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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. 
O Lord of our pilgrim years, the day 

returns and brings us the round of its 
concerns and duties. As our Senators 
serve You and country, make them 
aware that their attitudes, words, and 
actions influence the structure of 
events and human relationships around 
our Nation and world. 

Lord, inspire these representatives of 
freedom to master themselves that 
they may be the servants of others. In 
these times of strain, empower them to 
persevere through the slights and 
stings that are a part of the legislative 
process. Give them pure hearts and a 
passion to serve the American people 
with integrity and honor. 

Lord, today, we commit to You all 
that we have and are to realize Your 
best for this Nation and world. 

We pray in Your faithful 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 

RESCISSIONS ACT OF 2025 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 

the previous order, the Senate will re-
sume consideration of H.R. 4, which the 
clerk will report. 

The senior assistant legislative clerk 
read as follows: 

A bill (H.R. 4) to rescind certain budget au-
thority proposed to be rescinded in special 
messages transmitted to the Congress by the 
President on June 3, 2025, in accordance with 
section 1012(a) of the Congressional Budget 
and Impoundment Control Act of 1974. 

Pending: 
Thune (for Schmitt) amendment No. 2853, 

in the nature of a substitute. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Iowa. 

ONE BIG BEAUTIFUL BILL ACT 
Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, the 

One Big Beautiful Bill provides a much 
needed boost to Main Street America 
and to the rural communities all 
throughout America. It makes key 
business provisions from the 2017 tax 
law permanent to provide job creators 
the certainty that they need to plan 
and invest in their operations. 

A top priority of mine, the 20 percent 
small business deduction, is made per-
manent to benefit Main Street business 
owners and family farmers alike. Just 
as importantly, the bill permanently 
restores full expensing for machinery 
and equipment to boost domestic pro-
duction. 

All of this, combined with a perma-
nent extension of the across-the-board 
lower tax rates, and the One Big Beau-
tiful Bill is a recipe for economic suc-
cess. 

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. 
H.R. 4 

Mr. THUNE. Mr. President, later 
today, the Senate will begin consider-
ation of the Trump administration’s 
rescissions package. Reining in waste, 
fraud, and abuse in the Federal Govern-
ment is a priority shared by President 
Trump and by Senate Republicans. 

I appreciate all the work the admin-
istration has done in identifying waste-
ful spending, and now it is time for the 
Senate to do its part to cut some of 
that waste out of the budget. It is a 
small but important step toward fiscal 
sanity that we all should be able to 
agree is long overdue. 

Two weeks ago, Republicans passed a 
historic bill, and the centerpiece of 
that bill is permanent tax relief for the 
American people. In 2017, Republicans’ 
Tax Cuts and Jobs Act cut taxes across 
the board and had our economy firing 
on all cylinders. 

Now, we have made those tax cuts 
permanent, and we are setting up our 
country for a more prosperous future. 
And that starts with the American peo-
ple being able to keep more of their 
hard-earned money—to spend, save, 
and invest as they see fit and to pursue 
their American dream. 

I know my Democrat colleagues are 
pushing their usual lines about this 
bill: That it is about billionaires and 
big corporations, not everyday Ameri-
cans. But nothing could be further 
from the truth. 

This bill delivers big for working 
families in every corner of this coun-
try. It is middle-income Americans 
who get the biggest benefits from the 
tax cuts. In fact, people making less 
than $50,000 a year get the biggest—the 
biggest—proportional benefit from this 
bill; not billionaires, not the 1 percent, 
not Fortune 500 CEOs—everyday Amer-
icans, people like waitresses and police 

VerDate Sep 11 2014 11:21 Jul 17, 2025 Jkt 059060 PO 00000 Frm 00001 Fmt 0624 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\A16JY6.000 S16JYPT1rf
re

de
ric

k 
on

 L
A

P
8L

Y
D

4G
3P

R
O

D
 w

ith
 S

E
N

A
T

E



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES4382 July 16, 2025 
officers, nurses and Uber drivers, farm-
ers and ranchers, senior citizens, par-
ents trying to provide for their fami-
lies. Those are the people who are 
going to get the biggest benefits from 
this bill. 

Before this bill passed, these Ameri-
cans were facing a massive tax hike 
next year, some $2,500 for people in my 
home State of South Dakota. Now, 
they can be confident that their taxes 
won’t go up, not next year and not in 
the future, because Republicans have 
made the 2017 tax relief we passed per-
manent. 

And that includes lower tax rates for 
every income level; a $16,000 standard 
deduction, something that is used by 90 
percent of taxpayers in this country; 
and 46 million families who can claim a 
higher child tax credit—$2,200 per 
child—that is now linked to inflation 
so it doesn’t lose its value. 

And we went further than just mak-
ing the 2017 tax relief permanent. Sen-
iors can now claim a new $6,000 bonus 
deduction. Americans can deduct the 
interest cost of a new car that is made 
in America. Parents can save for their 
children’s futures with new investment 
accounts. 

Workers who earn overtime can de-
duct that overtime pay. That includes 
police officers, firefighters, nurses, and 
EMTs—people who put in extra hours 
away from their families to keep us 
safe and to save lives. 

Workers who earn tips can now de-
duct those tips, and that means bigger 
paychecks for a lot of hard-working 
people. One analysis suggests that Uber 
drivers alone will see their collective 
income rise by $1 billion because of the 
no tax on tips that we included in this 
bill. And other tipped Americans are 
looking forward to bigger paychecks. 

A waitress in Michigan said: 
I have four children. So that extra money 

would be pretty handy . . . it would either go 
toward them or to my house bills. 

America’s farmers and ranchers are 
also breathing a sigh of relief with this 
bill. Amid some of the most chal-
lenging years for our agriculture, in re-
cent memory, this bill bolsters the pro-
grams that farmers and ranchers de-
pend on—things like crop insurance 
and commodity programs, conservation 
programs and disaster assistance, re-
search and disease prevention. This bill 
addresses farmers and ranchers’ chal-
lenges head-on. 

Then there is the tax component. 
Farmers and ranchers will benefit from 
the same lower tax rates that benefit 
working families and small businesses. 
They will be able to take advantage of 
permanent expensing for new equip-
ment. That means that they can de-
duct the full cost of a new tractor or a 
combine or anything else, the year 
they start using it. And they will be 
able to take advantage of that provi-
sion whether they buy that new tractor 
next year, the year after that, or 10 
years from now. Full expensing is now 
a permanent fixture of our Tax Code 
because of this bill. 

Our legislation also protects more 
family farms and ranches from the 
death tax. We raised the death tax 
threshold to $15 million, and it is 
linked to inflation. That means a lot 
more farmers and ranchers won’t have 
to worry about the death tax eating up 
what they have spent their lifetime 
building. It means they won’t have to 
worry about a flawed tax forcing their 
kids to sell all or part of the family 
farm. And it means farmers and ranch-
ers won’t have to spend their time and 
money on complicated estate planning 
to keep their operation intact after 
they die. 

One Iowa farmer summed it up when 
he said it this way: 

One of my goals when I started farming 
was to be able to pass this farm on to the 
next generation. I’m doing that, and I feel 
very good about that. 

We can all feel good about that. 
I know the last few years have been 

years of near-constant financial stress 
for working families, for farmers and 
ranchers, and for small business own-
ers. So Republicans set out to deliver 
relief with this bill. And, more than 
that, we set out to permanently trans-
form our Tax Code so it supports these 
hard-working Americans: a Tax Code 
that supports bigger paychecks and 
lower tax bills, that enables the Amer-
ican people to save and invest and 
spend more of their hard-earned money 
how they see fit, rather than sending it 
to Uncle Sam. 

Mr. President, that is the Tax Code 
that we are delivering. 

I yield the floor. 
RECOGNITION OF THE MINORITY LEADER 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Democratic leader is recognized. 

H.R. 4 
Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. President, today, 

Senate Republicans will press ahead 
with a terrible bill that guts local 
news, defunds rural radio stations, and 
makes America less safe on the world 
stage. And they are doing it all to con-
tinue funding tax breaks for billion-
aires. 

Today, Senate Republicans turn this 
Chamber into a subservient 
rubberstamp for the Executive, at the 
behest of Donald Trump. 

And do you want to know the most 
galling part of this whole bill Repub-
licans are jamming through? They 
have absolutely no idea how OMB plans 
to apply the cuts. 

Don’t take my word for it. My col-
league the chairwoman of the Appro-
priations Committee, the senior Sen-
ator and former Republican leader 
from Kentucky, and my colleague from 
Mississippi—one who said he is voting 
for the bill—all say the bill is lacking 
specific information. And some claim 
they haven’t even been told how the 
cuts will even be applied. 

How can we devastate programs, rip 
away bipartisan funding, and impact 
millions of Americans without even 
knowing how this bill will be imple-
mented? 

Republicans embrace the credo of 
‘‘Cut, cut, cut now and ask questions 

later’’—cut healthcare for 17 million 
Americans; cut food assistance to hun-
gry kids; cut good-paying energy jobs 
and let the CCP, Chinese Communist 
Party, get ahead of us. Never mind the 
kid who will go hungry or the families 
who will lose insurance or the people 
who will get sick and die. It is all 
worth it, Republicans seem to think, so 
long as billionaires and special inter-
ests pay less in taxes. 

Senate Democrats, however, know 
that our job in this Chamber is to gov-
ern, is to legislate, not simply eat dirt 
from the Executive and ask for more, 
which is what, unfortunately, my col-
leagues on the other side of the aisle 
are doing. 

So, today, we are going to have a de-
bate on the floor. Democrats are going 
to show the American people exactly 
what Republicans are doing. We will 
highlight, through amendments, dev-
astating cuts to local television and 
radio stations across the country, as 
well as the damage these cuts will do 
to America’s standing as world leader. 

We will hold the Republicans ac-
countable through amendments wher-
ever they claim they want to improve 
this awful bill and make it abundantly 
clear they have not materially im-
proved this proposal. 

We will do everything in our power to 
mitigate the damage Rs are unilater-
ally doing to the American people. 

Now let’s talk about the cuts to the 
CPB, the Corporation for Public Broad-
casting. Millions and millions of Amer-
icans, over 10 million Americans—13— 
live in regions of the country that will 
be affected by these cuts, including 
millions of rural Americans and Native 
Tribes. And these cuts to local stations 
couldn’t happen at a worse time, with 
floods and natural disasters front of 
mind. 

When a flood happens, when a tor-
nado touches down, when a hurricane 
makes landfall, people need immediate, 
up-to-date alerts to stay safe. And 
sometimes, all too often, public broad-
casting is the only way for people to 
hear what is going on. It is a matter of 
life and death. 

So why is Donald Trump so hell-bent 
on taking away funding from local sta-
tions that can literally save lives? And 
it is not just public broadcasting. Cuts 
to foreign aid will make Americans 
less safe; it will empower our adver-
saries. The changes Republicans say 
they have made to PEPFAR are not 
enough, and nobody is fooled by the 
small tweaks to this package. 

Let me be very clear: Donald 
Trump’s hatred of foreign aid has noth-
ing to do with making government 
more efficient, and it has nothing to do 
with eliminating waste. It is incom-
petence—simple incompetence—and 
cruelty, cruelty based on an extremist 
ideology. 

Here is one glaring example. A very 
troubling report yesterday from The 
Atlantic saying that nearly 500 metric 
tons of emergency food that has al-
ready been purchased by the Federal 
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Government is set to expire today and 
will quite literally be incinerated in-
stead of going to hungry kids. 

Again, this emergency food could 
save lives. It could prevent kids lit-
erally from starving to death in places 
like Afghanistan and in Pakistan. It 
has been sitting idly in a warehouse in 
Dubai for months. And because of the 
administration’s incompetence, be-
cause of the reckless canceling of for-
eign aid at the start of this administra-
tion, these 500 tons of food will be 
turned into ash. 

This is just one very glaring, very 
troubling example of how our Repub-
lican colleagues are really full of it 
when they say they want to eliminate 
waste. They don’t really care about 
that. They care about just cut, cut, 
cut, slash, slash, slash. Use the DOGE 
chain saw just, again, so the billion-
aires can get their tax breaks. 

What has happened with this food is 
a deep violation not simply of common 
sense, but of the moral obligation to 
care for the hungry and care for those 
in need, which our scriptures teach us. 
It is discussed, and it crystallizes the 
core issue: Republicans do not care 
about eliminating waste. They simply 
want to cut funding and damn the con-
sequences, even if it means kids starve 
to death abroad. It is incomprehensibly 
mean-spirited. 

But foreign aid is not just about 
charity; it is strategic. It is about 
American security. And when Repub-
licans cut foreign aid, they expose 
Americans to global health risks. They 
make it easier for terrorists to recruit 
people in susceptible parts of the 
world. They harm our farmers and re-
searchers and our businesses. Cutting 
foreign aid makes it harder for U.S. 
companies to access new markets. And 
when the Republicans cut American 
aid, they essentially tell China and 
Russia: The floor is yours. It creates a 
vacuum, which China and Russia are 
all too eager to step into. 

Now, Republicans know all of this. 
They know this rescission package is 
bad, bad news, even though most of 
them still choose to support it. Listen, 
for example, to the words of our col-
league from Nebraska: 

I am very concerned also about the emer-
gency alerts that come to many places in Ne-
braska only through that rural radio. 

Or our colleague from South Dakota: 
To me, it’s a very serious concern, and 

there were just a number of these stations 
that would have lost over 90 [percent] of 
their funding. 

Consider, also, what our colleague 
from Alabama said with regard to for-
eign aid: 

And I think that’s important, not only 
being the right thing to do and the American 
way, but I also think it’s important, as we 
know, that if we leave a void it will be filled 
by . . . our adversaries. 

Now, these are nice words, but every 
one of these Republicans—every single 
one of the Republicans I just quoted— 
voted yes yesterday, and actions speak 
louder than words. It does no good to 

express concern about legislation only 
to vote yes in the end. 

Again, we were not sent here by the 
voters to rubberstamp whatever Don-
ald Trump wants. We were here to gov-
ern as a coequal branch of government. 
This bill today represents the very op-
posite of that. It is enabling Donald 
Trump’s lawlessness. At worst, this is 
just one piece of an evil puzzle. If Re-
publicans get away with passing this 
bill now, we will likely be back here in 
the near future with other rescissions 
that cut things like healthcare, like 
housing, like food for kids. 

Donald Trump and Russell Vought 
have made very clear they want to 
keep pushing additional rescission 
packages with even more cuts. 

So it means that healthcare is at 
risk, education is at risk, housing is at 
risk, research dollars are at risk, 
money for veterans is at risk. Addi-
tional aid that keeps Americans safe 
will be in danger. 

Remember, Donald Trump and Re-
publican leaders reportedly struck up a 
crooked bargain: If hard-right Members 
of the House Freedom Caucus agreed to 
support the ‘‘Big Ugly Betrayal,’’ Don-
ald Trump would reward them with 
even deeper cuts to healthcare and 
other things the hard right despises. 

Make no mistake, this is a short 
circuiting of the appropriations proc-
ess. What the Republicans are doing 
through impoundment and rescission 
compromises the legislature’s ability 
to act as a coequal branch of govern-
ment to reach bipartisan and reason-
able appropriation deals that represent 
the best interests of this country—not 
merely the partisan wishes of a small 
band of extremists. 

So today Republicans will push the 
Senate down a dangerous road. They 
will not only cede power to Donald 
Trump, but they will also tell the 
American people they won’t fight to 
protect their hospitals, seniors, edu-
cation, nutrition funding, public 
health, public safety, and so much 
more. 

Democrats will continue to fiercely 
oppose this package. We firmly believe 
in protecting public broadcasting. We 
firmly believe in the role of Congress 
in checking the reckless Executive. We 
are going to fight every day to protect 
people’s healthcare, their education, 
the care our veterans need, food assist-
ance for seniors and other kids, making 
sure the needs of working, middle- 
class, Middle-American families come 
first—not the billionaire class. 

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

jority whip. 
Mr. BARRASSO. Mr. President, I 

come to the floor today having read a 
most fascinating story today in Polit-
ico. It is about what the Democrats’ 
strategy is today on the floor of the 
U.S. Senate, and it seems they are 
coming here today to defend their 
wasteful Washington spending. 

The title of the article is ‘‘Democrats 
eye changes to climate spending 
clawbacks.’’ 

Remember, this is a party who had a 
President, Joe Biden, who told the En-
vironmental Protection Agency, the 
EPA, to prioritize climate over energy 
for the American people that was af-
fordable, available, or reliable. That 
was Biden’s priority; that is the Demo-
crats’ priority—climate over energy 
available, affordable, and reliable. 

It cost them the election because 
they were the party of high prices and 
open borders. It doesn’t seem like they 
have heard the message when I look at 
this, as they are trying to on the floor 
of the Senate today amend our rescis-
sions package to go after efforts to 
save the American taxpayer dollars. 

The story is about how the Demo-
crats are going to defend hundreds of 
millions of dollars that prop up the old 
worn-out Green New Deal, and they 
want to prop it up in foreign countries. 
We are talking about pet projects—one 
quote: net zero cities in Mexico, elec-
tric buses in Africa, even taxpayer- 
funded classes on ‘‘environmental rac-
ism.’’ That is what the Democrats are 
going to be protecting and trying to de-
fend on the floor of the U.S. Senate. 

But just weeks ago, Democrats said 
tax cuts for working Americans were 
unaffordable. No, they don’t want to 
cut taxes for Americans. That is why 
every Democrat in this Chamber voted 
against the tax cuts that save people 
who work and get money from tips— 
save them $1,300. Democrats voted no— 
no, we don’t want you to keep your 
tips; we want you to pay taxes on 
them, so we can spend money overseas 
on climate change. 

Democrats actually voted unani-
mously to raise taxes by $4 trillion on 
the American people. Thank goodness 
we were able to stop it, to block what 
the Democrats wanted to do to raise 
taxpayer dollars by $4 trillion. That 
would hurt every working family in 
America. They called what Republicans 
did fiscal irresponsibility. 

Now, suddenly, money is no object. 
No, millions for the Green New Deal 
abroad, not 1 cent on hard-working 
Americans at home. 

That is the warped priority of the 
Democrats in this Chamber. They are 
not just liberal; this is radical think-
ing. This is completely out of touch. 

Is it surprising, then, when you see 
the Democrats’ own pollster say that 
their party is weak, it is woke, and it 
is out of touch? That is how American 
voters view the Democratic Party 
today. Only one in three middle-class, 
working families, hard-working fami-
lies, in America even identifies with 
that party anymore because they have 
gone so far to the left and so out of 
touch with the hard-working men and 
women of this Nation. 

The bill that we are trying to do 
today in the Senate is simple—to end 
wasteful Washington spending, to save 
taxpayers billions of dollars, and to re-
store fiscal responsibility. 

This money that we are clawing back 
today represents the hard work of 
American people—farmers, ranchers, 
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small business owners in Wyoming and 
across the country. Every dollar the 
Federal Government spends should 
honor their work, not waste their 
money. Taxpayer dollars should keep 
America safe. It should secure our bor-
ders. It should invest in our future. 
That is what we are doing here today. 

We should never be funding some-
thing called vegan food in Africa, so-
cial media mentorship in Europe, net- 
zero cities in Mexico. These programs 
are unaccountable, unnecessary, and 
truly out of touch with America’s pri-
orities. Americans voted for fiscal sav-
ings, not foreign slush funds. 

Today, the Federal Government is 
too big. It spends too much. The bill we 
are discussing today sends a clear mes-
sage: The age of wasteful Washington 
spending has come to an end. 

Now, I have heard the Democrats 
fearmongering about this bill. Let me 
set the record straight. Republicans 
are protecting emergency alert sys-
tems here at home; Democrats are pro-
tecting and promoting electric buses in 
Africa. 

In November, Americans rejected 
this wasteful Washington spending. 
This week, Republicans are delivering 
on that mandate. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Democratic whip. 
Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I wanted 

to check on the bill that we are consid-
ering today, H.R. 4. I just heard the 
Senator from Wyoming, my colleague 
and friend, talk about a lot of pro-
grams that are part of the Democratic 
alternative. This bill contains no ref-
erence whatsoever to the projects that 
he is mentioning. I don’t know where 
they came from. They certainly are 
news to me. 

But I do know what this bill does, 
and I know what it is going to mean to 
Wyoming and Illinois and Oklahoma 
and Washington and even the State of 
Hawaii. You see, National Public Radio 
and public broadcasting are opportuni-
ties for Americans to learn information 
that is critical to their lives and their 
futures and their businesses and their 
farms. 

Do you know what the Republicans 
believe? Well, I can tell you. They want 
to eliminate the Federal assistance for 
this public broadcasting. That is what 
is in this bill. 

I have a basic premise: I believe the 
American people are entitled to infor-
mation, and they are entitled to be 
making the choice of their source of 
that information. Public broadcasting 
is one choice. It is one I respect and 
many of both political parties respect. 

The notion that we are going to take 
what is a miniscule part of the Federal 
budget and punish the people who are 
involved in public broadcasting par-
ticularly hurts rural areas—rural areas 
that I represent in Illinois. Small 
towns and the part of our State that is 
limited in population count on public 
broadcasting not only for the news, not 
only for entertainment, but also for 

critical information when it comes to 
terrible emergency weather conditions. 
Is this something that we want to walk 
away from? 

Just think. Just a few dayS ago, this 
body was voting for a Republican pro-
posal called the Big Beautiful Bill, 
which was a betrayal of rural areas as 
well. I know because the administra-
tors of hospitals in downstate Illinois 
have come to me personally in Wash-
ington to tell me what the elimination 
of Medicaid and the reduction of Med-
icaid coverage are going to mean. For 
many of these hospitals, more than 
half of the patients are covered by 
Medicaid. More than half of the serv-
ices that are rendered by the hospitals 
are paid for by Medicaid. 

A cutback in funding for that pro-
gram is going to hurt individuals. Elev-
en million individuals are going to lose 
their health insurance in the United 
States. Millions of others will see their 
health insurance become much more 
expensive—dramatically more expen-
sive. Is that what the American people 
voted for in the last election? I think 
not. 

Overwhelmingly, by a margin of 2 to 
1, they reject this Republican strategy 
of cutting healthcare and cutting 
health insurance coverage in order to 
give tax breaks to the wealthiest peo-
ple in America. For goodness’ sake, a 
$346,000 tax cut for Elon Musk? He 
won’t even notice it. He is a multi-
billionaire. Yet they are risking health 
insurance for working families in rural 
areas to give Elon Musk a tax break. 
Give me a break. The American people 
believe that is unnecessary. 

Do I believe working families deserve 
a tax cut? You bet. Would vote for it in 
a minute. But when you are making 
over $400,000 a year, I think, frankly, 
you are in a situation where you 
shouldn’t be asking for a tax break at 
this point, and that is my position. 

So that is one of the conditions that 
we face as we go into this bill. 

Eliminating government support for 
public broadcasting and National Pub-
lic Radio is a setback in terms of infor-
mation and choice for American fami-
lies to decide where they want their 
source of information. 

But I do want to raise one other 
point that I think goes to the heart of 
our vote today on H.R. 4. The Senator 
from Wyoming, the Republican Sen-
ator, just called it wasteful Wash-
ington spending. Well, I don’t believe 
this falls in the category of ineffi-
ciency, fraud and abuse, or waste. 

Two weeks ago, the Republicans used 
budget reconciliation to take 
healthcare away and raise its cost for 
17 million Americans. This week, they 
are moving forward on H.R. 4 in an ef-
fort to eliminate programs that Elon 
Musk decided he wanted to take a 
chain saw to. 

Let’s talk about Trump and Elon’s 
first target: U.S. foreign assistance to 
the world’s most vulnerable people. 
They have virtually ended USAID, 
which officially closed last week. What 

do they say about the program? Well, 
it is pretty explicit. Trump said these 
types of USAID programs are run by 
‘‘radical lunatics’’—the exact words of 
the President of the United States, 
‘‘radical lunatics.’’ Elon Musk—a great 
government authority—said ‘‘a crimi-
nal organization’’ that should ‘‘die,’’ 
USAID programs. 

Let’s talk about these programs. You 
see, despite many lies spread about 
U.S. foreign aid, such programs cost 
about 1 percent of the Federal budget— 
1 percent—and billions of these aid dol-
lars flow back into the American econ-
omy. These programs have enjoyed 
broad bipartisan support, and they help 
make America stronger and more in-
fluential on the global stage. 

Moreover, these kinds of deep cuts 
proposed in the current rescissions 
package threaten the long-term safety, 
stability, and leadership of our country 
as well as growing markets for Amer-
ican goods. 

USAID programs stem threats that 
don’t respect borders—pandemics, 
failed states, dictatorships, and dis-
placements. Their clean water and 
sanitation programs have provided 
more than 70 million people with first- 
time sustainable access to clean water 
in the last decade—programs that have 
a 6-to-1 return in dollars saved in 
health, economic, and educational 
terms. 

My predecessor in the U.S. Senate 
and good friend was a man named Paul 
Simon from Illinois. Paul was a pub-
lisher of newspapers and an author who 
published many books. One of the last 
books he published before he passed 
away related to the availability of 
clean drinking water in the future of 
the 21st century. It was not a bestseller 
on the New York Times list, but it was 
certainly advice that should have been 
taken serious by all. 

When I asked Paul Simon’s family 
what kind of memorial he wanted for 
his service in the House and the Senate 
and public life, they said: He doesn’t 
want any statue anywhere. Do some-
thing good in his name. 

So I created the Paul Simon Water 
for the World Act. The Paul Simon 
Water for the World Act provided a 
limited amount of money by Federal 
standards to projects around devel-
oping nations that provided clean 
drinking water. 

I remember going to Port-au-Prince 
in Haiti—one of the most war-torn and 
devastated countries in the world. I 
went to a local hospital in Port-au- 
Prince, and the woman who was the 
head of the hospital said that they had 
a terrible problem with a cholera epi-
demic but it was under control. 

I said: What did you do? 
She said: Well, we ended up building 

a purification unit and a cistern with 
clean drinking water and provided it to 
people so they wouldn’t get sick from 
cholera. 

I said: Where is it? 
She showed me. It just looked like a 

sewer lid out in the back of the hos-
pital. 
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I said: So where did you get the 

money to build it? 
She said: It was something called 

Paul Simon’s Water for the World. 
I said: How much did it cost? 
She said: Twenty thousand dollars. 
That kind of small investment of 

$20,000 literally saved hundreds of lives 
in his name, and I was glad to do it. 
But it also spoke about the United 
States of America—that this country 
would take a small amount of money 
and make a dramatic difference in the 
lives of people around the world. 

I remember going to a village in 
India. It was a dusty, little village. I 
can’t remember the name of it. There 
were kids eating lunch. What they 
called ‘‘lunch’’ no American kid would 
even consider eating. It was a grain 
formula that had been gathered with 
water and made into—it looked like a 
dough ball, and these kids were eating 
this dough ball with a great amount of 
speed because they were so hungry. 

I looked at the bag that was pro-
viding this grain for this basic lunch 
for these kids, and it said: This is a gift 
from the people of the United States of 
America. 

I thought to myself, when they pause 
before they start eating to say a prayer 
of thanks, they thank the United 
States for caring enough to feed them 
that day. 

Does that speak well of the United 
States? I think it does. It defines us, 
and it defines our values, and that is 
what is at stake in this bill. That is 
what we are voting on today—to cut 
and eliminate programs just like that 
that provide grain and foodstuffs 
around the world to the poorest people 
on Earth. 

USAID programs stem threats that 
don’t respect borders. Clean water and 
sanitations programs have provided 
more than 70 million people with first- 
time sustainable access to clean water 
in the last decade—programs that have 
a 6-to-1 return in dollars saved. 

Doctors Without Borders is an amaz-
ing organization. They have doctors in 
70 different countries around the world. 
They provide medical care in conflict 
zones, natural disasters, and epidemics. 
They are already seeing that vital 
U.S.-funded programs that provide vac-
cinations and basic health, protection 
for those caught in war, and nutrition 
are being slashed. 

The CEO of Doctors Without Borders, 
Avril Benoit, recently noted: 

It is shocking to see the [United States] 
abandon its leadership in advancing global 
health and humanitarian efforts. 

Then she went on to say: 
U.S. assistance has been a lifeline for mil-

lions of people, and yanking this support will 
lead to more preventable deaths and untold 
suffering around the world. 

That is what we are voting for on the 
floor of the Senate today. This isn’t 
just some administrative battle that 
doesn’t have human consequences. This 
is a matter of life and death for some of 
the poorest people on Earth. This is the 
reputation of the United States as to 
whether we care. 

This is why American defense offi-
cials have even told us for generations 
that they support these programs. As 
they say, it is far cheaper than mili-
tary intervention and wildly effective. 
Trump’s own first-term Secretary of 
Defense Jim Mattis said that if we 
don’t fund foreign aid, ‘‘then I need to 
buy more bullets.’’ 

So let’s be clear what we are being 
asked to do today: rip funding away 
from historically bipartisan programs 
that keep the most vulnerable popu-
lations and fragile nations from slip-
ping into chaos. 

In addition to weakening our stand-
ing abroad, these proposed rescissions 
would hurt Americans here at home. I 
hope my colleagues will pause and 
think for a moment of what the con-
sequences will be. 

This publication was sent to me at 
my home in Springfield last week. It is 
from Doctors Without Borders. It goes 
through pages and pages of the pro-
grams that have been eliminated be-
cause of the Trump administration’s 
decision that foreign aid is for suckers. 
This President believes it is. Some of 
the people voting today may believe it 
as well. I don’t at all. 

When it comes to malnutrition in So-
malia, Doctors Without Borders re-
ports that our cutback in funding has 
meant that patients are traveling as 
far as 120 miles for care because of the 
closure of facilities nearby. 

The HIV program—I don’t know what 
it will end up looking like, but origi-
nally it was proposed to eliminate the 
PEPFAR program. Now, I didn’t have a 
long list of projects that I worked with 
President George W. Bush on, but 
PEPFAR was one of them. PEPFAR 
was a program that addressed the HIV/ 
AIDS epidemic directly, and it saved 
lives. Some estimate it saved 25 mil-
lion lives. 

I want to salute President George W. 
Bush and all of those who supported it 
on both sides of the aisle. You see, sen-
sible foreign aid used to be a bipartisan 
undertaking, and President Bush 
proved that over and over again. 

I can go through the long list of 
projects around the world that Doctors 
Without Borders has noted are being 
cut back because of this decision, but I 
want to make this more direct and 
more personal. 

This morning, one of my colleagues, 
CHRIS COONS of Delaware, who has been 
a leader in this field of foreign assist-
ance, spoke to the Prayer Breakfast in 
the U.S. Senate. I am not going to 
quote him or try to. But I will tell you 
this, his message was clear that he be-
lieves as a man of faith, he has a re-
sponsibility, a responsibility that goes 
beyond his family, even beyond his 
country. He has a responsibility to his 
fellow man. He believes this decision 
by the Senate today will decide wheth-
er or not we as a nation share that 
sense of responsibility. 

I believe it speaks well of the United 
States that we come together and take 
1 percent of our budget and spend it for 

the poorest people on Earth. And that 
is why I believe it is critically impor-
tant today that we defeat this effort to 
rescind this spending in H.R. 4. 

Consequences of these rescissions 
will prove to be devastating here and 
across the globe. I urge my colleagues 
to stand up against the mindless cuts. 
Predictably, President Trump said: 

It is important that all Republicans adhere 
to my rescissions package bill. 

Then he said: 
Any Republican that votes to allow this 

monstrosity to continue broadcasting— 

Referring to PBS— 
will not have my support or endorsement. 

It is a political threat. There is no 
doubt about it. There is a risk for the 
Republicans who stand up for principle. 
The President has turned this vote 
away from a discussion on merits of 
the cuts—of which there are none—into 
a loyalty test, personally, because Don-
ald Trump doesn’t care about the im-
pact of these cuts. He only cares about 
the bended knee, the craven Congress-
man, the servile Senator. 

We need four Republicans today— 
four—to stand up and vote a matter of 
conscience. I hope they will join us to 
preserve the strategic bipartisan pro-
grams and vote no on this rescissions 
bill. 

Please, today, to my colleagues on 
both sides, give a voice to the poorest 
children on Earth who survive only be-
cause of a caring nation called Amer-
ica. Our reputation in the world is at 
stake. Let’s do the right thing. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

SHEEHY). The Senator from Wash-
ington. 

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, 2 
weeks ago, Republicans were jamming 
through the most expensive bill in the 
history of the country. And now, they 
say they are worried about the debt. 
Two weeks ago, Republicans said $4 
trillion in tax cuts for the richest peo-
ple in the world was nothing, literally. 
And now, they are saying a truly tiny 
fraction of that for rural radio is just 
too much. 

So I have to ask: Is this a joke? Are 
they really that bad at math? First, 
Republicans were saying trillions in 
tax cuts were free. Get real. And now 
they are pretending to be fiscal hawks 
by shutting down local news and let-
ting epidemics go unchecked around 
the world. 

Here is another math lesson for my 
colleagues. Republicans could cut 
every dollar ever spent on the Corpora-
tion for Public Broadcasting since it 
was created down to the last dime, and 
it still would not cover the cost of the 
bill Republicans just jammed through. 
Republicans could actually cut every 
dollar we have spent on foreign aid 
since World War II, and that would still 
fall short compared to the cost of the 
Republican tax cuts. Republicans could 
even cut the amount in the first rescis-
sions bill every single day for a year, 
and it still would not equal their tax 
cuts to help their rich donors. 
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So make no mistake, if Republicans 

choose to do Trump’s bidding, if they 
push through this package to rip away 
funding for emergency alerts and glob-
al health programs, it is not because 
they take the debt seriously. And that 
will be just as true for the next pack-
age because, let’s be clear, if Repub-
licans go along with this package—de-
spite the fact that they clearly have 
issues with it and despite the fact Russ 
Vought has refused to answer the most 
basic questions, even from the Repub-
lican chair of the Appropriations Com-
mittee, about which programs he is 
going to cut—if all of that is not 
enough to give Republicans just some 
pause and they let Russ Vought steam-
roll them through this package, don’t 
be surprised when he sends more cuts 
down the pike. It could be medical re-
search and afterschool programs, 
maybe heating assistance, workplace 
safety, road maintenance. Everything 
is going to be on the chopping block. 
And all our time here in the Senate is 
going to be spent on those requests. 

Here is the kicker. No matter how 
many rescissions Russ Vought sends, 
no matter how many rescissions Re-
publicans just roll over and let pass, 
they will never offset the trillions in 
tax cuts they just passed without 
blinking an eye because you could re-
scind the entire fiscal year 2025 spend-
ing bill twice over, and it still would 
not cover the $4 trillion in tax cuts Re-
publicans just showered on the richest 
people in this country. 

So however this vote goes, expect to 
hear more from me on this every time 
Republicans try to pretend that we do 
not have enough money for childcare 
or medical research or other programs 
that our families rely on. 

I have said a lot about how patently 
absurd it is for Republicans to pretend 
they are passing these cuts because 
they care about the debt, but I do not 
want to lose sight of the larger issues. 
It is not just Republicans play-acting 
about the debt that is absurd. The big-
ger problem here is that these cuts 
would be devastating for our commu-
nities and for American interests 
around the globe. 

When it comes to local news, these 
cuts could force local stations that 
people know and trust—know and 
trust—off the air. This isn’t just about 
a program or two taking a haircut. 
Trump wants to slash every penny of 
Federal funding that supports over 
1,500 local TV and radio stations. Those 
stations and those funds reach 98 per-
cent of all Americans, and they are es-
pecially crucial for serving our rural 
areas and Tribal communities. 

Dozens of these stations rely on these 
investments for half of their funding 
and some rely on it for as much as 99 
percent. If these cuts go through, those 
stations go dark, weather forecasters 
communities have turned to for years, 
news anchors that are their trusted 
voices, local reporters who track down 
answers their communities need and 
hold their officials to account will be 

sent packing, and those stations will 
go silent. 

Do we want our farmers to have good 
local coverage of weather and market 
conditions? Do we want our Tribal 
communities to know what is going on 
at their State capital? Do we want 
families to have updates about the 
local school board on community 
events? Because this package of cuts 
throws all of that in jeopardy, to say 
nothing of emergency alerts. These sta-
tions can be a lifeline when disasters 
strikes. They are a trusted source of 
information and sometimes the only 
source people have access to. 

When the devastating wildfires hit 
Southern California earlier this year, 
public radio broadcasts let millions of 
people know how to stay safe. When 
Hurricane Helene battered North Caro-
lina, a local public radio station was 
the only source of information for 
many people. And, in fact, many sta-
tions use their towers to actually de-
liver emergency alerts to people’s cell 
phones when cell towers go down. This 
funding supports stations that play an 
integral role in many of our States’ 
emergency planning. Do you think our 
communities should have less warning 
in an emergency? Do you want to leave 
folks back home with less information 
when they are in harm’s way? Well, I 
guess you vote for this bill if that is 
how you feel. 

I want you to know, I am a hard no. 
Let’s not pretend a secret deal from 

Trump and Vought to reallocate $10 
million is somehow a serious fix to 
this. It is a tiny drop in the bucket 
compared to the massive cuts being 
pushed through here. In fact, it is less 
than 1 percent of the overall funding 
that this package would rip away for 
public broadcasting and those alerts. 

Don’t forget, these cuts will impact 
some of our kids’ and parents’ favorite 
educational shows—‘‘Sesame Street,’’ 
‘‘Mr. Rogers’ Neighborhood,’’ ‘‘Daniel 
Tiger.’’ PBS Kids has a long track 
record of creating shows that are be-
loved, not just because they keep kids 
entertained but because they are 
thoughtfully crafted to help them learn 
and grow, to stoke their curiosity, to 
teach them caring and empathy. Any 
parent will tell you that is a worth-
while investment, and any parent will 
also warn you, if you take away shows 
like this that gets kids engaged and 
gets them thinking, take that away, 
then there is an avalanche of brain-rot 
television waiting to fill that void, con-
tent that is crafted not to get kids 
thinking but to keep them watching at 
all costs. 

We have to save ‘‘Sesame Street.’’ We 
have to tell Trump and Vought Big 
Bird is not on the chopping block in 
this country. And we have to send this 
rescissions package to Oscar’s place— 
a.k.a. the trash can. 

Mr. President, I want to talk, as well, 
about the devastating cuts that this 
package proposes to foreign assistance. 
I thought America’s leadership was im-
portant to Republicans. But appar-

ently, they want to pennypinch when it 
comes to keeping our commitments 
across the world. Apparently, they 
want to save money by letting families 
starve and kids die of preventable dis-
eases because that is what this package 
will do. 

And this isn’t some thought exercise. 
We have already seen how the first 
round of reckless DOGE cuts are work-
ing out. There is already a growing 
death toll and a huge leadership void 
that our competitors are racing to 
fill—people who needed healthcare, but 
Elon Musk shut down the only clinic 
for miles; kids contracting diseases 
like HIV and malaria because Trump 
totally upended our global health re-
sponse. And let’s not forget they are 
going to destroy contraceptives we 
have already purchased, rather than 
distribute them. 

People are starving to death while 
food supplies from our American com-
panies are sitting rotting in ports. 
That is another part of why America’s 
farmers are coming out in opposition 
to this bill, by the way. This week, 500 
tons of high-energy biscuits expired— 
food that we already paid for, food that 
was meant to save lives. And because 
Trump and Elon Musk blasted USAID 
to smithereens and couldn’t be both-
ered to fix the mess that they caused, 
this food is now going to be inciner-
ated, even as people we promised to 
help watch their kids starve. That is 
outrageous, and it is infuriating. 

Is that what Republicans think of as 
world leadership? Is it leadership to 
Republicans when Trump fires thou-
sands of State Department workers 
who keep our Nation safe and make our 
voice heard in the world? Is it leader-
ship to Republicans when we pull in-
vestments out of international organi-
zations and create a void that our ad-
versaries like China will be all too 
happy to fill? 

We already know the DOGE cuts 
were devastating. We know that. What 
I don’t know is why on Earth Repub-
licans are getting ready today to dou-
ble down and codify them by passing 
this bill. 

And, no, ‘‘because Trump said so’’ is 
not a good answer, especially when it is 
clear that Russ Vought is the one 
steering this particular ship. I am not 
even sure Trump knows what a rescis-
sion is. 

But I am sure Republicans know bet-
ter than to think these cuts will make 
our Nation strong. I know that because 
we passed these investments in a bipar-
tisan way and because I have heard 
them speak out about how much they 
hate these cuts. 

You can go back and watch our hear-
ing on this. Many of our colleagues 
across the aisle during that hearing 
voiced deep concerns with these cuts 
that they now intend to pass today be-
cause we all know these investments 
benefit American businesses that help 
feed the world. They help stop out-
break. They stop diseases abroad before 
they threaten and spread and threaten 
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us here at home. They help promote 
stability and avoid chaos and conflict 
that can put our interests and our serv-
icemembers in harm’s way. They help 
us advance America’s interests and 
keep our country safe and prosperous. 
That is the smart thing to do. It is the 
smart thing to do. And, of course, it is 
also the right thing to do. 

So it is worth saying, cutting these 
investments is just downright wrong. 
We should not be voting to let children 
starve or die from preventable diseases. 
We should not be voting to go back on 
our word to the world. Saving a couple 
of pennies is not worth losing our 
credibility or causing millions of need-
less deaths across the globe. It is not 
even close. 

I want to impress upon one final 
point, and that is: It did not have to be 
this way, and it still does not have to 
be this way. In fact, if Republicans 
come to their senses and vote this 
down, we can still go a different route. 
We can do what we have always done 
and consider bipartisan rescissions as 
part of our annual appropriations proc-
ess. That offer has always been on the 
table, and it still is. 

I have heard Republicans say they 
don’t like this package. In fact, they 
are trying to dial it back the tiniest 
bit. I have also heard they don’t want 
to spend the next several months proc-
essing these requests out here on the 
floor instead of focusing on our annual 
funding bills or any number of other 
pressing priorities. 

So don’t vote for it. Work with us to 
write bills that make targeted rescis-
sions on a bipartisan basis. You don’t 
work for Donald Trump. You don’t 
work for Russ Vought. You actually 
work for your constituents. You can 
put them first, and you can vote this 
package down. That has some real ben-
efits compared to going down the path 
of this unprecedented—unprece-
dented—partisan rescission. 

I am serious. I want my Republican 
colleagues to think about this—and I 
mean really think about it. 

For one thing, if we do things the 
normal, bipartisan way, you get to as-
sert your say as a Senator about what 
is getting targeted. It is not just, ‘‘This 
is what Russ Vought says. Take it or 
leave it.’’ You can actually be part of 
the discussion and speak out for what 
is important to you. 

For another thing, if we go the bipar-
tisan route, you don’t have to get 
jammed by this deadline. Instead of 
rushing through these cuts this week, 
without fully getting to consider and 
debate them, instead of being told: No, 
you can’t change this; we don’t have 
time, we can all sit down, make 
thoughtful decisions, and maybe even 
make worthwhile changes as we go. 

Here is an important point: If we do 
rescissions together through our appro-
priations bills instead of just letting 
Trump and Vought just jam them 
through whenever they want, my col-
leagues would actually know what in 
the world they are voting for because 

let’s get one thing straight: Repub-
licans don’t actually know what pro-
grams are going to get cut if they pass 
this package. We don’t know. It is one 
of the great outrages of this package. 

Russ Vought is just outright refusing 
to tell us what programs he is going to 
cut if this package passes. At our hear-
ing with him, he refused to go into de-
tail. He stonewalled us. We asked, and 
we asked. The chair—the Republican 
chair—even asked him about this, but 
OMB would not tell us. 

The question is, What will you cut? 
The answer has been: Pass it. We will 

see. 
That is why the Republicans decided 

to protect just a handful of programs 
without actually reducing the funding 
that was associated with them because 
they do not know the impact of this 
bill. So they preserve funding for Jor-
dan, Egypt, and a few university part-
nerships. What about our allies in the 
Indo-Pacific? What about the imple-
menters of these programs in our 
States? None of us should accept not 
having those answers. I am sure my 
colleagues were told their priorities 
won’t be impacted, but Director 
Vought cannot keep that promise given 
the scale of these cuts. The math does 
not add up. 

Even if you believe we should make 
cuts, you should be joining us to de-
mand we actually know what is being 
cut. If we do this the right way, the bi-
partisan way, we would know because 
we would be writing the bill. We would. 
Now, doesn’t that sound a lot better 
than just passing this Pandora’s box 
and finding out later what got cut? 

Finally—I have said this before sev-
eral times, but I want to warn my col-
leagues, once again—if you keep going 
down this path, you are going to fur-
ther undermine our bipartisan process. 
We have never—never before—seen bi-
partisan investments slashed through a 
partisan rescissions package. Do not 
start now, not when we are working at 
this very moment in a bipartisan way 
to pass our spending bills. As I said 
earlier, bipartisanship doesn’t end with 
any one line being crossed. It erodes. It 
breaks down bit by bit until, one day, 
there is nothing else. Sure, a few Mem-
bers may be willing to stick it out and 
work as hard as they can to get a re-
sult, but this Senate doesn’t work off a 
few Members; it works off of consensus- 
building, and the more bridges you 
burn, the fewer paths you leave to get 
things done. 

So why go down this partisan path? 
Why vote to spend the next many 
weeks considering more and more of 
these packages? Why do it for a set of 
cuts that is so damaging, a set of cuts 
many of you have concerns with? 

We are at the table right now—the 
Appropriations Committee right now. 
We are writing bipartisan spending 
bills, and we absolutely can and will 
discuss bipartisan rescissions. Why 
don’t you all join us and make the 
work easier instead of making that 
work harder by passing this bill and 
setting a very painful new precedent. 

I urge my colleagues to join me in 
voting no. 

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

ator from Rhode Island. 
Mr. REED. Mr. President, I rise to 

oppose this partisan rescissions bill be-
cause it represents a complete sur-
render of Congress’s power of the 
purse—one of the singular responsibil-
ities under the U.S. Constitution. It 
will hurt America’s standing in the 
world also. Finally and tragically, it 
will cost lives. 

We are considering this package at a 
time when the Trump administration 
has frozen congressionally enacted 
funds, illegally impounded funds, and 
threatened to cancel unspent funds at 
the end of the fiscal year. Now the ad-
ministration is back, asking Congress 
to ratify even more cuts of programs 
that we agreed to on a bipartisan basis 
and, in many cases, that were signed 
into law by President Trump. I know 
that many of my Republican colleagues 
recognize the danger this proposal rep-
resents beyond its devastating cuts; 
yet few are willing to oppose it. 

The Trump administration claims it 
has found over $9 billion in wasteful 
spending at the State Department and 
at the Corporation of Public Broad-
casting, and it points to some seem-
ingly egregious examples of frivolous 
spending. I won’t defend the out-
rageous waste of taxpayers’ dollars. No 
one should or could. And if we were 
just voting on the examples some of 
my Republican colleagues like to high-
light, I would suspect that kind of bill 
would get bipartisan support. But the 
longer the administration’s examples 
of waste are scrutinized, the more it 
seems they may be exaggerated or even 
fabricated. 

Indeed, according to a New York 
Times report yesterday, Office of Man-
agement and Budget Director Russell 
Vought’s testimony that $9.3 million 
was spent ‘‘to advise Russian doctors 
on how to perform abortions and gen-
der analysis’’ was patently false in al-
most every respect. 

Even if we accepted all of the admin-
istration’s examples of waste as gospel, 
they don’t total up to anything close to 
$9 billion. But these cuts, if we approve 
them, will come from somewhere. 

As Senator MURKOWSKI pointed out 
last night, we have been given big, 
broad categories where funding might 
be cut, but the administration won’t 
tell us which specific spending they 
plan to terminate. That was evident in 
last month’s Appropriations Com-
mittee hearing with Director Vought, 
who simply evaded my colleague Sen-
ator SCHATZ’ reasonable questions 
about what specific programs he would 
cut. The attitude he displayed was: 
Don’t worry; you pass this bill, and we 
will find the waste and get back to you 
later. 

That is not the way to run a govern-
ment or a company or anything else. 

And make no mistake, the likely de-
cisions by OMB and the Trump admin-
istration are likely to be as bad as they 
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are ill-informed. We have seen this re-
peated and repeated with DOGE, with 
Elon Musk making statements of the 
billions he saved, et cetera, and discov-
ering that those billions evaporated 
quickly under analysis; discharging 
people—‘‘unnecessary’’ people—then, 
within days, calling them back. That 
was the case at the National Nuclear 
Security Administration. Again, there 
are not thoughtful analyses and prac-
tical programs—just slash and burn. 

This bill will eliminate close to $1.1 
billion in funding for the Corporation 
of Public Broadcasting. This would not 
simply affect funding for National Pub-
lic Radio and national PBS; it would 
result in funding cuts for local stations 
like Rhode Island PBS and The 
Public’s Radio, which would lose about 
10 percent of its funding if this bill 
passes. The same story will play out in 
every State, with independent local 
news and civic discourse taking the hit 
just because of the President’s com-
mand of the majority party. That is 
the flavor, really, of public radio be-
cause it is so decentralized. Stations in 
Kansas are covering local news, local 
personalities, local issues, and it is the 
same way in Rhode Island. That will be 
lost. 

This bill is also likely to eliminate 
funding for educational tools, and in 
the wake of the deadly flooding in 
Texas and elsewhere, do my colleagues 
really want to support a package that 
cuts funding for emergency alerts? 

The bill would also cut $7.9 billion 
from the kind of global assistance pro-
grams that are crucial to our national 
security and our efforts to compete 
with China economically and dip-
lomatically. These programs are also 
the embodiment of American idealism 
and morality. 

As Catholic Relief Services wrote: 
If passed, these rescissions will directly 

impact the United States’ ability to protect 
human life and promote human dignity; to 
advance U.S. and global peace and security; 
and to foster economic development that 
benefits U.S. taxpayers and people living in 
poverty around the world. 

That is from the Catholic Relief 
Services. 

The cuts on the table also include 
$500 million from global health pro-
grams, which could affect efforts that 
have successfully slowed the spread of 
infectious diseases, along with cuts to 
lifesaving humanitarian assistance. 
One proven program that could see 
drastic cuts under this rescissions 
package is the disbursement of Ready- 
to-Use Therapeutic Food, or RUTF. 
RUTF is a specialty product to treat 
severe malnutrition in children and 
could be impacted by the proposed cuts 
to UNICEF that are included in this 
package. 

Unfortunately, we have already seen 
this administration’s disregard for the 
lifesaving treatment provided by 
RUTF. Edesia Nutrition—a key manu-
facturer of RUTF—is based in Rhode 
Island, and it has been forced to curtail 
production and delay shipments of life-

saving therapeutic food, which has sat 
in warehouses, unable to get to chil-
dren who need it, because of the Trump 
administration’s needless slow-walk-
ing. If OMB really cared about waste, it 
wouldn’t have this food aid and mil-
lions of tons of wheat and other crops 
sitting and rotting rather than distrib-
uting it to children who need it to sur-
vive. 

These are products made by Amer-
ican workers using domestically pro-
duced food to prevent millions of chil-
dren from starving to death. And funds 
for RUTF have been included in appro-
priations bills on a bipartisan basis 
under both Republican and Democratic 
majorities and administrations for 
years. 

Also included in this bill is $1 billion 
in cuts to U.N. contributions and $4.9 
billion in cuts to international eco-
nomic and development assistance, and 
it threatens funding for global democ-
racy. These international assistance 
programs are not just helping people in 
developing nations; they also provide 
an outsized value to the United States, 
building the soft power and credibility 
that make us a leader on the inter-
national stage and helps us confront 
our major adversaries. 

If we eliminate these programs, we 
will be ceding that authority to China 
and Russia, who would like nothing 
more than to displace the United 
States’ global leadership position. In-
deed, if my colleagues truly want to 
improve the U.N., they need to recog-
nize that every time the United States 
steps back from an international orga-
nization, the Chinese swoop right in, 
gaining good will and advantage and le-
verage on critical problems. 

We are not part of the Law of the Sea 
because we have not ratified that trea-
ty; China is, though. And when we talk 
about precious rare minerals that are 
in the ocean, guess who is going to be 
deciding how they will be allocated and 
what are the rules of extraction, et 
cetera. Not us, because we are not part 
of that international organization, but 
the Chinese certainly will have influ-
ence. 

These cuts are shortsighted. There is 
no other way to put it. To paraphrase 
the former Secretary of Defense, an 
outstanding marine—Secretary of De-
fense Mattis—if we don’t fund these 
soft-power and diplomatic programs, 
then we need to buy more ammunition. 
In fact, we need to buy more ammuni-
tion anyway, but if we don’t fund these 
programs, we won’t be able to afford to 
buy all the ammunition we need. 

I oppose this package on the basis of 
both its contents and what it would 
mean for the future of bipartisanship 
in this Chamber and congressional 
power of the purse. 

Let me be clear. With this vote, we 
are surrendering our constitutional re-
sponsibilities and authorities to the 
Executive. We are indeed close to vio-
lating our oath to preserve, protect, 
and defend the Constitution—too close 
for comfort. 

I would urge my colleagues to reject 
this. 

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

ator from Minnesota. 
Ms. KLOBUCHAR. Mr. President, I 

rise today in strong opposition to the 
President’s request that Congress take 
away money for public broadcasting 
and for our own security, in foreign as-
sistance, that has already been passed 
and signed into law on a bipartisan 
basis with a Republican-led House and 
a Democratic-led Senate, at the time, 
which worked out all the details—yes, 
compromise is not a dirty word—and 
now look at what is happening. 

This clawback doesn’t just eliminate 
funding for, say, NPR and PBS. The 
primary impact of that part of the 
funding cut is going to be at local radio 
and TV—1,500 local public media sta-
tions across the country that receive 70 
percent of this funding, jeopardizing 
these stations that provide local com-
munity services. 

Stripping this funding is an attack 
on these local stations, yes, but it is 
the communities. I know because I 
know some of my communities that 
rely on these stations. Grand Marais, 
MN, the very tip of our State—the tip 
of Minnesota—do you think all of these 
other stations are covering the Cana-
dian wildfires hourly? 

They do because of the smoke. People 
need to know the air quality when they 
are making decisions about what they 
are going to do that day or the next 
day. 

Do you think people know when, on 
Highway 61, there is a tree over the 
road or there has been a deer that has 
been hit by a car? No. They hear it on 
WTIP. 

Or in Bemidji, MN, which has had 
some really, really difficult storms 
lately that took down so many struc-
tures and houses, they are able to get 
the kind of news that they need on that 
station. Their newspaper is now, for 
the most part, online. So they need 
these TV and radio stations that give 
them the information that they need. 

I have had several Republicans from 
my State write me, former State legis-
lators who are on the boards of these 
TV stations. They also view it as a way 
to get information. 

At the local TV station in Austin, 
MN, the former Republican leader in 
the State senate is on the board. I vis-
ited with him recently, when I was 
down there. This is the place in Austin, 
in the Albert Lea area, near the Iowa 
border, where they are able to get their 
unique news that gathers people to-
gether, that brings them together. 

Then there are the emergency alerts. 
Earlier this month, we were tragically 
reminded of the importance of this— 
Texas, New Mexico, the fires in Ari-
zona. We rely on this information in 
local communities to know what to do 
and what is safe. 

This isn’t a partisan issue: 77 percent 
of Republicans and 78 percent of Demo-
crats report relying on public radio for 
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emergency alerts and news. That is 
part of the reason why, for half a cen-
tury, we have agreed on a bipartisan 
basis in the U.S. Senate to invest in 
public broadcasting. Yet now congres-
sional Republicans are using a partisan 
process to rubberstamp the President’s 
unchecked power and rip away these 
resources, despite the fact that the 
American people support this on a 2-to- 
1 margin. 

I think about these stations in Du-
luth, in Granite Falls, in Austin. Every 
week, 20 million people across the 
country actually listen to radio pro-
grams that were started out of our 
local Minnesota Public Radio—maybe 
‘‘A Prairie Home Companion.’’ They 
are listening to some of those former 
broadcasts. They make them smile, 
and they make seniors feel happy when 
they are alone in the assisted living. 

Or maybe ‘‘Marketplace’’—that also 
started in my State. They are able to 
get the facts. They are able to get news 
about what is happening with the econ-
omy and interesting stories. 

I think a constituent of mine said it 
best: 

Public media serves us in many ways. We 
live in the middle of the country. We only 
watch PBS and listen to public radio, which 
provides local news coverage, arts programs, 
and thoughtful discussions on a wide variety 
of topics— 

In their words— 
without loud argument or obnoxious adver-

tising. . . . It provides information on local 
disasters, such as we recently experienced in 
Bemidji. 

That is where Paul Bunyan is from— 
or that is where the statue is. 

Because of the reporting done on that dev-
astating event, we were able to learn what 
was happening to the people and how we 
could help. 

We must support these vital re-
sources that give voice to important 
local issues. 

In addition are the reckless cuts to 
foreign aid. Foreign aid and develop-
ment assistance play a critical role in 
promoting U.S. economic and national 
security by stabilizing volatile regions 
and decreasing the likelihood of U.S. 
troops being sent into battle. Helping 
our friends and allies, yes, it is the 
right thing to do, but it is also smart 
for us to do at home. 

I have, with Republican Members of 
our congressional delegation in Min-
nesota, stood up together at press con-
ferences to make sure we keep sending 
foreign aid—this is in the last 5 years— 
to Somalia, because we know what the 
threat is if we just close our eyes to 
terrorist forces trying to go up in lead-
ership and take over regions of these 
countries. We know what happens. But 
if we just turn our backs, you are going 
to find out what does happen. It is not 
pretty, and it is not good for the 
United States of America. 

It is certainly not good in our back 
and forth that we have with China and 
China’s continuing investment in other 
parts of the world, whether it is infra-
structure in Africa or sending food to 
countries in need. 

This rescission would also weaken 
our global health programs. These pro-
grams not only show humanitarian 
leadership; they also keep us safe. You 
can’t just put your head in the sand 
and hope that Ebola doesn’t come your 
way, which we were able to at least 
limit its horrific spread by the work 
that we did overseas; or bird flu, where 
we have seen what happens there; or 
what is happening right now in the 
southern border with screwworm. 

We are having this debate, and we are 
seeing the grave results of dismantling 
USAID. 

In the midst of an intensifying war in 
Ukraine, the rescission would also 
drastically cut funding from the ac-
count that provides economic assist-
ance to our partners. 

You think about the President’s 
work in the Middle East and the poten-
tial for extending the Abraham accords 
and the potential for a peace deal 
there. Well, that is not going to be 
helped if we cut off the foreign aid to 
some of our only allies that are in the 
region, countries like Jordan. 

Foreign aid is about demonstrating 
leadership and compassion, but it is 
also about security. 

To conclude, as a daughter of a news-
paperman, I know how important pub-
lic media and the free press are to 
strengthening our democracy. Hacking 
away at public broadcasting and inter-
national aid is not just shortsighted; it 
is dangerous. These investments are 
relatively small in cost yet immense in 
impact. They strengthen our country 
and strengthen our leadership. 

We ask our colleagues on the other 
side of the aisle to look at what this 
means for our role in the world. 

We have three independent branches 
of government. We have a process 
that—just as Senator MURRAY, who is 
here, and Senator COLLINS showed just 
last week—can be bipartisan, where we 
agree on budget amounts going for-
ward. We have the power of the purse. 
We are article I in the Constitution, 
and we better show our power instead 
of just being rolled and being Members 
over there who are rubberstamping this 
President. 

Stand up and do your job. 
I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Hawaii. 
Mr. SCHATZ. Mr. President, it all 

started with the stroke of a pen. With-
in hours of taking office, in January, 
the President signed what can only be 
called a death sentence to millions of 
people all over the world. 

Executive Order No. 14169 simply 
read: 

It is the policy of United States that no 
further United States foreign assistance 
shall be disbursed in a manner that is not 
fully aligned with the foreign policy of the 
President of the United States. 

The order directed a 90-day pause in 
payments, while foreign assistance was 
reviewed. But it became clear that this 
was not a process for reviewing or re-
forming programs. It was the beginning 

of the end—a wholesale destruction of 
the enterprise, from top to bottom, in 
defiance of the law and of logic. 

Presidents can save lives. They can 
also cost lives. And while almost every 
President has chosen to do the former, 
Donald Trump, aided by a band of loy-
alists and ideologues, has chosen, in-
stead, to inflict death and disease and 
starvation on the world’s most vulner-
able. 

We used to be the indispensable Na-
tion that people around the world 
counted on for help. People would see 
the American flag, whether on the side 
of a truck, a sticker, or a food parcel, 
and think: The good guys are here. 
Help is coming. 

But not anymore. We are causing 
death now. We are spreading disease 
now. We are deepening starvation now. 

It is not because it is saving us huge 
sums of money or because saving lives 
somehow stopped being in our national 
interests. All of this suffering and mis-
ery is because a few people were hell- 
bent on ransacking the government 
and tearing down whatever it is that 
they didn’t like or they didn’t under-
stand—to hell with the consequences. 
To them, the lives lost are just the cost 
of doing business. 

‘‘Move fast and break things’’ is the 
ethos of Silicon Valley entrepreneurs. 
But when you move fast and you break 
things in the U.S. Agency for Inter-
national Development, tens of thou-
sands of people perish. 

Let’s start with how we got here. 
Following Trump’s Executive order, 

Secretary Rubio and Peter Marocco, 
the new Director of the State Depart-
ment’s Office of Foreign Assistance, 
issued a stop work order on all 6,200 
grants and contracts worldwide. They 
also ordered an immediate pause on 
new foreign assistance spending. That 
meant that partners who had already 
completed work were not getting paid. 
Contracts that had already been signed 
couldn’t be executed. 

Days later, Marocco, along with a 
bunch of DOGE staffers, including a 19- 
year-old and a 23-year-old, physically 
barged into USAID and forced dozens of 
senior career officials to be put on 
leave over so-called insubordination. 
These people were just doing their jobs. 

His issue seemingly was with pay-
ments that had been approved before 
the Executive order and were then 
making their way through the USAID 
payment system. Nevertheless, the ca-
reer civil servants were escorted out of 
the building and locked out of their 
emails. Anyone who dared to push back 
or speak up was sidelined, including 
the Acting Administrator, who was 
pushed out to make way for Marocco to 
become Deputy Administrator. 

As he and his team looked for not 
just savings or efficiencies but what 
they called ‘‘viral abuse’’ that would be 
easy to mock out of context, FOX News 
stepped into the breach to help. For 
days on end, their chyrons blared: 

‘‘Viper’s nest″: USAID accused of corrup-
tion . . . long before Trump admin took aim. 
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More ridiculous USAID spending repealed. 
Elon purged DC’s slush fund. 
As the smear campaign kicked into over-

drive, DOGE locked out all of the Agency’s 
employees, including those working in con-
flict zones, from their phones and emails. 

In early February, Musk tweeted: 
USAID is a criminal organization. Time for 

it to die. 

Days later, after carrying out the de-
struction, he wrote: 

We spent the weekend feeding USAID into 
the wood chipper. 

And just like that, one of the United 
States’ primary instruments of soft 
power over the last 60 years—which has 
done everything from curing diseases 
to thwarting terrorism—was decapi-
tated overnight. 

USAID’s success in moral, political, 
economic, and security terms was 
made possible by scores of public serv-
ants who felt a responsibility to allevi-
ate suffering even if that meant put-
ting themselves in harm’s way, but in 
the end, it was torn down by a bunch of 
crazed ideologues who saw foreign as-
sistance as an easy target to test-drive 
their project of crippling the govern-
ment. 

Perhaps abolishing the Health De-
partment or the VA in the first few 
weeks was a bridge too far. But here 
was money going to help people in, as 
Madeleine Albright used to say, far-
away places with hard-to-pronounce 
names. And no matter how much good 
it was doing for the people whose lives 
were saved and communities that were 
built but also for our national security, 
none of that mattered when all you had 
to do was make up some lies to justify 
the vandalism. 

It has been only a few months, and 
already the loss of USAID and its crit-
ical work around the world has been 
catastrophic. More than 360,000 people 
have died as a result of the cuts— 
360,000 deaths. And so I will be damned 
if I let a pundit or a Democratic strate-
gist or a Republican strategist tell me 
that the American people signed up for 
allowing 360,000 people to die—on pur-
pose. For what? Deficit reduction? And 
to PATTY MURRAY’s point, 2 weeks ago, 
they just blew up the deficit by tril-
lions—trillions of dollars. 

The amount of money that it takes 
to save a starving child or to prevent 
the transmission of HIV-AIDS from 
mother to child is minuscule. And we 
do this because we are the good guys. 
And we do this because it is cheap. And 
we do this because when we need some-
thing from a friend in a foreign land, 
they would think of us well because we 
are always on the scene to be helpful. 

These are not hypothetical or distant 
outcomes. We are no longer arguing 
about what might happen in the future; 
we are talking about what is happening 
across the planet right now. People are 
dying right now not in spite of us but 
because of us. We are causing death. 
We have gone from being the good 
guys—flaws, mistakes, and all—to 
being a conduit for death and sickness 
and hunger. 

A 10-year-old boy named Peter in 
South Sudan had contracted HIV from 
his mother at birth. His parents died 
while he was young, but medication 
through PEPFAR kept him alive. That 
was until February, when, without ac-
cess to medication, Peter fell severely 
sick and later died. The health out-
reach worker who had cared for him 
said simply: 

If USAID would be here, Peter would not 
have died. 

A pregnant woman in a Liberian vil-
lage hemorrhaged and began to bleed 
heavily while in labor, but without gas 
because of funding cuts, USAID ambu-
lances stood idle, unable to help. And 
despite her neighbors’ best efforts to 
carry her 10 miles on foot through the 
jungle to the nearest hospital, she died 
midjourney, along with her unborn son. 

Dorcas, a 10-year-old in Zambia, had 
gotten so used to her routine of taking 
HIV medication every night with her 
mom that she was confused when it ran 
out a few months ago. Her mom re-
counted: 

In the past week, she’ll open the tin [where 
the medicine is kept] and find that it’s 
empty. She’ll run down to the clinic to go 
and check if she can collect her medication. 
And then she’ll come back home and say, 
‘‘Oh, you are right. The clinic is closed. 
They’re not there anymore.’’ 

In Sudan, which has been ravaged by 
war and gripped by famine, a mother 
watched two of her children under the 
age of 3 wither from malnutrition and 
die after a soup kitchen that had been 
supported by USAID closed overnight. 
Days before he died, the older of the 
two children had asked for porridge. ‘‘I 
told him we don’t have any wheat to 
make that,’’ his mother recalled, add-
ing that the soup kitchen’s daily meal, 
which the family had shared, was a 
godsend. 

A mother in Nigeria worried about 
how she would keep her infant alive, 
having just lost the other twin to mal-
nutrition in the wake of funding cuts. 
A peanut paste supplemental that had 
been paid for by American foreign as-
sistance had been used to treat her 
newborns for malnutrition. She won-
dered about how she would feed her 
child, and she said: 

I don’t want to bury another child. 

There are thousands and thousands of 
gut-wrenching stories just like these 
from every corner of the planet, with 
newborns and children and families and 
communities. And this is only what 
has happened in the last few months. 
Just imagine what is going to happen if 
we codify these cuts. 

We are not going to prevent every 
death. We know that. We are not going 
to be able to feed every child. We un-
derstand that. We cannot feasibly help 
every community that needs help. We 
accept that. But this is something dif-
ferent altogether. This is knowingly 
and willingly and needlessly inflicting 
horrific suffering on millions and mil-
lions of the most vulnerable people 
alive anywhere on the planet. And for 
what? To save money? The idea that 

any of this is about finding savings 
while at the same time Republicans are 
exploding the national debt by $4 tril-
lion to cut taxes for billionaires just 
doesn’t pass the smell test. 

To top it all off, the administration 
is about to incinerate, is about to light 
on fire—is about to incinerate—500 
metric tons of food aid because they let 
it expire while sitting in a warehouse 
for months. They are lighting food on 
fire. They lit food on fire—food grown 
in the United States, manufactured in 
the United States, to be sent out to the 
most vulnerable people on the planet, 
with a sticker with the U.S. emblem on 
it. And ‘‘Make America Great Again’’ 
apparently is doing all of that and then 
letting it rot in a warehouse and then 
incinerating it. 

What the hell are we doing here? 
You want to have a conversation 

about debt and deficits? You want to 
have a conversation about aligning our 
foreign policy better? You want to 
have a conversation about whether or 
not the State Department—not the 
USAID Agency—should have been fund-
ing operas and cultural enterprises in 
foreign countries? Fine, we can have 
that conversation. But I dare you to 
justify lighting food on fire. 

It wasn’t so long ago that a Repub-
lican Senator stood on this very floor 
talking about those in his party who 
claimed that cutting foreign aid was an 
easy way to save money. 

A lot of times people say, ‘‘Well, cut for-
eign aid.’’ Foreign aid is less than 1% of our 
budget. But foreign aid can make a dif-
ference when properly used. And if you ever 
have a chance, travel to the African con-
tinent and you will meet people who are 
alive today because the American taxpayer 
funded antiviral HIV medications . . . kept 
them alive. It will not be easy to radicalize 
people who are alive because [of] the Amer-
ican taxpayer. 

That was Secretary Rubio, as Sen-
ator Rubio. 

Why is this happening at all? 
I worry that there is a very specific 

and rather dark view about what the 
United States is capable of. It is a view 
of our military, it is a view of our eco-
nomic power, it is a view of our cul-
tural power, and it is a view of our 
moral authority, which is, the best 
path forward, as we decline, is to lock 
it down; is to not engage with the 
world; is to not project power mili-
tarily, culturally, economically, mor-
ally. 

We are going from the indispensable 
Nation—and, by the way, this is a real 
thing. If you ever do foreign policy 
trips, people hang on the words of U.S. 
Senators who sit on the Foreign Rela-
tions Committee. First among equals. 
People want to know: What is the 
United States doing? What is the 
United States doing? It doesn’t matter 
what the issue is. It could be fighting 
malnutrition. It could be economics 
and trade. It could be military strat-
egy. Everyone wants to know: What is 
the United States doing? 

Do you know what has changed in 
the last 6 months? They are moving on 
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from us. They are not waiting to hear 
what the United States is doing; they 
have seen what the United States is 
doing. 

In Trump 1.0, we could basically be 
reassuring and say: We will be back. 
Don’t worry. We are going through a 
rocky time. 

Now China is in the breach. China 
has stepped up. It is not just that 
America’s retreat is bad for us. It is 
really good for China. It is great for 
Russia. It is great if you are Hungary. 
The Kremlin was nearly instantaneous 
with its praise, calling the dismantling 
of the foreign aid enterprise a ‘‘smart 
move.’’ Autocrats in Hungary and El 
Salvador also celebrated USAID’s de-
mise. 

Now, there is a basic principle in po-
litical campaigns, which is that if you 
are doing something that your oppo-
nent loves, you may want to reconsider 
whether it is a good strategy. The mo-
ment we did this, all the bad guys were 
like: Very smart. Good job. We are very 
happy for you. Excellent. 

China has seized this opportunity 
with a little more specificity because 
they have the opportunity to step into 
this role. They are working on child 
nutrition and landmine clearing in 
Cambodia, health and education in 
Nepal, disaster response in Myanmar, 
and climate resilience in Mongolia. 

It doesn’t take a great deal of imagi-
nation to understand what this will 
look like in a few years’ time. China 
will become the partner of choice for 
countries big and small all around the 
world. It will have increased its fund-
ing to global bodies like the World 
Health Organization, enabling it to win 
leadership posts and rewriting the 
rules in its favor. And we will have fa-
cilitated that process. 

(Mr. RICKETTS assumed the Chair.) 
So that is the background. Now let’s 

talk about the specifics of what is in 
this package. And this point I want to 
make really clear, and I made this 
point in the Appropriations Com-
mittee. 

There were a bunch of controversial 
programs that precipitated this effort 
to cut USAID. Two points to be made: 
One, the total dollar amount of all of 
the controversial programs was like in 
the $100 million to $200 million range. 
That is No. 1. No. 2 is, all of those pro-
grams were discontinued. 

This is a budget that was enacted in 
March. This is Trump’s budget. This is 
Trump’s State Department. This is 
Trump’s U.S. Agency for International 
Development. So there was not a single 
thing that was on that FOX chyron 
that Marco Rubio is continuing to do. 
So this rescissions package doesn’t 
have any of that stuff. 

By the way, some of my Republican 
colleagues who understandably weren’t 
super engrossed in the details—I had to 
send them a line-by-line of what these 
rescissions do, and they are sitting 
there going: Where is the opera in Ec-
uador? Where is the cultural exchange 
program or the parade in South Africa? 
Where is all the goofy-sounding stuff? 

And the answer is, a lot of that stuff 
was made up in the first place. But 
even if you stipulate to the idea that 
there was inappropriate spending, it is 
literally not in this package. 

(Mr. RICKETTS assumed the Chair.) 
What is in this package is stuff that 

every—I wouldn’t say every—90 out of 
100 of us have asked for—have asked 
for. What do I mean by that? I mean as 
the ranking member of the State, For-
eign Operations, and Related Programs 
Subcommittee—basically, as the chair 
or ranking member of any of the sub-
committees—you get a bunch of letters 
from your colleagues saying: This pro-
gram is important to me. Could you 
please take care of it in the coming ap-
propriations cycle? 

Now, these letters are private, and I 
will protect the confidentiality of 
these interactions. But suffice it to 
say, a lot of the people voting for the 
rescissions are also privately asking 
for me to fund the thing that they are 
defunding. 

So this is all about the momentum 
that came from DOGE and Trump and 
some tweets and some animus—real 
animus—to the foreign aid enterprise. 

Let’s go through what is in it. 
$4.15 billion for economic support and 

development assistance. Our economic 
and development assistance is not 
charity. It is for countering the influ-
ence of the People’s Republic of China 
or promoting regional stability. This 
work is in our economic and security 
interests. 

If this administration disagrees with 
some of the projects pursued by the 
previous administration, the good news 
is they have pretty broad authority to 
reprogram the money. Like, if we are 
doing program—I don’t want to name 
what country because it will have for-
eign policy implications. If we are 
doing a program in a country, and this 
administration says: You know, that is 
not as important. 

They don’t have to rescind the 
money. They can reprogram it to China 
or Russia or Ukraine, or whatever it is. 
They have that flexibility. What they 
are saying is they want less money to 
counter foreign influence. 

Mr. President, $563 million for treaty 
dues. Now, we are members of organi-
zations with whom we disagree. That is 
kind of the deal, right? Because if we 
want to be in an international forum— 
even arguing for our interests, even ar-
guing against other countries or being 
frustrated with the body with which we 
are interacting—we have two choices: 
We can either participate; or if we 
don’t pay our dues, we relegate our-
selves to something called observer 
status, which basically means we are 
on the outside looking in. 

In order to get in the room, you have 
got to pay your dues to the relevant or-
ganization. 

That is what we are doing here. We 
are rescinding all of the funds to all of 
the payments to all these international 
organizations. Why? Not because it is 
in our foreign policy interests—it is ac-

tually not—but because a bunch of 
ideologues don’t actually understand 
how foreign policy works. 

That is the thing here. You can have 
a different view under whatever it is to 
have an ‘‘America first’’ foreign policy. 
But this isn’t that. This is just van-
dalism, right? I am not having a dis-
agreement with JIM RISCH about how 
hawkish to be or how much to 
prioritize global health versus some-
thing else. We are just literally cutting 
off our nose to spite our face because 
what they want is vandalism to the en-
terprise. 

The tools of foreign policy are being 
shredded. So this isn’t about policy un-
less you think the policy is: I wish my 
State Department were weaker; I wish 
the tools in our tool kit were more lim-
ited; I wish our ability to prevent war 
and keep nations stable was less well- 
funded; I wish that the only tool in our 
toolkit was military might. 

And it is not a small thing that many 
former Secretaries of Defense have said 
something along the lines of: If you 
defund foreign aid, I am going to need 
more ammunition, because this is the 
cheapest way to prevent war. 

Mr. President, $500 million for global 
health programs. Now, the new Repub-
lican proposal protects some of those 
programs funded by this account, but 
it leaves out pandemic prevention, 
family planning, and work on a wide 
range of issues; $1.3 billion for migra-
tion and refugee assistance and inter-
national disaster assistance. This fund-
ing supports our efforts to help refu-
gees and other displaced people in con-
flict zones around the world. 

You know, most of us, at some point, 
out of the 100 of us do some sort of 
codel—some sort of foreign travel—and 
this is the kind of stuff we visit. And 
this is the stuff on a bipartisan basis 
that we all nod approvingly about ‘‘it 
is great that we are doing this; it is 
great that we are providing this kind of 
assistance.’’ 

And $1.3 billion for refugee assistance 
is being cut. I will tell you why. It is 
because it has the word ‘‘refugee’’ in it. 
I mean, that is how they figured out 
what they wanted to cut, right? They 
ran word searches. They are pretending 
it is sophisticated AI. Maybe it was, 
maybe it wasn’t. But all they were 
doing was looking for words like ‘‘gen-
der’’; or looking for words like ‘‘cli-
mate’’; looking for words like ‘‘eq-
uity’’; looking for words like ‘‘ref-
ugee.’’ And if the program was named 
in such a way that it mentioned, it just 
used those words, it was out. Just to-
tally preposterous. 

Our contributions to and participa-
tion in organizations like UNICEF is 
being cut. I mean, good luck explaining 
why you cut UNICEF because I can’t— 
like, I am pretty good at imagining 
what my political competitors on the 
other side of the aisle would say. But 
why did you cut UNICEF? 

Are you trying to pretend that some 
number of hundreds of millions of dol-
lars to prevent starvation among chil-
dren is like going to do the trick in 
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terms of getting debt and deficits 
under control? Nobody actually be-
lieves that. 

Why are you cutting UNICEF? If this 
is about tightening our belts, why cut 
UNICEF? 

Mr. President, $460 million for the as-
sistance for Europe, Eurasia, and Cen-
tral Asia. This account funds a whole 
bunch of bipartisan foreign policy pri-
orities, including energy security in 
Ukraine that will be cut completely if 
this rescission is enacted. 

If there were programs under the pre-
vious administration that the current 
administration agrees with, good news, 
they literally have the authority to re-
program those dollars. This is 2-year 
money. It doesn’t actually have to be 
spent by the end of the Federal fiscal 
year. They have pretty good authority 
to reprogram it. 

But they don’t want to reprogram to 
something that they consider impor-
tant. They want to shred the enter-
prise. 

Mr. President, $125 million for the 
U.S. Agency for International Develop-
ment operating expenses. Now, this ad-
ministration is illegally dismantling 
USAID and functionally merging it 
under the State Department. 

Here is the problem with this $125 
million. Yes, it is admin expenses. I 
have been in the nonprofit sector, and 
I have been in the grant-giving side. 
Nobody loves the idea of paying for ad-
ministrative expenses, but I know for a 
fact the State Department didn’t want 
this in the rescissions package because 
now that they have merged USAID 
under the State Department, they lit-
erally don’t have the money and they 
have got to absorb a $125 million hit. 

Mr. President, $100 million for the 
transition initiatives and the Complex 
Crisis Fund. This is flexible funding in 
contingency accounts that didn’t ex-
pire, and the administration can pro-
gram it any way they want. 

Mr. President, $83 million for the De-
mocracy Fund—$83 million. Promoting 
democratic values is directly in our in-
terest and supporting resistance to dic-
tators—resistance to dictators. We are 
cutting resistance to dictators. Good 
for us. ‘‘Make America Great Again.’’ 

Ronald Reagan would be proud. The 
party of Cold Warriors, the party that 
vanquished the Soviet Union, the party 
that claims a hawkish mantle is now 
saying: You know what, this thing, 
which is probably .00-whatever of the 
entire Federal spend and an even tinier 
amount of the debt and deficit of the 
United States, let’s defund that be-
cause it is none of our business if dic-
tators maintain power. 

It is a real change in policy here. 
Mr. President, $27 million for the 

Inter-American Foundation. This pro-
vides small, cost-effective grants, and 
technical support for locally led devel-
opment projects. Strengthening sta-
bility and self-reliance in partner coun-
tries is in our interests. This is another 
one that I get a lot of letters from 
these guys saying: Please fund it. 

‘‘Dear Chairman GRAHAM and Rank-
ing Member SCHATZ, this program is 
super important, and would you please 
fund it in the next appropriations 
cycle?’’ 

That is the private letter that we 
get. The public action is to rescind the 
money. 

Mr. President, $22 million for the Af-
rican Development Foundation. The 
administration says the African Devel-
opment Foundation’s work is duplica-
tive of the State Department’s work, 
but the kind of grants and technical 
support that the African Development 
Foundation provides is not available 
through the State Department. 

Mr. President, $15 million for the 
U.S. Institute of Peace—a creature of 
stature, a creature of one of the first 
Senators from the great State of Ha-
waii, Mr. Sparky Matsunaga. 

The through line between all of this 
is that there is no correlation between 
the rationale provided by the adminis-
tration for these cuts and what is actu-
ally in the package. 

I have talked to ERIC SCHMITT, with 
whom I have a reasonable, functional 
relationship. But we are talking past 
each other because every time I talk 
about what is actually in this package, 
he pivots back to what is actually not 
in this package and starts naming line 
items of things that are not in the 8- 
page rescissions bill. 

This is not the BBB, which took—I 
forget how—111⁄2 hours to read. This 
thing is 8 pages. You can go and see 
there is no line item for $1.8 billion for 
operas and festivals and underwater 
basket weaving and whatever else non-
sense people wanted to characterize as 
the U.S. foreign aid enterprise. 

This is economic support funds; this 
is global public health; this is humani-
tarian assistance; this is helping our 
friends in Jordan and elsewhere to 
maintain the basic stability so that 
there is not a conflagration in a region. 

That is what is in this package. That 
is what is being rescinded from this 
package. 

I understand that there is some obli-
gation as a party member to oblige the 
requests of this party’s President. I get 
it. But we are still a system with sepa-
rate and coequal independent branches 
of government. The problem is: If you 
don’t assert your authority, you don’t 
functionally have it. 

So it is true that we hold the purse 
strings. It is true that we are the arti-
cle I branch. It is true that we are in 
charge of whether a bill passes or not. 
But I will tell you the thing that is 
most alarming to me is not the bad 
policy outcomes—and there are terrible 
policy outcomes. The thing that is 
most alarming to me is that I have not 
yet seen in the last 6 months in this 
final term of Donald Trump what I saw 
in the first term of Donald Trump, 
which is quietly—not rudely, not pro-
vocatively—but occasionally, this 
branch of government on a bipartisan 
basis stood up for itself. 

Those guys would say: Look, we love 
you Mr. Trump, we love you Mr. Presi-

dent, but on this one, I can’t be with 
you. 

On BBB, I understand. It is very hard 
to reject the President’s signature pol-
icy accomplishment. But this seemed 
like one where we could have gotten 
four ‘‘no’’ votes. This really did seem 
to me like one where it would be a good 
opportunity to stand up to the Presi-
dent and just say: We are going to do 
the appropriating over here. Let me 
show you what article I says and what 
article II says, and we are going to 
defer to you on lots of matters but not 
100 percent of matters. 

So my question is: If they are going 
to have the votes to enact this rescis-
sion package, when is it that Repub-
licans are going to stand up for their 
own prerogatives? 

Why would you run for office; would 
you put your family through all of 
that; would you go through the dif-
ficulty of a campaign; would you go 
through the difficulty of being a public 
figure and subject to scrutiny and crit-
icism and all the late nights and the 
kind of uncomfortable interactions and 
all of that? It really is a sacrifice. It is 
certainly an honor, but it is also a sac-
rifice. 

Why would you do that if you don’t 
get to make up your own mind? 

I don’t pretend to be able to get into 
the mind or the position of a Repub-
lican colleague of mine. I am from Ha-
waii. It is different. But I do think that 
there is a point at which it is just not 
worth it to give this guy every single 
thing that he wants. And it would be 
important and it will age well and your 
family will be happy and your staff will 
be secretly happy—at least some of 
them—if, at some point, you establish 
that there are some limits to the exec-
utive branch’s power. 

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

ator from North Carolina. 
Mr. TILLIS. Mr. President, I rise 

today to talk about two subjects, the 
first of which is the vote that will 
begin here in about an hour and a half, 
and that is on this rescissions bill. I 
have indicated, I voted for the dis-
charge petition and the motion to pro-
ceed last night. For those that may not 
know that process, voting for the dis-
charge petition simply means that we 
took it out of committee. Voting for 
the motion to proceed simply means 
that we are now on the bill and will be 
considering amendments over the 
course of the next several hours to de-
termine if we have Member support to 
change the bill, to improve it from dif-
ferent people’s perspectives, and I in-
tend to vote for final passage at this 
time. 

I am also looking at other amend-
ments that maybe will make the bill 
better, but I also have to speak to the 
unique nature of this rescissions pack-
age so that we make sure that we get 
this right, and we lay groundwork for 
future rescissions. 

VerDate Sep 11 2014 11:21 Jul 17, 2025 Jkt 059060 PO 00000 Frm 00012 Fmt 0624 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\G16JY6.017 S16JYPT1rf
re

de
ric

k 
on

 L
A

P
8L

Y
D

4G
3P

R
O

D
 w

ith
 S

E
N

A
T

E



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S4393 July 16, 2025 
The only time that we have had a 

successful rescissions package in mod-
ern history was 1992. And that rescis-
sion—by the way, for those who don’t 
know what rescission is, it just simply 
means this funding will be cut. You 
will not be allowed to spend money in 
the administration. 

Well, in 1992, the successful rescis-
sions package actually had significant 
cuts, but in every case, it had very de-
tailed lists of specific programs that 
were going to be cut. So then as Mem-
bers, when they proceeded in 1992—can-
didly, I wasn’t even paying attention 
to politics back in 1992 at this level— 
but when they were proceeding with 
the rescissions package, they can look 
at a specific line item and come to the 
floor, like we are going to do this after-
noon, and say: I don’t like that line 
item. I am going to see if I have enough 
support among my colleagues to take 
that one out. I will end up voting for 
the rescission, but I want that out be-
cause I disagree that we should be cut-
ting the funding. 

In an ideal world, that success in 1992 
would have instructed the rescissions 
package we have before us today, but 
the reality is, we don’t have those de-
tails. I am prepared to vote for this re-
scission package with the hope that I 
can trust those who are going to make 
the detailed decisions for about $7 bil-
lion of the total $9 billion rescission. 

About $2 billion of it is associated 
with National Public Radio, the Cor-
poration for Public Broadcasting. Peo-
ple have asked me why wouldn’t I try 
to vote on an amendment to cut that 
out. Because I believe that those orga-
nizations have drifted over time, that 
we probably, at some point, should pro-
vide funding to them, but I am not 
going to fight that part of the rescis-
sion because at least we know exactly 
what it is. So Members have to decide 
whether or not they are OK with it. 

I suspect we are going to find out 
there are some things that we are 
going to regret, some second- and 
third-order effects, and I suspect that 
when we do, we will have to come back 
and fix it, similar to what I am trying 
to do with a bill I voted against a cou-
ple of weeks ago, the so-called Big 
Beautiful Bill that I think we are going 
to have to go back and work on. 

But the remainder of the rescissions 
package really is at the top level. We 
have no earthly idea what specific cuts 
will occur, but I am willing to give 
OMB and the President the benefit of 
the doubt that they are going to be re-
sponsible cuts. There are two kinds of 
areas that I am going to be focused on, 
in particular. There is an area that 
could lay the groundwork for the ad-
ministration to cut roughly $200 mil-
lion from a Ukraine support program. 
It is not the military support program. 
I appreciate what the President is 
doing in terms of finally getting to a 
point where we are going to sustain 
support for Ukraine. This happens to 
be a program that some believe, you 
know, if it is cut could harm some of 

the nonmilitary aid that we are pro-
viding Ukraine. I share that belief. 

Now, I have been told as late as yes-
terday that will not be one of the cuts, 
and so I am willing to move forward 
and vote on this bill on the assumption 
that that comes to pass. However, if we 
find out that some of these programs 
that we have communicated should be 
out of bounds, that advisers to the 
President decide that they are going to 
cut anyway, then there will be a reck-
oning for that. It won’t be in this bill, 
but this is only a small bill. This is a 
$9 billion rescissions package, folks. 

We have been told that through 
DOGE there should be $1 trillion or $2 
trillion in savings. The reason why it is 
so important to get this rescissions bill 
right is because if confidences are be-
trayed with a $9 billion bill, do you 
really think you are going to have the 
support for wide-open, ‘‘trust us’’ deci-
sions for future larger decisions? 

In other words, if my confidence is 
betrayed here, then I won’t vote for an-
other rescissions bill, unless we have 
that line-item programming. But I am 
willing to go through this exercise, 
and, hopefully, we can trust the admin-
istration to not go down the path that 
we have been assured that they won’t 
when they are given this broad ability 
to make up to about $7 billion in cuts. 

Now, some of them are obvious. Peo-
ple are going to say: Well, Tillis, you 
are worried about—pick some sort of 
liberal program in some part of the 
world. Well, obviously, we are not. 
There are a lot of things that we can 
cut where scope creep, or fraud, or 
abuse exists, but some of these pro-
grams will have life impacts. 

I was in Kenya, in Nairobi outside of 
Kenya. I was at a Sudanese refugee 
camp a couple months ago. And what 
struck me in this refugee camp were 
these American signs in a maternal 
ward with children that had distended 
bellies. They had flies crawling all over 
them, expectant mothers sick, and 
they were thankful that they had that 
condition to bring their children to and 
to potentially get support for expect-
ant mothers. They were thankful for 
those conditions that we would find 
abominable in this country, and they 
were willing to give the United States 
credit to give them those conditions. 

Those are the kinds of programs that 
I am imploring the administration to 
not touch when given the broad au-
thority that they will get with this 
bill—because if they do, it could be the 
end to billions of dollars that we could 
potentially rescind if we don’t do one 
of two things in this bill: No. 1, get this 
authority and cut programs like I just 
described in Kenya or Ukraine or get 
this authority and betray a confidence 
with our colleagues on the other side of 
the aisle in a spending decision that 
was used to fund the government. 

We have got this yearend appropria-
tions we have to work on—September 
30. We have got to fund the govern-
ment. Now, how likely is it that Demo-
crats are going to come with us—the 

only way we can fund the government 
is to get at least seven Democrats to 
vote with us at the end of September 30 
or we could go into a shutdown. 

If I am a Democrat and you are try-
ing to get me to vote and get to a 60- 
vote threshold to fund the government 
and you have just betrayed a prior 
agreement and a prior appropriation, 
what is the likelihood that they are 
going to do that? So if we don’t get 
agreement, if I see any rescissions that 
are betraying a confidence that we as 
U.S. Senators made to get the govern-
ment funded, that is going to be a prob-
lem for me in the next rescissions bill. 

Now, somebody may say I am show-
boating or doing something else by 
coming to the floor and doing this, but, 
folks, I am trying to protect this ad-
ministration from itself in terms of fu-
ture decisions that will make our job 
more difficult to govern here. 

I want the President to be successful 
with these rescissions packages. I want 
the people advising him to know how 
they execute will determine whether or 
not President Trump is ultimately suc-
cessful. 

FEDERAL RESERVE 
Mr. President, so that is all I have to 

say about that, but I do have a brief 
comment before I relinquish the floor, 
and I apologize to my friend and col-
league from New Hampshire. 

There has been some talk about po-
tentially firing the Fed Chair. And I 
think probably people need to be edu-
cated on how—the Fed really only has 
two things that they need to do: They 
need to keep unemployment low, and 
they need to manage inflation. It is 
called a dual mandate. 

Now, some people may actually think 
that Chair Powell just has broad au-
thority to set policies around that and 
that by firing him or replacing him 
then everything is good, that person 
can make good decisions that a given 
administration likes. Folks, there is 
something called the FOMC, which has 
12 voting members and 7 members that 
come into the discussion when we are 
talking about policies around rates. 

Twelve of them have to vote for a 
rate increase to occur. No one person, 
including the Chair, can influence that 
unless there is a consensus. So if any-
body thinks that firing Chair Powell is 
going to change their focus and their 
method on the dual mandate, simply, 
they don’t know what they are talking 
about. They don’t know how this whole 
process works, and I hope they do be-
cause the consequence of firing a Fed 
Chair just because political people 
don’t agree with that economic deci-
sion will be to undermine the credi-
bility of the United States going for-
ward. And I would argue, if it happens, 
you are going to see a pretty imme-
diate response, and we have got to 
avoid that. 

Look, I have had problems with Chair 
Powell, but at the end of the day, I re-
spect him, and I respect the independ-
ence of the Fed. And if anybody thinks 
that it would be a good idea for the Fed 
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to become another Agency within the 
administration, subject to whatever 
the President’s advisers want him to 
do, they are making a huge mistake, 
and they really need to study how that 
process works. 

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

ator from New Hampshire. 
H.R. 4 

Mrs. SHAHEEN. Mr. President, I 
come to the floor today as we consider 
a rescissions package that would can-
cel billions of dollars in foreign assist-
ance. It would make permanent the 
cuts that were carried out by DOGE 
earlier this year. 

That was when this administration 
gave Elon Musk the authority to put 
American foreign aid programs 
through the woodchipper. They justi-
fied those cuts by saying they would 
save money. But here we are 6 months 
later, not only have they passed a rec-
onciliation bill that increases the na-
tional debt by more than $3 trillion, 
that shifts the financial burden to 
State and local governments. In New 
Hampshire, there is going to be a mas-
sive cost shift because of the passage of 
that bill. And for all the talk about 
saving money, I don’t think DOGE has 
saved a dime. 

Earlier this spring, CBS News re-
ported that the Federal Government 
has spent $200 billion more in its first 
100 days this year than it did last year. 
And according to the Partnership for 
Public Service, DOGE’s cuts could cost 
American taxpayers as much as $135 
billion this year alone. 

And this rescissions package is no 
better. And the substitute that we have 
seen so far is a gimmick. It claims to 
preserve funding for global health pro-
grams like HIV, malaria, and tuber-
culosis, for agriculture research, for 
the Countering PRC Influence Fund, 
but it doesn’t actually restore those 
funds. 

So a vote for the substitute is a vote 
to cut critical foreign assistance pro-
grams. And one thing is clear, while 
American diplomacy and foreign aid 
amount to less than 1 percent—less 
than 1 percent of our Federal budget— 
the return on that investment delivers 
real dividends to American consumers 
and American businesses. 

As you can see, U.S. development as-
sistance supports more than 100,000 
U.S. jobs. This week, the Senate For-
eign Relations Committee minority re-
leased a report that highlights what 
cutting these programs does. 

This is the report. I think the Pre-
siding Officer has seen it in the com-
mittee. It is called ‘‘The Price of Re-
treat: America Cedes Global Leader-
ship to China.’’ 

What has been done in these foreign 
assistance programs helps China ex-
pand its influence. Through research 
and staff travel and meetings with 
NGOs and foreign officials, the report 
shows that the Trump administration’s 
cuts to the State Department, to for-
eign assistance, and to other programs 

directly threaten our national security 
and our prosperity. 

They severely undermine our ability 
to compete with our main adversary, 
China, and they do that both in the na-
tional security space and in the eco-
nomic space. 

You know, Secretary Rubio said at 
his confirmation hearing: ‘‘The most 
potent and dangerous near-peer adver-
sary this nation has ever confronted’’ 
is China. 

It is true. The People’s Republic of 
China presents the United States with 
a strategic challenge that is distinct 
from any in our Nation’s history. While 
our competition with China often 
seems distant from the United States, 
the reality is the outcome of this com-
petition is deeply tied to our economy, 
to our security, and to our lives here at 
home—because whether we are com-
bating unfair trade practices and the 
thefts of intellectual property or we 
are stopping the flow of fentanyl into 
our communities or protecting Ameri-
cans from spying and cyber attacks or 
helping U.S. companies stay ahead in 
developing batteries, electric vehicles, 
and AI, the stakes are very high, and 
the threat to our prosperity and our se-
curity is real. 

I don’t think most Americans want 
to live in a world where the Chinese 
Communist Party is driving the agen-
da. But instead of strength and focus, 
what we have seen from this adminis-
tration is a chaotic, haphazard retreat 
from the global stage. 

Oh, they talk a good game on the 
danger that China poses, but actions 
speak louder than words. And when it 
comes to confronting Beijing, this ad-
ministration has no consistent message 
and no coherent strategy. And they are 
eliminating critical programs: disease 
surveillance and prevention, scientific 
research, and disaster response. 

And now—now—we just had a hearing 
in the Foreign Relations Committee, 
and we talked about this. The Trump 
administration is preparing to incin-
erate 500 tons of emergency food—500 
tons. And the cost of that food was 
$800,000. It has already been paid for by 
taxpayers, and it is going to cost an-
other $130,000 to incinerate it. 

So talk about waste. That is enough 
food to feed 1.5 million children for a 
week. 

Thanks to chaotic and inept deci-
sions, cutting funding, firing staff, and 
gutting key programs, American tax-
payers are going to foot the bill for 
this, and children are going to go hun-
gry. 

These erratic, self-defeating policies 
are in stark contrast to what we are 
seeing from the Chinese Communist 
Party, which has been, sadly, very 
clear and deliberate in its strategy be-
cause the PRC is playing the long 
game. It is using tactics like 
disinformation, political interference, 
cyber attacks, and economic coercion. 

Within days of cuts to foreign aid 
programs, China was already labeling 
the United States as an unreliable 

partner. And within months, Beijing 
was replacing programs that we had 
cut. 

So look where we are today. You can 
look at the number of cuts to Amer-
ican embassies and consulates around 
the world. And while the administra-
tion proposes slashing America’s inter-
national affairs budget by 84 percent, 
China is boosting its diplomatic budget 
by 8 percent. As we cut diplomatic staff 
and consider embassy closures, China 
operates one of the world’s largest dip-
lomatic missions, with 278 missions. 
And while the United States shuts 
down networks like Radio Free Asia, 
China is spending billions on propa-
ganda, expanding into 80 new fre-
quencies and more languages. 

Our first hearing in the Foreign Rela-
tions Committee, at the beginning of 
this year, was on China, and what we 
heard at that hearing was that the 
PRC—China—is spending more than a 
billion dollars a year on misinforma-
tion and disinformation campaigns. 

And what have we done in response? 
We have cut Radio Free Asia. We have 
cut those networks that provide infor-
mation to the people who China is try-
ing to manipulate. 

So while we are cutting counter-
narcotics programs, China is working 
with Latin American countries to build 
law enforcement capacity. And as the 
administration moves to defund inter-
national bodies like the U.N., China 
has pledged more than $500 million to 
the World Health Organization. 

And, you know, it is so crazy. The ad-
ministration has been attacking uni-
versities like Harvard and saying that 
they are not going to allow them to in-
clude any international students. And 
what is Hong Kong doing on behalf of 
the PRC? They are offering places to 
talented stem students who are looking 
to leave the United States. 

And while we threaten allies with 
tariffs, China is courting them across 
Europe, Asia, and the Western Hemi-
sphere. 

In May, Xi Jinping hosted Brazil’s 
President and other Latin American 
leaders and pledged more than $9 bil-
lion in investments. 

I was with a group of Senators at the 
Paris Air Show earlier this year. It is 
an exhibition that highlights the latest 
in aircraft and aerospace and military 
aircraft. And when we met with our 
embassy officials, they told us that 
they saw the biggest presence ever 
from China at that exhibition and that 
China has opened three new consulates 
in France and over 20 Confucius Insti-
tutes in France. 

So China is not just looking at Afri-
ca, at the Indo-Pacific. They are look-
ing at countries that have been our 
traditional allies. And what is the ad-
ministration doing? It is suggesting 
that it is going to close U.S. diplomatic 
posts in these same regions. 

China is eating our lunch when it 
comes to diplomacy, when it comes to 
the investments that we need to make 
around the world. And yet here we are 
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today. We are considering a rescissions 
package that is going to further benefit 
the Chinese Communist Party. 

Leaders across the political spec-
trum, Democrats and Republicans 
alike, have agreed, since I got to the 
U.S. Senate—and I thought the admin-
istration agreed with us—that the big-
gest threat to America’s security, both 
economic and national security, is 
China—the People’s Republican of 
China. 

We need to come together. We need 
to make sure that America doesn’t re-
treat from the global stage. And the 
good news is that, despite the cuts, de-
spite the administration’s policies, 
there is still broad, bipartisan agree-
ment that American leadership on the 
global stage is essential and that Chi-
na’s expanding global footprint makes 
us less safe and less prosperous. 

So to my colleagues here in Congress 
who are considering this rescissions 
package that would codify these cuts, 
remember this: It is not too late. We 
can move to reverse the damage that 
has been done in the first 6 months. We 
can preserve America’s ability to lead, 
to compete, and to shape the future on 
America’s terms, not on the terms of 
the Chinese Communist Party. 

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

ator from Connecticut. 
Mr. MURPHY. Mr. President, eight 

times since 1974, when Congress created 
the rescissions process, one party has 
controlled the White House, the Sen-
ate, and the House of Representatives— 
eight times. It is actually four times 
Democratic control and four times Re-
publican control. Eight times one 
party had total control over the ele-
ments of the Federal Government nec-
essary to pass legislation. And never 
before has either party done what Re-
publicans are doing today: pass a par-
tisan rescissions bill, double-crossing 
the minority party, and canceling 
spending that just months before both 
parties shook hands on. 

Why? Why has this never happened 
before? Well, because this is just an 
old-fashioned doublecross. It is a con 
job. Republicans and Democrats agreed 
on spending levels—first, in a bipar-
tisan appropriations bill passed in 
March of 2023, and then again in mul-
tiple bipartisan continuing resolutions. 

When a party controls the White 
House and both Houses of Congress, it 
always has the power to use the rescis-
sions process to pull a fast one: to 
agree with the minority party on a 
budget—because the rules say that you 
need 60 votes to pass a budget—to get 
majority party priorities funded in ex-
change for funding minority party pri-
orities, and then to use the rescissions 
process to just doublecross the minor-
ity by using that process, which only 
requires 50 votes, to just then cancel 
the minority parties’ priorities. 

That is immoral. It is unethical— 
suckering your partner into a deal in 
which you get something and they get 
something and then using the back 

door to cancel the part of the deal that 
you don’t like. That is bad faith. It is 
why no party has done it since 1972. 

The power has always existed. Eight 
different times, either the Democratic 
Party or the Republican Party could 
have cut a bipartisan spending deal and 
then used the rescissions power to just 
cancel the parts of the deal they didn’t 
like. But it has never happened because 
it is bad faith, because it destroys the 
ability of the Senate to function in a 
bipartisan way. 

It is kind of like, if you traded base-
ball cards as a kid and you made a 
trade with your best friend, and then, 
in the middle of the night, you snuck 
into his house, and you took your cards 
back, so that you had his cards, and 
now you had your cards as well. No-
body would think that is right. But 
that is exactly what is happening here. 

It will become hard, maybe even im-
possible—Senator TILLIS laid this out 
very well—to write a bipartisan budget 
ever again because the minority party 
now knows that they can get double-
crossed. 

And believe me, if Republicans do 
this now, Democrats are going to do it 
when they are in charge. This will be-
come the norm. 

Sit down. Do a bipartisan deal—wink, 
wink—and then, a couple months later, 
just cancel the agreement through a 
partisan rescissions process. 

And, of course, this is now the third 
time in 7 short months that the new 
Republican majority has made substan-
tial, meaningful changes to Senate 
rules and norms. Senate Republicans 
created a brandnew rule that massively 
expands their ability to invalidate ac-
tions of the previous Democratic ad-
ministration. Just a couple weeks ago, 
Republicans walked away from decades 
of precedent on how Senate bills are 
scored, and they used new magic math 
to create a score that hid the actual 
cost of their budget plan—and now this 
double-cross. 

But this isn’t just about breaking the 
Senate. That is actually, probably, the 
least serious consequence of what is 
happening here. The most serious con-
sequence is what is happening to Amer-
ican power around the world as Donald 
Trump and Republicans, in part 
through this rescissions bill, destroy 
every single nonmilitary tool that we 
use around the world to protect our in-
terests. 

When I was, like, 8 or 9 years old, I 
collected G.I. Joe figures. And one 
Christmas, I remember being so excited 
because Santa Claus brought me the 
huge G.I. Joe aircraft carrier. It was 
awesome. I was obsessed with the mili-
tary, like a lot of boys that age—the 
planes, the tanks, the ships. That is 
what I thought American power was— 
the U.S. military—period, stop. 

And, of course, that is an 8-year-old’s 
view of the world. The world, as it 
turns out, is a lot more complicated. 
You need a lot more than just planes 
and tanks and ships to protect your in-
terests. You need a powerful military. 

But adults—in particular, adults who 
have any experience in national secu-
rity—know that the octopus of global 
power has a lot of arms: military might 
but also information might, economic 
might, diplomatic might, energy 
might, and humanitarian might. 

This rescissions bill cancels billions 
of dollars in investments in non-
military foreign policy tools, and it is 
a part of a broader effort by the Trump 
administration to destroy almost every 
tool that protects American interests 
other than our military. 

Over the last 10 years, the defense 
budget has grown from about $502 bil-
lion to $825 billion. That is an extraor-
dinary 10-year increase of about $323 
billion. Over that same period of time, 
the State Department budget has 
grown from $54 billion to $56 billion—a 
$2 billion increase. If you layer in 
emergency funds, that increase is more 
like $30 billion. But you are still talk-
ing about an increase for the military 
over the past 10 years that is 10 times 
the size of the increase for nonmilitary 
tools. 

This military myopia makes me re-
member my 8-year-old self because it is 
so childish, it is so immature, it is so 
divorced from reality. Donald Trump’s 
national security strategy—fund the 
military and destroy every other way 
that we confront Russia, China, Iran, 
nonstate actors—it could have been 
constructed by an 8-year-old. It is that 
unsophisticated. 

It really amounts to surrender be-
cause as we stop projecting non-
military power around the world, 
China and Russia but especially 
China—they just celebrate and step 
into the void. 

Secretary Rubio announced on March 
10 that 83 percent of USAID programs 
will be terminated. Meanwhile, China 
just announced an 8.4-percent increase 
in its own diplomatic budget for 2025, 
committing 500 million additional dol-
lars to the World Health Organization 
over the next 5 years—an organization 
that the United States no longer be-
longs to. 

As a result of our cuts, standing next 
to China’s investments in diplomatic 
power, China will surpass the United 
States this year for the first time as 
the largest bilateral assistance partner 
for 40 countries. China is now the 
power at the World Health Organiza-
tion. They call the shots about the 
standards of global health and pan-
demic relief. China is now the preferred 
economic development partner for 
many nations. China is now the domi-
nant force in standard-setting boards 
for global commerce. 

This is a choice the Trump adminis-
tration is making to make China—and 
to a certain extent Russia, in certain 
forms—the dominant power when it 
comes to economic statecraft, informa-
tion statecraft, energy statecraft. 

Let me give you a specific example. 
Today, information is power. If you 
control information flows, you control 
politics, you control economics, and 
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you control culture. China spends 
about $7 billion a year to promote their 
communist narrative, undermine U.S. 
leadership around the world, and foster 
a China-friendly media environment 
globally. Russia—it is hard to know 
how much Russia spends because they 
are not publicly reporting much of it, 
but they certainly spend at least $1.5 
billion but probably double that. 

In many countries, Russia and China 
control the information space. Rus-
sian-backed candidates win elections in 
countries on their periphery simply be-
cause of Russian information pro-
grams. Asian countries boxed the 
United States and U.S. companies out 
of economic competition because of 
Chinese information programs. 

Faced with China and Russia spend-
ing somewhere in the neighborhood of 
$10 billion, where the United States 
today is spending only a fraction of 
that amount of money, it would stand 
to reason that this would be a moment 
where we should come together, Repub-
licans and Democrats, and dramati-
cally increase our information warfare 
investments, but, of course, we are 
doing exactly the opposite. Trump is in 
the middle of a powerful, relentless 
campaign to destroy—to destroy— 
America’s global information power. 

The Trump administration just shut 
down the Global Engagement Center. 
That is the capacity of the State De-
partment to try to counter Russian and 
Chinese propaganda around the world. 
Gone. Just gone. The Global Engage-
ment Center was a bipartisan commit-
ment set up years ago by myself and 
Rob Portman, supported by Marco 
Rubio when he was a Senator. Now it 
just doesn’t exist any longer. 

The administration is dismantling 
the U.S. Agency for Global Media, the 
umbrella arm that oversees our infor-
mation programs around the world. 
They laid off 92 percent of its staff. 
Voice of America, the Middle East 
Broadcasting Networks, Radio Free 
Europe, and Radio Free Asia are on 
track to disappear. The arm of VOA 
that combats Iranian anti-American 
information—gone. Fifty-four different 
radio frequencies operated by Radio 
Free Asia to counter Chinese anti- 
American propaganda—gone. At the 
same time, China is opening up 80 new 
radio frequencies in multiple lan-
guages, including in those regions 
where America is disappearing. 

We are handing the world to China 
and Russia by deciding to view Amer-
ican power only through a military 
lens. This rescissions bill makes it 
worse by enacting billions of dollars of 
cuts to diplomacy, to economic devel-
opment programs, and likely to infor-
mation programs because we actually 
can’t see the impact of all of these 
cuts. 

It is all surrender. China is throwing 
a blowout party as we disappear our 
nonmilitary power from the world. 

Trump terminated tens of millions of 
dollars from projects to upgrade Afri-
ca’s power grid. What did China do? 

They announced $50 billion of new fi-
nancing for Africa—Africa, a place 
where the critical minerals exist to 
power AI and future defense systems; 
Africa, the part of the world whose 
economy is going to explode with op-
portunity—now opportunity that will 
go to Chinese companies, not American 
companies, as we withdraw our rela-
tionships with that continent and as 
China steps into the breach. 

This rescissions bill, standing next to 
Trump’s destruction of all our non-
military foreign policy tools, is sur-
render to our enemies. 

This bill is a doublecross. It is. It is 
a doublecross. It is going to harm our 
ability to ever be able to do a bipar-
tisan budget process in the future. But 
even worse, this bill is surrender to our 
adversaries who are chomping at the 
bit to fill the void that we are creating 
by adopting the national security 
strategy of an 8-year-old boy. 

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

ator from Maryland. 
Mr. VAN HOLLEN. Mr. President, it 

was just a few weeks ago on this Sen-
ate floor that our Republican col-
leagues, on a straight party-line vote, 
cut millions and millions of dollars— 
billions of dollars from investments in 
healthcare, like Medicaid. As a result, 
millions and millions of Americans are 
going to lose access to healthcare. And 
for what? All for a giant tax giveaway 
that disproportionately benefits the 
very wealthiest in America. They 
called it the Big Beautiful Bill. It was 
beautiful if you are a billionaire. For 
everybody else, it came at your ex-
pense in one form or another. 

Now here today on the floor of the 
Senate, we have Republicans bringing a 
partisan bill once again—this time to 
cut $9 billion in important invest-
ments, including from public radio and 
public television and, as my colleague 
Senator MURPHY just indicated, from 
very important foreign assistance pro-
grams that are essential to American 
diplomacy and ultimately to American 
power and interests around the world. 

This is not ‘‘America First’’; this is 
‘‘America in retreat’’ or President 
Trump surrendering. 

To add insult to injury, these cuts 
are coming after Republicans in this 
very body and the House of Representa-
tives passed and President Trump 
signed into law provisions that in-
cluded the very programs we are talk-
ing about cutting today. In other 
words, this is a total switcheroo where 
one day, Republicans vote for a pack-
age that includes essential invest-
ments, and the next day, they turn 
around on a party-line vote and erase 
the investments that were just signed 
into law. That will undermine the en-
tire appropriations process. 

I have been listening to comments 
from some of my Republican col-
leagues, and they say this is about re-
ducing the national debt. I am all for 
reducing our deficits and our debt. But 
I ask my Republican colleagues, if you 

really cared about fiscal responsibility 
and deficits and the debt, what hap-
pened 2 weeks ago on the floor of the 
Senate? Because Republican Senators 
pulled all-nighters in order to pass leg-
islation that resulted in the largest 
debt increase in American history, 
throwing away trillions of dollars to in 
part pay for tax cuts for billionaires. 

That bill that passed the Senate just 
2 weeks ago will add $4 trillion to our 
national debt. Why is that? Because 
even after they made cuts to Medicaid, 
which will throw millions of Americans 
off their healthcare, even after that, 
the tax cuts that disproportionately 
benefit wealthy people were so big that 
it is still going to explode the deficit 
by $4 trillion. 

Now here they come 2 weeks later to 
pass this rescissions bill that cuts very 
important services and very important 
components of our foreign policy for $9 
billion. Mr. President, that is 0.23 of 1 
percent of the debt that the Republican 
Senators voted to increase just 2 weeks 
ago. 

So nobody is fooling anybody when 
Senators come down to the floor and 
say ‘‘We have got to do this because of 
our national debt,’’ having exploded 
the national debt by $4 trillion just 2 
weeks ago. 

So what does this package include? 
Well, it includes cuts to public radio. 
That includes NPR. It includes PBS. 
Also, public television is cut. So we ex-
plode the debt by $4 trillion 2 weeks 
ago, and this week, we are coming after 
Big Bird. That is their solution to deal-
ing with the national debt. 

If you look at the cuts to public 
radio, they can have very harmful im-
pacts around the country because in 
many rural areas especially, people do 
use access to public radio to get alerts 
about natural disasters. So this would 
put those communities at risk. 

This is part of a pattern. It is part of 
a pattern we are seeing in the funds 
being withheld by this Trump White 
House that we already passed. Here, we 
are talking about cutting funds 
through this partisan process, but the 
Trump White House is unilaterally 
withholding important funds for dis-
aster relief. 

We learned after the tragic flooding 
in Texas that claimed so many lives 
that FEMA failed to answer nearly 
two-thirds of the calls on its disaster 
assistance line because the Trump ad-
ministration had cut so much of the 
FEMA staff. 

In my State of Maryland, a number 
of months ago, we witnessed terrible 
flooding in the western part of our 
State. In fact, some of you may have 
seen the images of elementary school 
students being evacuated from their 
school on boats. Fortunately, no one 
died in that flood, but the damage was 
extensive. 

We are still waiting on the Trump ad-
ministration to answer our State’s re-
quest for some help for those families 
and small businesses that were hit. 

Now, this is a pattern that goes be-
yond just disaster relief. In Maryland, 
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we have also seen cuts to FEMA pro-
grams designed to protect communities 
and let them have the resources to put 
in place protections like higher walls 
so that they are not victims of natural 
disasters. Those funds were cut. So we 
see those cuts to those essential pro-
grams. 

We are also seeing this across the 
board when it comes to global health. I 
am not going to go through all of those 
cuts. Some of my colleagues have iden-
tified those. I will just say that our for-
eign assistance is not charity. Our for-
eign assistance, as colleagues have 
said, has been an essential element of 
our overall foreign policy. If you talk 
to wise generals at the Defense Depart-
ment, they will tell you that our na-
tional security and foreign policy 
strategy rest on three pillars: Yes, of 
course, defense and military power but 
also on diplomacy and development. 
So, when you make these deep cuts 
that are impacting diplomacy and de-
velopment, including, by the way, the 
1,300 patriotic State Department em-
ployees who were just fired last week— 
when you do that, it is our adversaries 
who benefit, and it is the American 
people who lose, along with our allies, 
because those are not giveaways, those 
investments. 

You know, if your neighbor’s house is 
on fire, you don’t just sit in your house 
and let your neighbor’s house burn. 
You go help them out because they are 
your neighbors, and it is the right 
thing to do, but it is also the smart 
thing to do because that fire may be 
heading to your house next. 

And when it comes to issues like 
global health and the spread of disease 
around the world, it is the same story: 
We save millions of lives, including 
millions of kids’ lives whom we help, 
but we also prevent those diseases from 
jumping over the oceans and coming to 
hurt people right here in the United 
States of America. 

But this administration doesn’t care. 
If you look at a Lancet study, they 
have estimated that the cuts that the 
Trump administration has made in the 
area of global health and other impor-
tant investments will cost 14 million 
lives by the year 2030, including 4.5 mil-
lion children who will die. We just saw 
a story in The Atlantic that revealed 
the Trump administration is paying to 
incinerate—to light on fire—500 tons of 
emergency nutritional biscuits that 
could go to feed hungry kids. 

So I really urge my colleagues to 
take a step back and not move forward 
with these cuts. As I said, the notion 
that this is somehow their contribu-
tion to reducing our national debt 
when they exploited our national debt 
by $4 trillion over 10 years just 2 weeks 
ago is ludicrous. 

But I will close, since I see the vice 
chair of the Appropriations Committee 
on the floor, with just a final point 
that does deserve repeating, which is 
that we have had a bipartisan appro-
priations process, and we have done our 
very best to preserve that tradition, 

but when you take an action on one 
day and we vote on a bipartisan basis 
for important American priorities, 
whether in public radio or in address-
ing global health issues—when we do 
that one day and the President of the 
United States signs that into law and 
then we run down here a few months 
later and say, ‘‘Do you know what? We 
didn’t mean it with respect to these 
programs, and we, on a partisan basis, 
are going to yank them away,’’ that 
undermines trust and confidence in 
this entire system. 

So both for the American people and 
the important investments that we did 
make, which they will now lose, but 
also for the future of this institution 
and the power of the purse, I urge my 
colleagues to vote against this bill. 

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

ator from Delaware. 
Mr. COONS. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the following 
Senators be permitted to speak prior to 
votes: myself for up to 10 minutes, Sen-
ator CANTWELL for up to 10 minutes, 
Senator MURRAY for 5 minutes, and 
Senator SCHUMER for 5 minutes. 

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

Mr. COONS. Mr. President, ‘‘Jesus 
wept.’’ ‘‘Jesus wept.’’ Most of us who 
grew up in Bible-believing households 
know this is the shortest verse in all of 
Scripture and, in some ways, the most 
powerful—one that haunts me. ‘‘Jesus 
wept’’ in John, the 11th chapter, 35th 
verse, because he had come too late, 
seemingly, to save the life of Lazarus. 
He wept because someone he knew and 
loved had died, and it had caused such 
harm and loss to his family. 

Today, we are doing something on 
the floor of this Senate—my Repub-
lican colleagues are doing something 
on the floor of this Senate—that I be-
lieve would make Jesus weep. 

In Luke, there is a moment in the 
10th chapter where a lawyer—and it is 
always a lawyer—comes to test Jesus 
and, in trying to justify himself, press-
es Jesus with questions. 

What must I do to gain eternal life? 
Jesus says: What does the Scripture 

teach? 
He says: You should love the Lord 

your God with all your heart and all 
your soul and all your mind. The sec-
ond commandment is like unto it. You 
should love your neighbor as yourself. 

Jesus says: You have read well. Do 
this, and you will gain eternal life. 

But the lawyer, hoping to be justi-
fied, says: But—but—but wait. Who is 
my neighbor? 

And what follows is the well-known 
‘‘Parable of the Good Samaritan,’’ 
where the righteous, the priestly, the 
respected, the powerful walk on the 
other side of the road when they en-
counter someone who has been set 
upon by robbers: not my problem, not 
my neighbor. But in the ‘‘Parable of 
the Good Samaritan,’’ it is this person, 
a Samaritan, from a disfavored eth-
nicity—someone outside the circle of 

concern to the ancient Israelites—who 
does the right thing. 

This parable would have been shock-
ing at the time that it was preached by 
Jesus. The idea that the good neighbor 
was the outcast, the unexpected would 
be something that, frankly, would have 
been a surprise. So although today 
‘‘being a good Samaritan’’ is a common 
term, it is important to know the his-
tory. 

We are taught as children that we are 
to see all as our neighbors, not just 
those who live next-door, not just 
those who look like us or speak like us 
or pray like us, but the widest possible 
definition of ‘‘neighbor’’ is what we are 
called through righteousness to see in 
the world. What a difference it has 
made because our Nation has, for dec-
ades, embraced the cause of being 
present, of caring, of making lifesaving 
differences to young mothers and chil-
dren, to widows and orphans, to the im-
prisoned, to the hungry, to the refugee, 
to those fleeing oppression, to those 
seeking relief from authoritarian gov-
ernments, for those seeking a better 
way. 

We are all God’s children. And from 
childhood, we are taught that the Gold-
en Rule, which appears in virtually 
every religion—‘‘Do unto others as you 
would have them do unto you’’—is the 
very foundation of the goodness of 
America: that we care for each other as 
neighbors and that we care for the 
world as neighbors. Yes, we are the 
most charitable, giving, philanthropic, 
engaged Nation on Earth. Yet all that 
we do in foreign aid is less than 1 per-
cent of our total Federal budget. 

Months ago, when Elon Musk and 
DOGE began roaming about the Fed-
eral Agencies of our government, their 
first target was that that delivers dis-
aster relief; that helps feed the hungry; 
that helps welcome the refugee; that 
helps stabilize countries going through 
turmoil. They laid off thousands. They 
shut down programs. They canceled 
billions. Yet, here today, we are at it 
again. Republicans are proposing even 
deeper cuts. I want to talk about one 
area of the many that will be cut, I 
fear, later today: disaster assistance. 

Our Nation was riveted as we 
watched the tragedy that unfolded in 
the Texas Hill Country, where a raging 
river killed dozens and dozens of inno-
cent children. Do you know, around the 
world, when disaster strikes, it is the 
Americans who show up first? It is the 
Americans who show up with relief, 
with assistance, with skill and talent 
and ability. It has been this way for 
decades, and it should be this way still. 

I was on a bipartisan trip to the Phil-
ippines just a few months ago with 
Senator RICKETTS, and I was struck to 
learn that the Philippines, of all the 
nations on Earth, is the most prone to 
natural disasters. They value our part-
nership, our alliance. We have been se-
curity partners for decades. There are 
many Filipino Americans, and there is 
a close and deep relationship. But in 
meeting with their national leaders, 
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their elected leaders—their Senators 
and their Ministers of their Cabinet— 
they said: You know, it makes an in-
credible difference here in the Phil-
ippines. Every time there is a typhoon, 
an earthquake, a volcano, it is the 
Americans who come. It is the Ameri-
cans who deliver the aid, who help us 
help ourselves with training and equip-
ment and support. 

Do you know, in the excess of 
DOGE’s deep cuts, they fired and laid 
off most of our experts who were capa-
ble of delivering world-class disaster 
relief? 

We saw the consequences with an 
earthquake in Myanmar just 3 months 
ago, where the few remaining folks who 
did this work were laid off as they were 
deployed, and, instead, the response 
was led by the Chinese. We are driving 
nations into the open arms of our ad-
versaries. We have long been known as 
a nation that sought to be respected, 
admired, believed in, and embraced not 
for the example of our power but by the 
power of our example; that when there 
were dread pandemics killing millions, 
America showed up. 

One of the positives of this day is 
that my Republican colleagues have re-
coiled from fully shutting down 
PEPFAR, and that is a positive. One of 
the best things we have ever done as a 
nation is to save 27 million lives across 
the world who otherwise would have 
been lost to HIV/AIDS. 

But I will tell you, when Ebola raged 
across Africa in 2014, I was the one 
Member of Congress who went to Libe-
ria at the request of the President—a 
Nobel Peace Prize winner, a brave and 
proud leader of a nation that was 
struggling, that was facing mass losses 
of life. Projections at the early stages 
of the Ebola pandemic were that a fifth 
to a quarter of their population would 
die in a matter of weeks. And who 
came to help? It was the Americans, 
Catholic Relief Services, Save the Chil-
dren, CARE, the U.S. military, and our 
Public Health Service. 

I will never forget meeting a young 
Liberian named Alvin. He dropped out 
of college to become a physician assist-
ant to help when the outbreak began, 
and he, in caring for patients, himself 
contracted Ebola, a near-certain death 
sentence. Yet Alvin was evacuated by 
the Americans to the Ebola treatment 
center that had been set up and funded 
and equipped by Americans, and his life 
was saved by Americans. 

Whether it was the President of the 
nation, Ellen Johnson Sirleaf, or Alvin, 
the folks I met on that trip to Liberia 
thanked and praised the American peo-
ple for our decency, our kindness, and 
our seeing them as our neighbor in 
their moments of deepest struggle, 
risk, and loss. Yet today—yet today— 
my colleagues would rather trim one- 
tenth of 1 percent of the budget—$9 bil-
lion—to cut deeper into food aid and 
disaster assistance and in fighting 
pandemics—all to justify a tax cut. I 
can think of few more despicable acts 
on this floor in my 15 years. I can 

speak to process. We have a bipartisan 
appropriations process, where we can 
and should debate and consider these 
further cuts and put them on the floor 
and vote them up, but this is an odd 
thing. It is a rescission. It is a cutting 
back further of money we have already 
appropriated. 

Just a few minutes later today, I will 
be trying to get votes to end $465 mil-
lion of further cuts in disaster assist-
ance that will be on the floor today, 
taking money from the World Food 
Programme and UNICEF, from Red 
Cross and Save the Children, from 
Catholic Relief Services and World Vi-
sion. 

Folks may think at home that this 
money that goes out to the world is 
money better spent here, but for the 
pennies on the Federal dollar that we 
spend responding to disasters around 
the world, organizations we all know 
and the majority of us believe in and 
support—like the Red Cross, World Vi-
sion, or Catholic Relief Services—are 
able to appear in time and deliver life-
saving aid. 

Think about what we are doing. 
Think about the example we are set-
ting. Think about what we are teach-
ing our children. Open your hearts and 
eyes and realize what we are about to 
do. 

This is a nation of which I am so 
proud, and yet at times it does things 
of which I am so ashamed. I cannot 
imagine the faces in the refugee camps, 
in the villages, in the clinics, in the 
schools, in the towns, in the cities 
around the world who, for years, have 
been used to the idea that when there 
is a pandemic, the Americans come; 
that when there is an earthquake, the 
Americans come; that when there is 
starvation, the Americans come. 

Today, we will vote, no, we won’t. We 
are more interested in ourselves and in 
a bigger tax cut than we are in saving 
starving children—people laid low by 
the devastation of an earthquake, fam-
ilies suffering by a typhoon. The best 
part of this Nation, what truly makes 
us great, is our selfless giving to oth-
ers. 

We will be judged by how we act 
today, for God’s justice is swift and 
sure. And I tremble when I think about 
the answer this Chamber will give 
today to the question: Who is my 
neighbor? 

Ladies and gentlemen of the Senate, 
we should turn aside. We should not, 
with this act and this vote today, make 
Jesus weep. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

SHEEHY). The Senator from Wash-
ington. 

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, we are 
about to vote on this package, but I 
wanted to first make sure my col-
leagues understood that we are not just 
voting on whether local news stations 
shut down or whether communities can 
get information in an emergency or 
whether or not America retreats on the 
world’s stage and break its word or 

whether or not we let children die of 
hunger or preventable diseases just to 
save a few pennies. All of that is at 
stake here, but there is a lot more at 
stake as well, like whether we allow 
partisan rescissions to cut bipartisan 
funds for the first time ever—col-
leagues need to understand that, for 
the first time ever—or whether Russ 
Vought can steamroll this body and 
whether Republicans will pass a bill of 
cuts when they don’t even know what 
is in it. 

I mean, really, I have heard Members 
complain to high heaven about not 
having time to read a bill before voting 
on it. Well, this is even worse. The ad-
ministration has outright refused to 
tell us what will get cut if Republicans 
pass this bill. Even the Republican 
leader admits that. This is a Pandora’s 
box of cuts. 

What I want to leave my colleagues 
with is this: We are not just voting on 
the devastating cuts in this package, 
we are also voting on how the Senate is 
going to spend the rest of the year. Are 
we just going to do rescission after re-
scission? Because we know Russ 
Vought is just itching to send us more. 
And as you have all seen throughout 
this process and as we have seen at 
every hearing we have had with him, 
he doesn’t care if you feel steamrolled; 
he doesn’t care if you want more de-
tails; he doesn’t care whether you want 
different cuts. 

So the vote before us right now is 
really about do we—we are elected rep-
resentatives, all of us—want to write 
the laws and even consider targeted re-
scissions within those bills? Do we 
want to have time to move them on the 
floor or do we want to spend every day, 
every week here debating how much of 
the last spending bill to unravel and 
whose communities get robbed? 

This will not be a hard vote for me, 
and it really should not be a hard vote 
for any one of us. 

I am a strong no, and I hope all of our 
colleagues will join us. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Democratic leader. 
Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. President, in a 

few moments, we will begin voting on 
amendments to the Republican rescis-
sions package. Let’s start with the dev-
astating consequences of passing this 
bill as written. 

The bill will starve local news and 
radio stations so essential, particularly 
in rural areas, for people hearing about 
weather events. We learned the tragedy 
of untimely notification in Texas re-
cently. It was very terrible. It could 
happen again with these kinds of cuts. 

The bill will harm America’s farmers 
and researchers and businesses; make 
the world an easier place, unfortu-
nately, for terrorist recruitment; and 
reward communist China and Vladimir 
Putin—all so Republicans can keep 
paying for billionaire tax cuts. 

And the most galling part: Repub-
licans are rushing forward without a 
clue how these unhinged cuts will be 
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implemented. That is not just me ex-
pressing an opinion. That is what Re-
publicans themselves admit. That is 
what the chair of the Appropriations 
Committee admits. That is what the 
majority leader admitted today, that 
Republicans don’t even know how OMB 
and DOGE are going to rearrange these 
cuts. Yet they are voting for it. 

Republicans are putting a blindfold 
over their own eyes and leading rural 
Americans off a cliff just to make Don-
ald Trump and his billionaire friends 
happy. 

Well, Democrats are not here to 
merely rubberstamp whatever Donald 
Trump does, like the Republicans are 
doing. Today, my Senate Democratic 
colleagues and I will make clear the 
damage this package will have on 
Americans and on our national secu-
rity. 

For one, we will expose the terrible 
things Republicans have stuffed in this 
bill. They want to starve local news 
stations, defund local radio stations, 
cripple disaster alerts, abandon Native 
Tribes, isolate rural Americans, and 
erode America’s leadership on the 
world stage. These amendments will 
show how the Republican bill makes 
America weaker while making our ad-
versaries stronger. 

I, for one, will push an amendment 
on the floor stopping Republicans from 
cutting funds necessary to resist the 
Chinese Communist Party, beat them 
in the race for precious minerals vital 
to our new technologies, and prevent 
them from spreading their nefarious 
cyber attacks around the world. 

My amendment will also stop Repub-
licans from cutting vital funds to our 
partners in the Indo-Pacific, who are 
the first line of defense against aggres-
sion from communist China. 

We will also be ready to offer amend-
ments that take Republicans to task 
when they claim they want to improve 
this bill but only offer tweaks that 
look good on paper without solving the 
issues they claim to care about. For ex-
ample, Republicans say they want to 
protect rural communities, so we have 
amendments that will actually stand 
up for rural communities instead of 
making cosmetic tweaks at the margin 
that Republicans might try to push. 

Republicans say they stand with 
local TV and radio stations and want 
to protect those communities from 
cuts, so we have amendments that will 
actually halt these awful cuts and keep 
these places whole—not some commit-
ment to one State and one Senator 
from OMB but actually preventing 
these cuts from occurring across Amer-
ica. 

Republicans say they want to stand 
up to the Chinese Communist Party, to 
get tough on Putin, and to protect 
funding for global disease and pre-
venting the spread of terrorism, so we 
have amendments that will ensure 
these vital programs are not cut. 

If Republicans oppose these common-
sense amendments, they are simply not 
serious about protecting local commu-

nities and the foreign aid they profess 
to care about. 

Democrats will also push amend-
ments to mitigate its harms on local 
communities and prevent Republicans 
from unilaterally eviscerating funds 
that benefit tens of millions of people. 

The matter is very simple. Repub-
licans themselves have admitted that 
this bill as written right now is a black 
box of cuts, and they have no idea how 
these cuts will be implemented. So if 
they are serious—really serious—about 
standing up for local TV and radio, if 
they truly care about national secu-
rity, if they say they want to protect 
communities from harmful cuts, they 
should prove it—prove it today—by 
supporting our amendments. Actions 
speak a heck of a lot louder than 
words. 

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

clerk will call the roll. 
The senior assistant executive clerk 

proceeded to call the roll. 
Ms. CANTWELL. Mr. President, I ask 

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

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

Ms. CANTWELL. Mr. President, 
while we are waiting for our colleague 
to come, if I could make remarks. 

My colleague, I so appreciate Senator 
MURRAY and Leader SCHUMER out here 
speaking on these important issues. 
But as a committee who has thought a 
lot about storms lately, we are not just 
putting PBS at risk here, we are put-
ting millions of Americans who depend 
on local media for lifesaving informa-
tion at risk. And what is in this rescis-
sion request is really making sure that 
public broadcasters don’t have that 
ability, at least in 20 States where they 
have emergency plans. 

So what happens is that NPR man-
ages the Public Radio Satellite Sys-
tem. They receive emergency alerts. 
They tell us to get out of the way. PBS 
operates the Warning Alert and Re-
sponse Network, which then transmits 
over 11,000 emergency alerts alone last 
year, a 30-percent increase from the 
previous year. 

So why are we talking about cutting 
off emergency alerts? That is 11,000 
times these stations were warned to 
tell people that their lives were in dan-
ger. Let me explain what PBS’s warn-
ing system means for American fami-
lies in plain English. When emergency 
managers, such as someone at FEMA 
or the National Weather Service or 
local officials hit send on a lifesaving 
alert, it normally travels through wire-
less carriers’ infrastructure to reach 
cell towers. 

But what happens when there are 
cyberattacks or those infrastructures 
are crippled, when the fiber lines don’t 
work or they are cut in a storm, when 
disaster like fire or flood or hurricane 
knocks them out? What happens to the 
communication infrastructure then? 
Well, that is what PBS WARN does. It 
fills in. 

PBS stations also on the radio, 
through the airwaves, because they 
don’t have to rely on physical infra-
structure, they basically communicate 
to more than 340 PBS stations nation-
wide. These stations, running on 
backup generators, are built to broad-
cast through disasters. I mean, I think 
if anybody has got any history to 
them, they realize that there has been 
lots of lifesaving information over the 
airwaves. 

So local infrastructure, like TV re-
ceivers, local regional facilities, grab 
that alert signal from the PBS broad-
cast, no internet required, and they get 
the information out to us. This system 
and these critical alerts are the pri-
mary thing that we use in the Nation 
when everything else goes dark. 

That means that every PBS trans-
mitter becomes a backup lifetime line 
for emergency alerts, ensuring that 
warnings about tornadoes, fires, floods, 
and evacuations reach your cell phone 
in seconds. 

Just think about that. If you have 
this flood we had in Kerrville and you 
don’t have a communication system, 
the PBS system is the one that sends 
the alerts because they have gotten it 
through the airwaves. 

This administration—and my col-
leagues now—want to pull the plug on 
this. Just look at yesterday’s alerts 
alone on flash flooding in North Caro-
lina, in central Texas, in Arizona, a 
statewide missing person alert in Ken-
tucky, a tornado warning across Ne-
braska, South Dakota, and Wisconsin 
and dozens more. 

Why would we want anybody to miss 
a disaster alert? It could even be about 
boiling water and making sure that 
you have the right water. These are all 
important communication systems, 
and they are important when cell 
phones and the internet don’t work. On 
November 30, 2018, a magnitude 7.1 
earthquake shook southcentral Alaska. 
In Anchorage, roads split apart, build-
ings crumbled, power lines snapped, 
cell towers went down within seconds, 
and people panicked as they tried to 
reach loved ones. The internet failed, 
but Alaska Public Media never stopped 
broadcasting. Operating on backup 
power, they immediately activated 
their emergency protocols. 

As the aftershocks, including a 5.7 
tremor, continued to rock the region, 
APM provided real-time updates on 
road closures, school evacuations, and 
tsunami warnings. They broadcasted 
which bridges had been damaged, where 
emergency shelters had opened, most 
critically assured isolated commu-
nities that the help was on the way. 
For thousands of Alaskans, that famil-
iar voice on radio was their only con-
nection to vital information during the 
most terrifying memories that they 
have had. In a letter to the editor of 
the Anchorage Daily News, one person 
wrote: 

Commercial radio may be helpful down 
south, but rural Alaska is different. 

Pick any rural Alaskan community with 
exposure to these dangers, and you will find 
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probably that they don’t have a commercial 
radio station. They probably do receive the 
NPR station. 

‘‘In rural Alaska,’’ they continued, ‘‘there 
is no market driven solution to ensure emer-
gency broadcasts are available in a disaster 
that recurs on a 100 year scale time.’’ 

So it is not just Alaska that has this 
problem. Consider what happened in 
Kentucky during the historic torna-
does in December of 2021, when the dev-
astating EF4 tornado carved a 160-mile 
path of destruction on one of the long-
est tornado tracks in our Nation’s his-
tory. WKMS Public Radio became the 
sole source of news for thousands of 
Kentuckians. 

As the tornado ripped through 
Mayfield at 9:30, destroying the town’s 
candle factory with 110 people stuck in-
side, commercial power failed across 
western Kentucky. And those cell tow-
ers toppled; the internet connections 
vanished. And WKMS kept broad-
casting on a backup power, guiding 
search and rescue teams through dark-
ness. It is time that my colleagues un-
derstand that, in the words of station 
managers, ‘‘In these kinds of moments, 
your emergency radio or your car radio 
is literally the only thing to have to 
get you any news or a lifeline.’’ 

I ask my colleagues, please do not 
cut off emergency broadcast funding. 
How could you possibly think that is a 
wise idea in the events that we are fac-
ing in our Nation? 

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

clerk will call the roll. 
The senior assistant executive clerk 

proceeded to call the roll. 
Mr. SCHMITT. 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 Missouri. 
Mr. SCHMITT. Mr. President, we are 

here today. We are about to begin vote- 
arama—vote-arama. We seem to do this 
quite a bit these days, but we are here 
to do it on a very, very important bill: 
the rescissions package for President 
Trump. 

I spoke yesterday—and I won’t go on 
for as long as I did yesterday—about 
what this is all about. What this bill is 
about is to test the will of this Cham-
ber—if we can actually move forward 
on what the American people sent us 
here to do, which is to find waste, to 
find fraud, and to find abuse; and also 
to realign the taxpayer dollars that go 
out the door with actual American in-
terests. 

So we are going to have a lot of con-
versations about the foreign aid spend-
ing, and it has been certainly high-
lighted, as it should be—some of the ri-
diculousness and craziness. 

And my friend from Hawaii is talking 
about: Well, that is not going to hap-
pen anymore. 

Well, good, we don’t need the money 
for it. But let’s make sure it never hap-
pens again by sending a message that 
this Chamber can actually see what 

happened and course correct—$18 mil-
lion to gender diversity in the Mexican 
street lighting industry, $2.4 million to 
make international disaster aid more 
considerate of sexual orientation and 
gender identity, $2.2 million to reduce 
xenophobia toward Venezuelan mi-
grants, $3 million for Iraqi ‘‘Sesame 
Street,’’ and $33 million for U.N. pro-
grams like funding for transgender 
tampons in Bangladesh, LGBTQ cam-
paigns in Rio, and third-gender com-
munity centers in Southeast Asia. 

If you are listening to this, if you are 
watching this, that is offensive. That is 
just a short laundry list in the ways in 
which these bureaucrats have betrayed 
the trust of the American people. 

So what is today about? It is our ef-
fort to try to restore not only just 
some fiscal sanity to this place, which 
everybody has talked about, even 
across the aisle—hopefully, maybe; I 
don’t know—and not just that, but the 
political will to take that vote to go do 
it. Many, many legislators in many, 
many Senates over the generations 
have talked about doing this. 

In fact, President Ronald Reagan 
talked about getting rid of Federal 
money for the Corporation for Public 
Broadcasting in the early 1980s. It 
didn’t happen. But guess what. Today, 
we can actually go do that. 

We don’t have to sit by anymore and 
continue to send the hard-earned tax 
dollars that are sent here by the guys 
that swing the hammer and the gals 
who drive the trucks back in Missouri, 
who should be mortified that they are 
spending money for the head of NPR to 
call the President a bigot, a racist; to 
look over the vast continent of our 
country and where I come from, ‘‘Fly-
over Country,’’ and look down on them 
and actually use our money for pro-
gramming to tell them that, every sin-
gle hour of every single day. 

Enough and enough. 
So that is the charge here today, Mr. 

President. Let the vote-arama begin. 
ORDER OF BUSINESS 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that there be 2 minutes of debate, 
equally divided, prior to each vote in 
relation to Calendar No. 114, H.R. 4. 

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

Mr. SCHIMTT. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that it be in order 
for the following Senators to be recog-
nized to offer amendments, motions, or 
points of order; that the amendments 
be reported by number, with no amend-
ments in order prior to a vote in rela-
tion to the amendments or motions: 
No. 1, Coons No. 2856; No. 2, Cortez 
Masto motion to recommit regarding 
CPB impacting public safety; No. 3, 
Gallego motion to recommit re: CPB 
rural/Tribal; No. 4, Hirono motion to 
recommit re: CPB emergency alert sys-
tem; and, No. 5, Baldwin No. 2855. 

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

The Senator from Delaware. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2856 TO AMENDMENT NO. 2853 
Mr. COONS. Mr. President, I call up 

my amendment No. 2856 and ask that it 
be reported by number. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the amendment by 
number. 

The bill clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Delaware [Mr. COONS] 

proposes an amendment numbered 2856 to 
amendment No. 2853. 

The amendment is as follows: 
(Purpose: To strike the rescission of 

amounts made available for international 
disaster assistance, to ensure the United 
States can compete with China and main-
tain our long tradition of providing life- 
saving aid) 
In section 2(b), strike paragraph (14). 
Mr. COONS. Mr. President, it was 

Ronald Reagan who said America is 
great because America is good. My 
amendment would restore $496 million 
of international disaster relief funding 
by removing it from this rescissions 
package. 

This money doesn’t just save lives in 
countries around the world when they 
suffer earthquakes, tornadoes, hurri-
canes, and natural disasters. It 
strengthens our standing, brings us 
closer to our allies, and helps us com-
pete with China. 

Two months ago, I visited the Phil-
ippines on a bipartisan codel and was 
struck to learn it is the most disaster- 
prone country on Earth. Today, they 
are giving us access to nine new mili-
tary sites. They are one of our strong-
est treaty partners in the region. 

And why? When I asked their leaders, 
they said because America helps re-
spond to disasters. 

Mr. President, $496 million, 0.01 per-
cent of the debt Republicans have just 
added to our Nation in the last 2 
weeks, and this money is implemented 
by Catholic Relief Services, World Vi-
sion, and the World Food Programme. 

I ask my colleagues to support it. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Missouri. 
Mr. SCHMITT. Mr. President, I rise 

in opposition to this amendment from 
Senator COONS that strikes the rescis-
sion for international disaster assist-
ance, IDA. I urge my colleagues to op-
pose this amendment. 

Many foreign governments and U.N. 
agencies have become reliant on U.S. 
emergency funding, using it to avoid in 
investing in their own disaster pre-
paredness. 

IDA is intended to aid in response to 
emergencies around the world. But, in-
stead, it has gone to things like $3 mil-
lion for sexual reproductive health in 
Venezuela; $2.1 for climate resilience in 
Southeast Asia, Latin America, and 
East Africa; and $2.4 million to make 
aid more considerate of sexual orienta-
tion and gender identity. 

IDA will still have unobligated 
funds—more than $6 billion—that the 
administration may use as they see fit. 

Mr. President, with that, I urge my 
colleagues to vote no on amendment 
No. 2856. 
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VOTE ON AMENDMENT NO. 2856 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question now occurs on adoption of the 
amendment. 

Mr. COONS. 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 executive clerk 

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

Senator from Minnesota (Ms. SMITH) is 
necessarily absent. 

The result was announced—yeas 49, 
nays 50, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 393 Leg.] 
YEAS—49 

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

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

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

NAYS—50 

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

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

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

NOT VOTING—1 

Smith 

The amendment (No. 2856) was re-
jected. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
HAGERTY). The Senator from Nevada. 

MOTION TO RECOMMIT WITH INSTRUCTIONS 
Ms. CORTEZ MASTO. I have a mo-

tion to recommit at the desk. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will report. 
The senior assistant executive clerk 

read as follows: 
The Senator from Nevada [Ms. CORTEZ 

MASTO] moves to recommit the bill H.R. 4 to 
the Committee on Appropriations of the Sen-
ate with instructions. 

Ms. CORTEZ MASTO. I ask that fur-
ther reading be dispensed with. 

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

The motion to recommit with in-
structions is as follows: 

Ms. CORTEZ MASTO moves to recommit the 
bill H.R. 4 to the Committee on Appropria-
tions of the Senate with instructions to re-
port the same back to the Senate in 3 days, 
not counting any day on which the Senate is 
not in session, with changes that— 

(1) are within the jurisdiction of such com-
mittee; and 

(2) would prohibit the rescission of funding 
for the Corporation for Public Broadcasting 
if the cutting of funding impacts any func-
tions or capabilities in support of first re-
sponders, law-enforcement or the broader 
public safety. 

Ms. CORTEZ MASTO. Mr. President, 
I am introducing a motion to recommit 
stating that the Corporation for Public 
Broadcasting rescission cannot ad-
vance if it impacts public safety. 

For years, public broadcasting has 
been essential to keeping Americans 
informed during severe weather and en-
vironment threats and broader public 
safety situations. Let me give you an 
example from my home State. As the 
Davis wildfire raged in Northern Ne-
vada last summer, the local CBS affil-
iate lost their transmitter in the fire. 
But thanks to public broadcasting 
services, CBS was able to air their 
local newscast and keep Nevadans in-
formed about evacuations, the path of 
the fire, and safety measures. 

Public broadcasting stations also 
work with law enforcement to get in-
formation out related to abducted chil-
dren, missing seniors, and major acts 
of violence. 

Now is not the time to claw back 
funding that this body has already ap-
proved for public broadcasting’s emer-
gency alert system. I urge my col-
leagues who care about keeping Amer-
ica safe to support this motion. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Missouri. 

Mr. SCHMITT. Mr. President, I rise 
in opposition to the amendment offered 
from my colleague Senator CORTEZ 
MASTO. 

Let’s be clear about this. The funding 
rescinded in this package has zero— 
zero—impact on emergency alert sys-
tems. The Integrated Public Alert and 
Warning System, IPAWS, or Next Gen-
eration Warning System Grant Pro-
gram are funded and operated by 
FEMA, not the Corporation for Public 
Broadcasting. Those alerts do not rely 
on CPB, and they certainly don’t de-
pend on taxpayer subsidies for partisan 
media outlets. Any entity could admin-
ister these programs without funneling 
money through a politically biased 
intermediary. If adopted, this motion 
would kill the bill by delaying its con-
sideration by the July deadline and 
stand in the way of Republican efforts 
to eliminate wasteful spending and de-
liver on the President’s agenda for the 
American people. I urge my colleagues 
to vote no. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Nevada. 

VOTE ON MOTION TO RECOMMIT 
Ms. CORTEZ MASTO. 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. DURBIN. I announce that the 
Senator from Minnesota (Ms. SMITH) is 
necessarily absent. 

The result was announced—yeas 48, 
nays 51, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 394 Leg.] 
YEAS—48 

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

Heinrich 
Hickenlooper 
Hirono 
Kaine 
Kelly 
Kim 
King 
Klobuchar 
Luján 
Markey 
Merkley 
Murkowski 
Murphy 
Murray 
Ossoff 
Padilla 

Peters 
Reed 
Rosen 
Sanders 
Schatz 
Schiff 
Schumer 
Shaheen 
Slotkin 
Van Hollen 
Warner 
Warnock 
Warren 
Welch 
Whitehouse 
Wyden 

NAYS—51 

Banks 
Barrasso 
Blackburn 
Boozman 
Britt 
Budd 
Capito 
Cassidy 
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 
Paul 
Ricketts 
Risch 
Rounds 
Schmitt 
Scott (FL) 
Scott (SC) 
Sheehy 
Sullivan 
Thune 
Tillis 
Tuberville 
Wicker 
Young 

NOT VOTING—1 

Smith 

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

ator from Arizona. 
MOTION TO RECOMMIT 

Mr. GALLEGO. Mr. President, I have 
a motion to recommit at the desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the motion. 

The senior assistant legislative clerk 
read as follows: 

The Senator from Arizona [Mr. GALLEGO] 
moves to recommit the bill H.R. 4 to the 
Committee on Appropriations of the Senate 
with instructions to report back forthwith. 

Mr. GALLEGO. I ask that further 
reading be dispensed with. 

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

The motion is as follows: 
Mr. GALLEGO moves to recommit the bill 

H.R. 4 to the Committee on Appropriations 
of the Senate with instructions to report the 
same back to the Senate in 3 days, not 
counting any day on which the Senate is not 
in session, with changes that— 

(1) are within the jurisdiction of such com-
mittee; and 

(2) modify the proposed rescissions of funds 
for the Corporation for Public Broadcasting 
to exclude amounts designated to support 
public radio or television stations that are 
licensed to or primarily serve rural areas or 
Tribal communities. 

Mr. GALLEGO. Mr. President, cut-
ting funding for the Corporation for 
Public Broadcasting would devastate 
local public media, especially rural and 
Tribal areas where CPB funds make up 
the majority of their budgets. 

In Arizona, stations like Whiteriver 
and Tuba City rely on CPB for about 
three-quarters of their funding. That is 
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especially important since nearly 80 
percent of children in Arizona don’t 
have access to formal preschool, mean-
ing that for many families, public tele-
vision is one of their only early child-
hood education tools. We shouldn’t be 
pulling the rug out from under these 
children, especially from these commu-
nities that are desperately in need. 

At the same time Republicans are 
proposing these cuts, they are handing 
out tax breaks for billionaires and 
other corporations. They are sending a 
clear message that Tribal and rural 
communities matter less than the 
filthy rich that do not need more and 
more tax cuts. That is why I move to 
limit the damage of cutting funds for 
the Corporation for Public Broad-
casting and to protect stations in rural 
and Tribal communities. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Missouri. 

Mr. SCHMITT. Mr. President, I rise 
in strong opposition to the amendment 
offered by Senator GALLEGO. 

The overwhelming majority of CPB’s 
funding goes to NPR and PBS—entities 
that have drifted far from their origi-
nal mission and now serve as mega-
phones for partisan, leftwing activism. 
American taxpayers should not be 
forced to subsidize programming that 
glorifies radical gender ideology in 
schools or pushes to defund the police. 

Local stations are not without re-
sources. They already receive revenue 
from individual donations, membership 
drives, corporate sponsorships, and pri-
vate grants. On top of that, many 
States already invest in public broad-
casting. It is entirely reasonable and, 
frankly, long overdue to expect they 
just shoulder more of the burden here. 

This amendment is not about pro-
tecting rural radio stations or tele-
vision stations; it is about protecting a 
political agenda with taxpayer dollars. 

If adopted, this motion would kill the 
bill by delaying its consideration by 
the July 18 deadline and stand in the 
way of Republican efforts to eliminate 
wasteful spending and deliver on the 
President’s agenda to the American 
people. 

I urge my colleagues to vote no. 
VOTE ON MOTION TO RECOMMIT 

Mr. GALLEGO. 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 assistant bill clerk called the 

roll. 
Mr. DURBIN. I announce that the 

Senator from Minnesota (Ms. SMITH) is 
necessarily absent. 

The result was announced—yeas 48, 
nays 51, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 395 Leg.] 

YEAS—48 

Alsobrooks 
Baldwin 
Bennet 

Blumenthal 
Blunt Rochester 
Booker 

Cantwell 
Collins 
Coons 

Cortez Masto 
Duckworth 
Durbin 
Fetterman 
Gallego 
Gillibrand 
Hassan 
Heinrich 
Hickenlooper 
Hirono 
Kaine 
Kelly 
Kim 

King 
Klobuchar 
Luján 
Markey 
Merkley 
Murkowski 
Murphy 
Murray 
Ossoff 
Padilla 
Peters 
Reed 
Rosen 

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

NAYS—51 

Banks 
Barrasso 
Blackburn 
Boozman 
Britt 
Budd 
Capito 
Cassidy 
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 
Paul 
Ricketts 
Risch 
Rounds 
Schmitt 
Scott (FL) 
Scott (SC) 
Sheehy 
Sullivan 
Thune 
Tillis 
Tuberville 
Wicker 
Young 

NOT VOTING—1 

Smith 

The motion was rejected. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

HUSTED). The Senator from Hawaii. 
MOTION TO RECOMMIT 

Ms. HIRONO. Mr. President, I have a 
motion to recommit at the desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The senior assistant legislative clerk 
read as follows: 

The Senator from Hawaii [Ms. HIRONO] 
moves to recommit the bill H.R. 4 to the 
Committee on Appropriations of the Senate 
with instructions. 

Ms. HIRONO. I ask that further read-
ing be dispensed with. 

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

The motion to recommit with in-
structions is as follows: 

Ms. HIRONO moves to recommit the bill 
H.R. 4 to the Committee on Appropriations 
of the Senate with instructions to report the 
same back to the Senate in 3 days, not 
counting any day on which the Senate is not 
in session, with changes that— 

(1) are within the jurisdiction of such com-
mittee; and 

(2) would ensure that no recipient of funds 
from the Corporation for Public Broad-
casting that is designated as a Primary 
Entry Point, National Primary, State Pri-
mary, State Relay, State Relay Network, 
Local Primary, or Participating National (as 
those terms are defined in section 11.18 of 
title 47, Code of Federal Regulations) in the 
Emergency Alert System would lose funding 
as a result of the rescissions in the bill. 

Ms. HIRONO. Mr. President, public 
broadcasters are essential to rural 
communities, often serving as the only 
emergency alert system when disasters 
or emergencies occur. These alerts can 
mean the difference between life or 
death. 

Public broadcasters around the coun-
try, especially those in rural commu-
nities, rely on significant funding from 
the Corporation for Public Broad-
casting, which is why Congress has 
consistently provided CPB funding on a 
bipartisan basis. 

By cutting funding from public 
broadcasting, this bill will jeopardize 
public broadcasters and the lifesaving 
service they provide. My motion to re-
commit will ensure that no public 
broadcasting station that participates 
in the emergency alert system would 
lose funding as a result of this bill. 

As natural disasters increase in fre-
quency across our country, this motion 
will help protect our communities and 
ensure they can get timely, lifesaving 
information— 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Time has 
expired. 

Ms. HIRONO. —when disasters strike. 
I urge my colleagues to vote yes on 
this motion. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Missouri. 

Mr. SCHMITT. Mr. President, I rise 
in opposition to the amendment offered 
by the Senator from Hawaii, Senator 
HIRONO. Saying that defunding CPB 
will somehow prevent Americans from 
receiving emergency alerts is demon-
strably not only fearmongering but not 
true. 

Emergency alerts, the kind you see 
on your cell phone and that air on TV 
and radio stations, are sent out via a 
system funded and operated by FEMA, 
called the Integrated Public Alert and 
Warning System, or IPAWS. If we re-
scind CBP’s annual funding, IPAWS 
will continue to operate as usual, send-
ing emergency alerts to cell phones, 
public broadcasters, and commercial 
broadcasters alike. Simply put, we 
don’t need to subsidize leftwing propa-
ganda in order to keep Americans safe. 

If adopted, this motion will kill the 
bill by delaying its consideration by 
the July 18 deadline and stand in the 
way of Republican efforts to provide 
accountability and course-correct from 
wasteful spending and deliver on Presi-
dent Trump’s agenda for the American 
people. 

I urge my colleagues to vote no. 
Ms. HIRONO. This bill endangers the 

public. 
VOTE ON MOTION TO RECOMMIT 

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

Ms. HIRONO. 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 Minnesota (Ms. SMITH) is 
necessarily absent. 

The result was announced—yeas 48, 
nays 51, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 396 Leg.] 

YEAS—48 

Alsobrooks 
Baldwin 
Bennet 
Blumenthal 
Blunt Rochester 
Booker 
Cantwell 

Collins 
Coons 
Cortez Masto 
Duckworth 
Durbin 
Fetterman 
Gallego 

Gillibrand 
Hassan 
Heinrich 
Hickenlooper 
Hirono 
Kaine 
Kelly 
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Kim 
King 
Klobuchar 
Luján 
Markey 
Merkley 
Murkowski 
Murphy 
Murray 

Ossoff 
Padilla 
Peters 
Reed 
Rosen 
Sanders 
Schatz 
Schiff 
Schumer 

Shaheen 
Slotkin 
Van Hollen 
Warner 
Warnock 
Warren 
Welch 
Whitehouse 
Wyden 

NAYS—51 

Banks 
Barrasso 
Blackburn 
Boozman 
Britt 
Budd 
Capito 
Cassidy 
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 
Paul 
Ricketts 
Risch 
Rounds 
Schmitt 
Scott (FL) 
Scott (SC) 
Sheehy 
Sullivan 
Thune 
Tillis 
Tuberville 
Wicker 
Young 

NOT VOTING—1 

Smith 

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

ator from Missouri. 
ORDER OF BUSINESS 

Mr. SCHMITT. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that it be in order 
for the following Senators to be recog-
nized to offer amendments, motions, or 
points of order; that the amendments 
be reported by number, with no amend-
ments in order prior to a vote in rela-
tion to the amendments or motions: 
No. 1, Warner, motion to recommit re-
garding Economic Support Fund; No. 2, 
Schumer, motion to recommit regard-
ing countering China; No. 3, Schiff, 
amendment No. 2862; No. 4, Markey, 
motion to recommit regarding chil-
dren’s educational programs; and, No. 
5, Rosen amendment No. 2878. 

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

The Senator from Wisconsin. 
AMENDMENT NO. 2855 TO AMENDMENT NO. 2853 
Ms. BALDWIN. Mr. President, I call 

up the Baldwin, Murkowski, Cantwell 
amendment No. 2855 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 Wisconsin [Ms. BALD-
WIN], for herself, Ms. MURKOWSKI, and others, 
proposes an amendment numbered 2855 to 
amendment No. 2853. 

The amendment is as follows: 
(Purpose: To strike the rescissions of funding 
for the Corporation for Public Broadcasting) 

Strike section 2(b)(20). 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Wisconsin. 

Ms. BALDWIN. Mr. President, our 
amendment would strike the rescission 
for Public Broadcasting. Eliminating 
this funding would be devastating for 
local public radio and television sta-
tions. It would reduce or eliminate ac-
cess to educational programming, local 
news, and lifesaving alerts during 
emergencies and natural disasters. It 
would disproportionately harm our 
rural and Tribal communities. 

If my colleagues have concerns about 
this funding, I commit to working with 
you on those concerns as part of the 
appropriations process. That is where 
we should have these debates. But 
these issues were not even raised as a 
part of our appropriations process dur-
ing the past 2 years. So to take this ex-
traordinary step and say that these 
issues are now so grave and so urgent 
that we have to address them like this, 
what are we doing here? 

If we don’t adopt this amendment, 
local television and radio stations will 
shut down, and it will be rural stations 
that will be the first to close. 

I urge my colleagues to vote for our 
bipartisan amendment and to work 
with me on these issues as part of the 
appropriations process, where they 
should be dealt with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Texas. 

Mr. CRUZ. Mr. President, public 
broadcasting has long been overtaken 
by partisan activists, plain and simple. 
This isn’t just an abstract critique. 

NPR and PBS have revealed their 
leftwing bias time and time again. 
When blowing the whistle on NPR, Uri 
Berliner, a former senior editor—him-
self a leftwing Democrat—wrote that 
‘‘NPR has always had a liberal bent. 
. . . An opened-minded spirit no longer 
exists within NPR . . . we don’t have 
an audience that reflects America. 

Exhibit A: After the New York Post 
broke the Hunter Biden laptop story, 
NPR ran political cover for the Demo-
crats, refusing to cover the story. 

We don’t want to waste listeners’ and read-
ers’ time on stories that are just pure dis-
tractions. 

Mind you, the story was true; that is 
why they didn’t want to cover it. 

As for PBS, its coverage of last 
year’s DNC was only 12 percent nega-
tive; the RNC, a staggering 72 percent 
negative. 

If you want to watch leftwing propa-
ganda, turn on MSNBC, but the tax-
payers should not be forced to subsidize 
it. 

I urge a ‘‘no’’ vote on this amend-
ment. 

Ms. BALDWIN. I ask for the yeas and 
nays. 

VOTE ON AMENDMENT NO. 2855 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question now occurs on adoption of the 
amendment. 

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. DURBIN. I announce that the 

Senator from Minnesota (Ms. SMITH) is 
necessarily absent. 

The result was announced—yeas 47, 
nays 52, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 397 Leg.] 

YEAS—47 

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 
Murkowski 
Murphy 
Murray 
Ossoff 
Padilla 
Peters 
Reed 
Rosen 
Sanders 
Schatz 

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

NAYS—52 

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

NOT VOTING—1 

Smith 

The amendment (No. 2855) was re-
jected. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
MORENO). The Senator from Virginia. 

MOTION TO RECOMMIT 
Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I have 

a motion to recommit at the desk. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will report. 
The bill clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Virginia [Mr. WARNER] 

moves to recommit the bill H.R. 4 to the 
Committee on Appropriations of the Senate 
with instructions. 

Mr. WARNER. I ask that further 
reading be dispensed with. 

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

The motion to recommit with in-
structions is as follows: 

Mr. WARNER moves to recommit H.R. 4 to 
the Committee on Appropriations with in-
structions to report the same back to the 
Senate in 3 days, not counting any day on 
which the Senate is not in session, with 
changes that— 

(1) are within the jurisdiction of the com-
mittee; and 

(2) would reduce the rescissions in the Eco-
nomic Support Fund and Development As-
sistance accounts for assistance for coun-
tries in Africa, including to strengthen 
trade, counter the malign influence of adver-
saries, and pursue economic development. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I rise 
today—I know many of us have—with 
deep concern about the administration 
shuttering USAID, firing thousands of 
State Department personnel, and re-
treating from America’s place in the 
world. These actions threaten our na-
tional security and our economic inter-
ests. 

Africa has the world’s fastest grow-
ing population, projected to be home 
for 25 percent of the global population 
by 2050 and has enormous reserves and 
strategic benefits. 

I can tell you, back in Virginia we 
benefit greatly from the vibrant and di-
verse African diaspora populations. 
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CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES4404 July 16, 2025 
U.S. engagement with African nations 
is essential. It makes us safer and de-
velops economic opportunities for part-
nership. This is in America’s strategic 
interest. 

Our adversaries get this, too, and 
China has been jumping at the oppor-
tunity to make inroads as we retreat 
from Africa. 

This administration’s haphazard re-
treat from our commitments in Africa 
make us all less safe. Rescinding these 
economic support and development 
funds is harmful today, but it is, in the 
long run, a clear and avoidable catas-
trophe, one that mortgages our stra-
tegic interests, our credibility, and our 
security. 

I urge my colleagues to support my 
motion. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Missouri. 

Mr. SCHMITT. Mr. President, I rise 
in opposition to the motion to recom-
mit offered by Senator WARNER that 
would effectively kill this bill. Let me 
be clear, the funding we are rescinding 
in this package will have no bearing on 
the safety, security, or prosperity of 
the American people. So much of our 
money for too long has been misaligned 
with any idea of a core American inter-
est. This bill seeks to rectify that. 

Rather, the economic support fund-
ing we are rescinding has been used to 
do things like support sedentary mi-
grants in Colombia, hold a pride parade 
in foreign countries, to teach children 
how to make environmentally friendly 
reproductive health decisions overseas. 

It is long past time to recoup the 
funds for asinine programs like these 
and work to regain the trust of the 
American people once again. As I men-
tioned, if adopted, this motion would 
kill the bill by delaying its consider-
ation until after the July 18 deadline 
and stand in the way of our efforts to 
eliminate waste and spending and de-
liver on President Trump’s agenda for 
the American people. 

I urge my colleagues to vote no. 
VOTE ON MOTION TO RECOMMIT 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I ask 
for the yeas and nays. 

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

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

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

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

Senator from Minnesota (Ms. SMITH) is 
necessarily absent. 

The result was announced—yeas 48, 
nays 51, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 398 Leg.] 

YEAS—48 

Alsobrooks 
Baldwin 
Bennet 
Blumenthal 
Blunt Rochester 
Booker 
Cantwell 

Collins 
Coons 
Cortez Masto 
Duckworth 
Durbin 
Fetterman 
Gallego 

Gillibrand 
Hassan 
Heinrich 
Hickenlooper 
Hirono 
Kaine 
Kelly 

Kim 
King 
Klobuchar 
Luján 
Markey 
Merkley 
Murkowski 
Murphy 
Murray 

Ossoff 
Padilla 
Peters 
Reed 
Rosen 
Sanders 
Schatz 
Schiff 
Schumer 

Shaheen 
Slotkin 
Van Hollen 
Warner 
Warnock 
Warren 
Welch 
Whitehouse 
Wyden 

NAYS—51 

Banks 
Barrasso 
Blackburn 
Boozman 
Britt 
Budd 
Capito 
Cassidy 
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 
Paul 
Ricketts 
Risch 
Rounds 
Schmitt 
Scott (FL) 
Scott (SC) 
Sheehy 
Sullivan 
Thune 
Tillis 
Tuberville 
Wicker 
Young 

NOT VOTING—1 

Smith 

The motion was rejected. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. JUS-

TICE). The Democratic leader. 
MOTION TO RECOMMIT 

Mr. SCHUMER. I have a motion to 
recommit at the desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the motion. 

The senior assistant executive clerk 
read as follows: 

The Senator from New York [Mr. SCHUMER] 
moves to recommit the bill H.R. 4 to the 
Committee on Appropriations with instruc-
tions. 

Mr. SCHUMER. I ask that further 
reading be dispensed with. 

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

The motion to recommit with in-
structions is as follows: 

Mr. Schumer moves to recommit the bill 
H.R. 4 to the Committee on Appropriations 
with instructions to report the same back to 
the Senate in 3 days, not counting any day 
on which the Senate is not in session, with 
changes that— 

(1) are within the jurisdiction of such com-
mittee; and 

(2) would prevent the rescission of funds 
that— 

(A) support United States partners in the 
Indo-Pacific region against aggression by the 
People’s Republic of China; 

(B) counter the influence of the Russian 
Federation and the People’s Republic of 
China; and 

(C) support critical mineral supply chains, 
strategic infrastructure, and cybersecurity 
initiatives to promote economic resilience 
against aggression by the People’s Republic 
of China and the Russian Federation through 
the Economic Resilience Initiative. 

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. President, Don-
ald Trump and Republicans always like 
to talk a big game when it comes to ad-
versaries like the Chinese Government. 
But the bill they are pushing, which 
slashes vital foreign aid, would be a 
gift to President Xi and to Vladimir 
Putin. 

My amendment is simple. It stops 
Republicans from cutting funds to 
outcompete the Chinese Government, 
it helps us beat the Chinese Govern-
ment in the race for precious critical 

minerals, and it fights back against the 
Chinese Government’s cyber attacks 
and influence campaigns. It will also 
stop Republicans from defunding our 
partners in the Indo-Pacific, often the 
first line of defense against Chinese 
Government encroachment. 

You cannot support this rescissions 
package and be serious about wanting 
to outcompete the Chinese Government 
at every opportunity. Right now, for 
instance, the United States and the 
CCP are racing for access to critical 
minerals that power the most impor-
tant technologies. U.S. development 
programs are critical for accessing 
these materials, but Senate Repub-
licans want to ax these vital funds and, 
thereby, hand the keys over to Beijing. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s time has expired. 

Mr. SCHUMER. I say to my col-
leagues: Let’s not hand over American 
leadership to the Chinese Communist 
Party just to pay for more tax breaks 
for billionaires. 

Vote yes on my amendment. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Missouri. 
Mr. SCHMITT. Mr. President, I rise 

in opposition to the amendment offered 
by Senator SCHUMER. 

We heard that refrain before the Big 
Beautiful Bill—the tired refrain about 
tax breaks for billionaires. The Demo-
crats don’t have anything left and are 
resorting to these sorts of amend-
ments, which, by the way, are already 
covered in the substitute. 

Let’s be clear, funding rescinded in 
this package has no bearing on the 
safety, security, and prosperity of the 
American people. It will only make us 
more focused on the threat of com-
munist China. 

No more ridiculous spending. Let’s 
get focused on our chief adversary, 
which is China. In fact, the substitute, 
as I mentioned, already protects the 
foreign aid fund for countering China’s 
malign influence by protecting the 
Countering PRC Influence Fund. 

Contrary to my colleague’s asser-
tions, I suspect communist China loves 
to see America squander its resources 
on shoving radical leftwing social pro-
grams on societies around the globe. 

If adopted, this motion would kill the 
bill by delaying consideration until 
after July 18 and stand in the way of 
our efforts to return accountability 
and have this Chamber actually speak, 
as it should, that we are going to re-
duce wasteful spending, once and for 
all, and deliver on President Trump’s 
important agenda for the American 
people. 

I urge my colleagues to vote no. 
VOTE ON MOTION TO RECOMMIT 

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

Mr. SCHUMER. 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. 
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The senior assistant legislative clerk 

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

Senator from Minnesota (Ms. SMITH) is 
necessarily absent. 

The result was announced—yeas 47, 
nays 52, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 399 Leg.] 
YEAS—47 

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 
Murkowski 
Murphy 
Murray 
Ossoff 
Padilla 
Peters 

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

NAYS—52 

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

NOT VOTING—1 

Smith 

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

ator from California. 
AMENDMENT NO. 2862 TO AMENDMENT NO. 2853 
Mr. SCHIFF. Mr. President, I call up 

amendment No. 2862 and ask that it be 
reported by number. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the amendment by 
number. 

The assistant bill clerk read as fol-
lows: 

The Senator from California [Mr. SCHIFF], 
for himself and others, proposes an amend-
ment numbered 2862 to amendment No. 2853. 

The amendment is as follows: 
(Purpose: To reduce the amount rescinded 

from Global Health programs to preserve 
funding for programs addressing diseases) 
On page 3, line 14, strike ‘‘$500,000,000’’ and 

all that follows through ‘‘Malaria,’’ and in-
sert ‘‘$66,000,000 are rescinded: Provided, That 
none of the amounts rescinded under this 
paragraph shall be from the unobligated bal-
ances for the following programs: HIV/AIDS, 
Tuberculosis, Malaria, other diseases,’’. 

Mr. SCHIFF. Mr. President, my Re-
publican colleagues have offered a sub-
stitute amendment that claims to pro-
hibit cuts for programs dealing with 
HIV, tuberculosis, malaria, as well as 
nutrition and maternal health support, 
but the total amount of money they 
are rescinding is unchanged, putting 
all of those efforts at risk. 

If this sounds familiar, it is a lot like 
a reconciliation process that demands 
a trillion dollars in cuts but says that 

Medicaid should not be touched. And 
we know what happened there: Med-
icaid was cut massively. 

Several Republicans have pointed out 
that we don’t know how the adminis-
tration is going to implement this bill. 
That is a major problem. 

So let’s make this as simple as pos-
sible. The Senate doesn’t want to cut 
funding for AIDS, tuberculosis, ma-
laria, and other diseases? Then let’s re-
move those rescissions. My amendment 
would reduce the amount of cuts to 
global health programs in order to en-
sure that funding for HIV, tuberculosis, 
malaria, and maternal health and nu-
trition programs remain, not just in 
theory but in real dollars and cents. 

I urge a ‘‘yes’’ vote. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Missouri. 
Mr. SCHMITT. Mr. President, I rise 

in opposition to this amendment from 
Senator SCHIFF that reduces the global 
health rescission from $500 million to 
$66 million to fence off unobligated bal-
ances for HIV/AIDS, tuberculosis, ma-
laria, and other diseases. 

We already do that in the substitute. 
What we are also doing in the sub-
stitute, though, I would point out, is 
targeting egregious waste like $7.4 mil-
lion for a curriculum that teaches 
practitioners about environmental rac-
ism and DEI. Remember, that $7.4 mil-
lion could have been used to save lives. 
By slashing the amount rescinded from 
the global health funding, we would be 
allowing this inexcusable use of tax-
payer dollars to continue. 

With that, I urge my colleagues to 
vote no on amendment No. 2862. 

Mr. SCHIFF. Mr. President, I ask for 
the yeas and nays. 

VOTE ON AMENDMENT NO. 2862 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question now occurs on adoption of the 
amendment. 

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

ond. 
The clerk will call the roll. 
The assistant bill clerk called the 

roll. 
Mr. BARRASSO. The following Sen-

ator is necessarily absent: the Senator 
from Kentucky (Mr. PAUL). 

Mr. DURBIN. I announce that the 
Senator from Minnesota (Ms. SMITH) 
and the Senator from Virginia (Mr. 
WARNER) are necessarily absent. 

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

[Rollcall Vote No. 400 Leg.] 

YEAS—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 
Murkowski 
Murphy 

Murray 
Ossoff 
Padilla 
Peters 
Reed 
Rosen 
Sanders 
Schatz 
Schiff 
Schumer 
Shaheen 
Slotkin 

Van Hollen 
Warnock 

Warren 
Welch 

Whitehouse 
Wyden 

NAYS—51 

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

NOT VOTING—3 

Paul Smith Warner 

The amendment (No. 2862) was re-
jected. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Massachusetts. 

MOTION TO RECOMMIT 
Mr. MARKEY. Mr. President, I have 

a motion to recommit at the desk. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will report. 
The bill clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. 

MARKEY] moves to recommit the bill H.R. 4 
to the Committee on Appropriations of the 
Senate with instructions. 

Mr. MARKEY. Mr. President, I ask 
that further reading be dispensed with. 

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

The motion to recommit with in-
structions is as follows: 

Mr. MARKEY moves to recommit the bill 
H.R. 4 to the Committee on Appropriations 
of the Senate with instructions to report the 
same back to the Senate in 3 days, not 
counting any day on which the Senate is not 
in session, with changes that— 

(1) are within the jurisdiction of such com-
mittee; and 

(2) remove any rescissions that would re-
duce access to children’s educational pro-
gramming through public television sta-
tions. 

Mr. MARKEY. Mr. President, my mo-
tion would ensure that this Republican 
bill will not cut access to children’s 
educational programming through pub-
lic television stations. From 7 a.m. to 5 
p.m. every single day, the public tele-
vision system is the children’s tele-
vision network for free in our country. 
Hour after hour, public television de-
livers free, entertaining, educational 
programming for all children, all ages, 
Black, White, Latino, Asian, for free, 
regardless of race, regardless of in-
come. And its ‘‘Arthur,’’ ‘‘Molly of 
Denali,’’ the ‘‘Wild Kratts,’’ ‘‘Lyla in 
the Loop,’’ ‘‘Daniel Tiger’s Neighbor-
hood,’’ on all day long. 

These Republican bill cuts will cause 
stations that deliver this essential 
children’s programming to go dark. 
These cuts will be especially dev-
astating to millions of children and 
families in rural and underserved and 
low-income communities that don’t 
have access to a high-speed network. 
Defunding the Corporation for Public 
Broadcasting is a betrayal of all those 
kids. 
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The Markey motion says—and I ask 

for an ‘‘aye’’—keep the children’s tele-
vision network on PBS on all day all 
across our country for free, for every 
child. That has educated generations of 
children in our country. Keep the chil-
dren’s television network on the air. 
Vote aye for the Markey motion. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Missouri. 

Mr. SCHMITT. Mr. President, I stand 
in opposition to the amendment from 
Senator MARKEY. Saying that 
defunding the CPB will somehow pre-
vent Americans from receiving chil-
dren’s educational programming is pat-
ently false. American taxpayers should 
not be forced to subsidize programming 
that glorifies radical gender ideology 
at schools or encourages children to 
defund the police. 

As just one example, PBS program-
ming has been used to help fund a chil-
dren’s learning segment promoting the 
book ‘‘The Hips on the Drag Queen Go 
Swish, Swish, Swish.’’ This is not any 
sane person’s definition of an appro-
priate use of taxpayer dollars. 

Eliminating this funding doesn’t ban 
public stations from airing kids’ pro-
gramming; it just ends the Federal sub-
sidy. Taxpayers across this country 
should not be funding that nonsense. 

This motion isn’t about protecting 
children’s education; it is about pro-
tecting a political agenda with tax-
payer dollars. 

I urge my colleagues to vote no. 
VOTE ON MOTION TO RECOMMIT 

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

Ms. HASSAN. I request 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-

ator is necessarily absent: the Senator 
from West Virginia (Mrs. CAPITO). 

Mr. DURBIN. I announce that the 
Senator from Minnesota (Ms. KLO-
BUCHAR) and the Senator from Min-
nesota (Ms. SMITH) are necessarily ab-
sent. 

The result was announced—yeas 47, 
nays 50, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 401 Leg.] 

YEAS—47 

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

Heinrich 
Hickenlooper 
Hirono 
Kaine 
Kelly 
Kim 
King 
Luján 
Markey 
Merkley 
Murkowski 
Murphy 
Murray 
Ossoff 
Padilla 
Peters 

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

NAYS—50 

Banks 
Barrasso 

Blackburn 
Boozman 

Britt 
Budd 

Cassidy 
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 

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

NOT VOTING—3 

Capito Klobuchar Smith 

The motion was rejected. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

HUSTED). The Senator from Missouri. 
ORDER OF BUSINESS 

Mr. SCHMITT. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that it be in order 
for the following Senators to be recog-
nized to offer amendments, motions, or 
points of order; that the amendments 
be reported by number, with no amend-
ments in order prior to a vote in rela-
tion to the amendments or motions: 
No. 1, Senator Kaine, motion to recom-
mit regarding faith-based organiza-
tions; No. 2, Senator Booker, amend-
ment No. 2887. 

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

The Senator from Nevada. 
AMENDMENT NO. 2878 TO AMENDMENT NO. 2853 
Ms. ROSEN. Mr. President, I call up 

my amendment No. 2878, and I ask that 
it be reported by number. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The senior assistant executive clerk 
read as follows: 

The Senator from Nevada [Ms. ROSEN] pro-
poses an amendment numbered 2878 to 
amendment No. 2853. 

The amendment is as follows: 
(Purpose: To strike the rescission of funds 

appropriated for Global Health programs, 
including family planning and reproduc-
tive health) 
On page 3, strike lines 9 through 21. 

Ms. ROSEN. Mr. President, I rise 
today to speak on behalf of global 
health. 

Global health programs save lives; 
they grow economies; they create more 
stable societies. But this cruel bill 
eliminates $500 million in global health 
funding that would gut family planning 
programs. That means that 47 million 
women and couples could lose access to 
essential care around the globe and 
that tens of thousands of women will 
die as a result. When women have the 
right to decide when and how many 
children to have, they succeed; families 
succeed. This means we spend less, not 
more, in foreign assistance. 

My amendment makes sure women 
have the ability to make decisions 
about their own bodies, their lives, and 
their futures. We will all be better for 
it. I urge my colleagues to support the 
Rosen amendment. 

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

ator from Tennessee. 
Mrs. BLACKBURN. Mr. President, I 

object to the Senator’s motion to 

strike the provision that protects tax-
payer dollars from funding foreign 
abortion programs through the global 
health program. The American people 
agree with me, and I have got a poll 
right here: 73 percent of Americans op-
pose or strongly oppose using their tax 
dollars to support abortion services in 
other countries. 

While the substitute amendment pro-
tects critical lifesaving initiatives in 
the global health account, including 
maternal and child healthcare, there is 
absolutely zero, nada, naught—no rea-
son—that taxpayers should be funding 
abortion programs abroad. We are $37 
trillion in debt. The American people 
are demanding fiscal responsibility, 
and they do not want their hard-earned 
tax dollars funding a far-left agenda 
that violates their closely held beliefs, 
especially when it comes to protecting 
the dignity of human life. 

I urge a ‘‘no’’ vote on this amend-
ment. 

VOTE ON AMENDMENT NO. 2878 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on adoption of the amend-
ment. 

Ms. ROSEN. Mr. President, I ask for 
the yeas and nays. 

If my Republican colleagues were so 
worried about the debt, they wouldn’t 
have added $3 trillion to the reconcili-
ation. 

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 Minnesota (Ms. SMITH) is 
necessarily absent. 

The result was announced—yeas 48, 
nays 51, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 402 Leg.] 

YEAS—48 

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

Heinrich 
Hickenlooper 
Hirono 
Kaine 
Kelly 
Kim 
King 
Klobuchar 
Luján 
Markey 
Merkley 
Murkowski 
Murphy 
Murray 
Ossoff 
Padilla 

Peters 
Reed 
Rosen 
Sanders 
Schatz 
Schiff 
Schumer 
Shaheen 
Slotkin 
Van Hollen 
Warner 
Warnock 
Warren 
Welch 
Whitehouse 
Wyden 

NAYS—51 

Banks 
Barrasso 
Blackburn 
Boozman 
Britt 
Budd 
Capito 
Cassidy 
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 
Paul 
Ricketts 
Risch 
Rounds 
Schmitt 
Scott (FL) 
Scott (SC) 
Sheehy 
Sullivan 
Thune 
Tillis 
Tuberville 
Wicker 
Young 
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NOT VOTING—1 

Smith 

The amendment (No. 2878) was re-
jected. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Virginia. 

MOTION TO RECOMMIT 

Mr. KAINE. Mr. President, I have a 
motion to recommit at the desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the motion to recom-
mit. 

The senior assistant legislative clerk 
read as follows: 

The Senator from Virginia [Mr. KAINE] 
moves to recommit the bill H.R. 4 to the 
Committee on Appropriations with instruc-
tions. 

Mr. KAINE. I ask that further read-
ing be dispensed with. 

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

The motion to recommit is as fol-
lows: 

Mr. KAINE moves to recommit the bill H.R. 
4 to the Committee on Appropriations with 
instructions to report the same back to the 
Senate in 3 days, not counting any day on 
which the Senate is not in session, with 
changes that— 

(1) are within the jurisdiction of such com-
mittee; and 

(2) would eliminate the rescission of Migra-
tion and Refugee Assistance funds and Inter-
national Disaster Assistance funds, including 
such funds that support activities of faith- 
based organizations or their local partners. 

Mr. KAINE. Mr. President, my mo-
tion would require the bill to come 
back with no cuts to faith-based orga-
nizations in the International Develop-
ment account and the Migration and 
Refugee Assistance accounts. These 
two accounts, on the refugee side, pro-
vide service to lawful immigrants of 
the United States overwhelmingly by 
faith-based organizations in this coun-
try, and the development assistance is 
disaster relief by faith-based organiza-
tions. 

Whose funds are being cut by this? 
Catholic Relief Services—been doing 
this for 80 years; Hebrew Immigrant 
Aid Society; World Vision; World Re-
lief Corporation of the Evangelical As-
sociation; Lutheran Social Services; 
Lutheran World Relief; the Episcopal 
Church; Bethany Christian Services; 
Jesuit Refugee Services; Samaritans 
First. 

This is a war on faith-based workers 
who are providing services in many in-
stances for decades, even over a cen-
tury. I would ask the support of my 
colleagues that we not cut faith-based 
organizations doing work in accord-
ance with their faith. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oklahoma. 

Mr. LANKFORD. Mr. President, I do 
rise to be able to speak in opposition to 
this motion to recommit. It would kill 
the entire bill. I understand that is the 
intent of it, and I can appreciate that. 

The Senator from Virginia is my 
friend, and the list that he listed off of 
faith-based organizations I strongly 
support, and so does he. 

This particular section that is being 
reduced is being reduced about 25 per-
cent of the total amount. So I can 
speak with great confidence. This is 
not cutting off all those faith-based en-
tities. What this is doing is adjusting 
for the dramatic shift that has hap-
pened on our southern border. Much of 
the refugee work that has been done 
has been assisting refugees moving 
through Central and South America 
and Mexico into the United States. 

A year and a half ago, we had a quar-
ter million people a month that were 
illegally crossing our border, asking for 
asylum at our border. Now we have, 
many days, less than 200 even attempt. 
The need has dramatically dropped 
from what it was 18 months ago. This 
adjusts that account by 25 percent. It 
does not eliminate faith-based organi-
zations. 

There are great needs around the 
world, and I am incredibly grateful to 
the faith-based organizations that do 
remarkable work that partner with our 
government. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Virginia. 

Mr. KAINE. Mr. President, I just ask 
that you join with these organizations 
that support my motion, and I ask for 
the yeas and nays. 

VOTE ON MOTION TO RECOMMIT 

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 assistant bill clerk called the 

roll. 
Mr. DURBIN. I announce that the 

Senator from Minnesota (Ms. SMITH) is 
necessarily absent. 

The result was announced—yeas 48, 
nays 51, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 403 Leg.] 

YEAS—48 

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

Heinrich 
Hickenlooper 
Hirono 
Kaine 
Kelly 
Kim 
King 
Klobuchar 
Luján 
Markey 
Merkley 
Murkowski 
Murphy 
Murray 
Ossoff 
Padilla 

Peters 
Reed 
Rosen 
Sanders 
Schatz 
Schiff 
Schumer 
Shaheen 
Slotkin 
Van Hollen 
Warner 
Warnock 
Warren 
Welch 
Whitehouse 
Wyden 

NAYS—51 

Banks 
Barrasso 
Blackburn 
Boozman 
Britt 
Budd 
Capito 
Cassidy 
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 
Paul 
Ricketts 
Risch 
Rounds 
Schmitt 
Scott (FL) 
Scott (SC) 
Sheehy 
Sullivan 
Thune 
Tillis 
Tuberville 
Wicker 
Young 

NOT VOTING—1 

Smith 

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

ator from New Jersey. 
AMENDMENT NO. 2887 TO AMENDMENT NO. 2853 
Mr. BOOKER. Mr. President, I would 

like to call up my amendment No. 2887 
and ask that it be reported by number. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The senior assistant bill clerk read as 
follows: 

The Senator from New Jersey [Mr. BOOKER] 
proposes an amendment numbered 2887 to 
amendment No. 2853. 

The amendment is as follows: 
(Purpose: To strike the rescission of funds 

appropriated for the Feed the Future Pro-
gram to improve global food security and 
agricultural resiliency and support agri-
culture research that benefits United 
States agribusinesses and universities) 
On page 5, line 19, strike ‘‘$2,500,000,000 are 

rescinded: Provided,’’ and insert 
‘‘$1,714,200,000 are rescinded: Provided, That 
of the funds that remain available under 
such heading in such Act, not less than 
$785,800,000 shall be made available for food 
security and agricultural development pro-
grams pursuant to section 7060(d) of the De-
partment of State, Foreign Operations, and 
Related Programs Appropriations Act, 2024 
(division F of Public Law 118–47): Provided 
further,’’. 

Mr. BOOKER. Mr. President, I have 
had the real pleasure, over the last 14 
years, to work on some great bipar-
tisan projects. Probably, my favorite is 
the Feed the Future Program. 

The chairman of the Foreign Rela-
tions Committee says he is proud of 
the Feed the Future Program because 
it helps to save lives, promotes self-re-
liance, and opens up new trade oppor-
tunities. 

Numerous of my colleagues know 
this is one of the programs that does 
extraordinary things. For example, for 
every $1 the U.S. Government spends 
on Feed the Future, it unlocks $6 of 
private investment. 

The program has shown to expand 
and diversify export markets that are 
critical to farmers and agribusinesses, 
and these programs lessen the reliance 
on humanitarian aid and strengthen 
local communities. 

It is one of the most intelligent in-
vestments we do, and it deals with 735 
million people around the world who 
are facing hunger. 

This program has wide bipartisan 
support in this body, and my amend-
ment simply says that we will reduce 
the development assistance funding in 
this rescission by $785 million to re-
store this widely bipartisan-supported 
program. 

Mr. President, you are struggling to 
find that button. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Your 
time has expired. 

Mr. BOOKER. I know my time has 
expired, and I am grateful for the in-
dulgence. Thank you. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Wyoming. 

Mr. BARRASSO. Mr. President, I rise 
in opposition to this amendment from 
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my friend from New Jersey. This 
amendment reduces the rescission for 
development assistance, and then it 
earmarks a substantial portion of the 
remaining funds for poorly defined ag-
riculture and food security programs. 

The rescissions package already pro-
tects essential food security programs, 
including the Feed the Future Innova-
tion Labs and administration of the 
Food for Peace and the McGovern-Dole 
Programs, all of which serve core 
American value interests. 

It also leaves billions in unobligated 
balances under the development assist-
ance, under the economic support fund 
and international disaster assistance 
accounts—all available to support the 
types of agriculture-led growth that 
make Americans safer, stronger, and 
more prosperous. 

But these aren’t the programs my 
friend from New Jersey is trying to 
protect. Instead of enabling us to sup-
port our most effective programs, it 
would enable the ineffective ones that 
Democrats love to champion. 

With that, I urge a ‘‘no’’ vote on 
amendment 2887. 

Mr. BOOKER. Mr. President, before I 
ask for the yeas and nays, I just want 
to say, despite what my colleague said, 
he is welcome to New Jersey anytime. 
I still love him. 

VOTE ON AMENDMENT NO. 2887 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question now occurs on adoption of 
amendment No. 2887. 

Mr. BOOKER. 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. DURBIN. I announce that the 

Senator from Minnesota (Ms. SMITH) is 
necessarily absent. 

The result was announced—yeas 48, 
nays 51, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 404 Leg.] 

YEAS—48 

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

Heinrich 
Hickenlooper 
Hirono 
Kaine 
Kelly 
Kim 
King 
Klobuchar 
Luján 
Markey 
Merkley 
Murkowski 
Murphy 
Murray 
Ossoff 
Padilla 

Peters 
Reed 
Rosen 
Sanders 
Schatz 
Schiff 
Schumer 
Shaheen 
Slotkin 
Van Hollen 
Warner 
Warnock 
Warren 
Welch 
Whitehouse 
Wyden 

NAYS—51 

Banks 
Barrasso 
Blackburn 
Boozman 
Britt 
Budd 
Capito 
Cassidy 
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 
Paul 
Ricketts 
Risch 
Rounds 

Schmitt 
Scott (FL) 
Scott (SC) 
Sheehy 
Sullivan 

Thune 
Tillis 
Tuberville 
Wicker 
Young 

NOT VOTING—1 

Smith 

The amendment (No. 2887) was re-
jected. 

(Mr. CURTIS assumed the Chair.) 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. CAS-

SIDY). The majority leader. 
Mr. THUNE. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that it be in order 
for the following Senators to be recog-
nized to offer amendments, motions, or 
points of order; that the amendments 
be reported by number with no amend-
ments in order prior to a vote in rela-
tion to the amendments or motions: 
KELLY, No. 2893; and MURKOWSKI, No. 
2865. 

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

The Senator from Arizona. 
AMENDMENT NO. 2893 TO AMENDMENT NO. 2853 
Mr. KELLY. Mr. President, I call up 

my amendment No. 2893 and ask that it 
be reported by number. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the amendment by 
number. 

The bill clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Arizona [Mr. KELLY], for 

Ms. COLLINS, proposes an amendment num-
bered 2893 to amendment No. 2853. 

The amendment is as follows: 
(Purpose: In the nature of a substitute) 

In lieu of the matter proposed to be in-
serted by Senate amendment No. 2853, insert 
the following: 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Rescissions 
Act of 2025’’. 
SEC. 2. RESCISSIONS OF BUDGET AUTHORITY. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Pursuant to the special 
message transmitted by the President on 
June 3, 2025, to the House of Representatives 
and the Senate proposing the rescission of 
budget authority under section 1012 of part B 
of title X of the Congressional Budget and 
Impoundment Control Act of 1974 (2 U.S.C. 
682 et seq.), the rescissions described under 
subsection (b) shall take effect immediately 
upon the date of enactment of this Act. 

(b) RESCISSIONS.—The rescissions described 
in this subsection are as follows: 

(1) Of the unobligated balances under the 
heading ‘‘International Organizations—Con-
tributions to International Organizations’’ 
made available by the Department of State, 
Foreign Operations, and Related Programs 
Appropriations Act, 2024 (division F of Public 
Law 118–47), $33,008,764 are permanently re-
scinded. 

(2) Of the unobligated balances under the 
heading ‘‘International Organizations—Con-
tributions to International Organizations’’ 
made available by the Full-Year Continuing 
Appropriations Act, 2025 (division A of Pub-
lic Law 119–4), $88,483,000 are permanently re-
scinded, which shall not be rescinded from 
the United States contributions to the North 
Atlantic Treaty Organization and the NATO 
Parliamentary Assembly if such rescissions 
would reduce such contributions from funds 
made available in fiscal year 2025 below 
$79,488,000 and $866,000, respectively (the lev-
els designated in the ‘‘FY 2025 Estimate’’ col-
umn in the ‘‘Contributions to International 
Organizations Updated Assessments Sum-
mary’’ table submitted to the Committees on 
Appropriations on May 15, 2025). 

(3) Of the unobligated balances under the 
heading ‘‘International Organizations—Con-
tributions for International Peacekeeping 
Activities’’ made available by the Depart-
ment of State, Foreign Operations, and Re-
lated Programs Appropriations Act, 2024 (di-
vision F of Public Law 118–47), $203,328,007 are 
permanently rescinded. 

(4) Of the unobligated balances under the 
heading ‘‘International Organizations—Con-
tributions for International Peacekeeping 
Activities’’ made available by the Full-Year 
Continuing Appropriations Act, 2025 (divi-
sion A of Public Law 119–4), $157,906,000 are 
permanently rescinded. 

(5) Of the unobligated balances under the 
heading ‘‘Department of State—Migration 
and Refugee Assistance’’ made available by 
the Full-Year Continuing Appropriations 
Act, 2025 (division A of Public Law 119–4), 
$800,000,000 are permanently rescinded. 

(6) Of the unobligated balances under the 
heading ‘‘Bilateral Economic Assistance— 
Funds Appropriated to the President—Com-
plex Crises Fund’’ made available by the 
Full-Year Continuing Appropriations Act, 
2025 (division A of Public Law 119–4), 
$43,000,000 are permanently rescinded. 

(7) Of the unobligated balances under the 
heading ‘‘Bilateral Economic Assistance— 
Funds Appropriated to the President—De-
mocracy Fund’’ made available by the Full- 
Year Continuing Appropriations Act, 2025 
(division A of Public Law 119–4), $83,000,000 
are permanently rescinded from amounts 
made available for the Bureau for Democ-
racy, Human Rights, and Governance, United 
States Agency for International Develop-
ment. 

(8) Of the unobligated balances under the 
heading ‘‘Bilateral Economic Assistance— 
Funds Appropriated to the President—Eco-
nomic Support Fund’’ made available by the 
Full-Year Continuing Appropriations Act, 
2025 (division A of Public Law 119–4), 
$1,650,000,000 are permanently rescinded, 
which shall not be rescinded from assistance 
for Jordan, Egypt, Burma, Countering PRC 
Influence Fund (CPIF), Near East Regional 
Democracy, Agricultural Development/Food 
Security, and Water programs if such rescis-
sion would reduce such assistance from funds 
made available in fiscal year 2025 below 
$1,200,200,000, $125,000,000, $121,000,000, 
$155,000,000, $55,000,000, $149,920,000, and 
$125,600,000, respectively (the levels des-
ignated for Agricultural Development/Food 
Security and Water for ESF in the ‘‘FY 2024 
653(a) Sector Summary’’ table and for all of 
the other assistance specifically referenced 
in this paragraph in the ‘‘FY 2024 653(a)’’ col-
umn under the heading ‘‘Economic Support 
Fund’’ in the fiscal year 2024 report required 
by section 653(a) of the Foreign Assistance 
Act of 1961 and submitted to the Committees 
on Appropriations on October 23, 2024 and Oc-
tober 30, 2024, respectively). 

(9) Of the unobligated balances under the 
heading ‘‘Multilateral Assistance—Inter-
national Financial Institutions—Contribu-
tion to the Clean Technology Fund’’ made 
available by the Full-Year Continuing Ap-
propriations Act, 2025 (division A of Public 
Law 119–4), $125,000,000 are permanently re-
scinded. 

(10) Of the unobligated balances under the 
heading ‘‘Multilateral Assistance—Funds 
Appropriated to the President—Inter-
national Organizations and Programs’’ made 
available by the Full-Year Continuing Ap-
propriations Act, 2025 (division A of Public 
Law 119–4), $294,920,000 are permanently re-
scinded, which shall not be rescinded from 
the United States contribution to the United 
Nations Children’s Fund if such rescission 
would reduce such contribution from funds 
made available in fiscal year 2025 below 
$142,000,000 (the level designated in the table 
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titled ‘‘International Organizations and Pro-
grams’’ in the explanatory statement accom-
panying the Department of State, Foreign 
Operations, and Related Programs Appro-
priations Act, 2024 (division F of Public Law 
118–47)). 

(11) Of the unobligated balances under the 
heading ‘‘Bilateral Economic Assistance— 
Funds Appropriated to the President—Devel-
opment Assistance’’ made available by the 
Full-Year Continuing Appropriations Act, 
2025 (division A of Public Law 119–4), 
$1,999,870,000 are permanently rescinded, 
which shall not be rescinded from assistance 
for— 

(A) Countering PRC Influence Fund (CPIF) 
and the Philippines if such rescissions would 
reduce such assistance from funds made 
available in fiscal year 2025 below $90,000,000 
and $68,100,000, respectively (the levels des-
ignated in the ‘‘FY 2024 653(a)’’ column under 
the heading ‘‘Development Assistance’’ in 
the fiscal year 2024 report required by sec-
tion 653(a) of the Foreign Assistance Act of 
1961 and submitted to the Committees on Ap-
propriations on October 30, 2024); and 

(B) Feed the Future Innovation Labs, Agri-
cultural Development/Food Security, and 
Water programs if such rescission would re-
duce such assistance from funds made avail-
able in fiscal year 2025 below $72,000,000, 
$785,800,000, and $270,030,000, respectively (the 
level designated for Future Innovation Labs 
in the ‘‘FY 2024 653(a)’’ column of the ‘‘FY 
2024 653(a) Report Sub Account: DA’’ table 
and the levels designated for Agricultural 
Development/Food Security and Water for 
DA in the ‘‘FY 2024 653(a) Sector Summary’’ 
table in the fiscal year 2024 report required 
by section 653(a) of the Foreign Assistance 
Act of 1961 and submitted to the Committees 
on Appropriations on October 23, 2024). 

(12) Of the unobligated balances under the 
heading ‘‘Bilateral Economic Assistance— 
Funds Appropriated to the President—As-
sistance for Europe, Eurasia and Central 
Asia’’ made available by the Full-Year Con-
tinuing Appropriations Act, 2025 (division A 
of Public Law 119–4), $260,000,000 are perma-
nently rescinded, which shall not be re-
scinded from assistance for Ukraine if such 
rescission would reduce such assistance from 
funds made available in fiscal year 2025 
below $200,000,000 (the level designated in the 
‘‘FY 2024 653(a)’’ column under the heading 
‘‘Assistance for Europe, Eurasia and Central 
Asia’’ in the fiscal year 2024 report required 
by section 653(a) of the Foreign Assistance 
Act of 1961 and submitted to the Committees 
on Appropriations on October 30, 2024). 

(13) Of the unobligated balances under the 
heading ‘‘Bilateral Economic Assistance— 
Funds Appropriated to the President—Inter-
national Disaster Assistance’’ made avail-
able by the Full-Year Continuing Appropria-
tions Act, 2025 (division A of Public Law 119– 
4), $496,000,000 are permanently rescinded, 
which shall not be rescinded from assistance 
for nutrition programs if such rescission 
would reduce such assistance from funds 
made available in fiscal year 2025 below 
$866,871,481 (the level designated in table 3 of 
the United States Agency for International 
Development’s report entitled ‘‘Global Mal-
nutrition Prevention and Treatment Act An-
nual Report to Congress 2024’’). 

(14) Of the unobligated balances under the 
heading ‘‘United States Agency for Inter-
national Development—Funds Appropriated 
to the President—Operating Expenses’’ made 
available by the Full-Year Continuing Ap-
propriations Act, 2025 (division A of Public 
Law 119–4), $125,000,000 are permanently re-
scinded. 

(15) Of the unobligated balances under the 
heading ‘‘Bilateral Economic Assistance— 
Funds Appropriated to the President—Tran-
sition Initiatives’’ made available by the 

Full-Year Continuing Appropriations Act, 
2025 (division A of Public Law 119–4), 
$57,000,000 are permanently rescinded. 

(16) Of the unobligated balances under the 
heading ‘‘Bilateral Economic Assistance— 
Independent Agencies—Inter-American 
Foundation’’ made available by the Full- 
Year Continuing Appropriations Act, 2025 
(division A of Public Law 119–4), $27,000,000 
are permanently rescinded. 

(17) Of the unobligated balances under the 
heading ‘‘Bilateral Economic Assistance— 
Independent Agencies—United States Afri-
can Development Foundation’’ made avail-
able by the Full-Year Continuing Appropria-
tions Act, 2025 (division A of Public Law 119– 
4), $22,000,000 are permanently rescinded. 

(18)(A) From amounts made available for 
‘‘Corporation for Public Broadcasting’’ for 
fiscal year 2026 by Public Law 118–47, 
$35,710,000 are hereby permanently rescinded, 
of which $8,330,000 shall only be from 
amounts that would be made available pur-
suant to the allocation in section 
396(k)(3)(A)(iii)(II) of the Communications 
Act of 1934 and $27,380,000 shall only be from 
amounts that would be made available pur-
suant to the allocation in section 
396(k)(3)(A)(iii)(III) of the Communications 
Act of 1934. 

(B) From amounts made available for 
‘‘Corporation for Public Broadcasting’’ for 
fiscal year 2027 by Public Law 119–4, 
$35,710,000 are hereby permanently rescinded, 
of which $8,330,000 shall only be from 
amounts that would be made available pur-
suant to the allocation in section 
396(k)(3)(A)(iii)(II) of the Communications 
Act of 1934 and $27,380,000 shall only be from 
amounts that would be made available pur-
suant to the allocation in section 
396(k)(3)(A)(iii)(III) of the Communications 
Act of 1934. 

Mr. KELLY. Mr. President, this 
whole thing is a bad deal for the Amer-
ican people. It is a gut punch to rural 
communities and makes us weaker and 
less safe on the world stage. 

This amendment, though, dials back 
the worst of some of these cuts, espe-
cially for public broadcasting that is so 
important to so many Americans. 

Now, this amendment was drafted by 
Senator COLLINS, and I understand she 
isn’t planning to offer it. But I think it 
is worth seeing if a bipartisan majority 
of us can come together to support it. 
And this is a good amendment and it 
will protect important elements of our 
public broadcast funding and it will 
preserve the vital funding for Ukraine, 
NATO, and other items that have bi-
partisan support that otherwise would 
be cut in the Republican rescissions 
package. 

Now, let’s be clear, Senate Demo-
crats oppose this rescissions package. 
But we are giving our colleagues yet 
another opportunity to make it less 
harmful as they claim they were will-
ing to do. I urge my colleagues on both 
sides of the aisle to vote yes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-
jority leader. 

MOTION TO TABLE 

Mr. THUNE. Mr. President, I don’t 
know if it is without precedence, but it 
is certainly unusual when the author of 
the amendment decides not to offer the 
amendment and somebody else will 
take that amendment and offer it. So I 
would move to table this amendment. 

VOTE ON MOTION 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

question is on agreeing to the motion. 
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 senior assistant executive clerk 

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

Senator from New York (Mrs. GILLI-
BRAND), and the Senator from Min-
nesota (Ms. SMITH) are necessarily ab-
sent. 

The result was announced—yeas 51, 
nays 47, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 405 Leg.] 
YEAS—51 

Banks 
Barrasso 
Blackburn 
Boozman 
Britt 
Budd 
Capito 
Cassidy 
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 
Paul 
Ricketts 
Risch 
Rounds 
Schmitt 
Scott (FL) 
Scott (SC) 
Sheehy 
Sullivan 
Thune 
Tillis 
Tuberville 
Wicker 
Young 

NAYS—47 

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

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

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

NOT VOTING—2 

Gillibrand Smith 

The motion was agreed to. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Missouri. 
Mr. SCHMITT. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the following 
amendments be the final amendments 
in order; that the amendments be re-
ported by number; that following dis-
position of the amendments, the bill, 
as amended, if amended, be read a third 
time, and the Senate vote on passage of 
Calendar No. 114, H.R. 4, as amended, if 
amended, with no intervening action or 
debate; and finally, that if passed, the 
motion to reconsider be considered 
made and laid upon the table: No. 1, 
Shaheen amendment No. 2898; No. 2, 
Ossoff amendment No. 2896; No. 3, 
Merkley amendment No. 2863; No. 4, 
Kim motion to recommit; No. 5, Luján 
motion to recommit; and, No. 6, 
Schmitt amendment No. 2853, the sub-
stitute. 

Mr. President, I also ask for unani-
mous consent that all remaining votes 
be 10 minutes in length. 
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CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES4410 July 16, 2025 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 

objection? 
Without objection, it is so ordered. 
Mr. SCHMITT. I would ask that Sen-

ators please stay in their seats. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

HUSTED). The Senator from Alaska. 
AMENDMENT NO. 2865 TO AMENDMENT NO. 2853 
Ms. MURKOWSKI. I call up my 

amendment No. 2865. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will report the amendment by 
number. 

The bill clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Alaska [Ms. MURKOWSKI] 

proposes an amendment numbered 2865 to 
amendment No. 2853. 

The amendment is as follows: 
(Purpose: To improve the bill) 

In section 2(b), strike paragraph (20) and 
insert the following: 

(20)(A) From amounts made available for 
‘‘Corporation for Public Broadcasting’’ for 
fiscal year 2026 by Public Law 118–47, 
$8,330,000 are hereby permanently rescinded 
from amounts that would be made available 
pursuant to the allocation in section 
396(k)(3)(A)(iii)(II) of the Communications 
Act of 1934 (47 U.S.C. 396(k)(3)(A)(iii)(II)). 

(B) From amounts made available for 
‘‘Corporation for Public Broadcasting’’ for 
fiscal year 2027 by Public Law 119–4, $8,330,000 
are hereby permanently rescinded from 
amounts that would be made available pur-
suant to the allocation in section 
396(k)(3)(A)(iii)(II) of the Communications 
Act of 1934 (47 U.S.C. 396(k)(3)(A)(iii)(II)). 

Ms. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, I 
have a news alert. This afternoon, we 
had a 7.3 earthquake off of the coast of 
Alaska. Pretty big. 

We got the alert from KUCB staff 
members who felt this earthquake out 
there in Alaska. They contacted the 
emergency responders. It was an all- 
hands-on-deck. I am looking at a text I 
received from the station manager 
there at KUCB: Three staff members 
worked at sea level in our studio to get 
emergency messages on the air in co-
ordination with local public safety offi-
cials. A fourth employee worked re-
motely to update the web and social 
media. When the tsunami sirens start-
ed to glare, the voice message in the 
warning instructed community mem-
bers to tune into the local radio. We 
provided up-to-date information 
throughout the entire evacuation and 
all-clear procedures. 

So the good news is, tsunami is all 
clear. They say this is the work we do 
to keep Alaska safe, and it is only pos-
sible with Federal funding. 

Mr. President, I have an amendment 
that protects public media, their inde-
pendence, their ability to provide local 
news, weather reports, and, yes, emer-
gency alerts. What we do in this 
amendment is we tweak the rescission 
for the Corporation for Public Broad-
casting to protect public broadcasting 
while removing the pot of money that 
can go directly to NPR. 

We are reminded today that this stuff 
matters. I would hope my colleagues 
would recognize what is at stake and 
vote for my amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Missouri. 

Mr. SCHMITT. Mr. President, I rise 
in objection to the amendment from 
my colleague from Alaska. 

As was mentioned earlier on several 
of these other Corporation for Public 
Broadcasting amendments, this rescis-
sion does nothing to affect FEMA, 
which actually does the emergency re-
sponse system. 

Our hearts—and I know this is a 
scary situation in Alaska. The good 
news is FEMA has money for these 
sorts of alerts. 

We have come a long way tonight. We 
are almost there. Our efforts to finally 
prevent Federal funding for the Cor-
poration for Public Broadcasting—this 
is maybe one of the last votes for that. 
What is important to note here is this 
would gut that aspect of it. And 93 per-
cent of the work that we are trying to 
do would be eliminated here. This 
would effectively fully fund the Cor-
poration of Public Broadcasting to the 
tune of 93 percent of what we are cur-
rently trying to rescind. This is a very 
important vote. I would ask my col-
leagues to vote no. 

VOTE ON AMENDMENT NO. 2865 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on adoption of the amend-
ment. 

Ms. MURKOWSKI. 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 executive clerk 

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

Senator from New York (Mrs. GILLI-
BRAND) and the Senator from Min-
nesota (Ms. SMITH) are necessarily ab-
sent. 

The result was announced—yeas 47, 
nays 51, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 406 Leg.] 

YEAS—47 

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

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

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

NAYS—51 

Banks 
Barrasso 
Blackburn 
Boozman 
Britt 
Budd 
Capito 
Cassidy 
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 
Paul 
Ricketts 
Risch 
Rounds 
Schmitt 
Scott (FL) 
Scott (SC) 
Sheehy 

Sullivan 
Thune 

Tillis 
Tuberville 

Wicker 
Young 

NOT VOTING—2 

Gillibrand Smith 

The amendment (No. 2865) was re-
jected. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Hampshire. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2898 TO AMENDMENT NO. 2853 
Mrs. SHAHEEN. Mr. President, I call 

up my amendment No. 2898, and I 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 New Hampshire [Mrs. 
SHAHEEN] proposes an amendment numbered 
2898 to amendment No. 2853. 

The amendment is as follows: 
(Purpose: To reduce the amount rescinded 

from Assistance for Europe, Eurasia and 
Central Asia) 
In section 2(b)(13), strike ‘‘460,000,000 are 

rescinded’’ and insert ‘‘$260,000,000 are re-
scinded, which shall not be rescinded from 
assistance for Ukraine if such rescissions 
would reduce such assistance from funds 
made available in fiscal year 2025 below 
$200,000,000 (the level designated in the ‘FY 
2024 653(a)’ column under the heading ‘Assist-
ance for Europe, Eurasia and Central Asia’ in 
the fiscal year 2024 report required by sec-
tion 653(a) of the Foreign Assistance Act of 
1961 and submitted to the Committees on Ap-
propriations on October 30, 2024)’’. 

Mrs. SHAHEEN. Mr. President, I rise 
to propose an amendment to strike the 
rescission of funds to Ukraine. 

With Russian attacks intensifying 
against Ukraine, now is not the time to 
cut funds that have rebuilt Ukraine’s 
energy grid, sustained Ukraine’s abil-
ity to export agricultural goods, and 
supported efforts to keep the Ukrain-
ian Government accountable to its 
anti-corruption commitments and re-
form efforts. 

Given the President’s support for in-
creasing weapons to Ukraine and for 
trying to put pressure on Russia, this 
is an important amendment because it 
would preserve that assistance to 
Ukraine, keeping its energy grid on-
line, preventing the collapse of its 
economy, and preserving Ukraine’s 
Western economic orientation. 

I urge my colleagues to support this 
amendment. We do not want the 
Ukrainian army and their techno-
logical know-how in the orbit of Rus-
sia. We want it in Europe and the 
United States. 

This amendment also has the support 
of Senators Murkowski and Durbin. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from South Carolina. 

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. President, No. 1, I 
want to applaud Senator SHAHEEN for 
all she has done for Ukraine. And, 
quite frankly, to all of my Democratic 
colleagues and Republican colleagues, I 
think we are trying to do right by 
Ukraine. 

So what is right by Ukraine? 
We have given well over $100 billion 

in aid and military assistance. And 
what are we trying to do here? We are 
not rescinding the $4 billion that is 
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CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S4411 July 16, 2025 
available for military support, draw-
down authority. We are not rescinding 
the $300 million that is still available. 
We are not rescinding the $14.4 billion 
loan authority available to Ukraine. 

What we are doing is rescinding an 
account of $460 million that has a 
bunch of things in it, including $300,000 
for promoting tourism in the Caucasus; 
$832,000 to fund social media 
mentorship in Serbia and Belarus; and 
$5 million for green transportation and 
logistics. 

I want to help Ukraine, and the best 
thing we can do to help Ukraine right 
now is what President Trump is doing. 
Having the Europeans buy our weapons 
to give to Ukraine, I think, is good for 
the American economy, the American 
taxpayer, and for the Ukrainian mili-
tary. 

But the best thing we could do is 
what we are doing, and I want to ap-
plaud everybody who has joined in with 
Senator BLUMENTHAL and myself. It is 
to break China, India, and Brazil from 
buying Russian oil to prop up Putin’s 
war machine. 

If you want to help Ukraine, crush 
Putin’s customers who buy his oil and 
gas. There are 85 of us who have come 
together and said to Russia, China, and 
Brazil— 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s time has expired. 

Mr. GRAHAM. —if you keep buying 
his cheap oil, which is blood money, we 
are going to crush your economy. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s time has expired. 

Mr. GRAHAM. That is the best way 
to help Ukraine. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s time has expired. 

VOTE ON AMENDMENT NO. 2898 

The question now is on adoption of 
the amendment. 

Mrs. SHAHEEN. Mr. President, 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 assistant bill clerk called the 

roll. 
Mr. DURBIN. I announce that the 

Senator from Minnesota (Ms. SMITH) is 
necessarily absent. 

The result was announced—yeas 49, 
nays 50, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 407 Leg.] 

YEAS—49 

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

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

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

NAYS—50 

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

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

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

NOT VOTING—1 

Smith 

The amendment (No. 2898) was re-
jected. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Georgia. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2896 TO AMENDMENT NO. 2853 
Mr. OSSOFF. Mr. President, I call up 

my amendment No. 2853 and ask that it 
be reported by number. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The assistant bill clerk read as fol-
lows: 

The Senator from Georgia [Mr. OSSOFF], 
for himself and others, proposes an amend-
ment numbered 2896 to amendment No. 2853. 

The amendment is as follows: 
(Purpose: To reduce the amount rescinded 

from International Organizations and Pro-
grams and to ensure that UNICEF receives 
all of the funding previously appropriated 
to it by Congress) 
On page 5, lines 12 and 13, strike 

‘‘$436,920,000 are permanently rescinded.’’and 
insert ‘‘$294,920,000 are rescinded. The full 
amount of unobligated balances for the 
United Nations Children’s Emergency Fund 
(UNICEF) shall be obligated in accordance 
with the applicable provisions of Public Law 
118–47 and Public Law 119–4.’’. 

Mr. OSSOFF. Mr. President, many of 
us in the Senate are parents or grand-
parents of young children. 

This is Abdullah. He was a 1-year-old, 
starving in a war zone in Yemen until 
his life was saved by emergency rations 
sent by the American people through 
UNICEF. 

This bill ends the entire direct Amer-
ican contribution to UNICEF. Are we 
so calloused by politics that we would 
make this grievous and avoidable 
error, moral error? Do we believe it is 
the will of our constituents that chil-
dren like Abdullah should die? 

We are U.S. Senators with the power 
through this vote to save children’s 
lives and to spare their parents the 
heartbreak of a small child’s death. 
Vote aye. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Missouri. 

Mr. SCHMITT. Mr. President, I rise 
in opposition to the amendment from 
Senator OSSOFF. 

UNICEF’s mission, although admi-
rable, is not immune from waste, fraud, 
and abuse. That is why this rescission 
package includes $142 million for 
UNICEF’s overhead. 

The truth of the matter is, there is 
still significant funds for lifesaving 

care for kids, even after this rescission 
package is adopted. And my substitute 
amendment protects maternal and 
child health in the Global Health ac-
count. 

With that, I urge the body to vote no 
on this amendment. 

Mr. OSSOFF. Mr. President. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 

has expired. 
VOTE ON AMENDMENT NO. 2896 

The question is on adoption of the 
amendment. 

Mr. OSSOFF. 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 assistant bill clerk called the 

roll. 
Mr. DURBIN. I announce that the 

Senator from Minnesota (Ms. SMITH) is 
necessarily absent. 

The result was announced—yeas 48, 
nays 51, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 408 Leg.] 

YEAS—48 

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

Heinrich 
Hickenlooper 
Hirono 
Kaine 
Kelly 
Kim 
King 
Klobuchar 
Luján 
Markey 
Merkley 
Murkowski 
Murphy 
Murray 
Ossoff 
Padilla 

Peters 
Reed 
Rosen 
Sanders 
Schatz 
Schiff 
Schumer 
Shaheen 
Slotkin 
Van Hollen 
Warner 
Warnock 
Warren 
Welch 
Whitehouse 
Wyden 

NAYS—51 

Banks 
Barrasso 
Blackburn 
Boozman 
Britt 
Budd 
Capito 
Cassidy 
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 
Paul 
Ricketts 
Risch 
Rounds 
Schmitt 
Scott (FL) 
Scott (SC) 
Sheehy 
Sullivan 
Thune 
Tillis 
Tuberville 
Wicker 
Young 

NOT VOTING—1 

Smith 

The amendment (No. 2896) was re-
jected. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oregon. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2863 TO AMENDMENT NO. 2853 

Mr. MERKLEY. Mr. President, I call 
up my amendment No. 2863 and ask 
that it be reported by number. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the amendment by 
number. 

The assistant bill clerk read as fol-
lows: 

The Senator from Oregon [Mr. MERKLEY] 
proposes an amendment numbered 2863 to 
amendment No. 2853. 

The amendment is as follows: 

VerDate Sep 11 2014 12:18 Jul 17, 2025 Jkt 059060 PO 00000 Frm 00031 Fmt 0624 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\G16JY6.078 S16JYPT1rf
re

de
ric

k 
on

 L
A

P
8L

Y
D

4G
3P

R
O

D
 w

ith
 S

E
N

A
T

E



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES4412 July 16, 2025 
(Purpose: To strike the paragraph of the bill 

that rescinds $15,000,000 that had been ap-
propriated for the United States Institute 
of Peace) 
Beginning on page 7, strike line 22 and all 

that follows through page 8, line 2. 

Mr. MERKLEY. Colleagues, a bipar-
tisan story: In 1984, four Senators came 
together to reduce the risk of war. All 
four were veterans of World War II: two 
Republicans—Mark Hatfield, a Navy 
lieutenant, and Ted Stevens, Army Air 
Corps pilot; and two Democrats—John 
Glenn, a Navy fighter pilot, and 
Sparky Matsunaga with the 100th In-
fantry Battalion. 

They knew the horror of war, and 
they resolved to ensure that conflict 
resolution and diplomacy would always 
be tools available to reduce the risk of 
war; to resolve world challenges; to re-
duce the risk of American servicemen 
and servicewomen dying in such wars. 
So they created the U.S. Institute of 
Peace. It was signed into law by Presi-
dent Reagan. 

Marine Major General Zinni testified 
to the effectiveness—often unseen, 
often behind the scenes—of their work 
in Asia, in the Balkans, in Africa, and 
in the Middle East. 

Tonight, let’s channel that bipar-
tisan support for reducing the risk of 
war, saving the lives of our service men 
and women, and sustain funding for the 
Institute of Peace. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Missouri. 

Mr. SCHMITT. Mr. President, I rise 
in opposition to the amendment offered 
by Senator MERKLEY. 

The Trump administration has been 
very clear and has directed that the 
nonstatutory components and func-
tions of the U.S. Institute of Peace 
shall be eliminated to remain con-
sistent with applicable law. 

The Institute of Peace, although it 
has a great sounding name, has vio-
lated this order and gone well beyond 
their statutory authority on a number 
of fronts—and I will just mention one 
of them—including funding projects at 
the University of Denver for escaping 
the ethnic trap of deeply divided soci-
eties. The list could go on and on. We 
don’t have the time to do it. 

But this Agency has exceeded its 
mandate and has become nothing 
more—at this point or in many ways— 
than a think tank that peddles radical 
left ideology, violated the trust of the 
American people. 

Part of our charge tonight is to help 
restore that trust. And with that 
charge in mind, I urge my colleagues to 
vote no on this amendment. 

VOTE ON AMENDMENT NO. 2863 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

question now occurs on adoption of the 
amendment. 

Mr. MERKLEY. 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. DURBIN. I announce that the 

Senator from Minnesota (Mr. SMITH) is 
necessarily absent. 

The result was announced—yeas 48, 
nays 51, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 409 Leg.] 
YEAS—48 

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

Heinrich 
Hickenlooper 
Hirono 
Kaine 
Kelly 
Kim 
King 
Klobuchar 
Luján 
Markey 
Merkley 
Murkowski 
Murphy 
Murray 
Ossoff 
Padilla 

Peters 
Reed 
Rosen 
Sanders 
Schatz 
Schiff 
Schumer 
Shaheen 
Slotkin 
Van Hollen 
Warner 
Warnock 
Warren 
Welch 
Whitehouse 
Wyden 

NAYS—51 

Banks 
Barrasso 
Blackburn 
Boozman 
Britt 
Budd 
Capito 
Cassidy 
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 
Paul 
Ricketts 
Risch 
Rounds 
Schmitt 
Scott (FL) 
Scott (SC) 
Sheehy 
Sullivan 
Thune 
Tillis 
Tuberville 
Wicker 
Young 

NOT VOTING—1 

Smith 

The amendment (No. 2863) was re-
jected. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
MULLIN). The Senator from New Jer-
sey. 

MOTION TO RECOMMIT 
Mr. KIM. Mr. President, I have a mo-

tion to recommit at the desk. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will report the motion. 
The senior assistant executive clerk 

read as follows: 
The Senator from New Jersey [Mr. KIM] 

moves to recommit the bill H.R. 4 to the 
Committee on Appropriations with instruc-
tions. 

Mr. KIM. I ask that further reading 
be dispensed with. 

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

The motion to recommit with in-
structions is as follows: 

Mr. KIM moves to recommit the bill H.R. 4 
to the Committee on Appropriations of the 
Senate with instructions to report the same 
back to the Senate in 3 days, not counting 
any day on which the Senate is not in ses-
sion, with changes that— 

(1) are within the jurisdiction of such com-
mittee; and 

(2) remove any rescissions that may reduce 
access to programming related to veterans 
through public radio and television stations. 

Mr. KIM. Mr. President, public broad-
casting has educated and informed and 
inspired generations, teaching impor-
tant lessons to people of all ages and 
sharing powerful stories, including of 
our Nation’s veterans. 

One story at a time—the StoryCorps 
Military Voices Initiative uplifts the 

humanity and possibility in all of us. 
Each week on NPR, they share stories 
to over 12 million listeners. 

Then there is the PBS program ‘‘Vet-
erans Coming Home’’ focused on shar-
ing the experiences of veterans as they 
enter civilian life. 

The American Homefront Project 
breaks down challenges facing our 
troops, making sure we have conversa-
tions about what support military per-
sonnel and veterans need from all of us. 

The stories of our heroes aren’t par-
tisan; they aren’t political. These are 
trusted, nonpartisan, powerful initia-
tives sharing the real experiences of 
our veterans, their families, and our 
communities, and reminding the rest of 
us of the price of freedom. 

Yet this rescission package before us 
threatens to eliminate over $1 billion 
in funding for public broadcasting, in-
cluding these programs. 

That is why I move to recommit this 
bill and bring it back without these 
senseless cuts. We can’t let veterans’ 
stories—the voices of those who have 
sacrificed for our country—be erased. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Missouri. 

Mr. SCHMITT. Mr. President, I rise 
in opposition to the motion that has 
been made by Senator KIM. 

Two quick points. The first is, if this 
were to actually somehow pass, it 
would kill the bill because it would go 
beyond the July 18 deadline. Secondly, 
saying that defunding the Corporation 
for Public Broadcasting can somehow 
prevent Americans from receiving vet-
erans’ educational programming is pat-
ently false. 

Eliminating CBP doesn’t do that. It 
doesn’t ban public stations from airing 
this kind of program. Of course they 
can. But what is true is that American 
taxpayers are tired of having to sub-
sidize radical leftist programming they 
hear every single day and every single 
week of every single month or watch 
every single day or every single week 
of every single month on NPR or PBS. 

Mr. President, I urge my colleagues 
to vote no on this motion. 

Mr. KIM. Mr. President, I will accept 
a voice vote. 

VOTE ON MOTION TO RECOMMIT 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

question is on agreeing to the motion. 
The motion was rejected. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from New Mexico. 
MOTION TO RECOMMIT 

Mr. LUJÁN. Mr. President, I have a 
motion to recommit at the desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the motion. 

The senior assistant legislative clerk 
read as follows: 

The Senator from New Mexico [Mr. LUJÁN] 
moves to recommit the bill H.R. 4 to the 
Committee on Appropriations of the Senate 
with instructions. 

Mr. LUJÁN. I ask that further read-
ing be dispensed with. 

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

The motion to recommit with in-
structions is as follows: 
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Mr. LUJÁN moves to recommit the bill H.R. 

4 to the Committee on Appropriations of the 
Senate with instructions to report the same 
back to the Senate in 3 days, not counting 
any day on which the Senate is not in ses-
sion, with changes that— 

(1) are within the jurisdiction of such com-
mittee; and 

(2) remove any rescissions that may under-
mine the public broadcasting infrastructure 
that supports communities’ access to the 
Emergency Alert System and life-saving 
weather alerts. 

Mr. LUJÁN. Mr. President, my mo-
tion is simple: Public broadcasting in-
frastructure funding should not be re-
scinded if it limits access to emergency 
alert systems and lifesaving weather 
updates. 

Just last week, devastating floods 
across New Mexico claimed the lives of 
three people, including two children. 
Local radio was on the air issuing real- 
time warnings and helping people get 
to safety. 

Despite these horrible tragedies in 
New Mexico, Texas, and the Northeast, 
my Republican colleagues are prepared 
to gut public broadcasting funding. 

Public radio stations and local media 
are lifelines, especially in rural and 
Tribal communities. They don’t just 
play music or share stories; they de-
liver emergency alerts and evacuation 
notices and lifesaving updates when 
disaster strikes. 

It is not just weather. These systems 
broadcast AMBER Alerts when chil-
dren go missing—alerts where every 
second counts. Delays costs lives. 

Whether it is a flood, a fire, or a 
missing child, communities rely on 
these alerts to stay safe. Without fund-
ing and infrastructure, stations will 
collapse. 

One New Mexico broadcaster put it 
plainly. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s time has expired. 

Mr. LUJÁN. Mr. President, if you 
give me a little more time, I will offer 
a voice vote. 

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

Mr. LUJÁN. Mr. President, a New 
Mexico broadcaster put it plainly: 

Without sustained Federal investment, 
Tribal stations will be devastated and likely 
forced off. . . . 

I urge my colleagues to vote yea, and 
I ask for a voice vote. 

VOTE ON MOTION TO RECOMMIT 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

question is on agreeing to the motion. 
The motion was rejected. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Washington. 
Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, this 

amendment reflects what Senate Re-
publicans landed on after a long discus-
sion 2 days ago, zeroing out every 
penny of Federal support for local 
radio and TV stations our constituents 
rely on, ripping away investments in 
emergency alerts, gutting lifesaving 
aid, and making steep cuts to foreign 
policy investments we have made on a 
bipartisan basis. 

You might ask: What are those cuts? 
And even some of my Republican col-

leagues have said: We don’t know be-
cause this administration will not tell 
us. So while this amendment makes 
one small trim, it seeks to protect just 
a handful of priorities without actually 
reducing any of the overall cuts. 

The reality is, Republicans are plan-
ning to rubberstamp President Trump’s 
request. 

It is our communities, our reputa-
tion, our interest around the globe that 
will suffer the consequences. I will be 
voting no on this amendment and on 
final passage. I encourage my col-
leagues to do the same. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Missouri. 

Mr. SCHMITT. Mr. President, we are 
on the precipice in this Chamber right 
now to do something that is rarely 
done in this town, which is to identify 
waste, fraud, and abuse and actually do 
something about it. 

This is a rare thing. It is an impor-
tant thing. It is about the $9 billion we 
are going to save or $90 billion in the 
10-year window. And where I come 
from, that is still a lot of money. That 
is a lot of money. But it is more than 
just that. It is about restoring trust 
with the American people. 

When the American people see dol-
lars going to DEI trainings in Burma 
or sex changes in Guatemala, they 
wonder what in the world is going on 
around here. 

Tonight, we can say: We hear you; we 
know why you sent us here; and we are 
going to do something about it. 

With that, I urge my colleagues to 
vote yes. 

VOTE ON AMENDMENT NO. 2853 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question now occurs on adoption of the 
amendment. 

Mr. SCHMITT. 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. DURBIN. I announce that the 

Senator from Minnesota (Ms. SMITH) is 
necessarily absent. 

The result was announced—yeas 52, 
nays 47, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 410 Leg.] 

YEAS—52 

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

NAYS—47 

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 
Paul 
Peters 

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

NOT VOTING—1 

Smith 

The amendment (No. 2853), in the na-
ture of a substitute, was agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Democratic leader. 

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. President, this is 
a dark day for America, a dark day for 
rural Americans, a dark day for any 
American who relies on public broad-
casting during floods, hurricanes, tor-
nadoes, and other disasters, and this is 
also a dark day for this Chamber. Ev-
eryone here knows this is not how the 
Senate should function. 

I urge my colleagues to vote no. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-

jority Leader. 
Mr. THUNE. Mr. President, I want to 

thank Senator SCHMITT for doing an 
exceptional job of managing this. 

(Applause.) 
Mr. THUNE. And also simply point 

out that our country is $36 trillion in 
debt. We can’t keep doing the things 
the way—$36 trillion in debt. We can’t 
keep doing things the way we have 
been doing them. 

Ladies and gentlemen, what we are 
talking about here is one-tenth of 1 
percent of all Federal spending—one- 
tenth of 1 percent of all Federal spend-
ing. But it is a step in the right direc-
tion, and it is the first time we have 
done anything like this in 35 years. 

So I hope our colleagues will vote yes 
and support this legislation that is 
going to start moving us in a different 
direction, that gets us on a more fis-
cally sustainable path for the future of 
our country. 

(Applause.) 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will read the title of the bill for 
the third time. 

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

The bill was read the third time. 
VOTE ON H.R. 4, AS AMENDED 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
having been read the third time, the 
question is, Shall the bill, as amended, 
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. 
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Mr. DURBIN. I announce that the 

Senator from Minnesota (Mr. SMITH) is 
necessarily absent. 

The result was announced—yeas 51, 
nays 48, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 411 Leg.] 
YEAS—51 

Banks 
Barrasso 
Blackburn 
Boozman 
Britt 
Budd 
Capito 
Cassidy 
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 
Paul 
Ricketts 
Risch 
Rounds 
Schmitt 
Scott (FL) 
Scott (SC) 
Sheehy 
Sullivan 
Thune 
Tillis 
Tuberville 
Wicker 
Young 

NAYS—48 

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

Heinrich 
Hickenlooper 
Hirono 
Kaine 
Kelly 
Kim 
King 
Klobuchar 
Luján 
Markey 
Merkley 
Murkowski 
Murphy 
Murray 
Ossoff 
Padilla 

Peters 
Reed 
Rosen 
Sanders 
Schatz 
Schiff 
Schumer 
Shaheen 
Slotkin 
Van Hollen 
Warner 
Warnock 
Warren 
Welch 
Whitehouse 
Wyden 

NOT VOTING—1 

Smith 

The bill (H.R. 4), as amended, was 
passed. 

f 

MORNING BUSINESS 

TRIBUTE TO ASTER HARRISON 

Mr. BARRASSO. Mr. President, I 
would like to take the opportunity to 
express my appreciation to Aster for 
her hard work as an intern in my Cas-
per office. I recognize her efforts and 
contributions to my office, as well as 
to the State of Wyoming. 

Aster attends Casper College and 
hopes to attend law school after com-
pleting her bachelor’s. She has dem-
onstrated a strong work ethic, which 
has made her an invaluable asset to 
our office. The quality of her work is 
reflected in her great efforts over the 
last several months. 

I want to thank Aster for the dedica-
tion she has shown while working for 
me and my staff. It is a pleasure to 
have her as part of our team. I know 
she will have continued success with 
all of her future endeavors. I wish her 
all my best on her journey. 

f 

VOTE EXPLANATION 

Mr. GALLEGO. Mr. President, I 
missed the following vote, but had I 
been present, I would have voted no on 
rollcall vote No. 316, confirmation of 
Executive Calendar No. 145, Gary An-
dres, of Virginia, to be an Assistant 
Secretary of Health and Human Serv-
ices. 

H.R. 4 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, when 
the Senate considers the Rescissions 
Act of 2025, H.R. 4, it is my intention to 
make the following motion to recom-
mit to the bill: 

(1) A motion to recommit the bill H.R. 4 to 
the Committee on Appropriations of the Sen-
ate with instructions to report the same 
back to the Senate in 3 days, not counting 
any day on which the Senate is not in ses-
sion, with changes that— 

(1) are within the jurisdiction of such com-
mittee; and 

(2) remove any rescissions that may under-
mine the public broadcasting infrastructure 
that supports the access of communities to 
emergency alert systems. 

Mr. President, Senator ANGELA 
ALSOBROOKS of Maryland supports the 
motion to recommit bill H.R. 4 to the 
Senate Committee on Appropriations 
to eliminate rescissions that would un-
dermine the public broadcasting infra-
structure that supports the access of 
communities to emergency alert sys-
tems. Senator ALSOBROOKS knows the 
role of public radio and television in 
ensuring communities have access to 
information and emergency alerts. 

f 

H.R. 4 

Mr. BENNET. Mr. President, as the 
Senate debates H.R. 4, I would like to 
state for the record two motions I have 
to address some issues with the Rescis-
sions Act of 2025 that I believe the Sen-
ate must consider: 

The following are motions to recommit in 
the jurisdiction of the Committee on Appro-
priations: 

Mr. BENNET moves to recommit the bill 
H.R. 4 to the Committee on Appropriations 
with instructions to report the same back to 
the Senate in 3 days, not counting any day 
on which the Senate is not in session, with 
changes that— 

(1) are within the jurisdiction of such com-
mittee; and 

(2) would strike provisions that prevent 
Americans in rural communities from hav-
ing access to Wireless Emergency Alerts or 
presidential emergency alerts. 

Mr. BENNET moves to recommit the bill 
H.R. 4 to the Committee on Appropriations 
with instructions to report the same back to 
the Senate in 3 days, not counting any day 
on which the Senate is not in session, with 
changes that— 

(1) are within the jurisdiction of such com-
mittee; and 

(2) would strike provisions that prevent 
American children from having access to 
civics education or the opportunity to learn 
about our democratic system of government. 

This legislation would cut $1.1 billion 
in funding for the Corporation for Pub-
lic Broadcasting, which supports over 
1,500 public radio and television sta-
tions across the country, including 
over 50 in Colorado. Colorado outlets 
stand to lose over $7.6 million in fund-
ing—with a disproportionate effect for 
rural and Tribal communities across 
the State. News organizations like Col-
orado Public Radio, Rocky Mountains 
PBS, and smaller stations like KRZA 
in Alamosa and KVNF in Paonia are at 
risk. Not only does CPB funding pro-
vide needed resources for local out-

lets—the lifeblood of our democracy, 
responsible for ensuring informed de-
bate and holding power to account— 
but these funds also support a wide 
array of free, easily accessible edu-
cational programming and resources 
for our children. Moreover, rescinding 
these funds would jeopardize key ele-
ments of our Nation’s emergency alert 
architecture, including the Wireless 
Emergency Alert System and the Pub-
lic Radio Satellite System. This pro-
posal’s principal outcome will be the 
further erosion of our local media, the 
impoverishment of our children’s edu-
cational opportunities, and the disman-
tling of our country’s critical emer-
gency infrastructure that saves count-
less lives every year. I urge my col-
leagues to support these motions and 
reject the legislation before us today. 

f 

H.R. 4 

Mr. COONS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the following 
motion to recommit for the bill H.R. 4 
be placed in the CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD. 

Motion to Recommit With Instructions 
Mr. COONS moves to recommit the bill H.R. 

4 to the Committee on Appropriations of the 
Senate with instructions to report the same 
back to the Senate in 3 days, not counting 
any day on which the Senate is not in ses-
sion, with changes that— 

(1) are within the jurisdiction of such com-
mittee; and 

(2) would prohibit the Director of the Of-
fice of Management and Budget from author-
izing the use of amounts from accounts that 
are not subject to rescissions made by the 
bill for activities funded by accounts that 
are subject to rescissions made by the bill. 

f 

H.R. 4 

Mr. BLUMENTHAL. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the fol-
lowing motion to recommit for the bill 
H.R. 4 be placed in the CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD: 

A motion to recommit the bill to the Com-
mittee on Appropriations of the Senate with 
instructions to report the same back to the 
Senate in 3 days, not counting any day on 
which the Senate is not in session, with 
changes that are within the jurisdiction of 
such committee and would ensure that no re-
scission of funding for the Corporation for 
Public Broadcasting impedes or stops public 
television stations from producing or broad-
casting local news and homegrown content 
to rural, remote, and underserved commu-
nities. 

f 

H.R. 4 

Ms. HIRONO. Mr. President, when 
the Senate considers the rescissions 
bill, H.R. 4, it is my intention, along 
with Senators PETERS, BLUNT ROCH-
ESTER, and REED, to make a motion to 
recommit the bill to the Committee on 
Appropriations of the Senate with in-
structions to report the same back to 
the Senate in 3 days, not counting any 
day on which the Senate is not in ses-
sion, with changes that—(1) are within 
the jurisdiction of such committee; and 
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