and enhancement of the total 
environment itself. 

The Government’s environmentally related 
activities have grown up piecemeal over the 
years. The time has come to organize them 
rationally and systematically. As a major 
step in this direction, I am transmitting 
today two reorganization plans: one to estab-
lish an Environmental Protection Agency, 
and one to establish, within the Department 
of Commerce, a National Oceanic and At-
mospheric Administration. 

This was the work of a Republican 
President: the EPA and NOAA. And 
look what is happening to it today. 

The Administrator of the EPA Lee 
Zeldin testified before our committee 
today. He is calling to cut the EPA in 
half—cut it by more than half, actu-
ally: by 55 percent. This creation of the 
Nixon administration, he believes more 
than half of it is a waste. This Agency 
devoted to what Reagan talked about, 
what Nixon talked about, devoted to 
clean air and clean water, is just a 
waste. 

This was the CEO of Ford just a year 
ago: 

If we cannot make money on EVs, we have 
competitors who have the largest market in 
the world, who already dominate globally, 
already setting up their supply chain around 
the world. If we don’t make profitable EVs in 
the next five years, what is the future? We 
will just shrink into North America. 

What about our competitiveness? Are 
we walking away from that too? Every 
step this body takes this week to un-
dermine the growth of what could be 
America’s next great manufacturing 
powerhouse will be felt not just by the 
big three but in communities all across 
America. 

A recent study from Princeton Uni-
versity found that if Congress takes ac-
tion to target these emissions regula-
tions, as they are doing, and the EV 
tax credits that we passed in the last 
administration—can you guess the 
place that will be the most impacted? 
It will be the same States that sup-

ported Donald Trump in the last elec-
tion. That is because the EV compo-
nent plants that are being built for this 
burgeoning sector are happening in 
Texas and in Tennessee and in Missouri 
and in South Carolina. The battery fac-
tories are being launched in Indiana, 
Alabama, Georgia, Ohio, and Michigan. 

Every signal we send to American in-
dustry and to the world that we are 
throwing in the towel to Chinese EV 
manufacturers will resonate far longer 
than I think this Senate realizes this 
week, and it will hit American families 
in the exact place it will hurt the most. 
It will hit them in the wallet. Cutting 
tax credits, shuttering American elec-
tric car manufacturers—these will 
make the modern commute, the future 
of family vacation, all that, more ex-
pensive as we become all that more re-
liant on fossil fuels to go anywhere. 

It will also hurt the future earnings 
of our apprentices, our tradespeople, 
our engineers by killing in the cradle a 
sector of the American economy to the 
tune of thousands of good-paying jobs. 

That is not to mention, even more 
significantly, making Americans spend 
far more on healthcare as they face 
more sick days and worse health condi-
tions from dirtier air. 

Now, I want to talk about that for a 
moment because I know there are 
many who take for granted our air, 
just as we take for granted that the 
sun will rise or set. While air that we 
breathe may feel like a given, we can-
not lose sight of the fact, for 135 mil-
lion people—more than 4 in every 10 
Americans—they live in a community 
impacted by unhealthy levels of air 
pollution; and 24 million Americans— 
or 1 in every 14 adults—are living with 
asthma. That rate is even higher in 
children, with about 1 in every 12 kids 
living with asthma. 

Now, consider for a second that ele-
vated air pollution has been found by 
the University of Washington, Colum-
bia, and the University of Buffalo to be 
equivalent on your lungs like a pack of 
cigarettes. 

Why is smog like a pack of ciga-
rettes? Because it has the same effects 
exactly on our health. Here is what the 
EPA says on this topic: 

[C]onstant exposure to elevated particle 
pollution will contribute to reduced res-
piratory function, even in apparently 
healthy people. 

Here is another quote: 
Respiratory effects related to active expo-

sure to fine particles include . . . reduction 
in pulmonary function, increased airway in-
flammation . . . and can be serious enough 
to result in emergency department visits and 
hospital admissions. 

That is heart trouble, that is lung 
trouble, health effects so devastating 
you could land in the hospital just 
from constant exposure to smog— 
smog—something we will see a lot 
more of once again by repealing these 
Clean Air Act standards that California 
has set. 

Now, I heard one of my colleagues 
earlier today say that California was 
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imposing its standards on everybody 
else. Now, that is just not the case. For 
decades now, California has had a right 
to set its own air quality standards. 
That right was given by statute. 

But other States have chosen to fol-
low California’s lead. They weren’t re-
quired to. They weren’t forced to. They 
chose to. They chose for their constitu-
ents to have air as clean as what Cali-
fornia was striving to achieve. 

And, yes, a lot of States adopted 
those standards, and some of the other 
States might not like it. Maybe they 
are just fine with having dirtier air, 
and that is their judgment. 

But to tell California we can’t set our 
own air standard, to tell California 
that because other States are following 
our example, we should lose the oppor-
tunity to decide how clean or how dirty 
we want our own air to be; is that a 
road we really want to go down? 

Now, I know because I have been in 
the majority before, and when you are 
in the majority, you feel like you will 
never be in the minority, but the tables 
will turn. Do my colleagues want a sit-
uation where the Democratic majority 
can look at rules we don’t like in red 
States and say with a simple vote—ma-
jority vote—we are going to get rid of 
them? we don’t like your rule on 
mifepristone? we don’t like your li-
cense for natural gas? we don’t like 
something your State likes, and there-
fore we are going to legislate by CRA? 
Because that is what is going to hap-
pen. You can overturn the Parliamen-
tarian here. We can overturn the Par-

liamentarian there. I just don’t think 
that is a road we want to go down. 

I grew up in California. I have lived 
there since I was 11 years old. I saw the 
smog days, and I knew the haze that 
had come to define our cities and skies 
for a generation dating back to the 
first automobile boom of the post-war 
era. I remember all the smog alerts, 
days you were warned not to go out-
side. 

It is no surprise that that smog at 
the time became synonymous with 
California. Even today, we see some of 
the most densely populated and at-risk 
areas in the Nation for air pollution 
are still in California. 

The Los Angeles County area, includ-
ing the San Fernando and San Gabriel 
Valleys; the Central Valley, including 
Bakersfield and Fresno; San Diego 
County; San Francisco Bay Area— 
these are all areas that see dense popu-
lations facing increasing health risks 
from smog, which is why California 
took such a step 60 years ago to be-
come the first State to tackle air pol-
lution caused by automobiles head-on, 
to take drastic generational action to 
clean up our air. 

But the steps that my colleagues in 
the Republican Party are taking to-
night aren’t going to make America 
healthy again. They are going to make 
America hazy again. If we go down this 
road, the future is clear even if our 
skies won’t be. 

Americans will pay for this nuclear 
option with more of their paychecks on 
hospital bills. They will pay for it with 

fewer jobs, less success in their com-
munities, fewer years with their loved 
ones, more cancers, less time to enjoy 
the quality of life, and less quality of 
life. 

That is not a future I want to see. I 
want to see a future envisioned, I 
think, as we heard by Democratic 
Presidents and Republicans Presidents 
alike, in which we invest in the tech-
nologies that can clean our air and 
clean our water, in which we get ahead 
of this tipping point on climate change, 
in which fire seasons go back to being 
a few months a year and not year- 
round, in which we are not constantly 
seeing our wildlife at risk, and in 
which we have to wonder what the fu-
ture will look like for our kids and our 
grandkids. 

It may seem like a small step tonight 
to get rid of the filibuster, to force 
California to abandon its standards for 
its own air, but this step down this 
road may be the first. It will not be the 
last. And I want better for my kids and 
grandkids, and I want better for every-
one else’s family as well. 

I yield the floor. 

f 

ADJOURNMENT UNTIL 10 A.M. 
TOMORROW 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senate stands 
adjourned until 10 a.m., May 22, 2025. 

Thereupon, the Senate, at 1:21 a.m., 
adjourned until Thursday, May 22, 2025, 
at 10 a.m. 
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