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The House met at 10 a.m. and was
called to order by the Speaker pro tem-
pore (Mr. WEBER of Texas).

———

DESIGNATION OF SPEAKER PRO
TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following commu-
nication from the Speaker:

WASHINGTON, DC,
March 20, 2018.

I hereby appoint the Honorable RANDY K.
WEBER, Sr. to act as Speaker pro tempore on
this day.

PAUL D. RYAN,
Speaker of the House of Representatives.

MORNING-HOUR DEBATE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the order of the House of Janu-
ary 8, 2018, the Chair will now recog-
nize Members from lists submitted by
the majority and minority leaders for
morning-hour debate.

The Chair will alternate recognition
between the parties. All time shall be
equally allocated between the parties,
and in no event shall debate continue
beyond 11:50 a.m. Each Member, other
than the majority and minority leaders
and the minority whip, shall be limited
to 5 minutes.

———

RUSSIAN INTERFERENCE IN
ELECTIONS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair recognizes the gentleman from
California (Mr. CosTA) for 5 minutes.

Mr. COSTA. Mr. Speaker, I rise to
speak about Russian interference in
our elections.

In the last 18 months, the United
States intelligence agencies and our al-
lies abroad have decisively concluded
that Russia interfered with our elec-
tions. We have sworn testimony from
men and women with impeccable
records, Democrats and Republicans

alike. Their testimony overwhelmingly
states that Russia interfered in our
elections and that Russia has done so
as well in other Western democracies
for years.

Russia’s goal with election inter-
ference is to destabilize Western de-
mocracies. Destabilizing our democ-
racy will weaken our ability to defend
ourselves against foreign adversaries
like Russia, China, and Iran.

Democratic institutions and systems
are the foundation of how we govern
ourselves and defend our borders. When
the integrity of democratic institu-
tions is doubted, the power of our de-
mocracy is weakened.

Make no mistake: attacking the in-
tegrity of our democratic institutions
is an attempt to weaken our Nation
and our way of life. We must ensure
that neither Russia nor any other for-
eign power interferes in our election
process in the future.

The House of Representatives seems
to have abdicated its official role in in-
vestigating Russian interference. It is
my hope that the Senate will continue
its investigation in a bipartisan man-
ner. Thus, Special Counsel Robert
Mueller must be allowed to continue
his investigation, following the evi-
dence wherever it leads, and write a
comprehensive and complete report
without intrusion or obstruction by po-
litical power plays.

This is not a Democratic or Repub-
lican issue. This is an American issue.

Mr. Speaker, as Members of Con-
gress, our first responsibility is to pro-
tect our Nation. We take an oath of of-
fice every 2 years to defend and protect
our Nation from all enemies, foreign
and domestic.

I call upon my colleagues, my fellow
Americans, to join me in putting par-
tisanship aside, putting our country
first, and doing everything we can to
prevent foreign interference in our
elections in the future.

TARIFFS AND TRADE

Mr. COSTA. Mr. Speaker, I also rise
today to speak about U.S. trade and
the recently raised tariffs on steel and
aluminum.

We all want to secure American jobs
and increase the opportunity in the
U.S. economy, but raising far-reaching
tariffs will do just the opposite. The
most likely effect of raising tariffs will
be other countries adjusting their
trade measures to protect their econo-
mies and their workers. This is known
as a trade war, and no one wins in a
trade war.

What’s more, American agriculture is
always the target of international re-
actionary and retaliatory trade behav-
ior. California agriculture, which I am
a strong advocate of and represent,
feels the most intense direct pain from
these tariffs. California farmers and
ranchers earned roughly 44 percent of
their total revenue from international
trade in 2016.

But this pain will radiate across the
country. Manufacturers, processors,
merchants, and farmers will face nega-
tive impacts to their businesses as for-
eign markets close, which will cost
both American jobs and profits.

Yes, we have an international trade
imbalance that must be addressed, but
raising these tariffs, I think, is the
wrong strategy, plain and simple. This
is why both Republicans and Demo-
crats have publicly expressed grave
concern with these recent actions.

The way to address these trade im-
balances is to successfully renegotiate
and modernize NAFTA and other trade
agreements with our European allies.
The President and Congress must work
together on trade agreements; it is
that simple.

Our best approach for successfully re-
negotiating trade agreements in a way
that serves the entire Nation is by Re-
publicans and Democrats coming to-
gether and putting in the hard work re-
quired for bipartisan negotiations, seri-
ous policymaking, and getting the job
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done. That is what we are supposed to
do.

————

OUR JOB IS TO KEEP STUDENTS
SAFE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair recognizes the gentleman from
Indiana (Mr. MESSER) for 56 minutes.

Mr. MESSER. Mr. Speaker, as a par-
ent with kids in school, I believe that
no parent should have to worry if their
child will come home safe at the end of
the day. That is why I rise today to
join President Trump in urging the
Senate to immediately pass the STOP
School Violence Act. The House over-
whelmingly passed this legislation last
week, and now it is time for the U.S.
Senate to act and pass this bipartisan,
commonsense bill.

Among other positive steps forward,
this bipartisan bill would provide fund-
ing to enable local schools to make
physical and technological improve-
ments to keep students safe.

Southwestern High School in my dis-
trict has been called the safest school
in America because of its focus on se-
curity, training, and coordination with
local law enforcement. I have had the
opportunity to visit Shelby County’s
Southwestern High School and speak
with the leadership there and the
Shelby County Sheriff’s Department
leadership as well, and, frankly, I could
not have been more impressed.

If the STOP School Violence Act is
enacted, more schools could follow the
example set by Southwestern High
School. The U.S. Senate needs to do its
job now and act quickly to pass this
commonsense legislation to secure our
schools and keep America’s children
safe.

————
RECESS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 12(a) of rule I, the Chair
declares the House in recess until noon
today.

Accordingly (at 10 o’clock and 7 min-
utes a.m.), the House stood in recess.

——

[ 1200
AFTER RECESS

The recess having expired, the House
was called to order by the Speaker at
noon.

————
PRAYER

Dr. Michael S. Lewis, Roswell Street
Baptist Church, Marietta, Georgia, of-
fered the following prayer:

Our Father in Heaven, we enter into
Your presence this day with thanks-
giving in our hearts for the gracious
gift of life and the opportunities that
You have set before us. We bless You
for being our Creator and for providing
a living relationship of love through
Your Son and our Savior, the Lord
Jesus Christ.

We humble ourselves before You as
men and women of this special body

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

whom You have appointed with the re-
sponsibility of serving the people of
this Nation. May You fill the minds of
each leader with wisdom which is from
above, fill each heart with passion for
Your glory and the greatest good of
others, and fill each decision with the
guidance of Your Spirit.

My heart is grateful to voice this
intercessory prayer on this day in our
Nation’s history with fellow citizens.
May You unite our hearts to glorify
Your name. May You bless the cities
and communities of our Nation with
peace. May You bless the United States
of America, for I humbly make this
prayer in the name of Jesus.

Amen.

————————

THE JOURNAL

The SPEAKER. The Chair has exam-
ined the Journal of the last day’s pro-
ceedings and announces to the House
his approval thereof.

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the Jour-
nal stands approved.

———

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

The SPEAKER. Will the gentleman
from Illinois (Mr. SCHNEIDER) come for-
ward and lead the House in the Pledge
of Allegiance.

Mr. SCHNEIDER 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.

————

WELCOMING DR. MICHAEL S.
LEWIS

The SPEAKER. Without objection,
the gentleman from Georgia (Mr.
LOUDERMILK) is recognized for 1
minute.

There was no objection.

Mr. LOUDERMILK. Mr. Speaker,
today I have the honor of introducing
our guest pastor, Dr. Michael Lewis,
from my home district and from the
great city of Marietta, Georgia.

Dr. Lewis graduated in 1996 with a
master of divinity degree from South-
eastern Baptist Theological Seminary.
In May of 2005, he received an honorary
doctor of divinity degree from Liberty
University. He has had the honor of
serving in churches in South Carolina,
Texas, and Florida as their pastor.

Currently, Dr. Lewis serves as pastor
of Roswell Street Baptist Church in
Marietta, Georgia, where he lives with
his wife of 25 years, Liliana, and their
three wonderful daughters.

It is my privilege to introduce Dr.
Michael Lewis, who opened us this
morning in prayer.

————
ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
WEBER of Texas). The Chair will enter-
tain up to 15 further requests for 1-
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minute speeches on each side of the
aisle.

CELEBRATING WOMEN IN THE
WORKFORCE

(Ms. FOXX asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Ms. FOXX. Mr. Speaker, today I rise
in honor of Women’s History Month.
Every March, we celebrate the trail-
blazing women who have enriched our
history, our society, and our commu-
nities.

This month, it is important to recog-
nize the hardworking women in today’s
workforce. Today, more than 70 per-
cent of women work outside of the
home, and these women account for
nearly half of the workforce, while 40
percent of women are their family’s top
earners.

Because of tax reform, the women of
America’s workforce will be able to
keep more of their hard-earned cash to
spend on their families, rather than
sending it to Washington. Additionally,
working moms and their families will
receive double the child tax credit to
ensure they have the means to care for
their children.

Mr. Speaker, to the naysayers who
claimed that tax reform would only
benefit rich men, I say that is categori-
cally false. Tax reform already has and
will continue to empower the wonder-
ful women in America’s workforce to
make history worth recognizing.

—————
HONORING THE LIFE OF REV-
EREND JAMES HAWLEY

MCKINNON, JR.

(Mr. BUTTERFIELD asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute.)

Mr. BUTTERFIELD. Mr. Speaker, 1
rise today to honor a great North Caro-
linian, a friend to many, and a man of
God, Reverend James Hawley
McKinnon, Jr.

Mr. Speaker, Jim passed away on
Sunday, March 11, at the age of 77. Jim
McKinnon preached the Gospel of Jesus
Christ in eastern North Carolina for
decades. His ministry inspired and mo-
tivated so many individuals, both in
his home of Wilson, North Carolina,
and elsewhere.

Ordained as a minister of the Pres-
byterian church on September 22,
1968—shortly after the assassinations
of Dr. Martin Luther King, Jr., and
Senator Robert F. Kennedy—Jim
served congregations throughout North
Carolina; first as an associate pastor in
Fayetteville, and then as a senior pas-
tor in Morehead City, Charlotte, and
Wilson, where he retired after 26 years
as senior pastor of First Presbyterian
Church.

Jim McKinnon was a strong, strong
pillar in our community and he will be
missed. Jim McKinnon is survived by
his wife of 51 long years, Louise Cherry
McKinnon; and their two sons, also
Presbyterian ministers, James, III—we
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call him Trip—and his wife, Angie,
from Brunswick, Georgia; and John
and his wife, Darci, from Oklahoma
City, Oklahoma.

His beloved four grandchildren are:
John Brandon and Rebecca Louise from
Brunswick, Georgia; Aidan Gayle and
Ian McKay from Oklahoma City.

Jim was preceded in death by his
grandson, James Hawley McKinnon,
IV—Jamie.

Let it be said, Mr. Speaker, that Rev-
erend Jim McKinnon made a difference
in this world as he helped change lives
for so many Americans.

————

CONGRATULATING THE BELLE-
VILLE WEST BASKETBALL TEAM

(Mr. BOST asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. BOST. Mr. Speaker, today I
proudly honor the Belleville West bas-
ketball team for winning the 2018 4A
State tournament.

It was truly a ‘“‘March Madness’ in
Peoria, Illinois, this weekend as the
Maroons played in a back-and-forth
State title game against Whitney
Young Dolphins. It took overtime, but
Belleville West held off Whitney Young
for a 60 to 56 victory to take home the
championship trophy. This is the first
basketball State title in school his-
tory.

I extend a heartfelt congratulations
to the players, coaches, staff, school of-
ficials, families, and friends who sup-
ported these young men on this incred-
ible journey. Illinois 12th is proud of
you.

Go, Maroons.

————

HEALTHCARE SHOULD BE A
HUMAN RIGHT FOR ALL

(Mr. KILDEE asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. KILDEE. Mr. Speaker, this Fri-
day marks the eighth anniversary of
the Affordable Care Act being signed
into law. In the richest country in the
world, healthcare should be a basic
human right, not a privilege for some.

While the ACA is far from perfect—
we know that—it made great progress,
ensuring millions and millions of
Americans that they could have health
insurance, that they could have
healthcare when they need it, making
it more affordable, making sure that
Americans with preexisting conditions
were not denied coverage because they
were sick or kicked off their coverage
because they got sick.

Unfortunately, though, this House
has spent a good deal of the last year
or so trying to take back some of those
advances that we have made, essen-
tially, putting more families in the po-
sition of having that economic uncer-
tainty of not knowing whether or not
their premiums will continue to go up
or their copays will go up, or prescrip-
tion drugs will be available but com-
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pletely unaffordable to them; putting
families back in the place where they
are, essentially, one illness away from
losing everything that they have
worked for.

We should work together because we
know there are improvements that we
need to make. We should work across
the aisle to improve this law and move
forward.

———

BEST BUDDIES FRIENDSHIP WALK

(Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
her remarks.)

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Speaker, 1
rise today to congratulate Best Bud-
dies International for a successful 5K
walk in downtown Miami this past Sat-
urday, March 17.

Best Buddies International was
founded in 1989 by one of my constitu-
ents, Anthony K. Shriver, and it pro-
motes the idea that every person has a
gift and that every person can con-
tribute. This message is emblematic of
what makes America successful, and it
has made Best Buddies a thriving glob-
al organization serving thousands of
individuals with intellectual and devel-
opmental disabilities.

The Best Buddies Friendship Walk al-
lows those who are often excluded be-
cause of their differences the oppor-
tunity to create one-on-one friendships
that last a lifetime. It is that model
that has allowed Best Buddies to make
extraordinary advancements in the au-
tism community to increase under-
standing and acceptance of the dis-
ability.

I would like to extend my congratu-
lations for a successful Best Buddies
Friendship Walk. I am so delighted to
see my constituents giving the gift of
friendship to individuals in south Flor-
ida with intellectual and develop-
mental disabilities.

———
BOOTS TO BUSINESS

(Mr. SCHNEIDER asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. SCHNEIDER. Mr. Speaker, I am
pleased to rise today in support of the
Boots to Business program.

Running a small business requires a
wide variety of skills. One day you are
the company’s accountant, the next
day you are researching marketing
strategies.

Many of our servicemembers have
the temperament and experience to
excel as small-business owners and en-
trepreneurs, but they lack the indus-
try-specific skills to turn their dream
into a reality.

The Boots to Business program helps
bridge this gap by offering exiting serv-
icemembers and spouses a 2-day in-per-
son course on business ownership, fol-
lowed by more in-depth instruction
through an 8-week online course.

Since the program launched in 2013,
more than 50,000 servicemembers and
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spouses have participated, Ilearning
how to start and grow businesses and,
thereby, grow our economy.

This month, I introduced the bipar-
tisan Veteran Entrepreneurship Train-
ing Act with my friend from Iowa, Con-
gressman RoOD BLUM. The bill would
codify the Boots to Business program.
Our veterans serve our country with
honor. They deserve our support as
they transition from military to civil-
ian life. I urge my colleagues to join
me on this bipartisan effort.

CREATING TRANSPARENCY
THROUGH DISCLOSURE

(Mr. WILSON of South Carolina
asked and was given permission to ad-
dress the House for 1 minute and to re-
vise and extend his remarks.)

Mr. WILSON of South Carolina. Mr.
Speaker, today I introduced the For-
eign Influence Transparency Act,
which requires organizations, such as
the Confucius Institute, to register
under the Foreign Agents Registration
Act, FARA, if they promote the polit-
ical agenda of a foreign country.

The goal of this legislation is to in-
crease transparency between foreign
governments, universities, and stu-
dents. Americans have the right to
know if they are consuming propa-
ganda that is produced by a foreign
government.

Currently, FARA contains a techni-
cality that allows foreign governments
or organizations to push their political
agenda under the facade of an ‘‘aca-
demic pursuit.” The Foreign Influence
Transparency Act will clarify the in-
tent and ensure that all propaganda
funded by foreign governments at least
contains a disclaimer.

The Foreign Influence Transparency
Act also decreases the monetary
threshold of foreign donations that
universities are required to disclose.
Currently, universities only report on
donations they receive of $250,000 or
more, while organizations, such as the
Confucius Institute, operate below that
level. This results in a lack of disclo-
sure to students and parents. The goal
of this legislation is simple, and that is
to create transparency through disclo-
sure.

In conclusion, God bless our troops,
and we will never forget September the
11th in the global war on terrorism.

HONORING THE LIFE OF LEW
VANDERZYL

(Mr. TAKANO asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. TAKANO. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to honor the life of Lew
Vanderzyl, a dedicated educator; a vet-
eran; and a devoted father, grand-
father, and great-grandfather, who
passed away last month.

Lew’s lifetime of service included a
deployment with the 40th Infantry Di-
vision during the Korean war, followed
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by a half century as a teacher and ad-
ministrator, and 17 years as a Riverside
school board member.

As school board president, Lew dem-
onstrated his moral courage by insist-
ing that a local high school be named
after Martin Luther King, despite a
wave of protests and intense opposi-
tion. He will be remembered by the
Riverside community as someone who
cared deeply for his students.

Lew Vanderzyl, an avid reader, cross-
word puzzler, and traveler, and a con-
stant source of wisdom and kindness,
will be dearly missed by our commu-
nity. May his memory be a blessing to
the friends and family he leaves be-
hind.
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HONORING LOUISE McINTOSH
SLAUGHTER

(Mr. HIGGINS of New York asked and
was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute.)

Mr. HIGGINS of New York. Mr.
Speaker, LOUISE MCINTOSH SLAUGHTER
served the people of Rochester in Mon-
roe County, as well as the city of Buf-
falo, in the United States Congress
from 1987 until her untimely death last
week.

LOUISE SLAUGHTER was a champion of
progressive causes and a liberal lioness
in the United States Congress. She
knew who she was fighting for, and she
knew how to fight.

For the homeless, the hopeless, and
the voiceless, LOUISE SLAUGHTER cham-
pioned all their causes because her po-
litical ethos was forever to defend the
dignity of every citizen. She never de-
viated from that cause and reinforced
it each and every day on the floor of
this Congress, the institution that she
loved.

She served as chair and ranking
member of the Rules Committee and
championed the first $5600 million ear-
mark for breast cancer research to the
National Institutes of Health and the
Violence Against Women Act. These
are among a long list of impressive ac-
complishments that were championed
by LOUISE SLAUGHTER.

Her friends and her family will miss
her, but her accomplishments will for-
ever be enshrined on this institution
representing the people that she loved
in Rochester and Monroe County.

———

COMMUNICATION FROM THE
CLERK OF THE HOUSE

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following commu-
nication from the Clerk of the House of
Representatives:

OFFICE OF THE CLERK,
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
Washington, DC, March 20, 2018.
Hon. PAUL D. RYAN,
The Speaker, House of Representatives,
Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. SPEAKER: Pursuant to the per-
mission granted in Clause 2(h) of Rule II of
the Rules of the U.S. House of Representa-
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tives, the Clerk received the following mes-
sage from the Secretary of the Senate on
March 20, 2018, at 11:18 a.m.:

That the Senate passed with an amend-
ment H.R. 3731.

Appointments:

Board of Visitors of the U.S. Military
Academy.

United States Holocaust Memorial Coun-
cil.

With best wishes, I am,

Sincerely,
KAREN L. HAAS.

————

PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION
OF H.R. 4566, ALLEVIATING
STRESS TEST BURDENS TO HELP
INVESTORS ACT; PROVIDING FOR
CONSIDERATION OF H.R. 5247,
TRICKETT WENDLER, FRANK
MONGIELLO, JORDAN MCcLINN,
AND MATTHEW BELLINA RIGHT
TO TRY ACT OF 2018; AND FOR
OTHER PURPOSES

Mr. BURGESS. Mr. Speaker, by di-
rection of the Committee on Rules, I
call up House Resolution 787 and ask
for its immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. RES. 787

Resolved, That upon adoption of this reso-
lution it shall be in order to consider in the
House the bill (H.R. 4566) to amend the Dodd-
Frank Wall Street Reform and Consumer
Protection Act to provide relief to nonbanks
from certain stress test requirements under
such Act. All points of order against consid-
eration of the bill are waived. In lieu of the
amendment in the nature of a substitute rec-
ommended by the Committee on Financial
Services now printed in the bill, an amend-
ment in the nature of a substitute consisting
of the text of Rules Committee Print 115-65
shall be considered as adopted. The bill, as
amended, shall be considered as read. All
points of order against provisions in the bill,
as amended, are waived. The previous ques-
tion shall be considered as ordered on the
bill, as amended, and on any further amend-
ment thereto, to final passage without inter-
vening motion except: (1) one hour of debate
equally divided and controlled by the chair
and ranking minority member of the Com-
mittee on Financial Services; (2) the further
amendment printed in the report of the Com-
mittee on Rules accompanying this resolu-
tion, if offered by the Member designated in
the report, which shall be in order without
intervention of any point of order, shall be
considered as read, shall be separately debat-
able for the time specified in the report
equally divided and controlled by the pro-
ponent and an opponent, and shall not be
subject to a demand for a division of the
question; and (3) one motion to recommit
with or without instructions.

SEC. 2. Upon adoption of this resolution it
shall be in order to consider in the House the
bill (H.R. 5247) to authorize the use of eligi-
ble investigational drugs by eligible patients
who have been diagnosed with a stage of a
disease or condition in which there is reason-
able likelihood that death will occur within
a matter of months, or with another eligible
illness, and for other purposes. All points of
order against consideration of the bill are
waived. The bill shall be considered as read.
All points of order against provisions in the
bill are waived. The previous question shall
be considered as ordered on the bill and on
any amendment thereto to final passage
without intervening motion except: (1) one
hour of debate equally divided and controlled
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by the chair and ranking minority member
of the Committee on Energy and Commerce;
and (2) one motion to recommit.

SEC. 3. The requirement of clause 6(a) of
rule XIII for a two-thirds vote to consider a
report from the Committee on Rules on the
same day it is presented to the House is
waived with respect to any resolution re-
ported through the legislative day of March
23, 2018.

SEC. 4. It shall be in order at any time on
the legislative day of March 22, 2018, or
March 23, 2018, for the Speaker to entertain
motions that the House suspend the rules as
though under clause 1 of rule XV. The Speak-
er or his designee shall consult with the Mi-
nority Leader or her designee on the designa-
tion of any matter for consideration pursu-
ant to this section.

SEC. 5. Section 3(a) of House Resolution 5 is
amended by striking ‘‘the first session of”’.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Texas is recognized for 1
hour.

Mr. BURGESS. Mr. Speaker, for the
purpose of debate only, I yield the cus-
tomary 30 minutes to the gentleman
from Florida (Mr. HASTINGS), pending
which I yield myself such time as I
may consume. During consideration of
this resolution, all time yielded is for
the purpose of debate only.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. BURGESS. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
have b legislative days to revise and ex-
tend their remarks.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Texas?

There was no objection.

Mr. BURGESS. Mr. Speaker, House
Resolution 787 provides for the consid-
eration of two important bills whose
focus is to empower the people of this
Nation by removing governmental ob-
stacles standing in the way of life and
prosperity in this country.

The first bill, H.R. 4566, the Alle-
viating Stress Test Burdens to Help In-
vestors Act, is a bipartisan effort from
the Committee on Financial Services
under Chairman JEB HENSARLING, au-
thored by the gentleman from Maine
(Mr. POLIQUIN).

The second piece of legislation in to-
day’s rule, H.R. 5247, the Trickett
Wendler, Frank Mongiello, Jordan
McLinn, and Matthew Bellina Right to
Try Act of 2018, authorizes the use of
certain drugs to eligible patients who
have been diagnosed with a stage of a
disease or a condition for which there
is a reasonable likelihood that death
will occur in a matter of months.

The rule provides for 1 hour of debate
for H.R. 4566, the Alleviating Stress
Test Burdens to Help Investors Act,
equally divided between the Chair and
the ranking members of the Committee
on Financial Services.

The rule makes one amendment in
order, authored by the gentlewoman
from California (Ms. MAXINE WATERS),
the ranking member. Further, the rule
provides for the consideration of one
motion to recommit with or without
instructions.

For H.R. 5247, the Right to Try Act of
2018, the rule provides for 1 hour of de-
bate equally divided between the Chair
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and the ranking member of the Com-
mittee on Energy and Commerce. Al-
though no amendments to the bill were
made in order, the rule does provide for
one motion to recommit.

Mr. Speaker, before I speak about the
substance of the two bills under consid-
eration in the rule before us today, I do
want to take a minute to honor our
colleague and the Rules Committee’s
ranking member, LOUISE SLAUGHTER,
who passed away unexpectedly last
week.

I have known Ranking Member
SLAUGHTER since I first joined Congress
in 2003. We spent countless hours de-
bating every issue one can imagine in
the Rules Committee upstairs, often
long into the night.

When I joined the Rules Committee
in 2013, Ranking Member SLAUGHTER
was then the ranking member, but it
was under her chairmanship where she
ushered through the Affordable Care
Act, where my largest memories reside.
During the debate for the Affordable
Care Act, I went up to H-313, the Rules
Committee hearing room, with 18
amendments under my arm, a small se-
lection of the many ways I felt the law
needed to be changed.

Certain that I would only be able to
get through a small portion of those
amendments before I was cut off, I
began my testimony. To the chair-
woman’s credit, she let me go on and
on and on, and despite my being con-
vinced that she was going to gavel me
down at any second, she allowed me to
finish speaking on all 18 amendments.

Mr. Speaker, it wasn’t until I actu-
ally became a member of the Rules
Committee several years later that I
discovered there is, in fact, no time
limit for Members and witnesses to
speak, much to the chagrin of many
Members when we debate the National
Defense Authorization Act.

Ranking Member SLAUGHTER was al-
ways proud of her background as a
microbiologist, and it served her well
during her tenure in Congress, because,
after all, we deal with, sometimes, al-
most miniscule, microscopic issues, so
time as a microbiologist would be good
preparation.

One moment where I was glad to be
able to work with Ranking Member
SLAUGHTER was in 2007. This was right
after the Democrats took control of
the House. Ms. SLAUGHTER had been
pushing for years for legislation that
would prohibit the discrimination of
employees based on genetic informa-
tion.

The legislation was forward leaning,
long before companies offered DNA
testing kits in every pharmacy of the
country. And, in fact, it was former
Speaker Newt Gingrich himself who
brought this bill to my attention, the
Genetic Information Nondiscrimina-
tion Act, which I was proud to support
as it moved through the Energy and
Commerce Committee and was eventu-
ally signed into law by President Bush.

I would also like to mention Don
Sisson, the staff director for the minor-
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ity on the Rules Committee. Don has
been with the committee for years—
even at one point working under Chair-
man Drier—and has been with the
ranking member of the Rules Com-
mittee through many events in the
past years, including the death of her
own husband, who, in fact, often sat in
the audience of the Rules Committee
and joined Ms. SLAUGHTER during our
late-night Rules hearings.

Don is, indeed, a loyal staffer, him-
self hailing from Rochester, New York,
and is a great example of how Ms.
SLAUGHTER’s life and passing is affect-
ing so many people. I do want to thank
Don for his written remarks that were
read into the record of the Rules Com-
mittee last night from the staff per-
spective on the passing of Ranking
Member SLAUGHTER.

Mr. Speaker, at this point, I would
like to hold off making further com-
ments on the legislation before us to
allow others to speak.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. HASTINGS. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I thank the gentleman
from Texas (Mr. BURGESS), my friend,
for yielding me the customary 30 min-
utes for debate.

Mr. Speaker, like my friend from
Texas, I was overcome with sadness by
the tragic news of LOUISE’s passing,
who was not only the ranking member
of the Rules Committee, but the first
and only woman to have chaired the
committee.

For 30 years, LOUISE poured every
ounce of energy she had into serving
her constituents in upstate New York.
She never hesitated to speak her mind,
and she never wavered in espousing her
beliefs. I will always be truly grateful
for the time that I had to serve along-
side her.

LOUISE was one of my dearest friends
in Congress, having not only served
with her on the Rules Committee but
also on the Commission on Security
and Cooperation in Europe, the Hel-
sinki Commission.

Her legacy speaks for itself. She was
not just a champion of women’s rights.
She was a champion of working fami-
lies everywhere. This Nation has lost
one of our fiercest public servants, and
her absence will leave an unfillable
void.

Mr. Speaker, I offer my deepest con-
dolences to LOUISE’s daughters: Megan
Secatore, Amy Slaughter, and Emily
Minerva; her seven grandchildren and
one great-grandson; as well as to her
friends, constituents, and congres-
sional staff during this extremely dif-
ficult time. Her spirit and loving mem-
ory will forever live in the Halls of
Congress. She will be dearly missed.

Mr. Speaker, turning to today’s
rules, this rule brings the number of
closed rules for the 115th Congress to
74. In other words, more than 50 per-
cent of the legislation coming to the
Rules Committee has been closed off
from an open and honest debate by my
Republican friends.
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At the beginning of this Congress, we
were told by my Republican colleagues
that they would run the government in
an open manner. They even cham-
pioned regular order. Well, that spirit
has clearly been jettisoned in favor of
an overly partisan approach to gov-
erning.

By way of example, one of today’s
bills, H.R. 5247, was introduced last
Tuesday, brought to the House floor for
a vote on the same day without the
committee of jurisdiction holding one
single hearing on the bill or Members
having the opportunity to offer their
amendments.
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Not surprisingly, the measure failed
to pass under suspension of the rules.

What was the response of my friends
on the other side of the aisle when the
vote failed? Did my Republican col-
leagues insist that the Energy and
Commerce Committee hold hearings on
the measure? Did my Republican col-
leagues on the committee of jurisdic-
tion invite experts to speak on what
the consequences would be if this bill
were to become law? Did my Repub-
lican colleagues work with Democrats
to come up with a bipartisan solution?
No.

Madam Speaker, let me tell you what
did happen. The Republican leadership
ignored the problems with the measure
and brought it to the Rules Committee
last night for it to be considered on the
House floor today.

Now, this flies in the face of regular
order, to ask the entire membership of
the people’s House to vote on some-
thing for which no one can honestly
say they know what the unintended
consequences would be if this bill were
to become law.

Bad process makes bad bills, and the
process we have witnessed with this
bill can’t get much worse. Yet it did
get worse when the Republican major-
ity blocked the ranking member’s, Mr.
PALLONE’s, substitute amendment, an
amendment which was both germane
and had bipartisan support.

Madam Speaker, the Republican ma-
jority took it a step further when they
extended the Holman rule for the re-
mainder of the 115th Congress. My
friends on the other side of the aisle
are yet again seeking to scapegoat Fed-
eral employees, make cuts to the Fed-
eral workforce, and politicize the civil
service system that was established to
professionalize agencies and offices, all
while ignoring the waste and abuses in
the reality show of the Trump adminis-
tration.

Madam Speaker, challenged by the
American people to bring up com-
prehensive gun reform, House leader-
ship instead brings up one bill that
hasn’t gone through anything resem-
bling regular order and another bill
that weakens and undermines a valu-
able tool that gives financial compa-
nies and regulators an opportunity to
identify and correct problems before
they could lead to another financial
crisis.



H1706

Every year, roughly 35,000 people are
killed by guns. Moreover, 2,700 children
and teens are shot and killed, and over
14,000 more are shot and injured every
year. That is an average of 47 American
children and teens shot every day.

And the effects of gun violence ex-
tend far beyond those struck by a bul-
let. Gun violence shapes the lives of
the millions of children who witness it,
know someone who was shot, or live in
fear of the next shooting. We have wit-
nessed the effects over the last month
with the students from Marjory
Stoneman Douglas High School.

This weekend, hundreds of thousands
of students and their supporters will
descend on Washington, D.C., to de-
mand that the Federal Government
take action to stop the epidemic of
mass shootings, which have become all
too familiar.

No less than this morning when I
turned on the television, less than an
hour and a half away from here, in yet
another school, yet another shooting.
Fortunately, it appears that the re-
source officer there engaged the shoot-
er early on and may have caused there
to be less damage, although some peo-
ple were injured, and one or two criti-
cally.

We can no longer ignore what gun vi-
olence really is in this country. It is an
epidemic.

But do not just take my word for it
or the students who witnessed 14
friends’ and 3 teachers’ lives brutally
cut short. The American Medical Asso-
ciation, following the tragedy at the
Pulse nightclub in Orlando, declared
gun violence in this country ‘‘a very
public health crisis,” a crisis which the
Republican majority’s only answer is
to offer thoughts and prayers and fur-
ther block any Democratic measures to
address this crisis and to continue to
block the Centers for Disease Control
and Prevention from even researching
gun violence.

Instead of finally making permanent
the status of Dreamers in this country
as full citizens, the Republican major-
ity ignores their calls and the calls of
the vast majority of Americans and, in-
stead, brings up one bill that under-
mines a valuable early warning system
of our Nation’s economy and another
bill that has gone through a com-
pletely closed process.

Enough is enough. President Donald
John Trump says he wants to fix this
problem. The Speaker says he wants to
fix this problem. We on this side of the
aisle clearly want to fix this problem.
So let’s do it already.

Madam Speaker, last week, when I
was managing yet another useless fi-
nancial regulation, I commented and I
asked the American public to respond:

Would you rather us stop banks from
having stress tests or would you prefer
that we deal with the deferred action
for children in this country, 800,000 of
whom are Dreamers, 120 of whom lose
their status every day?

Would you prefer that we deal with
the measure that is on the floor today
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or that we deal seriously with a variety
of issues having to do with gun vio-
lence in our society, which I have de-
scribed as an epidemic?

Would you prefer as a priority, Amer-
ica, that we deal with these trivial
matters that are going nowhere fast or
that we center ourselves and focus on
those measures that are vital to the
survival, security, and safety of all
Americans?

Madam Speaker, I reserve the bal-
ance of my time.

Mr. BURGESS. Madam Speaker, I
yvield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Madam Speaker, it was indeed in-
credibly disappointing last week when
our Democratic colleagues did not join
us in supporting what was very care-
fully crafted right-to-try legislation.

The President came and talked to us
at the beginning of February, and right
to try was one of the issues that he
highlighted there from the podium. So
it should be to no one’s great surprise
that this House would indeed take up
and work on that issue that the Presi-
dent himself highlighted. Right to try
was the one piece of legislation that
President Trump specifically promised
to the American people in the State of
the Union address.

Today, I want it to be known that I
stand with the President. I stand with
the thousands of Americans with ter-
minal diseases and their families and
their friends in getting this important
bill passed.

Since 2014, 37 States, including my
home State of Texas, have passed a
version of a right-to-try law, and
through a strong grassroots movement,
they have accomplished that.

Today, the House is considering H.R.
5247, the Right to Try Act of 2018,
which would improve access to experi-
mental treatments for terminally ill
patients and offer them a chance—a
second chance, a third chance—at life.

Over the course of the last decade,
our Nation has achieved unprecedented
innovation and scientific break-
throughs. Thanks to researchers in our
academic institutions and those work-
ing in the pharmaceutical and medical
device industries, American patients
have access to innovative treatments.

Regardless of these achievements, I
hear from patients with serious life-
threatening conditions, including my
constituents from north Texas, who are
frustrated with what they see as regu-
latory barriers from trying and experi-
menting with new therapies when
every other avenue has failed.

It does seem we are at a crossroads
when lifesaving treatments, while not
yet approved, both exist and remain
unavailable to patients.

As a physician, I understand that ac-
cess to investigational drugs and thera-
pies is a deeply personal priority for
those seeking treatment for themselves
or loved ones with a serious and life-
threatening condition.

It is crucial to mention the multi-
stakeholder efforts that have gone into
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improving the original right-to-try
bill. Chairman WALDEN of the Energy
and Commerce Committee led negotia-
tions with the Commissioner of the
United States Food and Drug Adminis-
tration, Dr. Scott Gottlieb, and with
other stakeholders to ensure that this
legislation opens the door to innova-
tive experimental drugs for these pa-
tients without necessarily compro-
mising the vital work and the mission
of the Food and Drug Administration.
The product of those negotiations is a
bill that strikes the proper balance be-
tween ensuring patient safety and
granting access to these treatments.

I also want to mention that the Sub-
committee on Health did have a hear-
ing in this regard October 3. We heard
from the Commissioner of the Food and
Drug Administration during that hear-
ing. We heard from a number of patient
groups and stakeholders who felt that
it was, in fact, in their best interest for
us to advance legislation.

Currently, the Food and Drug Admin-
istration conducts an expanded access
program aimed at helping patients who
do not qualify for clinical trials to gain
access to therapies that the agency has
yet to approve. While this program
makes a good faith effort to help those
patients, right to try would create an
alternative pathway for those individ-
uals, allowing them to access eligible
investigational drugs.

The fact is that individuals may not
qualify for a clinical trial if they do
not meet very specific patient inclu-
sion criteria, which may include fac-
tors such as age, gender, type and stage
of disease, previous treatment history,
and other medical conditions. There
are also many patients for whom par-
ticipation in a clinical trial is not fea-
sible, especially those who live in rural
areas far from where those academic
clinical trial sites exist.

Most, if not all, of the patients with
a terminal medical condition fall into
one of these categories. This legisla-
tion allows those patients to partici-
pate in the alternative pathway so long
as they are certified by a physician
who is in good standing and abides by
the rules laid out in the bill.

Again, we worked closely with the
Food and Drug Administration to en-
sure that the new alternative pathway
does not hinder or conflict with the
critically important oversight that
that agency conducts. While some peo-
ple may have reservations about the
safety of a new pathway, this bill pro-
tects patients from manufacturers
mislabeling or misbranding drugs, re-
quires sponsors and manufacturers to
report adverse events to the Food and
Drug Administration, and provides cer-
tain liability protections for parties
participating in the new pathway. This
alternative pathway would also be lim-
ited to individuals who have exhausted
all FDA-approved treatment options.

Additionally, only certain investiga-
tional drugs are considered eligible
under this legislation. In order to qual-
ify, the drug must have completed a
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phase one clinical trial, must have an
active application, must be under ac-
tive development or production by the
manufacturer, and must not be the
subject of a clinical hold.

Eligible patients include those suf-
fering from a stage of a disease or con-
dition for which there is reasonable
likelihood that death will occur in a
matter of months or that would result
in significant irreversible morbidity
that is likely to lead to premature
death.

This revised right-to-try bill also
provides certainty to manufacturers in
the drug approval process. It is essen-
tial that we do not create additional
hurdles in that process. The legislation
clearly states that the Secretary of the
Department of Health and Human
Services ‘“‘may not use a clinical out-
come associated with the use of an eli-
gible investigational drug . . . to delay
or adversely affect the review or ap-
proval of such drug.”
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Since the Health Subcommittee first
considered the right-to-try legislation,
the bill has passed in the Senate, and
we have had many conversations with
patients, advocates, the administra-
tion, and stakeholders on all sides of
this complex topic. That collaborative
effort was necessary, and I am cer-
tainly grateful to all who participated
in those discussions.

Madam Speaker, this represents
months of hard work and thoughtful
discussions and decisions. I believe this
legislation is a positive step forward in
our shared goal of improving care for
American patients. Again, this was the
one aspect of the President’s State of
the Union Address where he asked us
specifically to act on this legislation.

For these reasons, I urge my col-
leagues to support the rule and the un-
derlying bill.

Madam Speaker, I reserve the bal-
ance of my time.

Mr. HASTINGS. Madam Speaker, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Madam Speaker, last night in the
Rules Committee, I had dialogue with
the author of this legislation and also
the ranking member, Mr. PALLONE. I
indicated to them that I have very
strong sympathies regarding persons
who are in the apparent throes of death
and seeking some hope, and medication
can have its advantages, and experi-
mental medication can have its advan-
tages.

My quarrel with the legislation is
that it didn’t go through regular order.
I don’t understand why, with all of the
experts. I introduced into the RECORD
in the Rules Committee last night a
substantial number of organizations
and individuals who have come for-
ward. They all agree that something
along the lines of what is being sought
ought be undertaken, but it would
allow for those persons to have added
input into what ultimately may be sig-
nificant legislation. But my friends on
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the other side plow right ahead on this
matter that I reiterate was brought on
suspension last week that failed, and
then brought here last night for pur-
poses of a rule along with financial
stress legislation.

So it is not that many of us are not
sympathetic to the underlying prin-
ciple that is being offered. It is that it
is rank process and that we should not
allow legislation to continue to come
to the floor of the House of Representa-
tives that blocks out a significant
number of persons who may have input
that would make the measure be much
more salient to a more significant
number of people.

It is for that reason that I continue
to ask the questions: What are our pri-
orities here? What is the rush with ref-
erence to this matter while we are ig-
noring a significant number of other
matters that we could be undertaking?

In addition to that, we were supposed
to go to the Rules Committee this
afternoon on the omnibus bill; and
now, evidently, there is wrangling
going on between the parties and bi-
cameral between the Senate and the
House, and that measure isn’t ready to
come to the floor.

Yet we are dealing with something
that isn’t the highest priority of the
moment. I commented last night, any-
thing that will help a person who is
facing death is the kind of thing that
we would want that person to have
that opportunity to deal with. But we
have children who have been killed and
we have children who are facing the po-
tential for that kind of horror, yet we
are doing nothing.

So, Madam Speaker, once again, I
rise to appeal to my friends on the
other side of the aisle: Please, listen to
the American people and do more to
help end the epidemic of gun violence
that has plagued our Nation and that
the American people are demanding
Congress to do more.

For example, in a recent Gallup Poll,
nearly two-thirds of adults wanted
stricter laws on the sale of firearms.
According to a recent NPR/Ipsos poll,
75 percent of respondents said they
think gun laws should be stricter.

As I indicated earlier, just this morn-
ing there were reports of another
school shooting just an hour and a half
from Washington, D.C., in Great Mills,
Maryland. The American people are
begging this body to do something to
end this epidemic, so I offer the major-
ity this opportunity:

Madam Speaker, if we defeat the pre-
vious question, I am going to offer an
amendment to the rule to bring up four
commonsense gun safety bills: H.R.
4240, the Public Safety and Second
Amendment Rights Protection Act;
H.R. 3464, the Background Check Com-
pletion Act; H.R. 2598, the Gun Vio-
lence Restraining Order Act; and H.R.
1478, the Gun Violence Research Act.

These bills would close the dangerous
gun show and internet sale background
check loopholes, prevent the sale of
guns without a completed background
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check, ensure that people who are a
danger to themselves or others can be
prevented from possessing a gun, and
lift the prohibition on government-
sponsored scientific research on the
causes of gun violence.

Madam Speaker, I ask unanimous
consent to insert the text of my
amendment in the RECORD, along with
extraneous material, immediately
prior to the vote on the previous ques-
tion.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Ms.
FoxX). Is there objection to the request
of the gentleman from Florida?

There was no objection.

Mr. HASTINGS. Madam Speaker, 1
urge my colleagues to defeat the pre-
vious question so that we can finally
do something to address gun violence.

Through you, Madam Speaker, I
would advise my friend from Texas
that I have no further speakers and I
am prepared to close when he is pre-
pared to close.

Madam Speaker, I reserve the bal-
ance of my time.

Mr. BURGESS. Madam Speaker, I
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from
Washington (Mr. NEWHOUSE), who is a
fellow member of the Rules Com-
mittee.

Mr. NEWHOUSE. Madam Speaker, 1
want to thank the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. BURGESS), as well as the
good gentleman from Florida (Mr. HAS-
TINGS), because I want to take just a
minute.

I think it is appropriate at this time
during this debate on a rule to remem-
ber Ms. LOUISE SLAUGHTER, our rank-
ing member of the Rules Committee, a
historical position. She was the very
first woman to be the chairman of the
Rules Committee. She gave three dec-
ades of service to our Nation through
the U.S. Congress. As importantly—or,
to me, more importantly—she was
someone whom I consider a personal
friend.

LOUISE was an individual who I said
yesterday could really transcend be-
tween politics and personal relation-
ships. We had some very heated de-
bates—a good example is today—and
very strong differences of opinions, but
we can do that. That is our job to do
that. But LOUISE also taught us that
we could do that without being nega-
tive to each other in a personal way.
She was great at that. She embodied
and personified the ability to have an
objection without being objectionable,
and I admired that greatly about her.

She was a senior Member and I was a
very junior Member. She didn’t have to
do this, but in many ways she took me
under her wing when I became a Mem-
ber of Congress. We served on the Rules
Committee together, and I very much
relished that relationship that we had.

Another thing that we had in com-
mon was we joined a very exclusive
club, one that several other Members
of this body belong to, and that is
those people who have lost their
spouses. When I was going through that
very personally difficult time, LOUISE
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had the similar experience. She was
very gracious to me to be able to help
me through that very difficult time.
We exchanged books. Many Members of
Congress have read books by C.S.
Lewis. LOUISE and I had many discus-
sions about some of the things in some
of his writings. In kind of a funny way,
as she would do in manipulating me
into thinking I was helping her, she
was actually having me help myself
through that very challenging time. I
will always be forever grateful to her
for doing that.

She stood strong, and she was a for-
midable opponent. When she was man-
aging the rule for the Democrats on
the other side of the floor, it was al-
ways a challenging task, and you had
to be on your game when you were on
this side making the debate with her.

I count myself very fortunate to have
been able to know her and to have been
able to work with her. I join together
with all of my colleagues and her fam-
ily to be able to remember her and
honor her memory; and I will continue
to do so, as she has truly left a large
mark on this institution.

Mr. HASTINGS. Madam Speaker, 1
yield myself the balance of my time.

I would say to my friend from Wash-
ington what I said last night: We would
do a great service to LOUISE’S memory
if we were to make more open rules
here on the House floor; and I will
argue for her in that regard.

Madam Speaker, before I close, I
want to again reiterate the tremendous
loss felt in this Chamber with the pass-
ing of our longtime colleague, Con-
gresswoman LOUISE MCINTOSH SLAUGH-
TER. She was a champion of all the
issues she cared about and a giant here
in the House of Representatives. Her
wisdom will be missed every day.

Madam Speaker, the people’s House
should be approaching our work in a
manner that is fair to all Americans, in
a manner where the appropriate com-
mittee of jurisdiction holds hearings
and markups, in a manner where ex-
perts in the field are consulted, and in
a manner where Members of both par-
ties have the opportunity to offer
amendments and debate the contents
of the bill.

The process we are witnessing here
today is truly a slap in the face to reg-
ular order. A bill that has zero input
from members on the Energy and Com-
merce Committee or that has been the
subject of any thoughtful discussion is
suddenly on the House floor for a vote.

Now, I respect my friend from Texas’
view that last year in the Senate, and
even perhaps since that time, and
throughout the country, right-to-try
measures have passed in several States
to some degree. But this particular bill
that is on the floor that we are making
a rule for has not gone through regular
order; and that, then, disallows a sig-
nificant number of persons who would
have an opportunity to have input to
what could be legislation that all sides
could agree upon. Our failure to under-
take to do that is a disservice, in my
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view, to the institution and to the
measure that is being sought to be
passed here today.

This is not just an affront to normal
House procedure; it is downright un-
democratic and emblematic of the Re-
publican majority’s inability to gov-
ern. I think it will redound to their dis-
credit that they are not allowing this
House to proceed under regular order.

As I indicated earlier, more than 50
percent of all of the measures that
have come to the Rules Committee and
have ultimately come to the floor of
the House of Representatives have been
under closed rules, which means that
Members who represent millions of
people in America do not have opportu-
nities to offer amendments that might
make the measure better or, at the
very least, have their views heard with
reference to substantive legislation
that is moving through this body.
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If we continue down this path for the
remainder of this session, we will prob-
ably break the 100th barrier on closed
rules. We have already had more closed
rules than in the history of legislating
in this country.

That is not fair. That is basically all
we are arguing. Open up the process.
Let every Member have an opportunity
for input on behalf of his or her con-
stituents. It is the right thing to do.
What has been happening is the dead
wrong thing to do.

Mr. Speaker, I urge a ‘‘no” vote on
the rule, and I yield back the balance
of my time.

Mr. BURGESS. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself the balance of my time.

Mr. Speaker, I include in the RECORD
an article from The Dallas Morning
News from 2010. The title of the arti-
cle—and I am not going to read the
whole thing—is: ‘“‘Pelosi Pulled Strings
to Let Dying Dallas Lawyer Try Exper-
imental Cancer Drug.”

[From the Dallas Morning News, 2010]
PELOSI PULLED STRINGS TO LET DYING DAL-
LAS LAWYER BARON TRY EXPERIMENTAL
CANCER DRUG
(By Todd J. Gilman)

WASHINGTON.—Dallas’ top Democratic do-
nors will cut big checks to share dinner later
this month with House Speaker Nancy
Pelosi. Most will be motivated by a desire to
protect the party’s congressional majority.

Lisa Blue will have an extra reason: to say
thanks for Pelosi’s efforts when her husband,
Fred Baron, was dying of bone marrow can-
cer. His only option was an experimental
drug whose manufacturer refused to give per-
mission to use it for Baron’s condition.

‘‘He was a big fan of hers, and now I am as
well,”” Blue said.

Baron, the “King of Toxic Torts,” built a
fortune suing on behalf of asbestos victims.
He died the week before Election Day 2008 at
age 61.

A prolific Democratic fundraiser, he served
as finance chief that year for his friend John
Edwards, who also made his fortune in court.
Baron later acknowledged funneling large
sums to Edwards’ mistress—a scandal that
gave ammunition to those who already de-
spised trial lawyers.

But to Blue, first and foremost, Baron was
a husband.
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The tale she tells of his final weeks is not
so different than any widow might tell, ex-
cept, of course, that the couple had friends in
especially high places—friends like Pelosi,
who will headline the Aug. 24 dinner to raise
cash for the Democratic Congressional Cam-
paign Committee.

In 2002, Baron was diagnosed with multiple
myeloma. By October 2008, his doctors at the
Mayo Clinic were telling him he had just
days to live.

They also offered a glimmer of hope. Over
the years, the couple had donated about $1
million to Mayo. The staff was especially
diligent, Blue said. They tested an arsenal of
drugs and finally discovered that Baron’s
cancer responded surprisingly well, in the
lab, to a drug called Tysabri.

Mayo had an ample supply, but the drug
was—and still is—approved only for treat-
ment of multiple sclerosis and Crohn’s dis-
ease. The manufacturer, Biogen Idec, refused
to give permission, even under special ‘‘com-
passionate use’ rules that protect a drug-
maker from a black mark in case of an ad-
verse outcome.

Biogen said it didn’t want to jeopardize the
drug’s availability to other patients. (The
company did not respond to a request for
comment last week.)

“I told Mayo, ‘T'll sign anything, I'll re-
lease anything. Just give him the drug,””
Blue said.

Blue, also a top lawyer, began making
calls. She started with Lance Armstrong, the
bicyclist and cancer survivor, whom she had
represented.

““I started going through Fred’s Rolodex,”
she said. “‘I called every politician, every ce-
lebrity that I knew and just begged them to
help. . . . I must have made 200 calls.”

She called clinics in Canada, trying in vain
to find doctors willing to administer the
drug without Biogen’s OK. She hired a law-
yer and prepared to sue Mayo to force it to
dispense the drug. She even bought some
Tysabri online from Australia, intending to
send stepson Andrew Baron to smuggle it
back, she said.

The younger Baron posted an open plea on-
line to Biogen, noting that Bill Clinton,
Sens. John Kerry and Edward Kennedy of
Massachusetts, Sen. Tom Harkin of Iowa and
even the head of the Food and Drug Adminis-
tration had urged the company to recon-
sider.

“You talk about mental anguish,’”’ Blue re-
counted. ‘“‘Fred, every day, would wake up
and he said, ‘Am I going to get the drug?’”’

Others were supportive, she said, but
Pelosi ‘“‘put her heart and soul’” into the
cause, as did Harkin.

Somehow—Blue still isn’t sure how—Pelosi
cajoled the FDA to find a legal justification
that let Mayo administer the drug, even
without Biogen’s consent.

“Nancy figured out a way,”’ she said.

The drug beat back the cancer for a few
days, but not enough.

Blue has no illusion that a typical family
could pull such strings.

“There are so many cases like Fred’s,” she
said. ‘“‘One thing he taught me was politics
matters. What a personal experience for me
to understand how politics matters.”

And no, she added, “‘It’s not fair that other
people can’t pick up the phone and make the
government give them a drug. ... It was
just such an awakening about how the drug
companies have so much power.”

That’s what she’ll tell Pelosi over dinner.

Mr. BURGESS. Mr. Speaker, this ar-
ticle references events that occurred in
2008.

In 2002, this individual was diagnosed
with multiple myeloma. By October of
2008, his doctors were telling him that
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he had just days to live. They also of-
fered a glimmer of hope. There was per-
haps one chance of therapy. It was an
unproven therapy that might, in fact,
be helpful to him.

The family made inquiries, made en-
treaties, but they were not successful
until they invoked the then-Speaker of
the House, NANCY PELOSI, who actually
helped this lawyer get access to this
medication. Unfortunately, it was not
successful. His disease spread to a
point where the therapy was not help-
ful. But the family observed, ‘‘NANCY
figured out a way.”’

How about that. The Speaker of the
House figured out a way to get this
medication to an individual who was
dying of a disease, who obviously was
very important—a large Democratic
donor, and I get that.

But the Speaker of the House inter-
vened because the clinic where he was
being treated felt that they did not
have the authority to give him the
medication. The company that was
manufacturing the medication did not
feel that it was in anyone’s best inter-
est to give him the medication. But
NANcY found a way.

Well, Mr. Speaker, today, we are
going to find a way. The President
asked us, and we are going to find a
way for those millions of Americans
who are asking for that same chance.

So today’s rule provides for consider-
ation of two important consumer-driv-
en pieces of legislation:

H.R. 4566, by Mr. POLIQUIN, will help
alleviate some of the regulations that
were put in place under the Dodd-
Frank Act.

H.R. 5247, the right-to-try bill which
garnered a majority of bipartisan sup-
port last week, will give patients who
have nowhere else to turn another op-
tion to fight the potentially fatal
health conditions with which they have
been diagnosed.

I do want to thank President Trump
and Vice President PENCE for their
leadership on this issue and helping us
understand here in this body how im-
portant it is to move forward with this
patient-centered legislation.

I urge my colleagues to support to-
day’s rule and the two underlying
pieces of legislation.

The material previously referred to
by Mr. HASTINGS is as follows:

AN AMENDMENT TO H. RES. 787 OFFERED BY

MR. HASTINGS

At the end of the resolution, add the fol-
lowing new sections:

SEC. 6. That immediately upon adoption of
this resolution the Speaker shall, pursuant
to clause 2(b) of rule XVIII, declare the
House resolved into the Committee of the
Whole House on the state of the Union for
consideration of the bill (H.R. 4240) to pro-
tect Second Amendment rights, ensure that
all individuals who should be prohibited
from buying a firearm are listed in the Na-
tional Instant Criminal Background Check
System, and provide a responsible and con-
sistent background check process. The first
reading of the bill shall be dispensed with.
All points of order against consideration of
the bill are waived. General debate shall be
confined to the bill and shall not exceed one
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hour equally divided and controlled by the
chair and ranking minority member of the
Committee on the Judiciary. After general
debate the bill shall be considered for
amendment under the five-minute rule. All
points of order against provisions in the bill
are waived. At the conclusion of consider-
ation of the bill for amendment the Com-
mittee shall rise and report the bill to the
House with such amendments as may have
been adopted. The previous question shall be
considered as ordered on the bill and amend-
ments thereto to final passage without inter-
vening motion except one motion to recom-
mit with or without instructions. If the
Committee of the Whole rises and reports
that it has come to no resolution on the bill,
then on the next legislative day the House
shall, immediately after the third daily
order of business under clause 1 of rule XIV,
resolve into the Committee of the Whole for
further consideration of the bill.

SEC. 7. Immediately after disposition of
H.R. 4240 the Speaker shall, pursuant to
clause 2(b) of rule XVIII, declare the House
resolved into the Committee of the Whole
House on the state of the Union for consider-
ation of the bill (H.R. 3464) to prohibit fire-
arms dealers from selling a firearm prior to
the completion of a background check. The
first reading of the bill shall be dispensed
with. All points of order against consider-
ation of the bill are waived. General debate
shall be confined to the bill and shall not ex-
ceed one hour equally divided and controlled
by the chair and ranking minority member
of the Committee on the Judiciary. After
general debate the bill shall be considered
for amendment under the five-minute rule.
All points of order against provisions in the
bill are waived. At the conclusion of consid-
eration of the bill for amendment the Com-
mittee shall rise and report the bill to the
House with such amendments as may have
been adopted. The previous question shall be
considered as ordered on the bill and amend-
ments thereto to final passage without inter-
vening motion except one motion to recom-
mit with or without instructions. If the
Committee of the Whole rises and reports
that it has come to no resolution on the bill,
then on the next legislative day the House
shall, immediately after the third daily
order of business under clause 1 of rule XIV,
resolve into the Committee of the Whole for
further consideration of the bill.

SEC. 8. Immediately after disposition of
H.R. 3464 the Speaker shall, pursuant to
clause 2(b) of rule XVIII, declare the House
resolved into the Committee of the Whole
House on the state of the Union for consider-
ation of the bill (H.R. 2598) to provide family
members of an individual who they fear is a
danger to himself, herself, or others new
tools to prevent gun violence. The first read-
ing of the bill shall be dispensed with. All
points of order against consideration of the
bill are waived. General debate shall be con-
fined to the bill and shall not exceed one
hour equally divided and controlled by the
chair and ranking minority member of the
Committee on the Judiciary. After general
debate the bill shall be considered for
amendment under the five-minute rule. All
points of order against provisions in the bill
are waived. At the conclusion of consider-
ation of the bill for amendment the Com-
mittee shall rise and report the bill to the
House with such amendments as may have
been adopted. The previous question shall be
considered as ordered on the bill and amend-
ments thereto to final passage without inter-
vening motion except one motion to recom-
mit with or without instructions. If the
Committee of the Whole rises and reports
that it has come to no resolution on the bill,
then on the next legislative day the House
shall, immediately after the third daily
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order of business under clause 1 of rule XIV,
resolve into the Committee of the Whole for
further consideration of the bill.

SEC. 9. Immediately after the disposition of
H.R. 2598, the Speaker shall, pursuant to
clause 2(b) of rule XVIII, declare the House
resolved into the Committee of the Whole
House on the state of the Union for consider-
ation of the bill (H.R. 1478) To repeal the pro-
vision that in practice prohibits the Depart-
ment of Health and Human Services from
sponsoring research on gun violence in fiscal
year 2017, and for other purposes. The first
reading of the bill shall be dispensed with.
All points of order against consideration of
the bill are waived. General debate shall be
confined to the bill and shall not exceed one
hour equally divided and controlled by the
chair and ranking minority member of the
Committee on the Energy and Commerce.
After general debate the bill shall be consid-
ered for amendment under the five-minute
rule. All points of order against provisions in
the bill are waived. At the conclusion of con-
sideration of the bill for amendment the
Committee shall rise and report the bill to
the House with such amendments as may
have been adopted. The previous question
shall be considered as ordered on the bill and
amendments thereto to final passage with-
out intervening motion except one motion to
recommit with or without instructions. If
the Committee of the Whole rises and re-
ports that it has come to no resolution on
the bill, then on the next legislative day the
House shall, immediately after the third
daily order of business under clause 1 of rule
XIV, resolve into the Committee of the
Whole for further consideration of the bill.

SEC. 10. Clause 1(c) of rule XIX shall not
apply to the consideration of H.R. 4240, H.R.
3464, H.R. 2598, or H.R. 1478.

THE VOTE ON THE PREVIOUS QUESTION: WHAT
IT REALLY MEANS

This vote, the vote on whether to order the
previous question on a special rule, is not
merely a procedural vote. A vote against or-
dering the previous question is a vote
against the Republican majority agenda and
a vote to allow the Democratic minority to
offer an alternative plan. It is a vote about
what the House should be debating.

Mr. Clarence Cannon’s Precedents of the
House of Representatives (VI, 308-311), de-
scribes the vote on the previous question on
the rule as ‘“‘a motion to direct or control the
consideration of the subject before the House
being made by the Member in charge.” To
defeat the previous question is to give the
opposition a chance to decide the subject be-
fore the House. Cannon cites the Speaker’s
ruling of January 13, 1920, to the effect that
“the refusal of the House to sustain the de-
mand for the previous question passes the
control of the resolution to the opposition”
in order to offer an amendment. On March
15, 1909, a member of the majority party of-
fered a rule resolution. The House defeated
the previous question and a member of the
opposition rose to a parliamentary inquiry,
asking who was entitled to recognition.
Speaker Joseph G. Cannon (R-Illinois) said:
“The previous question having been refused,
the gentleman from New York, Mr. Fitz-
gerald, who had asked the gentleman to
yield to him for an amendment, is entitled to
the first recognition.”

The Republican majority may say ‘‘the
vote on the previous question is simply a
vote on whether to proceed to an immediate
vote on adopting the resolution . . . [and]
has no substantive legislative or policy im-
plications whatsoever.” But that is not what
they have always said. Listen to the Repub-
lican Leadership Manual on the Legislative
Process in the United States House of Rep-
resentatives, (6th edition, page 135). Here’s
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how the Republicans describe the previous
question vote in their own manual: ‘Al-
though it is generally not possible to amend
the rule because the majority Member con-
trolling the time will not yield for the pur-
pose of offering an amendment, the same re-
sult may be achieved by voting down the pre-
vious question on the rule . . . When the mo-
tion for the previous question is defeated,
control of the time passes to the Member
who led the opposition to ordering the pre-
vious question. That Member, because he
then controls the time, may offer an amend-
ment to the rule, or yield for the purpose of
amendment.”

In Deschler’s Procedure in the U.S. House
of Representatives, the subchapter titled
“Amending Special Rules” states: ‘‘a refusal
to order the previous question on such a rule
[a special rule reported from the Committee
on Rules] opens the resolution to amend-
ment and further debate.” (Chapter 21, sec-
tion 21.2) Section 21.3 continues: ‘“Upon re-
jection of the motion for the previous ques-
tion on a resolution reported from the Com-
mittee on Rules, control shifts to the Mem-
ber leading the opposition to the previous
question, who may offer a proper amendment
or motion and who controls the time for de-
bate thereon.”

Clearly, the vote on the previous question
on a rule does have substantive policy impli-
cations. It is one of the only available tools
for those who oppose the Republican major-
ity’s agenda and allows those with alter-
native views the opportunity to offer an al-
ternative plan.

Mr. BURGESS. Mr. Speaker, I yield
back the balance of my time, and I
move the previous question on the res-
olution.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
BACON). The question is on ordering the
previous question.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

Mr. HASTINGS. Mr. Speaker, on that
I demand the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 8 of rule XX, further pro-
ceedings on this question will be post-
poned.

———

RECESS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 12(a) of rule I, the Chair
declares the House in recess subject to
the call of the Chair.

Accordingly (at 1 o’clock and 4 min-
utes p.m.), the House stood in recess.

——
[ 1340
AFTER RECESS

The recess having expired, the House
was called to order by the Speaker pro
tempore (Mr. JoDY B. HICE of Georgia)
at 1 o’clock and 40 minutes p.m.

—————

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 8 of rule XX, proceedings
will resume on questions previously
postponed.

Votes will be taken in the following
order:

Ordering the previous question on
House Resolution 787; and

Adoption of House Resolution 787, if
ordered.

The first electronic vote will be con-
ducted as a 15-minute vote. The second
electronic vote will be conducted as a
5-minute vote.

———
PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION
OF H.R. 4566, ALLEVIATING

STRESS TEST BURDENS TO HELP
INVESTORS ACT; PROVIDING FOR

CONSIDERATION OF H.R. 5247,
TRICKETT  WENDLER, FRANK
MONGIELLO, JORDAN MCcLINN,

AND MATTHEW BELLINA RIGHT
TO TRY ACT OF 2018, AND FOR
OTHER PURPOSES

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The un-
finished business is the vote on order-
ing the previous question on the reso-
lution (H. Res. 787) providing for con-
sideration of the bill (H.R. 4566) to
amend the Dodd-Frank Wall Street Re-
form and Consumer Protection Act to
provide relief to nonbanks from certain
stress test requirements under such
Act; providing for consideration of the
bill (H.R. 5247) to authorize the use of
eligible investigational drugs by eligi-
ble patients who have been diagnosed
with a stage of a disease or condition
in which there is reasonable likelihood
that death will occur within a matter
of months, or with another eligible ill-
ness, and for other purposes; and for
other purposes, on which the yeas and
nays were ordered.

The Clerk read the title of the resolu-
tion.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on ordering the previous
question.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 233, nays
181, not voting 15, as follows:

[Roll No. 117]

YEAS—233
Abraham Cheney Flores
Aderholt Coffman Fortenberry
Allen Cole Foxx
Amash Collins (GA) Frelinghuysen
Amodei Collins (NY) Gaetz
Arrington Comer Gallagher
Babin Comstock Garrett
Bacon Conaway Gianforte
Banks (IN) Cook Gibbs
Barr Costello (PA) Gohmert
Barton Cramer Goodlatte
Bergman Crawford Gosar
Biggs Culberson Gowdy
Bilirakis Curbelo (FL) Granger
Bishop (MI) Curtis Graves (GA)
Bishop (UT) Davidson Graves (LA)
Blackburn Dayvis, Rodney Graves (MO)
Blum Denham Griffith
Bost Dent Grothman
Brady (TX) DeSantis Guthrie
Brat DesJarlais Handel
Bridenstine Diaz-Balart Harper
Brooks (AL) Donovan Harris
Brooks (IN) Duffy Hartzler
Buchanan Duncan (SC) Hensarling
Buck Duncan (TN) Herrera Beutler
Bucshon Dunn Hice, Jody B.
Budd Emmer Higgins (LA)
Burgess Estes (KS) Hill
Byrne Farenthold Holding
Calvert Faso Hollingsworth
Carter (GA) Ferguson Hudson
Carter (TX) Fitzpatrick Huizenga
Chabot Fleischmann Hultgren
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Hunter
Hurd
Issa
Jenkins (KS)
Jenkins (WV)
Johnson (LA)
Johnson (OH)
Johnson, Sam
Jordan
Joyce (OH)
Katko
Kelly (MS)
Kelly (PA)
King (IA)
King (NY)
Kinzinger
Knight
Kustoff (TN)
Labrador
LaHood
LaMalfa
Lamborn
Lance
Latta
Lewis (MN)
LoBiondo
Long
Loudermilk
Love
Lucas
Luetkemeyer
MacArthur
Marchant
Marino
Marshall
Massie
Mast
McCarthy
McCaul
MecClintock
McHenry
McKinley
McMorris
Rodgers
McSally

Adams
Aguilar
Barragan
Bass
Beatty
Bera
Beyer
Bishop (GA)
Blumenauer
Blunt Rochester
Bonamici
Boyle, Brendan
F.
Brady (PA)
Brown (MD)
Brownley (CA)
Bustos
Butterfield
Capuano
Carbajal
Cardenas
Carson (IN)
Cartwright
Castor (FL)
Castro (TX)
Cicilline
Clark (MA)
Clarke (NY)
Clay
Cleaver
Clyburn
Cohen
Connolly
Cooper
Correa
Costa
Courtney
Crist
Crowley
Cuellar
Davis (CA)
DeFazio
DeGette
Delaney
DeLauro
DelBene
Demings
DeSaulnier
Deutch
Dingell
Doggett
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Meadows
Meehan
Messer
Mitchell
Moolenaar
Mullin
Newhouse
Noem
Norman
Nunes
Olson
Palazzo
Palmer
Paulsen
Pearce
Perry
Pittenger
Poe (TX)
Poliquin
Posey
Ratcliffe
Reed
Reichert
Renacci
Rice (SC)
Roby
Roe (TN)
Rogers (AL)
Rogers (KY)
Rohrabacher
Rokita
Rooney, Francis
Rooney, Thomas
dJ.
Ros-Lehtinen
Roskam
Ross
Rothfus
Rouzer
Royce (CA)
Russell
Rutherford
Sanford
Scalise
Schweikert

NAYS—181

Doyle, Michael
F.
Ellison
Engel
Eshoo
Espaillat
Esty (CT)
Evans
Foster
Frankel (FL)
Fudge
Gabbard
Gallego
Garamendi
Gomez
Gonzalez (TX)
Gottheimer
Green, Al
Green, Gene
Grijalva
Gutiérrez
Hanabusa
Hastings
Heck
Higgins (NY)
Himes
Huffman
Jackson Lee
Jayapal
Jeffries
Johnson (GA)
Kaptur
Keating
Kennedy
Khanna
Kihuen
Kildee
Kilmer
Kind
Krishnamoorthi
Kuster (NH)
Langevin
Larsen (WA)
Larson (CT)
Lawrence
Lawson (FL)
Lee
Levin
Lewis (GA)
Lieu, Ted
Loebsack
Lofgren

Scott, Austin
Sensenbrenner
Sessions
Shimkus
Shuster
Simpson
Smith (MO)
Smith (NE)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Smucker
Stefanik
Stewart
Stivers
Taylor
Tenney
Thompson (PA)
Thornberry
Tipton

Trott
Turner
Upton
Valadao
Wagner
Walberg
Walden
Walker
Walorski
Walters, Mimi
Weber (TX)
Webster (FL)
Wenstrup
Westerman
Williams
Wilson (SC)
Wittman
Womack
Woodall
Yoder

Yoho

Young (AK)
Young (IA)
Zeldin

Lowenthal
Lowey
Lujan Grisham,
M.
Lujan, Ben Ray
Lynch
Maloney,
Carolyn B.
Maloney, Sean
Matsui
McCollum
McEachin
McGovern
McNerney
Meeks
Meng
Moore
Moulton
Murphy (FL)
Nadler
Napolitano
Neal
Nolan
Norcross
O’Halleran
O’Rourke
Pallone
Panetta
Pascrell
Payne
Pelosi
Perlmutter
Peters
Peterson
Pocan
Polis
Price (NC)
Quigley
Raskin
Rice (NY)
Richmond
Rosen
Roybal-Allard
Ruiz
Ruppersberger
Ryan (OH)
Sanchez
Sarbanes
Schakowsky
Schiff
Schneider
Schrader
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Scott (VA) Suozzi Velazquez
Scott, David Swalwell (CA) Visclosky
Serrano Takano Wasserman
Sewell (AL) Thompson (MS) Schultz
Shea-Porter Titus Waters, Maxine
Sherman Tonko Watson Coleman
Sinema Torres Welch
Sires Tsongas Wil FL
Smith (WA) Vargas Y;rslflﬂél )
Soto Veasey
Speier Vela
NOT VOTING—15
Barletta Hoyer Mooney (WV)
Black Johnson, E. B. Pingree
Chu, Judy Jones Rush
Cummings Kelly (IL) Thompson (CA)
Davis, Danny Lipinski Walz
O 14056
Ms. MENG and Ms. McCOLLUM

changed their vote from ‘‘yea” to
una,y‘n

So the previous question was ordered.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

(By unanimous consent, Mr. ZELDIN
was allowed to speak out of order.)
MOMENT OF SILENCE IN HONOR OF SEVEN AIR-

MEN KILLED IN THE LINE OF DUTY ON THE

TRAQ-SYRIA BORDER

Mr. ZELDIN. Mr. Speaker, today we
rise to honor the service and sacrifice
of seven airmen fallen in the line of
duty last week on the Iraqg-Syria bor-
der.

There are no words that fully de-
scribe the profound sorrow and im-
mense gratitude that consume us
today. There are no words to describe
the emptiness this loss leaves in the
hearts of communities all across our
Nation. There is, however, no shortage
of ways to describe these seven service-
men: selfless, heroes, patriots, and ev-
erything we aspire to be as a people, as
a nation, and as Americans.

These fallen airmen are the best of
who we are. They are the embodiment
of what makes this country the great-
est in the world, the willingness to
make the ultimate sacrifice in defense
of our exceptional Nation.

There is no doubt these brave men,
and the so many who have fallen before
them, are the reason we have the op-
portunity to stand here today in the
well of the House of Representatives, in
the heart of the United States Capitol,
which should always serve as a beacon
of hope and freedom for so many in our
country and around the world.

Each and every day, these seven
Americans answered the call of duty,
to defend the liberties on which our
Nation were founded, to defend their
neighbors and communities, but, most
selflessly, to defend the millions of
Americans whom they would never
know.

Four of these airmen served with the
106th Rescue Wing in Westhampton
Beach, New York, located in the First
Congressional District. This amazing
unit is made up of the best of the best
our Nation has to offer, with a long,
rich history of service and sacrifice.

Mr. Speaker, the families of these
seven great airmen have the unwaver-
ing thanks and appreciation of every
American across our country, but,
most of all, they have our utmost re-

spect. We stand shoulder to shoulder
with every one of them as they go
through, undoubtedly, the most dif-
ficult moment of their lives.

Captain Andreas B. O’Keefe, Center
Moriches, New York; Captain Chris-
topher T. Zanetis, Long Island City,
New York; Master Sergeant Chris-
topher J. Raguso, Commack, New
York; Staff Sergeant Dashan J. Briggs,
Port Jefferson Station, New York; Cap-
tain Mark K. Weber, Colorado Springs,
Colorado; Master Sergeant William R.
Posch, Indialantic, Florida; Staff Ser-
geant Carl P. Enis, Tallahassee, Flor-
ida.

Mr. Speaker, I request that the
House now observe a moment of silence
in memory of these seven dedicated,
selfless, and courageous airmen.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
HARPER). Without objection, 5-minute
voting will continue.

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore.
question is on the resolution.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

RECORDED VOTE

Mr. HASTINGS. Mr. Speaker, I de-
mand a recorded vote.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore.
will be a 5-minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 225, noes 183,
not voting 21, as follows:

[Roll No. 118]

The

This

AYES—225
Abraham Davis, Rodney Hollingsworth
Aderholt Denham Hudson
Allen Dent Huizenga
Amodei DeSantis Hultgren
Babin DesJarlais Hunter
Bacon Donovan Hurd
Banks (IN) Duffy Issa
Barr Duncan (SC) Jenkins (KS)
Barton Duncan (TN) Jenkins (WV)
Bergman Dunn Johnson (LA)
Biggs Emmer Johnson (OH)
Bilirakis Estes (KS) Johnson, Sam
Bishop (MI) Farenthold Jordan
Bishop (UT) Faso Joyce (OH)
Blackburn Ferguson Katko
Blum Fitzpatrick Kelly (MS)
Bost Fleischmann Kelly (PA)
Brady (TX) Flores King (IA)
Brat Fortenberry King (NY)
Bridenstine Foxx Kinzinger
Brooks (AL) Frelinghuysen Knight
Brooks (IN) Gaetz Kustoff (TN)
Buchanan Gallagher Labrador
Buck Garrett LaHood
Bucshon Gianforte LaMalfa
Budd Gibbs Lamborn
Burgess Gohmert Lance
Byrne Goodlatte Latta
Calvert Gosar Lewis (MN)
Carter (GA) Gowdy LoBiondo
Carter (TX) Granger Long
Chabot Graves (GA) Loudermilk
Cheney Graves (LA) Love
Coffman Graves (MO) Lucas
Cole Griffith Luetkemeyer
Collins (GA) Grothman MacArthur
Collins (NY) Guthrie Marchant
Comer Handel Marino
Conaway Harper Marshall
Cook Harris Mast
Costello (PA) Hartzler McCarthy
Cramer Hensarling MecClintock
Crawford Herrera Beutler McHenry
Culberson Hice, Jody B. McKinley
Curbelo (FL) Higgins (LA) McMorris
Curtis Hill Rodgers
Davidson Holding Meehan
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Messer
Mitchell
Moolenaar
Mullin
Newhouse
Noem
Norman
Nunes
Olson
Palazzo
Palmer
Paulsen
Pearce
Perry
Pittenger
Poe (TX)
Poliquin
Posey
Ratcliffe
Reed
Reichert
Renacci
Rice (SC)
Roby

Roe (TN)
Rogers (AL)
Rogers (KY)
Rohrabacher
Rokita

Adams
Aguilar
Amash
Barragan
Bass
Beatty
Bera
Beyer
Bishop (GA)
Blumenauer
Blunt Rochester
Bonamici
Boyle, Brendan
F.
Brady (PA)
Brown (MD)
Brownley (CA)
Bustos
Butterfield
Capuano
Carbajal
Cardenas
Carson (IN)
Cartwright
Castor (FL)
Castro (TX)
Cicilline
Clark (MA)
Clarke (NY)
Clay
Cleaver
Clyburn
Cohen
Comstock
Connolly
Cooper
Correa
Costa
Courtney
Crist
Crowley
Cuellar
Davis (CA)
DeFazio
DeGette
Delaney
DeLauro
DelBene
Demings
DeSaulnier
Deutch
Dingell
Doggett
Doyle, Michael
F

Ellison
Engel

Eshoo
Espaillat
Esty (CT)
Evans

Foster
Frankel (FL)

Arrington
Barletta
Black

Rooney, Francis
Rooney, Thomas
dJ.
Ros-Lehtinen
Roskam
Ross
Rothfus
Rouzer
Royce (CA)
Russell
Rutherford
Sanford
Scalise
Schweikert
Scott, Austin
Sensenbrenner
Sessions
Shimkus
Shuster
Simpson
Smith (MO)
Smith (NE)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Smucker
Stefanik
Stewart
Stivers
Taylor
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Fudge
Gabbard
Gallego
Garamendi
Gomez
Gonzalez (TX)
Gottheimer
Green, Al
Green, Gene
Grijalva
Gutiérrez
Hanabusa
Hastings
Heck
Higgins (NY)
Himes
Huffman
Jackson Lee
Jayapal
Jeffries
Johnson (GA)
Kaptur
Keating
Kennedy
Khanna
Kihuen
Kildee
Kilmer
Kind
Krishnamoorthi
Kuster (NH)
Langevin
Larsen (WA)
Larson (CT)
Lawrence
Lawson (FL)
Lee
Levin
Lewis (GA)
Lieu, Ted
Loebsack
Lofgren
Lowenthal
Lowey
Lujan Grisham,
M.
Lujan, Ben Ray
Lynch
Maloney,
Carolyn B.
Maloney, Sean
Massie
Matsui
McCollum
McEachin
McGovern
McNerney
Meeks
Meng
Moore
Moulton
Murphy (FL)
Nadler

Chu, Judy
Cummings
Dayvis, Danny
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Tenney
Thompson (PA)
Thornberry
Tipton

Trott
Turner
Upton
Valadao
Wagner
Walberg
Walden
Walker
Walorski
Walters, Mimi
Weber (TX)
Webster (FL)
Wenstrup
Westerman
Williams
Wilson (SC)
Wittman
Womack
Woodall
Yoder

Yoho

Young (AK)
Young (IA)
Zeldin

Napolitano
Neal
Nolan
Norcross
O’Halleran
O’Rourke
Pallone
Panetta
Pascrell
Payne
Pelosi
Perlmutter
Peters
Peterson
Pocan
Polis
Price (NC)
Quigley
Raskin
Rice (NY)
Richmond
Rosen
Roybal-Allard
Ruiz
Ruppersberger
Ryan (OH)
Sanchez
Sarbanes
Schakowsky
Schiff
Schneider
Schrader
Scott (VA)
Scott, David
Serrano
Sewell (AL)
Shea-Porter
Sherman
Sinema
Sires
Smith (WA)
Soto
Speier
Suozzi
Swalwell (CA)
Takano
Thompson (MS)
Titus
Tonko
Torres
Tsongas
Vargas
Veasey
Velazquez
Visclosky
Wasserman
Schultz
Waters, Maxine
Watson Coleman
Welch
Wilson (FL)
Yarmuth

NOT VOTING—21

Diaz-Balart
Hoyer
Johnson, E. B.
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Jones McSally Rush
Kelly (IL) Meadows Thompson (CA)
Lipinski Mooney (WV) Vela
McCaul Pingree Walz
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So the resolution was agreed to.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

———

PERMISSION TO MODIFY AMEND-
MENT NO. 1 PRINTED IN HOUSE
REPORT 115-613 TO H.R. 4566, AL-
LEVIATING STRESS TEST BUR-
DENS TO HELP INVESTORS ACT

Ms. MAXINE WATERS of California.
Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent
to modify amendment No. 1 printed in
House Report 115-613 with the modi-
fication placed at the desk.

The SPEAKER pro tempore.
Clerk will report the modification.

The Clerk read as follows:
MODIFICATION TO AMENDMENT NO. 1 PRINTED IN

HOUSE REPORT NO. 115-613 OFFERED BY MS.

MAXINE WATERS OF CALIFORNIA

Page 1, line 10, strike ‘‘and”.

Page 2, after line 7, insert the following:

(D) in clause (vi), as so redesignated, by
striking ‘‘clause (ii)” and inserting ‘‘clause
(iii)”’; and

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentle-
woman from California?

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore.
amendment is modified.

The

The

ALLEVIATING STRESS TEST BUR-
DENS TO HELP INVESTORS ACT

Mr. HENSARLING. Mr. Speaker, pur-
suant to House Resolution 787, I call up
the bill (H.R. 4566) to amend the Dodd-
Frank Wall Street Reform and Con-
sumer Protection Act to provide relief
to nonbanks from certain stress test
requirements under such Act, and ask
for its immediate consideration in the
House.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 787, in lieu of
the amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute recommended by the Com-
mittee on Financial Services printed in
the bill, an amendment in the nature of
a substitute consisting of the text of
Rules Committee Print 115-65, is adopt-
ed, and the bill, as amended, is consid-
ered read.

The text of the bill, as amended, is as
follows:

H.R. 4566

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

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Alleviating
Stress Test Burdens to Help Investors Act’’.

SEC. 2. STRESS TEST RELIEF FOR NONBANKS.

Section 165(i) of the Dodd-Frank Wall Street
Reform and Consumer Protection Act (12 U.S.C.
5365(1)) is amended—

(1) in paragraph (1)(B)(ii), by striking ‘‘and
nonbank financial companies’; and
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(2) in paragraph (2)—

(4) in subparagraph (A), by striking “‘are reg-
ulated by a primary Federal financial regu-
latory agency’ and inserting: ‘‘whose primary
financial regulatory agency is a Federal bank-
ing agency or the Federal Housing Finance
Agency’’;

(B) in subparagraph (C), by striking ‘‘Each
Federal primary financial regulatory agency’
and inserting ‘‘Each Federal banking agency
and the Federal Housing Finance Agency’’; and

(C) by adding at the end the following:

‘(D) SEC AND CFTC.—The Securities and Ex-
change Commission and the Commodity Futures
Trading Commission may each issue regulations
requiring financial companies with respect to
which they are the primary financial regulatory
agency and that have total consolidated assets
of more than $10,000,000,000 to conduct periodic
analyses of the financial condition, including
available liquidity, of such companies under ad-
verse economic conditions.”’.

SEC. 3. RULE OF CONSTRUCTION.

Nothing in this Act shall be construed to limit
the authority of the Financial Stability Owver-
sight Council under section 120 of the Dodd-
Frank Wall Street Reform and Consumer Protec-
tion Act (12 U.S.C. 5330).

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The bill,
as amended, shall be debatable for 1
hour equally divided and controlled by
the chair and ranking minority mem-
ber of the Committee on Financial
Services.

After 1 hour of debate on the bill, as
amended, it shall be in order to con-
sider the further amendment printed in
House Report 115-613, as modified by
the order of the House of today, if of-
fered by the Member designated in the
report, which shall be considered read,
shall be separately debatable for the
time specified in the report equally di-
vided and controlled by the proponent
and an opponent, and shall not be sub-
ject to a demand for a division of the
question.

The gentleman from Texas (Mr. HEN-
SARLING) and the gentlewoman from
California (Ms. MAXINE WATERS) each
will control 30 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Texas.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. HENSARLING. Mr. Speaker, 1
ask unanimous consent that all Mem-
bers have 5 legislative days to revise
and extend their remarks and to in-
clude extraneous material on the bill
under consideration.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Texas?

There was no objection.

Mr. HENSARLING. Mr. Speaker, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Mr. Speaker, I rise today in support
of H.R. 4566, the Alleviating Stress Test
Burdens to Help Investors Act.

Mr. Speaker, I especially want to
thank the gentleman from Maine (Mr.
PoLIQUIN), one of the most hard-
working, enthusiastic, cheerful mem-
bers of the House Financial Services
Committee for all the work that he has
done to advance this very strong piece
of bipartisan legislation, which, inci-
dentally, passed the Financial Services
Committee again with another strong
bipartisan vote of 47-8.
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Now, the financial crisis led to ques-
tions, both domestically and inter-
nationally, about how to address finan-
cial stability and create a regulatory
framework to mitigate systemic risk,
all the while ensuring robust economic
growth.

At the heart of this bill of the gen-
tleman from Maine is a recognition
that our economy can suffer when we
get it wrong, when government at-
tempts to dictate the business models
and operational objectives of so many
of our businesses. It is also a recogni-
tion that one-size-fits-all regulations
can stifle economic growth and ulti-
mately harm consumers and harm our
constituents.

Current bank-centric standards and
assessments to nonbank industries,
such as the asset management indus-
try, have mneedlessly saddled Main
Street investors with increased costs
while they are trying to save for col-
lege or retirement or some other im-
portant need, and this is perhaps no
clearer than in this stress testing re-
gime.

As a former SEC chief economist ob-
served in 2016, who said that, in the
current law, ‘‘stress test the big banks;
and, oh, you might as well go ahead
and do the asset management compa-
nies.”” That is his take of what the law
says.

In other words, asset management
firms that, again, our constituents de-
pend upon for their retirement security
or for their financial planning are now
subject to bank regulations simply be-
cause they operate under the financial
services umbrella, even though such
firms plainly have legal, structural,
and operational characteristics that
make them very, very different from
banks.

By the way, none of the asset man-
agers had anything to do with the fi-
nancial crisis that brought about the
legislation that we are debating in the
first place. For example, unlike banks,
asset managers do not have access to
the deposit insurance fund or the Fed’s
discount window.

If that is not enough for you, Mr.
Speaker, here is more. Asset managers
are legally separated—legally sepa-
rated from the funds they manage,
meaning that the asset and liabilities
of the manager are distinct from the
assets and liabilities of the funds.

On the other hand, the bank business
model directly subjects the bank to the
risks and obligations of its assets and
liabilities. Again, applying a one-size-
fits-all regulatory structure—in this
case, a bank-centric model—is not only
bad for the asset management indus-
try, but, far more importantly, for our
constituents that they serve, who
choose to save and invest.

Registered funds are the investment
vehicle choices for millions of Ameri-
cans seeking to buy a home, pay for
college, plan for financial security and
retirement. Application of unneces-
sary, ill-suited, bank-centric stress
testing requirements to register funds
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and advisers will undoubtedly increase
cost for these funds and advisers, and,
ultimately, this gets passed on to in-
vestors without any corresponding ben-
efits that we can discern.

The recent asset management and in-
surance report issued by the Depart-
ment of Treasury confirms these con-
cerns. The bill of the gentleman from
Maine (Mr. POLIQUIN) would fix this un-
equal regulatory structure by exempt-
ing certain nonbank financial institu-
tions that have not been designated for
supervision by the Federal Reserve
Board from the act’s stress testing re-
quirement.

Further, in the true spirit of biparti-
sanship, I want to thank the gentle-
woman from New York (Mrs. CAROLYN
B. MALONEY) for recognizing the under-
lying need for this relief and for work-
ing with Mr. POLIQUIN to offer an
amendment during markup that allows
the SEC and the CFTC to issue regula-
tions to require certain financial com-
panies they supervise to conduct peri-
odic analysis of the financial condition
of such companies under adverse eco-
nomic conditions.

The approach is common sense. It is
not one size fits all. It recognizes that
the primary regulator of nonbank fi-
nancial companies is better suited than
a bank regulator to determine whether
these stress tests might be useful to
address risk. And it recognizes that, as
a general matter, stress testing asset
managers is difficult and often need-
less.

Mr. Speaker, I urge all of my col-
leagues to support this great bipartisan
legislation. I Dbelieve we have an
amendment forthcoming from the
ranking member, which I expect our
side of the aisle to support. I am led to
believe that, with the adoption of her
amendment, she would support the un-
derlying bill. I hope that proves to
come to fruition, in which case we can
have a very strong bipartisan vote on
this bill.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.
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Ms. MAXINE WATERS of California.
Mr. Speaker, I yield myself such time
as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I rise to oppose H.R.
4566, the so-called Alleviating Stress
Test Burdens to Help Investors Act,
which would make it harder for regu-
lators to identify and mitigate hidden
systemic risks at nonbank financial
companies before they undermine our
economy.

Last Wednesday marked 10 years
since global investment bank Bear
Stearns imploded as a result of its fail-
ure to manage risk associated with its
highly leveraged balance sheet and ex-
posure to the subprime mortgage mar-
ket. American taxpayers were forced to
come to the rescue to prevent the
firm’s collapse from spreading to other
overleveraged Wall Street institutions.

The demise of Bear Stearns was the
canary in the coal mine for the ensuing
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financial crisis, which ravaged the
United States economy, destroyed tril-
lions of dollars of wealth, and put mil-
lions of Americans out of their jobs and
their homes.

Democrats responded to the 2008 fi-
nancial crisis by passing the Dodd-
Frank Act, which, among other re-
forms, required rigorous stress tests of
the Nation’s largest financial institu-
tions. The Dodd-Frank Act also gave
the Federal Reserve Board the discre-
tion to quickly intervene and stress-
test firms that could pose financial sta-
bility risk.

If regular stress testing had been
conducted on firms like Bear Stearns
from 2006 to 2008, it might have re-
vealed major threats to the economy
sooner, giving both the companies and
Federal financial regulators a better
chance to take remedial action to
avoid a catastrophic near collapse of
the global financial system.

H.R. 4566 would eliminate the Federal
Reserve’s authority to stress-test
nonbank financial companies, even in
situations where the firm’s designation
as systemically important is pending
before the Financial Stability Over-
sight Council, FSOC.

Additionally, the bill would weaken
the Dodd-Frank mandate that large fi-
nancial companies under the SEC and
CFTC’s purview conduct internal stress
tests to determine the company’s abil-
ity to withstand a recession.

Combined, these rollbacks would
allow the Bear Stearns of the world to
take on increasing amounts of risk
while regulators are tied up in lengthy
administrative processes.

As former SEC Chair Mary Jo White
stated in a December 2014 speech:
‘“Stress testing is an important tool
routinely used by banking regulators.
Implementing this new mandate in
asset management, while relatively
novel, will help market participation
and the Commission better understand
the potential impact of stress events.”

I agree with Chair White’s comments
about the importance of stress testing
and think that it simply does not make
sound public policy to eliminate this
tool.

Members of the asset management
industry have also recognized that
stress testing is critical to effectively
managing risk. In a 2015 letter to the
SEC, the Asset Management Group of
the Securities Industry and Financial
Markets Association, that is SIFMA
AMG, whose members manage more
than $30 trillion in assets, wrote:
“Stress testing is one part of an effec-
tive and coherent risk management
process for asset managers, the objec-
tive of which is not to test for solvency
or capital adequacy, but to com-
plement other approaches in assessing
investment risk.”

In fact, in a 2015 survey of SIFMA
AMG members, nearly two-thirds of
the asset managers surveyed reported
that they already stress-test their
funds. It seems imprudent that Con-
gress would repeal a requirement for
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large interconnected hedge funds that
may have 15-to-1 leverage to periodi-
cally determine whether they could
withstand a down economy.

Moreover, given how rapidly failures
at large nonbank financial companies
can spread across the highly inter-
connected financial system, regulators
must be able to quickly identify prob-
lems that could undermine U.S. finan-
cial stability. The Federal Reserve
should continue to have the discre-
tionary authority to step in to identify
and mitigate systemic risk at any fi-
nancial company whose failure could
pose a threat to our economy.

H.R. 4566 appears to ignore that
nonbank financial companies like Bear
Stearns, Lehman Brothers, and AIG
played a central role in the financial
crisis. When these firms collapsed as a
result of their failure to mitigate their
own internal risk, their losses sent
shockwaves throughout the banking
system.

Stress testing these kinds of nonbank
financial institutions provides a valu-
able early warning system for our
economy and gives both the companies
and regulators a chance to correct
problems before they have catastrophic
effects on our financial stability. That
is why I intend to offer an amendment
that, if adopted, would restore the
Fed’s discretionary authority to stress
test any nonbank, provided that the
test meet certain conditions, including
approval by a majority of FSOC mem-
bers. It would also allow the Fed to use
alternatives to capital, as appropriate,
when stress-testing systemically im-
portant nonbanks and broaden the
SEC’s and CFTC’s authority to require
internal testing for entities under their
purview.

This amendment would ensure that
large financial institutions, like in-
vestment companies that manage tril-
lions of dollars of hardworking Ameri-
cans’ retirement savings, can be appro-
priately evaluated for their ability to
survive in a stressed economy.

While I oppose H.R. 4566 in its cur-
rent form, I would support an amended
version of the bill that preserves the
bill’s ability to identify and mitigate
future systemic risk at nonbanks be-
fore they lead to another crisis.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. HENSARLING. Mr. Speaker, 1
yield 6 minutes to the gentleman from
Maine (Mr. POLIQUIN), who is the spon-
sor of this legislation.

Mr. POLIQUIN. Mr. Speaker, I appre-
ciate the gentleman yielding me the
time, and I thank the chairman for
moving this very important piece of
legislation through our committee, the

Financial Services Committee, and
onto the floor.
This is a commonsense bill, Mr.

Speaker, that I encourage everybody,
Republicans and Democrats, to sup-
port, H.R. 4566.

Throughout the great State of Maine
and across America, Mr. Speaker, we
have millions and millions of small
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savers and small investors who are
planning for their retirement or for the
college education for their Kkids or
their grandkids.

The people of Maine, Mr. Speaker,
are the most honest and hardworking
folks you can find anywhere, and every
week thousands and thousands of
Maine families are setting aside small
parts of their paychecks into an IRA or
a 401(k) plan so they will have enough
money for their retirement, or setting
aside small amounts of money for their
son or their daughter to attend a col-
lege, a community college, a univer-
sity, or a technical school.

Today, Mr. Speaker, almost 55 per-
cent of all American families, about 100
million of our fellow Americans, en-
trust these savings to mutual funds
and other pension advisers such that
they are able to grow and to provide
them with a larger nest egg down the
road.

These asset managers, Mr. Speaker,
are currently operating under the un-
certainty of whether or not they will
be subjected to very costly and, in
many cases, unnecessary stress test
regulations which are designed for
large money center banks with very
different functions in our economy.

Mr. Speaker, when a bank takes in
deposits from its customers, it is obli-
gated to return those deposits and,
hopefully, with interest. Now, it is im-
portant that those banks have enough
reserves to make sure that, during a
recession, they are able to meet those
obligations. For many of these banks,
stress testing does make sense.

However, Mr. Speaker, mutual fund
and other asset managers perform a
very different function. If one invests
for their retirement or their college
savings, their goal is to grow that nest
egg, but it is not guaranteed to be the
case by the asset managers who are
performing that job. In effect, Mr.
Speaker, these asset managers of mu-
tual funds serve as an agent for the in-
vestor and the small saver, with no li-
ability to return these savings in full;
but, of course, they take the risk for a
better return down the road.

Now, if you do have a huge money
center bank with tentacles running
throughout the economy and that bank
fails, it could represent a systemic risk
to our economy. But investors in a
poorly performing mutual fund are
simply able to switch their account to
a better performing mutual fund house
in order for a better return down the
road with no systemic risk to the econ-
omy, in part, Mr. Speaker, because the
assets themselves are held at a bank
custodian. They are not even held at
the mutual fund company or at the
asset management firm.

Now, my bill, Mr. Speaker, H.R. 4566,
exempts most nonbank financial insti-
tutions, like mutual funds, from costly
stress test requirements. And this, Mr.
Speaker, is so important to our small
savers across the country because,
when you have costly, cumbersome,
and unnecessary regulations, they are
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paid for by the savers in these mutual
funds and by these pension fund inves-
tors. And when they are paid out of
their rate of return, their rates of re-
turn drop, and, therefore, the value of
their nest eggs drop.

Mr. Speaker, government should be
in the job of helping our families live
better lives with more financial secu-
rity, and H.R. 4566 helps us do just that
by removing one-size-fits-all regula-
tions that fit for lots of banks but not
for the asset management community.

Today, Mr. Speaker, approximately 4
percent of the expenses of asset man-
agers are for complying with regula-
tions. If we do nothing, that number is
expected to go up to 10 percent of their
expenses, just on compliance, within 5
years. Now, that makes a big difference
because the higher the expenses, the
lower the rate of return, the smaller
the nest egg for those who are saving
for college or for retirement.

To give support to my point, Mr.
Speaker, for the past 10 years, econo-
mists at our own Securities and Ex-
change Commission and at our own
Treasury have not been able to design
a stress test for asset managers and for
thousands and thousands of mutual
fund companies across the country, and
that is because it makes no sense to
try to do so.

Stress testing as a prudential regula-
tion simply does not fit every partici-
pant in the United States financial
services sector. There are intrinsic dif-
ferences between banks and asset man-
agers, and my bill, Mr. Speaker, recog-
nizes that difference and properly ex-
empts most nonbank financial institu-
tions from stress tests. That, in turn,
again, Mr. Speaker, will lower the cost
and increase the rates of return for
Main Street investors across our great
State of Maine and across America.

Mr. Speaker, I thank you very much
for the opportunity to address this
very important issue, and I encourage
everyone, Republicans and Democrats,
both sides of the aisle, to please vote
“‘yes” for H.R. 4566, Alleviating Stress
Test Burdens to Help Investors Act.

Ms. MAXINE WATERS of California.
Mr. Speaker, I yield myself such time
as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, first, let me thank my
colleagues on the opposite side of the
aisle and my chairman, Mr. HEN-
SARLING, for indicating their accept-
ance of the amendment.

I think it is extremely important for
both sides of the aisle to appreciate the
necessity and the importance of stress
testing, and I think we both do that.
The discretion that we afford to the
Feds in this bill, I think, is very impor-
tant. So this is one of those instances
when both sides can come together and
recognize that there were important
indications of what is needed to under-
stand what should be done to avoid an-
other meltdown in our financial serv-
ices industries and our banks.

Again, I don’t think there is any need
for us to continue to talk about what
we don’t like about stress testing, but,
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rather, we are coming together to talk
about how it is done and why it is im-
portant. I have a great appreciation for
that, and I would like to thank my col-
leagues for that.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.
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Mr. HENSARLING. Mr. Speaker, 1
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from
North Carolina (Mr. MCHENRY), who is
the vice chairman of our Financial
Services Committee and the chief dep-
uty majority whip.

Mr. MCHENRY. Mr. Speaker, I thank
my chairman for yielding time today
on this important bill.

Mr. Speaker, I rise today in support
of the Alleviating Stress Test Burdens
to Help Investors Act. It rolls off the
tongue to some, maybe BRUCE
POLIQUIN’s, the bill’s sponsor, but it is
an important thing for us to discuss
here today.

Now, hindsight bias is a very dan-
gerous thing. It allows us to overstate
our ability to predict an outcome, and
it is something that lures us into cre-
ating a new system that while excel-
lent at solving the last financial crisis
or the last crisis, the last event, it fails
to see the next event coming.

Now, it is not something that just
fortune tellers use. It is not something
that just those with an NCAA pool
would use to say that all along they
knew UMBC would beat Virginia. It is
not just used there. Here in Wash-
ington, it is done by bureaucrats that
are susceptible to these same fallacies.

So in the wake of the financial crisis,
policymakers here in Washington raced
to give regulators new tools to help
predict future risks so that such a cri-
sis would never happen again.

One of those tools was stress testing.
The idea was to provide a method to
test financial firms to differentiate be-
tween solid institutions that can
weather a financial storm and those
that would need help. But this crystal
ball has flaws. One of the biggest flaws
is treating all large financial firms the
same, a one-size-fits-all approach, and
this includes lumping in nonbank fi-
nancial firms that don’t use leverage
with financial firms—bank firms—that
do use leverage.

Despite this widely understood con-
cept that capital adequacy standards
do not fit neatly into assessing the
risks of the asset management indus-
try, for instance, regulators have in-
stead stuck to their rigid methodology
to try to square the circle, or circle the
square, whatever that phrase is.

Thankfully, Representative BRUCE
PoLIQUIN has crafted a very solid bill to
address this truth and bring it into re-
ality legislatively. The stress tests
built after the financial crisis do not
work for nonbank financial firms. This
is a security show rather than security
in fact.

Thus, in a world that constantly
throws big and unexpected events our
way, understanding the limitations of
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predicting risk is one of the most im-
portant steps we can take to avoid fu-
ture harm, and that is what this bill
does. I encourage my House colleagues
to vote in support of and in favor of it.

Ms. MAXINE WATERS of California.
Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. HENSARLING. Mr. Speaker, I
am just amazed that anybody from
North Carolina, after being beaten by
Texas A&M by 21 points, would make
any allusion to basketball whatsoever.
I trust our next speaker will not make
that mistake.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to the
gentleman from Missouri (Mr. LUETKE-
MEYER), who is the chairman of the Fi-
nancial Services Subcommittee on Fi-
nancial Institutions and Consumer
Credit.

Mr. LUETKEMEYER. Mr. Speaker,
the chairman can be assured that since
my team was one and done, I will skip
the bracket discussion here.

Mr. Speaker, I want to start by
thanking the gentleman from Maine
(Mr. PoOLIQUIN) for his work on this
very reasonable legislation.

Stress tests are a good idea that
should be standard practice in any
company. What is not a good idea—
and, quite frankly, not terribly helpful
in promoting systemic financial sta-
bility—is the cryptic and arbitrary
manner in which stress tests are han-
dled today.

Today, the Federal Reserve imposes
these stress tests on all financial firms
with more than $10 billion in consoli-
dated assets. This doesn’t apply just to
banks, despite the fact that the Fed is
a bank regulator. This requirement to
submit information extends to
nonbank financial firms as well.

Mr. Speaker, let me take a moment
to walk you through what one of these
stress tests looks like. A financial firm
is given cryptic instructions to run a
number of scenarios to test the for-
titude of the institution. That firm
then submits tens of thousands of
pages to the Fed. In some cases, that
number can climb to more than 100,000
pages at a cost of millions of dollars.

Mr. Speaker, to give you an idea of
what 20,000 pages is, in our committee
hearing, we had a visual aid there with
a table about this size right here in
front of me today, about 3 feet tall, and
boxes all around. That is 20,000 pages.
Some of these stress tests, Mr. Speak-
er, are 100,000 pages, five times that
amount, hundreds of thousands—if not
millions—of dollars to do these stress
tests; and, quite frankly, there is very
little evidence that the Fed actually
reads all the paperwork. In fact, one
day you will probably get a call from
the Fed, and they will tell you whether
you passed or not. It is a very subjec-
tive test. There is no real explanation
offered if a firm fails. The message is
just to try again and keep trying until
you finally pass the test and guess
what the model is. This is not a pro-
ductive exercise for anyone.

The truth of the matter is that the
Fed has no business conducting and
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analyzing stress tests on nonbanks.
Those firms have functional regulators,
like the SEC and CFTC, which better
understand the business models and
performance of nonbanks and, as such,
the risks those firms pose to the finan-
cial stability of the United States. The
actual supervisor of these companies
should be the only entity with the abil-
ity to require these sorts of activities,
and Mr. POLIQUIN’s bill allows for that.

Mr. Speaker, this legislation is about
promoting thoughtful and effective leg-
islation. It is about curtailing a one-
size-fits-all—as the chairman men-
tioned earlier—approach to regulation,
something Members from both sides of
the aisle have claimed to support.

Mr. Speaker, I want to again thank
the gentleman from Maine for his lead-
ership on this issue, and I urge support
of this legislation.

Ms. MAXINE WATERS of California.
Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. HENSARLING. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from
Illinois (Mr. HULTGREN), who is the
vice chairman of the Financial Serv-
ices Subcommittee on Capital Markets,
Securities, and Investments.

Mr. HULTGREN. Mr. Speaker, I want
to thank my good friend from Maine,
BRUCE POLIQUIN, for sponsoring this bi-
partisan legislation.

The Alleviating Stress Test Burdens
to Help Investors Act amends the
Dodd-Frank Act to make some com-
monsense changes to stress testing re-
quirements for asset managers and the
investors whom they serve.

Congressman POLIQUIN has worked
very hard to make sure this bill is bi-
partisan. In fact, he was able to win
the support of two-thirds of the Demo-
crats on the Financial Services Com-
mittee.

I believe this is one of the many bills
that Chairman HENSARLING has sug-
gested be part of our negotiations with
the Senate on their regulatory relief
package. I agree. Why shouldn’t a bill
with such strong bipartisan support at
least be part of the conversation?

The idea behind the stress testing for
financial institutions under Dodd-
Frank is to make sure that they have
enough capital on hand to cover losses
in the case of a market disruption like
the one that was encountered during
the financial crisis. However, reg-
istered funds have a very different
business model than banks. They do
not guarantee any return to investors
or promise that investors will get their
principal back. Furthermore, these
funds are not on the adviser’s balance
sheet.

The idea that an asset manager
should hold capital like a bank does
not comport with its business model.
Or in the words of Mark Flannery, a
former chief economist of the SEC,
there is a false parallel for stress test-
ing asset managers: ‘“The parallel to
bank stress tests is really extremely
misleading. It is as if Dodd-Frank said
‘stress test the big banks, and, oh, you
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might as well go ahead and do the asset
management companies.’”’

Fortunately, BRUCE POLIQUIN has
sponsored commonsense legislation to
provide some regulatory relief in a way
that I think Democrats and Repub-
licans should be able to agree.

The Alleviating Stress Test Burdens
to Help Investors Act would eliminate
the bank-like stress testing require-
ments in Dodd-Frank but would em-
power the SEC, the primary Federal
regulator of the asset management in-
dustry, to require stress testing as it
deems appropriate.

In short, what this bill says is that
we should only stress-test asset man-
agers as their primary regulator deter-
mines is in the best interest of the in-
vestors instead of arbitrarily applying
bank-like stress testing requirements
as proposed by the Federal Reserve.

It comes as little surprise that the
SEC, including under the leadership of
Mary Jo White, seems to agree. The
SEC has not been able to come up with
stress testing standards that are con-
sistent and comparable with those of
the Federal Reserve and other banking
regulators, likely because there is no
way to account for capital adequacy in
these companies.

Furthermore, this bill does nothing
to undermine the significant regu-
latory authority to the Financial Sta-
bility Oversight Council. The FSOC
would still be able to make rec-
ommendations to the SEC for addi-
tional regulation of asset managers.

I am not necessarily endorsing this
concept, but I would like to emphasize
this in the hopes that it would encour-
age even more Democratic colleagues
to join in support of this bill. This bill,
again, is true to its name. It cuts costs
that are borne by investors without
subjecting our financial system to any
additional risk.

Mr. Speaker, I urge all of my col-
leagues to join with me in supporting
this bill.

Ms. MAXINE WATERS of California.
Mr. Speaker, I continue to reserve the
balance of my time.

Mr. HENSARLING. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. WILLIAMS), who is the vice
chairman of the Financial Services
Subcommittee on Monetary Policy and
Trade.

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. Speaker, I would
like to take the opportunity to com-
mend my friend and colleague from
Maine (Mr. POLIQUIN) for his leadership
on this important issue. H.R. 4566, the
Alleviating Stress Test Burdens to
Help Investors Act, would help
nonbanks not currently under super-
vision of the Federal Reserve from
stress testing requirements.

In addition to alleviating burden-
some requirements, the bill allows the
Securities and Exchange Commission
and the Commodity Futures Trading
Commission to issue regulations re-
quiring financial companies with more
than $10 billion in consolidated assets
to conduct a periodic analysis of their
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financial condition, including their li-
quidity.

This legislation would properly tailor
Dodd-Frank’s stress test requirements
in a way that is appropriately focused.
This bill retains the SEC’s ability to
issue stress testing as it believes appro-
priate. The bill does not limit the Fi-
nancial Stability Oversight Council’s
authority to request the SEC to adopt
suitable requirements for advisers and
funds.

Mr. Speaker, once again, I thank the
gentleman from Maine for his commit-
ment to this important piece of legisla-
tion. I encourage all of my colleagues
on both sides of the aisle to support
this bill on the floor.

In God We Trust.

Ms. MAXINE WATERS of California.
Mr. Speaker, I continue to reserve the
balance of my time.

Mr. HENSARLING. Mr. Speaker, 1
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from
Tennessee (Mr. KUSTOFF), who is a
hardworking member of the Financial
Services Committee.

Mr. KUSTOFF of Tennessee. Mr.
Speaker, I rise today in support of H.R.
4566, the Alleviating Stress Test Bur-
dens to Help Investors Act, which was
introduced by my colleague, Represent-
ative POLIQUIN.

Mr. Speaker, millions of Americans
rely on registered funds to invest and
save for their future, and they rely on
asset management advisers to assist
them in making major financial deci-
sions, such as paying college tuition,
saving for retirement, or buying a
home.

However, too often these advisers
have their hands tied complying with
burdensome regulations that were not
intended for the type of financial insti-
tutions that they serve. Following the
enactment of Dodd-Frank, a frame-
work was created to assess systemic
risk posed by financial institutions,
and this framework looked at the risk
from a bank-centric approach.

In addition, Dodd-Frank required all
financial companies with total consoli-
dated assets of more than $10 billion to
conduct various annual stress tests to
comply with the law. Now, unfortu-
nately, this broad definition sweeps in
registered investment companies and
requires that these nonbank institu-
tions be held accountable for the same
stress tests as banks.

This particular stress test does not
make sense for the asset management
industry and only adds costs that will
end up putting the burden on investors
who rely on these funds.

Again, the U.S. asset management
industry is critical in promoting di-
verse investment and savings opportu-
nities for individuals, for families, and
for businesses. This important legisla-
tion would eliminate unnecessary costs
for nonbank financial institutions that
have not been designated as system-
ically important by removing Dodd-
Frank’s bank-centric, mandatory
stress test requirement.

As we continue to explore new ways
to help families save for their future or
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buy a new home, we should remain fo-
cused on improving their ability to in-
vest. I want to thank Representative
PoOLIQUIN and Chairman HENSARLING for
their important work on this legisla-
tion, and I urge my colleagues to vote
‘“‘yes” on this important bill.
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Ms. MAXINE WATERS of California.
Mr. Speaker, I yield myself the balance
of my time.

Mr. Speaker, I am very pleased about
the work that staff has done on this
particular legislation.

I do believe that we all agree that
stress tests are important; it is a mat-
ter of who, how, and when.

Someone has likened stress tests to
car testing, where, in the manufacture
of new cars, you take them out on the
road and you test them to see if they
can withstand what they may be pre-
sented with in the terrain and with the
kind of things that you would experi-
ence perhaps on the roughest roads
that they test on. When they deter-
mine that there are weaknesses that
can be corrected, that is what they do
in order to make sure that this new ve-
hicle that they are testing can with-
stand whatever the difficulties are that
may be presented to them when they
test a car.

That is what this stress testing is all
about. It all about whether or not, in
the event of a downturn in our econ-
omy, you have the ability to withstand
the downturn, whether or not you have
the ability to not only withstand what
you are presented with in a downturn
of the economy, but how you can fix
what you have determined is wrong
with what you are doing.

So I am, again, very pleased that we
all agree that stress testing is ex-
tremely important and that we know
what your concerns are about hedge
fund and asset managers and all of
that. But the discretion that we give to
the Feds, I think, is very important.
The fact that all of the businesses that
we are concerned with will be doing
their internal stress testing is ex-
tremely important.

So, again, I am very grateful for the
acceptance of my amendment, and I am
hopeful that, with this amendment, it
demonstrates that, when we work very
hard to reconcile our differences, we
can do that.

Mr. Speaker, I would ask that, with
this amendment, all of the Members of
the House vote for this legislation, and
I yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. HENSARLING. Mr. Speaker, I
yield myself the balance of my time.

Mr. Speaker, once again, I want to
encourage all of my colleagues to sup-
port H.R. 4566, the legislation from the
gentleman from Maine. I want to com-
mend him once again. He is one of our
most hardworking members on the
committee, and he cares passionately
about his constituents in Maine.

I also want to commend him for once
again working on a very bipartisan
basis. He has managed to change his
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bill from its original concept many
times to try to garner more support
from the other side of the aisle.

With the acceptance of the ranking
member’s amendment, again, I am
hopeful that we will have a very, very
strong vote in the House. Again, this
came out of committee with a very
strong bipartisan vote of 47-8.

Mr. Speaker, very often we debate
regulation. I think that now, fortu-
nately, we have a 3 percent growth Tax
Code which has been passed by Con-
gress, but, unfortunately, I do not be-
lieve we have a 3 percent growth of fi-
nance in the banking system.

That is important. It is important to
our constituents who still need credit
to buy that first home, a factory work-
er who needs to get their transmission
repaired so that they can go to work,
some parent trying to send a kid to
college, or people trying to plan for
their retirement.

Too often, I think we have a dichot-
omy between regulation and deregula-
tion, when the real dichotomy is be-
tween smart regulation and dumb regu-
lation. It is always incumbent upon us
in Congress to look very carefully at
these regulations. Sometimes they
look very good on the chalkboard, but
in reality, they don’t quite render the
results or benefits that we had hoped
for. So we always have to take a look
at what this is doing not just to con-
sumer and investor protection, but
what it is doing to economic growth as
well.

I agree with the ranking member.
Stress testing is a good concept. It is
one of the reasons why banks and other
financial firms typically stress-test
themselves daily, weekly, monthly, an-
nually.

What doesn’t make sense, though, is
that there be no recognition to the cost
that it imposes, as the gentleman from
Missouri, the chairman of our Finan-
cial Institutions and Consumer Credit
Subcommittee, was very articulate in
reminding us that these submissions
can cost us millions and millions of
dollars. The reports are not measured
in pages; they are measured by the
pound. There can be 10- and 20-pound
submissions of paper that we wonder if
anybody ever reads.

But what especially doesn’t make
sense is trying to apply a bank stress
test to a nonbank financial institution,
particularly an asset manager. I know
the ranking member was talking a lit-
tle bit earlier about using an analogy
to auto inspections: It makes no sense
to have the home inspectors inspect
your auto; it makes no sense to have
the auto inspectors inspect your home.

The gentleman from Maine is ensur-
ing that whatever stress test is applied,
it is applied properly to the business
model that needs to be tested for its
potential stress of our financial sys-
tem.

So, again, I just want to commend
the gentleman from Maine for his hard
work, and I urge all Members to vote in
favor of H.R. 4566 Dbecause, indeed,
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maybe it is not a catchy title, but it is
an accurate title. As we alleviate stress
test burdens, we do help investors.

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance
of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
HUDSON). All time for debate on the bill
has expired.

AMENDMENT NO. 1, AS MODIFIED, OFFERED BY
MS. MAXINE WATERS OF CALIFORNIA

The SPEAKER pro tempore. It is now
in order to consider amendment No. 1,
as modified, printed in House Report
115-613.

Ms. MAXINE WATERS of California.
Mr. Speaker, I have an amendment at
the desk made in order under the rule.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Clerk will designate the amendment,
as modified.

The text of the amendment, as modi-
fied, is as follows:

Page 1, strike lines 8 and 9 and insert the
following:

(1) in paragraph (1)(B)—

(A) by redesignating clauses (ii) through
(v) as clauses (iii) through (vi), respectively;

(B) by inserting after clause (i) the fol-
lowing:

‘(ii) may conduct the evaluation required
by this subsection utilizing alternatives to
the capital adequacy test described in sub-
paragraph (A), as the Board may determine
appropriate;’’;

(C) in clause (iii), as so redesignated, by in-
serting before the semicolon the following: *,
provided that such tests of any nonbank fi-
nancial company—

‘“(I) are requested by a majority vote of the
Council;

“‘(IT) are conducted in accordance with the
company’s business model, including by uti-
lizing alternatives to the capital adequacy
test described in subparagraph (A), as the
Board may determine appropriate; and

‘‘(IIT) are not already required by the com-
pany’s Federal primary financial regulatory
agency’’; and

(D) in clause (vi), as so redesignated, by
striking ‘‘clause (ii)”’ and inserting ‘‘clause
(iii)”’; and

Page 2, beginning on line 10, strike ‘‘and
that have total consolidated assets of more
than $10,000,000,000°".

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 787, the gen-
tlewoman from California (Ms. MAXINE
WATERS) and a Member opposed each
will control 5 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentle-
woman from California.

Ms. MAXINE WATERS of California.
Mr. Speaker, in its current form, H.R.
4566 eliminates the Fed’s discretion to
require stress testing on nonbanks that
have not yet been designated as sys-
temically important and weakens the
Dodd-Frank Act’s mandate that the
SEC and CFTC require nonbank finan-
cial companies under their authority
to conduct annual stress tests. To-
gether, these repeals create a loophole
that would allow large brokerage firms
and mega insurance companies to ig-
nore risks while regulators are tied up
in lengthy rulemaking or the FSOC
designation process.

My amendment, if adopted, would re-
store the Fed’s discretionary authority
to stress-test any nonbank financial
firm, provided that the test is re-
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quested by a majority vote of the
FSOC, is conducted with consideration
of the company’s business model, and
is not already required by the com-
pany’s primary regulator.

My amendment would also allow the
Fed to consider alternatives to the ex-
isting capital adequacy test, where ap-
propriate, when conducting stress tests
on nonbanks, including those des-
ignated as systemically important.

One of the key safeguards created by
Dodd-Frank is the Fed’s ability to
identify and mitigate risks in the fi-
nancial system before they undermine
the U.S. economy. By preserving the
Fed’s ability to stress-test nonbank fi-
nancial companies on a discretionary
basis, my amendment will give regu-
lators a better chance of preventing
the next Bear Stearns or Lehman
Brothers from dragging down our fi-
nancial system.

Finally, my amendment would broad-
en the SEC’s and CFTC’s authority
under the bill by striking the provision
that would limit future company-run
stress testing requirements to entities
with more than $10 billion in assets.
This would ensure that the SEC and
CFTC can require any financial com-
pany under their purview to evaluate
their own ability to survive in a
stressed economy.

While I oppose H.R. 4566 as currently
drafted, with this amendment, the bill
would represent a truly bipartisan ef-
fort to strengthen Dodd-Frank. Mr.
Speaker, I would urge my colleagues to
vote ‘‘yes’” on my amendment.

I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. HENSARLING. Mr. Speaker, I
ask unanimous consent to claim the
time in opposition to the amendment,
although I am not opposed.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Texas?

There was no objection.

Mr. SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Texas is recognized for 5
minutes.

Mr. HENSARLING. Mr. Speaker, I
am not thrilled with the amendment,
but in the spirit of compromise and the
spirit of Dbipartisanship, we have
worked with the ranking member and
the sponsor of the legislation. It
wouldn’t be my preferred approach, but
that is often what we do around here.

I want to thank the ranking member
for working with the majority side in
order to advance this, again, as a very
strong bipartisan vote in the House,
which I hope and anticipate with the
inclusion of this amendment.

I would point out, Mr. Speaker,
again, I am very happy. On the other
side of the Capitol, they have recently
advanced a number of kind of smart
regulatory measures and capital forma-
tion measures. We look forward to ne-
gotiating with our friends in the Sen-
ate. I am hoping that an overwhelming
vote on a bill like H.R. 4566 is one that
could be in a final package before it
goes to the President’s desk.

Again, I still think that, although we
have all compromised a little some-
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thing here, I think we all advance our
principles. I think it is something that
will help, actually, both financial sta-
bility and investor protection, includ-
ing protecting their opportunities to
have a better future.

So again, I want to thank the rank-
ing member for working with us, and I
would urge the House to adopt her
amendment and adopt H.R. 4566 by Mr.
POLIQUIN of Maine.

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman
from Maine (Mr. POLIQUIN).

Mr. POLIQUIN. Mr. Speaker, who
says that a terrific Representative
from one of the most urban areas in
the country, Los Angeles, California,
cannot get together with a Representa-
tive from one of the most rural parts of
America up in the great State of
Maine?

I thank Ranking Member WATERS for
her extension of bipartisanship. I also
thank Chairman HENSARLING Vvery
much for brokering this. This is going
to be a great day for America, a great
day for Maine, and a great day for Cali-
fornia.

Mr. HENSARLING. Mr. Speaker, I
yield back the balance of my time.

Ms. MAXINE WATERS of California.
Mr. Speaker, I thank the gentleman for
those kind words, and I yield back the
balance of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the previous question
is ordered on the bill, as amended, and
on the amendment, as modified, offered
by the gentlewoman from California
(Ms. MAXINE WATERS).

The question is on the amendment,
as modified, by the gentlewoman from
California (Ms. MAXINE WATERS).

The amendment, as modified, was
agreed to.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the engrossment and
third reading of the bill.

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

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the passage of the bill.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

Mr. HENSARLING. Mr. Speaker, on
that I demand the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 395, nays 19,
not voting 15, as follows:

[Roll No. 119]

YEAS—395
Abraham Bera Brat
Adams Bergman Bridenstine
Aderholt Beyer Brooks (AL)
Aguilar Biggs Brooks (IN)
Allen Bilirakis Brown (MD)
Amash Bishop (GA) Brownley (CA)
Amodei Bishop (MI) Buchanan
Arrington Bishop (UT) Buck
Babin Blackburn Bucshon
Bacon Blum Budd
Banks (IN) Blumenauer Burgess
Barr Blunt Rochester  Bustos
Barragan Bonamici Butterfield
Barton Bost Byrne
Bass Brady (PA) Calvert
Beatty Brady (TX) Capuano
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Carbajal
Cardenas
Carson (IN)
Carter (GA)
Carter (TX)
Cartwright
Castor (FL)
Castro (TX)
Chabot
Cheney
Cicilline
Clarke (NY)
Clay
Cleaver
Clyburn
Coffman
Cohen
Cole
Collins (GA)
Collins (NY)
Comer
Comstock
Conaway
Connolly
Cook
Cooper
Correa
Costa
Costello (PA)
Courtney
Cramer
Crawford
Crist
Crowley
Cuellar
Culberson
Curbelo (FL)
Curtis
Davidson
Davis (CA)
Davis, Rodney
DeFazio
DeGette
Delaney
DeLauro
DelBene
Demings
Denham
Dent
DeSantis
DesdJarlais
Deutch
Diaz-Balart
Dingell
Doggett
Donovan
Doyle, Michael
F.
Duffy
Duncan (SC)
Duncan (TN)
Dunn
Emmer
Engel
Eshoo
Estes (KS)
Esty (CT)
Evans
Farenthold
Faso
Ferguson
Fitzpatrick
Fleischmann
Flores
Fortenberry
Foster
Foxx
Frankel (FL)
Frelinghuysen
Fudge
Gabbard
Gaetz
Gallagher
Gallego
Garamendi
Garrett
Gianforte
Gibbs
Gohmert
Gomez
Gonzalez (TX)
Goodlatte
Gosar
Gottheimer
Gowdy
Granger
Graves (GA)
Graves (LA)
Graves (MO)

Green, Al
Green, Gene
Griffith
Grothman
Guthrie
Hanabusa
Handel
Harper
Harris
Hartzler
Hastings
Heck
Hensarling
Herrera Beutler
Hice, Jody B.
Higgins (LA)
Higgins (NY)
Hill
Himes
Holding
Hollingsworth
Hudson
Huffman
Huizenga
Hultgren
Hunter
Hurd
Issa
Jackson Lee
Jeffries
Jenkins (KS)
Jenkins (WV)
Johnson (LA)
Johnson (OH)
Johnson, Sam
Jordan
Joyce (OH)
Kaptur
Katko
Keating
Kelly (MS)
Kelly (PA)
Kennedy
Kihuen
Kildee
Kilmer
Kind
King (IA)
King (NY)
Kinzinger
Knight
Krishnamoorthi
Kuster (NH)
Kustoff (TN)
Labrador
LaHood
LaMalfa
Lamborn
Lance
Langevin
Larsen (WA)
Larson (CT)
Latta
Lawrence
Lawson (FL)
Levin
Lewis (GA)
Lewis (MN)
Lieu, Ted
LoBiondo
Loebsack
Lofgren
Long
Loudermilk
Love
Lowenthal
Lowey
Lucas
Luetkemeyer
Lujan Grisham,
M.
Lujan, Ben Ray
Lynch
MacArthur
Maloney,
Carolyn B.
Maloney, Sean
Marchant
Marino
Marshall
Massie
Mast
Matsui
McCarthy
McCaul
MecClintock
McCollum
McEachin
McGovern
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McHenry
McKinley
McMorris
Rodgers
McNerney
Meadows
Meehan
Meeks
Meng
Messer
Mitchell
Moolenaar
Mooney (WV)
Moore
Moulton
Mullin
Murphy (FL)
Nadler
Napolitano
Neal
Newhouse
Noem
Nolan
Norcross
Norman
Nunes
O’Halleran
O’Rourke
Olson
Palazzo
Pallone
Palmer
Panetta
Pascrell
Paulsen
Payne
Pearce
Pelosi
Perlmutter
Perry
Peters
Peterson
Pittenger
Poe (TX)
Poliquin
Polis
Posey
Price (NC)
Quigley
Raskin
Ratcliffe
Reed
Reichert
Renacci
Rice (NY)
Rice (SC)
Richmond
Roby
Roe (TN)
Rogers (AL)
Rogers (KY)
Rohrabacher
Rokita
Rooney, Francis
Rooney, Thomas
J

Ros-Lehtinen
Rosen
Roskam
Ross

Rothfus
Rouzer
Roybal-Allard
Royce (CA)
Ruiz
Ruppersberger
Russell
Rutherford
Ryan (OH)
Sanford
Scalise
Schiff
Schneider
Schrader
Schweikert
Scott (VA)
Scott, Austin
Scott, David
Sensenbrenner
Sessions
Sewell (AL)
Shea-Porter
Sherman
Shimkus
Shuster
Simpson
Sinema

Sires

Smith (MO)

Smith (NE) Tonko Waters, Maxine
Smith (NJ) Torres Watson Coleman
Smith (TX) Trott Weber (TX)
Smith (WA) Tsongas Webster (FL)
Smucker Turner Welch
Soto Upton Wenstrup
Stefanik Valadao Westerman
Stgwart Vargas Williams
SthEIjS Veasey Wilson (SC)
Suozzi Velg Wittman
Swalwell (CA) Velazquez
Takano Wagner Womack
Taylor Walberg Woodall
Tenney Walden Yarmuth
Thompson (MS)  Walker Yoder
Thompson (PA) ~ Walorski Yoho
Thornberry Walters, Mimi Young (AK)
Tipton Wasserman Young (IA)
Titus Schultz Zeldin
NAYS—19
Boyle, Brendan Gutiérrez Sarbanes
F. Jayapal Schakowsky
Clark (MA) Johnson (GA) Serrano
DeSaulnier Khanna Speier
Ellison Lee Visclosky
Espaillat Pocan Wilson (FL)
Grijalva Sanchez
NOT VOTING—15
Barletta Hoyer McSally
Black Johnson, E. B. Pingree
Chu, Judy Jones Rush
Cummings Kelly (IL) Thompson (CA)
Davis, Danny Lipinski Walz
0 1543

Messrs. KHANNA, ELLISON, and Ms.
LEE changed their vote from ‘‘yea’ to
“nay.”

Mr. CAPUANO, Ms. MATSUI, Messrs.
GONZALEZ of Texas, GENE GREEN of
Texas, NORCROSS, Mrs. TORRES,
Mses. CLARKE of New York, ROYBAL-
ALLARD, Mr. YARMUTH, Mses.
SHEA-PORTER, CASTOR of Florida,
Messrs. TONKO, ENGEL, TAKANO,
and GALLEGO changed their vote from
44nay77 to uyea“a»

So the bill was passed.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

———

HOUR OF MEETING ON TOMORROW

Mr. ISSA. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that when the House ad-
journs today, it adjourn to meet at 10
a.m. tomorrow for morning-hour de-
bate and 11 a.m. for legislative busi-
ness.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. HIG-
GINS of Louisiana). Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
California?

There was no objection.

———————

MABEL LEE MEMORIAL POST
OFFICE

Mr. ISSA. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that the Committee on
Oversight and Government Reform be
discharged from further consideration
of the bill (H.R. 4463) to designate the
facility of the United States Postal
Service located at 6 Doyers Street in
New York, New York, as the ‘“‘Mabel
Lee Memorial Post Office”’, and ask for
its immediate consideration in the
House.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from California?
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There was no objection.
The text of the bill is as follows:
H.R. 4463

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

SECTION 1. MABEL LEE MEMORIAL POST OFFICE.

(a) DESIGNATION.—The facility of the
United States Postal Service located at 6
Doyers Street in New York, New York, shall
be known and designated as the ‘‘Mabel Lee
Memorial Post Office’.

(b) REFERENCES.—Any reference in a law,
map, regulation, document, paper, or other
record of the United States to the facility re-
ferred to in subsection (a) shall be deemed to
be a reference to the ‘‘Mabel Lee Memorial
Post Office”.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, was read the
third time, and passed, and a motion to
reconsider was laid on the table.

———

AMELIA EARHART POST OFFICE
BUILDING

Mr. ISSA. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent to take from the Speak-
er’s table the bill (S. 2040) to designate
the facility of the United States Postal
Service located at 621 Kansas Avenue
in Atchison, Kansas, as the ‘‘Amelia
Earhart Post Office Building”’, and ask
for its immediate consideration in the
House.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from California?

There was no objection.

The text of the bill is as follows:

S. 2040

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

SECTION 1. AMELIA EARHART POST OFFICE
BUILDING.

(a) DESIGNATION.—The facility of the
United States Postal Service located at 621
Kansas Avenue in Atchison, Kansas, shall be
known and designated as the ‘‘Amelia Ear-
hart Post Office Building’’.

(b) REFERENCES.—Any reference in a law,
map, regulation, document, paper, or other
record of the United States to the facility re-
ferred to in subsection (a) shall be deemed to
be a reference to the ‘‘Amelia Earhart Post
Office Building”’.

The bill was ordered to be read a
third time, was read the third time,
and passed, and a motion to reconsider
was laid on the table.

———

PERMISSION FOR MEMBER TO BE
CONSIDERED AS PRIMARY SPON-
SOR OF H.R. 756

Mr. GARRETT. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that I may here-
after be considered to be the primary
sponsor of H.R. 756, a bill originally in-
troduced by Representative Chaffetz of
Utah, for the purpose of adding cospon-
sors and requesting reprintings pursu-
ant to clause 7 of rule XII.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Virginia?

There was no objection.
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BRAIN INJURY AWARENESS DAY

(Mr. THOMPSON of Pennsylvania
asked and was given permission to ad-
dress the House for 1 minute and to re-
vise and extend his remarks.)

Mr. THOMPSON of Pennsylvania.
Mr. Speaker, today is Brain Injury
Awareness Day, and I welcome those
who are in Washington today to share
their stories.

This issue is near and dear to my
heart. For nearly 30 years, this was my
area of practice and expertise as a ther-
apist and rehabilitation services man-
ager. I served as a board member for
the Brain Injury Association of Penn-
sylvania and helped form a brain injury
support group.

The theme for this year’s campaign
is Change Your Mind. This public
awareness campaign strives to
destigmatize brain injury; empower
those who have survived, as well as
their caregivers; and promote the
many types of support available.

The need to raise awareness is great.
More than 2.8 million Americans sus-
tain traumatic brain injuries in the
United States each year.

The 13 million Americans living with
brain injuries want what we all want:
to be defined by who they are as peo-
ple, not by their injury.

Mr. Speaker, everyone recovers at a
different pace, and we should do every-
thing in our power to support and en-
courage brain injury survivors. They
deserve no less.

———

GET SCREENED FOR COLON
CANCER

(Mr. PAYNE asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. PAYNE. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to urge each of my colleagues
and the American people to talk to
their doctors about getting screened
for colorectal cancer.

Each year, I sponsor a resolution to
recognize March as National Colorectal
Cancer Awareness Month. By raising
awareness about this preventable can-
cer, we can save lives.

During this Congress, Representative
CHARLIE DENT and I introduced H.R.
1017, the Removing Barriers to
Colorectal Cancer Screening Act of
2017. This bill would eliminate surprise
out-of-pocket costs for Medicare bene-
ficiaries who have polyps removed dur-
ing colonoscopies.

I also introduced H.R. 1578, the Don-
ald Payne Sr. Colorectal Cancer Detec-
tion Act of 2017, which would expand
Medicare to cover certain blood-based
colorectal cancer screening tests.

Named after my father, who passed
away from colorectal cancer, this bi-
partisan legislation would significantly
increase colorectal cancer detection
and treatment.

Each year, I lead the appropriations
letter to increase the funding for CDC
colon cancer research.
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Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to
join me on these important bills. To-

gether, we can save lives from
colorectal cancer.
———

NATIONAL AGRICULTURE DAY

(Mr. YOHO asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. YOHO. Mr. Speaker, President
Trump has declared today to be Na-
tional Agriculture Day, a time of cele-
bration and gratefulness to our Na-
tion’s farmers and ranchers. Whether
we realize it or not, agriculture is a
part of all of our daily lives from morn-
ing until night. In fact, each American
farmer feeds over 144 people, providing
vital nutrition, and helping us better
connect with our God-given resources.

Every $1 of United States agricul-
tural products and food exports creates
another $1.27 in business activity. Our
country’s agricultural exports are val-
ued at more than $100 billion, including
$4 billion from my own home State of
Florida. Every $1 billion in exports sup-
ports approximately 8,000 American
jobs. That is over 8 million jobs created
by agriculture.

While celebrations such as these
mark tremendous achievements for
U.S. agriculture, we must continue to
construct policies that supports and
strengthens all of our farmers and
ranchers. As lawmakers, let us make
this celebration a time of action and
work towards initiatives that contin-
ually uplift our ag industry.

——————

HONORING SHANTHI
VISWANATHAN

(Mr. KRISHNAMOORTHI asked and
was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute and to revise and
extend his remarks.)

Mr. KRISHNAMOORTHI. Mr. Speak-
er, I rise to honor Mrs. Shanthi
Viswanathan, a teacher at Marjory
Stoneman Douglas High School in
Parkland, Florida, whose quick think-
ing saved lives.

As the second alarm went off that
day, Mrs. Viswanathan knew some-
thing was wrong and she locked the
classroom door, telling her students to
take cover.

When the SWAT team arrived and
asked her to let them in, she would not
because she didn’t want to risk falling
for a gunman’s trick. Instead, she told
them: ‘“Knock it down or open it with
a key.”

When Mrs. Viswanathan knew there
was danger, she exemplified the truest
form of the Hindu concept of dharma,
of duty, in protecting those she was re-
sponsible for.

These actions were brought to my at-
tention by the Hindu American Foun-
dation, which continues to support the
victims of the shooting as part of their
broader commitment to Ahimsa, the
Hindu concept of nonviolence.

They have also pursued various
measures of gun control, which I
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wholeheartedly support. I commend
them for their efforts here.

Thank you to Mrs. Viswanathan and
the Hindu American Foundation for
their exemplary work and for making
America a better place.

———

EIGHTH ANNIVERSARY OF THE
AFFORDABLE CARE ACT

(Ms. SCHAKOWSKY asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
her remarks.)

Ms. SCHAKOWSKY. Mr. Speaker, I
rise today to celebrate the eighth anni-
versary of the Affordable Care Act.

Since it was signed into law, Ameri-
cans have relied on the ACA for access
to quality, affordable healthcare; but
Republicans have attacked Americans’
healthcare at every turn.

Last year, Republicans tried to pass
TrumpCare, a bill that would have im-
posed a crippling age tax, raised out-of-
pocket costs, and increased the number
of uninsured Americans by 23 million.

After the American people stopped
TrumpCare in its tracks, Republicans
went after the Affordable Care Act
again in their tax scam. On top of that,
the administration waged a persistent
campaign to discourage people from
enrolling in the ACA plans.

Despite GOP sabotage, Americans
still signed up for the Affordable Care
Act. Americans want better, more af-
fordable healthcare, and that is what
Democrats offer: A Better Deal for bet-
ter healthcare.

———

HONORING THE LIFE OF TERESA
KIMURA

(Mr. KIHUEN asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. KIHUEN. Mr. Speaker, today I
rise to remember the life of Teresa
Kimura.

Teresa traveled to the Route 91 fes-
tival in Las Vegas on October 1 with
six of her friends. She was known for
making every gathering an amazing ex-
perience.

Teresa worked at the California De-
partment of Tax and Fee Administra-
tion.

She is remembered for her big heart,
love of life, beautiful spirit, and infec-
tious laugh.

I would like to extend my condo-
lences to Teresa Kimura’s family and
friends. Please note that the city of
Las Vegas, the State of Nevada, and
the whole country grieve with you.

————
ISSUES OF THE DAY

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
BuUDD). Under the Speaker’s announced
policy of January 3, 2017, the gen-
tleman from Iowa (Mr. KING) is recog-
nized for 60 minutes as the designee of
the majority leader.

Mr. KING of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, it is
my honor to be recognized to address
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you here on the floor of the United
States House of Representatives.

I come before this floor to address a
topic that has been front and center in
this country since 1973: when the Su-
preme Court came down with the deci-
sions known as Roe v. Wade and Doe v.
Bolton, then the subsequent case in the
early 1990s, Planned Parenthood v.
Casey.

This is a nation that has tradition-
ally—and from the very beginning of
the very first founding document, the
Declaration of Independence—re-
spected and revered life.

As our Founding Fathers put that
language together, and as John Adams
coached Thomas Jefferson, and Thomas
Jefferson put his pen to the Declara-
tion of Independence: ‘“We hold these
truths to be self-evident, that all men
are created equal, that they are en-
dowed by their creator with certain
unalienable rights, that among these
are life, liberty, and the pursuit of hap-
piness.”

Now, Mr. Speaker, it wasn’t an acci-
dent that the order of these rights that
come from God be started out with life,
then liberty, then the pursuit of happi-
ness.

Of all the scholars that I have talked
to and the times that I have sat in the
classroom and in my readings, it just
never really claim clear. It is not edu-
cating our young people about what
they were thinking about when they
drafted that language in the Declara-
tion: “We hold these truths to be self-
evident, that all men are created equal,
that they are endowed by their creator
with certain unalienable rights,” but
the right to life is listed first. It is not
second or third.

They didn’t put together a list of
four or five or seven or ten different
rights. They laid three out in the Dec-
laration. And those three start with
life, because life is the most paramount
right.

The former Governor of Pennsyl-
vania, Governor BoB CASEY, a Demo-
crat, who has since passed away, was
denied an opportunity to speak at the
Democratic National Convention some
years ago because he was a pro-life
Democrat Governor and he would
speak in favor of life. He said this:
“Human life cannot be measured. It is
the measure itself against which all
other things are weighed.”

The measure itself.

Now, what does that mean and how
do we think about this, Mr. Speaker?

It would be this: when the French-
men devised the metric system, they
set up a distance that was divided out
to mean a ratio of the circumference of
the Earth in whatever manner of cal-
culation they had. And they came
down to—however many times they di-
vided that around, it came down to the
length of the meter.
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Then they produced this meter that
was a platinum rule that was set at
precisely the length of the meter. And,
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in controlled temperature and pres-
sure, at standard temperature and
pressure, what would the length of this
platinum rule be? Exactly a meter.

Now, how long is a meter? I guess I
could tell you, we can measure it by
other measures. We can do some com-
parisons. But that meter, that original
meter made out of platinum that is
maintained at standard temperature
and pressure, that is the measure
itself; and all other measurements of
length that are incorporated within the
metric system, all of those measures of
length are in relation to the meter
itself. That meter stick, the original
one, is the measure itself against which
all other distances are weighed and
measured in the metric system.

Human life is the measure itself
against which we measure every other
value that we have because human life
is sacred in all of its forms. And then,
once we accept that and this Nation ac-
cepts that human life is sacred in all of
its forms—Democrats and Republicans
do agree to that, I believe, generally
speaking, maybe even universally—but
the disagreement comes in, well, when
does life begin? When does life end?

We can look at any one of the pro-life
groups that are here in this country.
You can ask the priests and pastors
around America: When does life begin?
The most consistent answer to that
question is life begins at the moment
of conception, the instant of fertiliza-
tion, the instant of conception. That
language is threaded throughout.

I have walked into gymnasiums, or
maybe a whole school, K-12, or maybe
a high school alone, and I will say to
them: You will be faced with a couple
of questions in your emerging young
adult life, and the counsel that you
would give to your friends perhaps, or
maybe you, yourself, you will have to
answer these two questions: Is human
life sacred in all of its forms?

And I will say to them: Look at the
person next to you. Is their life sacred?
And they will nod their head.

Look at the person on the other side.
Is their life sacred? And they will nod
their head.

And I said: And they are looking at
you, and they are nodding their head at
you, too, because everybody in here,
your life is sacred. It is precious. It is
the measure itself against which all
other things are weighed.

So once we universally agree that
human life is sacred in all of its forms,
then we have the next question and ask
the question: At what moment does life
begin, at what instant? And that is
that instant at conception, that in-
stant at fertilization. The rational,
moral thought and faithful reasoning
comes to that conclusion.

Yet the Supreme Court, in Roe v.
Wade and in the accompanying case of
Doe v. Bolton, on January 22, 1973,
brought down a decision that decided
that liberty and pursuit of happiness
trumped life. They concluded that a
mother could decide whether that child
was inconvenient, whether they didn’t
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want the child at the time, and allowed
for abortion on demand. Coupling the
two cases together, they allowed for
abortion on demand.

Doe v. Bolton wrote everything in
the list that could be exceptions: it
could be the mental health; it could be
the physical health; it could be even
the familial health of the mother,
which any of this could be affected by
finances themselves. So if you don’t
think you can afford this baby, Doe v.
Bolton lets you say: Well, it affected
my mental health. It affected my fa-
milial health, so I decided to abort the
baby.

And any abortion doctor could con-
duct an abortion at will, staying with-
in this framework that was manufac-
tured by the Supreme Court that
turned the principles that are in our
Declaration on their head. They no
longer recognize that life is the para-
mount right that is delivered to us
from God and that liberty is secondary
to life and that pursuit of happiness is
tertiary to life.

Now, think of this. If any of us, in
our pursuit of liberty, would decide
that someone’s life is in the way of our
liberty, we can’t go kill them. We
would end up in prison or executed in
some States. We can’t go kill some-
body because they infringe upon our
liberty. Their life is more important
than our liberty.

Neither can someone, in their pursuit
of happiness, trample on someone else’s
liberties. Our liberties of freedom of
speech, religion, the press, assembly,
the right to keep and bear arms, the
protections that we have on a reason-
able search and seizure, a jury of our
peers, the States’ rights that are en-
shrined in the Constitution that are
subordinate to the enumerated powers
in the Constitution, that is all laid out
within a beautiful framework that has
never been done better anywhere in the
world in the history of the world, but it
is based on the prioritization of God-
given rights. Life is more important
than liberty, is more important than
this pursuit of happiness.

By the way, to define pursuit of hap-
piness a little more thoroughly, some
of the young people are growing up and
they read that and don’t give it very
much thought. They say, well, pursuit
of happiness is a fun tailgate party be-
fore the ball game; it is getting to-
gether with my friends; it is sitting
down with my Xbox and enjoying the
video games that are going on. Maybe
it is just listening to music. None of
those things fit the categories that our
Founding Fathers envisioned when
they put pursuit of happiness in the
Declaration.

Pursuit of happiness was lifted from
the Greek term ‘‘eudaimonia,’” which is
spilled E-U-D-A-I-M-O-N-I-A—because
we are friends, Christina. Eudaimonia,
the Greek term, means pursuit of hap-
piness in this concept that our Found-
ing Fathers understood, and that was
that development of the whole human
being, not a party at all, not a joke at
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all, not a time necessarily of laughter,
but it was a component; to develop
one’s self intellectually, develop one’s
brain power with a knowledge base
that was as strong as it could be, and
for a lifetime, to develop one’s mind
and develop it thoroughly and con-
template deep thoughts to develop
themselves. That is the intellectual
component of it.

There was a theological component
to develop one’s self religiously, which
they did. Even though they were pagan,
in my view, they developed themselves
in a belief in a hereafter and in a belief
in higher beings. It was plural for the
Greeks, the higher beings. But they
were developing their intellect. They
were developing themselves spiritually
and theologically and also physically.

They kept their bodies in shape, and
they worked out and they exercised,
and they competed in the sports that
are the foundation of our Olympics
today. All of that was wrapped up in
the eudaimonia of the time that our
Founders read and understood. Thomas
Jefferson thoroughly understood.
There is no doubt he understood the
meaning of the word ‘‘eudaimonia.”” He
just didn’t think the American people
would understand it, so he wrote in
there, ‘‘pursuit of happiness.”

We have just kind of given a short
and a brief definition of that. We
haven’t given it the full respect it was
intended by the drafter and, in many
cases, the author of our Declaration,
Thomas Jefferson.

So now that I have reset this, life is
paramount and it is the most impor-
tant, and any of us should be willing to
sacrifice at least some of our liberty to
protect and save the lives of others be-
cause those lives are that precious and
that important. Any one of us who is in
pursuit of our eudaimonia, our pursuit
of happiness, should be willing to give
up some of that in order to secure and
protect the liberties—not only our lib-
erties, but the liberties of others.

So a nation that is built upon those
principles would also be a nation that
would do most anything to protect the
lives of the most innocent among us,
our unborn, our unborn that don’t have
the ability to scream out for their own
mercy. They don’t have the ability to
come to Congress and lobby for them-
selves. They are silent. They have no
chance to make a noise even until the
day that they draw their first breath, if
they have the opportunity to draw that
first breath.

But the tally for the decision of Roe
v. Wade and Doe v. Bolton on January
22, 1973, now has reached or exceeded 60
million babies—60 million babies sac-
rificed on the altar of choice.

Watching the prioritized rights that
came from God, we are endowed by our
Creator with certain unalienable
rights. Our Supreme Court got it
wrong, and they set the liberty of the
mother over the life of the baby. They
set the pursuit of happiness, the
eudaimonia, presumably, of the moth-
er, over the life of the baby.
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We have a hole in our society; not
only a hole that comes from the heavy,
heavy guilt of tolerating this through-
out these years, but it is a hole that is
a multigenerational hole: 60 million
babies not born that would otherwise
be living, loving, laughing, learning,
falling in love, having babies of their
own, worshipping, and raising their
children with the wvalues that have
made this America a great nation.

But that is all denied this Nation. It
is denied the world. The solutions that
they would have provided, the happi-
ness and the joy they would have deliv-
ered, intellectual firepower that would
come from 60 million babies is denied
to us.

And to go back and look and think,
also, a good number of those little girls
that were aborted since 1973 would
have otherwise been mothers today.
And to look at it generationally, and
this is a back-of-the-envelope calcula-
tion, to take those little girls and pre-
dict that maybe each one of them
would have had three babies, each one,
that calculates out to be, Mr. Speaker,
another 60 million babies—another 60
million.

So the population of this country
would be something like 120 million
stronger if the Supreme Court had be-
lieved and had conviction on what I
have just described about the right to
life being the paramount right—more
important than liberty, more impor-
tant than the pursuit of happiness,
eudaimonia, the right to life.

When the Supreme Court made that
erroneous activist decision, they start-
ed this country in a downward spiral, a
spiral where there is less respect for
life than there was before 1973.

Mr. Speaker, if I just take you to the
school shooting data and address that,
we look back through the history and
the records of the school shootings as
well as mass killings that have taken
place in schools, look back over the
last century, the earliest one that we
could find was 1924, in Michigan. It was
a series of bombs that were planted in
the schools there in Michigan, set to go
off by alarm clocks, which would be the
kind that we would see in the old car-
toons today. Those bombs were timed
to go off, and the result of that was 40
people were killed in the bombings at
the school in Michigan in 1924, mass
school killing. That is the largest mass
school killing that we could find by
sorting through history as deeply as we
could research it, 40 killed, bombings,
1924.

Then not another mass school killing
or shooting, not another killing until
1940, when an individual went into a
school in Pasadena and killed five peo-
ple with a pistol. Then not another
school shooting, mass shooting of any
kind at least, took place from 1940 on.
It took us all the way to 1963, 23 years
after that single mass school shooting
in Pasadena.

Twenty-three years later, the Su-
preme Court came down with another
erroneous decision called Murray V.
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Curlett. Murray v. Curlett is the case
that took prayer out of public schools.
Up till that time, we went to school
and we went into school and started
the day with the pledge and a prayer in
the classroom with the teachers, espe-
cially in elementary school. I remem-
ber that clearly.

But by the time the Murray v.
Curlett decision came down, I was a
freshman in high school, and I remem-
ber that order. The Supreme Court
commands no more prayer in the pub-
lic schools. Where did they get the au-
thority to declare that we couldn’t ex-
ercise our freedom of religion?

Now, I have been challenged on this a
good number of times in subsequent
years, but I remember them saying:
Well, what will you do about the sepa-
ration of church and state?

Well, first of all, there isn’t a separa-
tion of church and state, but it is being
exercised by Supreme Court decisions
as a separation even not only of church
and state, but church and school.

Now, the First Amendment of the
Constitution writes, and what it spe-
cifically does is it prohibits Congress
from establishing a law that creates a
state religion. And it denies the ability
of Congress to pass that legislation
that establishes a state religion, so
that is all it does.

And the freedom of religion shall not
be infringed. We have a freedom of reli-
gion, but they still, the Supreme
Court, made the decision to take pray-
er out of the public schools, an activist
act that then began to scrub faith and
morality out of our public schools.
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I remember that freshman year when
I learned this. I remember in that
classroom—and these images are in my
mind clearly. It was: How are they
going to stop us from praying in our
schools? What could they possibly do
to keep us from praying?

They hadn’t invented duct tape yet
at that time, Mr. Speaker, but, you
know, I am thinking the white adhe-
sive tape that doctors use, the medical
tape, and I had images in my mind:
Well, they could tape our mouths shut
with that tape. We could pray silently.
They couldn’t stop us from praying by
taping our mouths shut.

The only way to stop prayer in the
public schools, if we refuse to accept
the order, was to empty the schools out
themselves. That image is in my mind.
Denison Community Schools, where I
went to high school, I can still see the
central building in my mind’s eye,
clearing out all the rooms, emptying
the rooms, all the students going out-
side, outside of that school.

And the Army. The Army is in my
imagination—Vietnam era—that the
Army would come in, and they would
have a new chain to roll around those
bars that you push inside the doors to
open the doors, wrap that chain around
there, put a new padlock on it, and
post a guard, an Army uniform outside
those doors, every entrance into that
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school. That is the only way they could
have stopped prayer in that public
school.

But they stopped it because we ac-
cepted the order of the Supreme Court.
We accepted the beginning of the deg-
radation of the moral core of America
that was being taught in every public
school in America at that time.

We revered our faith. We understood
our history. We knew that our Found-
ing Fathers, who put this country to-
gether, who 1 believe were moved
around like men on a chessboard by the
hand of God—I believe the Declaration
is written not with divine inspiration,
like the Bible, but with divine guid-
ance, just a little bit lower standard of
proof. We are gifted in this country
with the divine grace that God guided
the men and women who built this
country in the nearly perfect founda-
tion that they put in place in the Dec-
laration and in also the Constitution.

But we let the Supreme Court, that
was never designed to be the most pow-
erful of the three branches of govern-
ment—we let the Supreme Court rule.
And then, now, today, we teach in
those schools that there is three equal
branches of government. They are not
equal. They were not designed to be
equal. The Founding Fathers put them
together that the judicial branch of
government was designed to be the
weakest of the three branches of gov-
ernment, and they were not even the
branch of government that was de-
signed to come down with a rule on
what is constitutional and what is un-
constitutional.

The Constitution requires that Con-
gress establish a Supreme Court. And I
had made this case to, God rest his
soul, Justice Scalia, an awfully hard
man to say goodbye to for all that he
has done for our country and all the
clarity that he has brought to the un-
derstanding of the Constitution. I am
grateful that Justice Gorsuch is there
to replace him in picking up on the
things that are so well perfected by
Justice Scalia.

But in a meeting with 30 or 40 other
members here several years ago, I
made the point, Mr. Speaker, to Jus-
tice Scalia, and I said to him that Con-
gress is the most powerful branch of
government, the legislative branch of
government, and the House, in par-
ticular, because all spending bills have
to start here, and the Constitution
doesn’t require that we establish all of
the Federal circuits that are out there
or the Federal district courts below
that.

The Congress only—and this is how 1
put it to Justice Scalia—Congress is
only required to establish a Supreme
Court. We could abolish all of the other
Federal districts if we chose to do so.
In fact, Congress did abolish two judi-
cial districts back in about 1802. That
is a pattern. It has been established.

So if Congress decided to do so, we
could weaken the judicial branch of
government, and we could reduce the
judicial branch of government down to
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just a Supreme Court, because it re-
quires that we—constitutionally, we
are required to establish a Supreme
Court. But there is nothing that re-
quires us to build a building, fund a
building, or to fund an administrative
staff and team for them.

So I said to Justice Scalia: We could
eliminate all the Federal courts, ex-
cept the Supreme Court. We could re-
duce the Supreme Court down to the
Chief Justice at his own card table
with his own candle, no staff.

And I think it was a bit of surprise
for the very glib Justice Scalia to hear
that out of a Member of Congress, espe-
cially in a setting that was, I will say,
quasi-public at least.

He thought about it for a little bit. I
am not sure if he had ever thought
about what I had presented to him, Mr.
Speaker, but he thought for a little bit,
and he said: Well, T would argue that
you could reduce the Supreme Court
down to three Justices because, other-
wise, if you don’t have anything but a
Supreme Court Chief Justice, there is
nothing to be the chief of. So I would
argue for three Justices.

And I said: Well, Justice Scalia, there
have always been too many chiefs and
not enough Indians.

And we, more or less, declared a case
ready to move on for further discus-
sion.

But the point of this exercise, Mr.
Speaker, is to make the point that the
Court’s power exists because Congress
empowers it. And if there is a struggle
between the legislative branch of gov-
ernment, Article 1; or the executive
branch of government, Article 2; or the
judicial branch of government, Article
3, I would remind the folks involved in
any discussion 1like that that the
branches of government were
prioritized in the Constitution in the
same fashion that the God-given rights
are prioritized in the Declaration—Ilife,
liberty, pursuit of happiness.

In the Constitution, Articles 1, 2, 3—
legislative, executive, judicial branches
of government—oprioritized because our
Founding Fathers envisioned that
there would be a struggle between the
three branches of the government, and
they wanted to set up a static power
base so that they expected that each
branch of government would jealously
protect its constitutional authority,
and there would be that tug of war, a
struggle, ethically and peacefully, they
hoped, between each branch of govern-
ment.

That is why they put the checks and
balances in place. They gave the legis-
lative authority to the United States
Congress, and the spending authority
to Congress, and the initiation of all
bills that initiate spending to the
House of Representatives. They didn’t
give it to the Senate because we were
to be the hot cup of coffee, and the
Senate was to be the saucer that that
coffee cooled in.

That is why we are 2-year terms here,
6-year terms over in the Senate, but
they wanted a legislative body that
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would be a quick reaction for us, a fast
response for if things got out of whack,
if they needed to be addressed quickly,
then they wanted the House of Rep-
resentatives to perhaps turn over
quickly so that the House could re-
spond to these issues in a fast way.

They wanted a judicial body, that
legislative body that could sit back,
maybe fold their arms a little bit, and
wait and be patient and think things
through so it wasn’t just emotional. It
was also kind of a hard-charging reac-
tion force in the House, and seasoned
by experience, I might add, Mr. Speak-
er; and a more careful, slower moving
body in the Senate, which I think they
clearly achieved a more careful, slower
moving body in the Senate.

But one of those examples in modern
day, when things went against the
American people in the elections of
2010, around March 23, 2010—it was
March 23—the final ©passage of
ObamacCare passed out from the Senate
and the House to President Obama’s
desk, and he signed that bill as fast as
he could get his signature on it. The
American people had rejected a Federal
Government takeover of our health in-
surance, at least as a minimum.

And I long said that, you know, our
soul is the most sovereign thing that
we have, and the government hasn’t
figured out how to nationalize that
yet. I don’t believe they ever will.

The second thing that is the most
sovereign thing that we have is our
bodies, our skin, and everything inside
it. ObamaCare nationalized a Federal
takeover of the management of our
body, our skin, and everything inside
of it, took out of our hands the ability
to manage our own health in a free
market system, and the public rejected
such an idea. They rejected
ObamaCare.

On March 23, it passed and was signed
into law. That election that ensued the
following November brought 87 fresh-
men Republicans to the House of Rep-
resentatives. Every one of them
pledged and every one of them ran on
the ticket to 100 percent, rip it out by
the roots, repeal ObamaCare. That is
the reaction of the public when this
body here was not responding to the
will of the people. They changed that
over in the very next election, which
was just months later, from the third
month to the eleventh month as—so
you are only—and 8 months later, the
election had taken place, and we had 87
new freshmen Republicans on the way.

We didn’t get as far as we needed to
get. We didn’t get it fully ripped out by
the roots, as I wanted to do, but you
can see the effects of that election to
this day, Mr. Speaker.

That is how our Founding Fathers
envisioned it would work—the House of
Representatives to be a quick reaction
force. They reacted quickly in the 2010
election. The American people weighed
in. When the executive branch gets out
of line, there are provisions there. If
there is going to be impeachment, the
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House has to initiate that impeach-
ment. But over in the Senate, the im-
peachment doesn’t remove a President
from office.

I believe it constitutionally requires
a trial in the Senate, but to remove a
President from office takes a two-
thirds majority in the United States
Senate. I don’t think they served us
very well in 1998, when the impeach-
ment went before the United States
Senate, when William Jefferson Clin-
ton was impeached by the House of
Representatives, because the trial in
the Senate didn’t bring us a verdict. It
put all the questions together.

And instead of asking the question,
“Did he commit the acts that the
House had indicted him for,” and in a
separate question, ‘‘Should he be re-
moved from office for that,” they
jammed those questions together, and
it gave some of the Democrat Senators
a way out. They didn’t have to answer
the question, whether they believed he
was guilty or not, so they never really
heard the case and gave us a verdict on
the conclusion.

It was inconclusive in the Senate. I
think that the way they framed those
questions that were voted upon by the
Senators, I think it was a disservice to
the American people, a disservice to
our Constitution.

But, nonetheless, there is a check
and a balance. If an executive—if a
President gets out of line, if his execu-
tive branch gets out of line, the House
of Representatives can initiate im-
peachment. The House of Representa-
tives can shut off all funding to that
branch of government or—well, it
wouldn’t do that, obviously, but to a
division within that branch of govern-
ment, we could cut the funds to the
funding to bring about the result that
is necessary if we have the conviction
here and if we believe it is prudent pol-
icy.

The House controls the spending. The
House initiates any impeachment that
might be required, and we don’t want
to ever exercise that unless it is judi-
ciously done for good reason and good
cause. And the Senate, the prudent
group of the Senate, come up for elec-
tion every 6 years, so they can sit back
a little bit. Only a third of them have
the level of apprehension that all of
those who are up for reelection in the
House of Representatives do.

But this balance, this check and bal-
ance between the three branches of
government, was that the branch of
government and the division within
it—the legislative branch and the U.S.
House of Representatives, the division
within it was always designed to be
able to control the other branches of
government and, by the way, able to
limit the United States Senate.

The reasons for that are why we are
up for election every 2 years so the peo-
ple would be sovereign. We the people
are the ones who really do decide who
is right in all of this Republican form
of government, which is guaranteed to
the American people in the Constitu-
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tion. We are guaranteed, Mr. Speaker,
a Republican form of government. But
in this form of government, it is we the
people; and we the legislators within
the United States House of Representa-
tives are the most accountable to the
people, and, by that, we need to be the
most responsive to the people as well.

I think history has proven that out.
So it doesn’t mean either that the Su-
preme Court gets to decide necessarily
what the Constitution means. I will de-
fine what it means here, Mr. Speaker,
and that is, the Constitution has to
mean what it says. It has to mean lit-
erally what it says, but it has to also
mean what it was understood to mean
at the time of its ratification.

Every one of us takes an oath to sup-
port and defend the Constitution. Here,
in the House, 435 of us; and over in the
Senate, 100 Senators; and a good num-
ber of executive branch employees, a
long ways down the line, take an oath
to support and defend the Constitution
of the United States.

Now, I take that oath seriously, and
I carry a Constitution in my jacket
pocket every day, as close to my heart
as it can get, to remember what this
means, what it means to me.

But I don’t take the oath to support
and defend the Constitution with the
idea in mind that I am going to shift
my oath and the meaning of my oath
to conform to a Supreme Court deci-
sion that does not reflect the original
understanding of the Constitution.
None of us can take an oath to a living,
breathing, moving interpretation of a
document.

This Constitution, Mr. Speaker, this
Constitution constitutes a contractual
guarantee, an intergenerational con-
tractual guarantee that this God-given
liberty, as defined in our Declaration,
and the Bill of Rights and the struc-
ture of our government and the func-
tion of our government, the enumer-
ated powers that are in here, that this
is an intergenerational contractual
guarantee passed down to us genera-
tion to generation, and it can’t change
its meaning just because five Justices
over there in the Supreme Court de-
cided to change its meaning.
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Now, I want to respect their jurispru-
dence and I respect almost all of the
decisions that have come down, but
there have been times in history when
an activist court has decided that they
are going to rewrite this society ac-
cording to their whim.

I have always admired Congressman
LOUIE GOHMERT of Texas, who is a
former judge. He came to this Congress
and he ran on this ticket. He has been
to Iowa a few times, and he is coming
back. He says this:

I found myself on the bench as a judge, and
I was constrained to interpret the literal
meaning of the Constitution and to interpret
the literal meaning of the laws that were
passed, and when I felt the urge to be a legis-
lator, I knew my obligation then was to
leave the bench and run for Congress.

That is what you need to do when
you feel in your heart that you are a
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legislator, when you reason that you
can do more to contribute as a legis-
lator than you can as a judge.

So LOUIE GOHMERT came to this Con-
gress. Congressman LOUIE GOHMERT
came to this Congress in the right way
for the right reasons, to legislate, be-
cause that was his heart’s desire, and
that is where he believed, and I hope
today he still believes, that he can do
the most good for this country.

But the Justices that sit on the
bench that decide that they can just ig-
nore the meaning of the Constitution
are undermining our God-given liberty.
They are undermining the foundation
delivered to us by the Founders. They
are undermining the Declaration. They
are undermining the Constitution
itself.

I can think of a few of those deci-
sions. The Kelo decision, where the Su-
preme Court ruled that private prop-
erty could be confiscated, condemned,
through eminent domain by a local ju-
risdiction of government and then
handed over to another private inter-
est.

Let’s just say that there is a widow
lady that lives in a certain section of
town, and she wants to live in that
house the rest of her life, but there are
developers that own the rest of the
land around her, and they want to put
in a shopping mall. So they would
come in and say to the lady: Hey, here
is our offer. We want to buy your
house.

And she says: No. No amount of
money can buy my house. I am going
to live in this house the rest of my life.

Well, in the Kelo decision, they went
to government, and government con-
demned the property, took that prop-
erty away from her. It was litigated all
the way to the Supreme Court, and the
Supreme Court ruled that local govern-
ment could condemn property under
the Fifth Amendment, the Fifth
Amendment, which says ‘‘nor shall pri-
vate property be taken for public use,
without just compensation.”

And think of this. They didn’t say
“‘nor shall private property be con-
demned and handed over to other pri-
vate interests, without just compensa-
tion,” because the Founding Fathers
never imagined that government would
have the audacity to condemn private
property to hand it over to other pri-
vate interests.

But the function of that decision
was, and so now the effect of the Kelo
decision is, the Fifth Amendment now
reads, in effect, de facto, we say: Nor
shall private property be taken with-
out just compensation. They struck
out those three words ‘‘for public use.”

That is the effect of a Supreme Court
decision, and it is an erroneous deci-
sion. It is a wrong decision. It doesn’t
reflect the language in the Fifth
Amendment of the Constitution.

The dissent was written by Justice
O’Connor. I didn’t know until after I
had made my statement on the floor
after that decision that her dissent
mirrored almost exactly the statement
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that I made on the floor in rejection of
it. I didn’t expect the gentleman at
that time from Massachusetts, Barney
Frank, to agree with me either, but
Barney Frank, Justice O’Connor,
STEVE KING, and many others agreed:
an erroneous decision.

A Supreme Court amended the Con-
stitution, in effect. They de facto
amended the Constitution of the
United States by coming down with a
decision that effectively struck the
words ‘‘for public use” out of the Fifth
Amendment, ‘“‘nor shall private prop-
erty be taken for public use, without
just compensation.”

So now there are extra constitutional
takings of private property handed
over to private property because local
government has concluded they can
collect more tax dollars off of that pri-
vate interest that wants to build a
shopping mall or a truck stop or what-
ever it might be to expand. That is the
kind of decision that a Supreme Court
can make that are activist decisions
that effectively amend our Constitu-
tion if we let them do that.

So we think of a decision like Roe v.
Wade and Doe v. Bolton. How did they
cook that up? Where does that come
from?

Well, it comes from out of the ema-
nations and penumbras, Madam Speak-
er, and it is rooted back in a decision
called the Griswold decision from the
sixties. I believe it was 1964.

Connecticut, at that time, a strong
Catholic State, had decided that they
would not allow for contraceptives to
be sold in Connecticut. The Griswold
couple, husband and wife, decided that
they had a right to privacy to purchase
contraceptives to exercise their 1lib-
erties.

Now, that decision that was made by
the State of Connecticut not to sell
contraceptives was a part of the lab-
oratory of the States. It is a State’s
right to pass a decision like that; and
as soon as the people in the State of
Connecticut decided they rejected that
decision, they can elect some new peo-
ple to their legislature.

But this was litigated to the Su-
preme Court. The Supreme Court of the
United States decided that that couple,
the Griswold couple, had a right to pri-
vacy, and that right to privacy in-
cluded the right to purchase contracep-
tives.

So they created a new right, a right
to privacy. They created it out of thin
air, which we now call out of the ema-
nations and penumbras. That is a little
shadow around the edge of the cloud
that maybe a Justice in a black robe
can see but the rest of us lay people or
even the brightest attorneys in the
land can’t quite see because they aren’t
seated on the Supreme Court.

Well, if you can find rights out of the
emanations and penumbras that you
can’t find in the very language of the
Constitution or statute, for that mat-
ter, you are an activist judge, and you
are trying to alter our society, amend
our society into your own fashion. You
are legislating from the bench.
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So they created a right to privacy,
and this right to privacy was then used
as the foundation of the decision in
Roe v. Wade and Doe v. Bolton that
granted, those two cases together,
abortion on demand—abortion on de-
mand, at least before viability. And vi-
ability is a very vague measure of a
baby that would be able to survive out-
side the womb.

Now, that length of maturity within
the womb and the ability to survive
outside the womb has changed substan-
tially, Madam Speaker, since Roe V.
Wade and Doe v. Bolton. Now we have
babies who survive clear down as early
as into the 20th week. Viability has
changed because medicine has gotten
ahead of this, and we have saved more
babies.

But viability wasn’t the only meas-
ure, because Doe v. Bolton gave all the
exceptions that I talked about earlier,
made exceptions for the health of the
mother, the physical health, the men-
tal health, the familial health, the fi-
nancial health, anything that might af-
fect her psyche. So it amounts to abor-
tion on demand for the sake of, well,
let’s wait until it is convenient to take
the life of that innocent little baby.

But what we see now, Madam Speak-
er, what we see now is that we are
watching these babies grow in the
womb and the ultrasound. My iPhone
has a number of little babies and the
ultrasounds in it, and you can watch as
those little babies will squirm and
reach their arm out, suck their thumb.
They look like they are trying to talk,
stretch their legs out. They move
around a lot more than we ever
thought they did.

I have talked to mothers who say as
they watch their little baby that is 19,
20 weeks along, squirming around in
the ultrasound, that a lot of the time
they can’t yet feel that movement. We
know that as we get later on, even us
dads get to feel that movement, and it
is a glorious thing. This is the develop-
ment of a miracle, and you can’t be a
parent or a grandparent and hold a lit-
tle baby that is flesh of your flesh and
not be amazed at the miracle of a little
baby.

When I took my firstborn in my
hands, little David STEVEN KING, and
put him in my hands and looked at
him, it was with awe that I saw so
many pieces about him: counted the
fingers and toes, took a look at his
eyes, saw every little feature that is
there, that little son.

And I began to ask that question
shortly after his birth: Could anyone
take his life now within minutes after
he was born? As squirmy and beautiful
and miraculous, created in God’s image
as he was, could anybody take his life
then? I don’t know anybody who would
be ghastly enough who could do so.

So I thought, if he is 20 minutes old
and we can’t take his life, if he is 5
minutes old and we can’t take his life,
if he is 1 minute old and we can’t take
his life, how could we take it a minute
before he was born? or 5 minutes? or an
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hour? or a day? or a week? or a month?
Where along this continuum from this
moment of conception would there be a
time that we could say: Oh, he is only
a blob of tissue?

He was never a blob of tissue. He was
always a unique human being, joining
together the DNA of his mother and his
father in a unique fashion that would
never be matched again.

Madam Speaker, think of this. Seven
billion people on the planet, every one
unique. Even the identical twins, the
identical quadruplets that are there,
their mother can tell them apart. Their
father can tell them apart most of the
time. And the older they get, the easier
it is. But 7 billion faces on this planet,
and God created those faces to be
unique. No two faces are the same.
Even if their DNA is matched up in
identical twins or identical quad-
ruplets or identical triplets, as rare as
they are, their mothers can look them
in the face and know which child is
which. The rest of us can figure out ev-
erybody else, and we can, a lot of
times, figure out the twins, too.

I have twin nieces that I could al-
ways tell apart. They would ask me
how I could, and I would say: Well, one
of you is really intelligent and the
other is really beautiful. You two fig-
ure out which is which. I am not going
to answer the question.

But we can tell them apart. Now,
what a gift from God, the creation, to
have the imagination to create faces,
every one unique. No matter how many
people on the planet there are, just the
facial features are unique, let alone all
the rest of us, let alone all the things
that go on in our heads and in our
minds and the experiences we have, the
personalities that develop differently.
That combination of nature or nurture
that we will never unlock the mystery
of that, that is all a gift from God.

We have aborted 60 million of the
gifts from God—60 million—and an-
other 60 million babies not born be-
cause their mothers were aborted. Chil-
dren who never had the opportunity to
live to draw that first breath of free
air.

When I welcome a new grandchild
into the world, I say a prayer over
them, Madam Speaker, and I pray that
they have a long and a healthy life, a
faithful life, and a life that is long and
healthy and faithful. And when that
day comes that they are called home at
the end of that long and healthy and
faithful life, I pray that the last breath
that they draw is more free than the
first breaths that they are drawing on
that day. And that is what we need to
work for: more freedom, more God-
given liberty, more young Ilives
brought into this world.

The very source of all joy comes from
little babies, from our children, and if
we stopped having babies, the joy
would finally just die down. The laugh-
ter, the giggling would just diminish
day by day by day until there was no
joy left in the world, because that is
the source of it. And yet we are
aborting 1 million babies a year.
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That is why, Madam Speaker, I
brought the Heartbeat bill to this
House of Representatives, H.R. 490, the
Heartbeat Protection Act. That is why
we have worked so hard to get cospon-
sors on this legislation, we worked so
hard to get the cosponsors.

People like former majority leader
Tom DeLay came here to work pro
bono. The leader of Faith2Action,
Janet Porter, a driving force, worked
to get cosponsors on this legislation,
worked to send the messages in the
right place. We carefully drafted lan-
guage that reflects our intent to save
the lives of as many babies as we can
from the moment of the heartbeat.

We require that, if the abortionist is
intending to commit an abortion, he
must first check for a heartbeat, and
that heartbeat would be detected at 7
to 8 weeks. If a heartbeat can be de-
tected, the baby is protected, because
we know that is a unique human being,
a sacred human life.
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I would like to go back to the mo-
ment of conception, but we can’t yet
medically identify that moment. But
we can identify when a heartbeat can
be detected. We all know that if there
is a beating heart, there is a baby
there. That heart doesn’t just sit down
there on its own beating away. It is in
the chest of a baby, a little baby, a lit-
tle unique boy or a girl who is a gift
from God. That baby has at least a 95
percent chance of successful birth once
we can detect that heartbeat in the
womb.

So how could we allow for the ending
of that unique human being’s life with-
out that baby ever having a chance to
draw a breath of free air or to scream
for its own mercy? How could we say
no to that? How could we have in our
earpieces that ultrasound of that beat-
ing heart?

That little granddaughter is 20 weeks
along and her heart was beating last
week, anyway, at 161 beats per minute.
That beat is strong, firm, and solid.
She has at least a 95 percent chance of
successful birth and being welcomed
into this world drawing that breath of
free air, and I will pray as freer still on
her last day many, many years from
now.

But we need to get there. We need to
protect these lives, and we need to get
a bill before the Supreme Court. So
here in this House, we are 170 cospon-
sors strong. We are far ahead of any
other significant piece of pro-life legis-
lation. I drafted the bill with the strat-
egy in mind, Madam Speaker, to get
the Heartbeat bill before the Supreme
Court after the next appointment to
the Supreme Court.

I am very pleased with what I see
with Neil Gorsuch. When I hear the ru-
mors of the potential retirements in
the Supreme Court, our three oldest
members of the Supreme Court are 84,
80, and 78 years old, Madam Speaker.
So we can expect a retirement fairly
soon. We need to have a bill out of the
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House of Representatives sitting on
MiTcH MCCONNELL’s desk long enough
and hard enough that we can gin up the
effort to get it passed out of the United
States Senate.

There are four windows that need to
be open before we can start to save
lives in significant numbers, Madam
Speaker. One of them is a pro-life ma-
jority in the House of Representatives.
We have that, 237 votes behind the
pain-capable 20-week bill.

The next one is a pro-life majority in
the United States Senate. Senator ROy
BLUNT made mention in our values
team here a couple of weeks ago that
they have a bare majority, a pro-life
majority in the Senate. Fifty-one votes
voted for the 20-week bill over there.
They didn’t break the filibuster, but 51.
That is a pro-life majority. If they sus-
pend the rules over there and get rid of
the filibuster rule, the votes are there
to pass Heartbeat bill over and send it
to the President’s desk. That is the
third window.

The first window is a pro-life major-
ity in the House. The second window is
a pro-life majority in the Senate. The
third window is a President who will
sign the Heartbeat bill to protect these
lives from the seventh or eighth week
all the way through. I don’t have any
doubt President Trump will sign such a
bill, and I don’t have any doubt that
Vice President PENCE will be standing
right next to him when that day
comes. I don’t know whether I am
going to be standing there, but I am
going to do everything I can, Madam
Speaker, to get the Heartbeat bill to
the President’s desk.

Yes, it will be litigated. The pro-
abortion people will litigate everything
that slows down the abortion mills in
this country. So it would be litigated.
And the timing of getting it out of the
Senate to the President’s desk and be-
fore the Court after the next confirma-
tion means we are called upon to move
the Heartbeat bill out of the House
within the next few months because as
we get closer to the election, it gets
harder. Things get crazy around here.
So if it gets passed around July, it is
going to be really hard to move the
Heartbeat bill.

There is a little rule that was handed
down, I think, from the previous
Speaker that says that pro-life legisla-
tion doesn’t move off the floor of the
House unless the top three pro-life or-
ganizations support it and will actively
support it here in the House of Rep-
resentatives.

Those organizations would be Family
Research Council. Tony Perkins sup-
ports the bill. The next organization is
Susan B. Anthony List. They also have
agreed to support the bill. Yes, they
have a priority they would like to have
move ahead of that, but Marjorie
Dannenfelser said:

Of course, I would never stand in the way
of something so good as the Heartbeat bill.

The third organization is the one
that is not fully on board. In fact, I
don’t see that they are supporting it in
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any way, and back channel says to me
that there are some statements made
to try to slow it down. That is the Na-
tional Right to Life, the oldest and the
largest pro-life organization in the
United States of America. They said
that they don’t oppose the Heartbeat
bill.

Madam Speaker, this is right off of
their electronic publication, whether it
happens to be a tweet or whether it is
their website, but here is their state-
ment: National Right to Life, pro-
tecting life in America since 1968.

National Right to Life says they do
not oppose the Heartbeat bill. I struck
through there with a red line and said:
Well, neither do they support it. They
don’t oppose the Heartbeat bill. Well,
they don’t support the Heartbeat bill.

They are stuck on this. They are
hidebound on this. Their mission state-
ment says that they support and pro-
tect life from the beginning of life
until natural death. They define the
beginning of life at the moment of fer-
tilization.

So how can you be National Right to
Life and not support the Heartbeat
bill?

Their reasoning is that they are
stuck in this. They refuse to challenge
the Supreme Court. They refuse to
challenge the viability standards that
were written into Roe v. Wade, Doe v.
Bolton, and Planned Parenthood v.
Casey.

If the number one pro-life organiza-
tion refuses to challenge the Supreme
Court on those standards, then what
they are really doing is accepting—and
some would say accepting the idea that
we are going to see 1 million abortions
a year in this country, as far as the eye
can see, because if you are not willing
to challenge the Supreme Court, then
you are accepting 1 million abortions.

That is what we get if we are trim-
ming around the edges with pain-capa-
ble at 20 weeks. I support all of this
legislation. Let’s do it all, Madam
Speaker. The pain-capable doesn’t get
the job done. It shies away from chal-
lenging the Supreme Court.

We wrote this Heartbeat bill, H.R.
490, in order to challenge the viability
standard the Supreme Court has. We
want to measure life—unique, precious,
sacred human life—from the moment
of conception until natural death, pro-
tected. By the way, protected in the
14th Amendment. We are all protected
in there: life, liberty, and property. So
all we need to do is define when life be-
gins, and we are obligated by the Con-
stitution to protect that life.

But the Supreme Court has different
ideas. I don’t believe they will after the
next appointment to the Supreme
Court.

So some of the people who agree with
National Right to Life have said that
not enough States have passed it.
Okay. So we went to work. Here are
the States that have passed heartbeat
protection language: Ohio, North Da-
kota, and Arkansas.

Now, John Kasich vetoed that legis-
lation.
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Who lobbied him to do that?

The arm of National Right to Life
and Planned Parenthood; side by side,
by the way.

What brings them to do that, Madam
Speaker?

Because they don’t want to challenge
the Supreme Court. There is testimony
that went before the Ohio Legislature
December 13, 2011, that said: We don’t
want to force Justice Kennedy to vote
“no” on a Heartbeat bill because then
Justice Ginsburg might write the ma-
jority opinion. If she does that, she
might take away the things we have
gained. And we should not go before
the Court and risk what we have
gained.

I would argue instead that every
time we have gone before the Court, we
have gained. We gain something. We
gain ground. The Court is sensitive to
the movement of our society. They
were sensitive to that when they ran
up the Obergefell decision that imposed
same-sex marriage on America. They
decided American society was ready for
same-sex marriage, and they gave us
an extraconstitutional decision and
forced it on everyone in America.

They must have been right because
there wasn’t a very big fight that was
put up. But by their rationale, we are a
lot more ready to protect innocent un-
born human life than we ever were for
gay marriage. Yet we need to get this
legislation before the Court.

Tonight at 6 o’clock eastern time, 7
o’clock central time, there is a full
hearing before the Iowa House of Rep-
resentatives on their Heartbeat legisla-
tion, which has passed the senate 30-20.
It went before the house. It has passed
out of committee out of the house last
Thursday night in the last hour that
was available in what they call funnel
week. Now this hearing is called for by
the pro-abortion people who want to
have a full house hearing. The wit-
nesses will be lined up there. They will
stand up for life tonight.

If the hearing goes the way we ex-
pect, I expect the bill will come before
the Iowa House of Representatives and
it will pass. Watching the expressions
on our excellent and wonderful first fe-
male Governor in the State of Iowa,
Kim Reynolds, I can’t imagine she
would do anything but sign it. I don’t
want to put words in her mouth. I am
just anticipating a wonderful result.

I believe in 1 week or 2 weeks that
becomes law in Iowa. Likely the pro-
abortion people will litigate like they
did in Mississippi on Mississippi’s 15-
week bill that we have just seen before
today, an injunction that is going be-
fore the Sixth Circuit. The viability
standards in Roe v. Wade, Doe V.
Bolton, and also Planned Parenthood v.
Casey will be challenged in the Fifth
Circuit on the basis of the Mississippi
law. Then that means that the Iowa
law that I anticipate also will be liti-
gated.

Why wouldn’t we send this standard
over to the Senate and on to go before
the Supreme Court?
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H.R. 490, the Heartbeat Protection
Act, litigated at the same time before
the United States Supreme Court along
with Mississippi’s 15-week bill and
Iowa’s Heartbeat bill. That looks to me
like a good result. That brings it from
several different angles.

I would remind the body that there
were three Federal circuits where the
partial-birth abortion legislation was
heard simultaneously. They arrived
packaged up in one case before the
United States Supreme Court, and life
prevailed in that case, as eventually
life will prevail in the United States of
America.

Madam Speaker, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

———

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

By unanimous consent, leave of ab-
sence was granted to:

Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of Texas
(at the request of Ms. PELOSI) for
today.

———

ENROLLED BILL SIGNED

Karen L. Haas, Clerk of the House,
reported and found truly enrolled a bill
of the House of the following title,
which was thereupon signed by the
Speaker:

H.R. 2154. An act to rename the Red River
Valley Agricultural Research Center in
Fargo, North Dakota, as the Edward T.
Schafer Agricultural Research Center.

—————

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. KING of Iowa. Madam Speaker, 1
move that the House do now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accord-
ingly (at 4 o’clock and 56 minutes
p.m.), under its previous order, the
House adjourned until tomorrow,
Wednesday, March 21, 2018, at 10 a.m.
for morning-hour debate.

——————

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC.

Under clause 2 of rule XIV, executive
communications were taken from the
Speaker’s table and referred as follows:

4304. A letter from the Director, Regu-
latory Management Division, Environmental
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule — Air Plan Approval;
Vermont; Nonattainment New Source Re-
view and Prevention of Significant Deterio-
ration Permit Program Revisions; Infra-
structure Requirements for National Ambi-
ent Air Quality Standards [EPA-R01-OAR-
2017-0589; FRIL-9975-16-Region 1] received
March 14, 2018, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); Public Law 104-121, Sec. 251; (110
Stat. 868); to the Committee on Energy and
Commerce.

4305. A letter from the Director, Regu-
latory Management Division, Environmental
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s withdrawal of direct final rule — Protec-
tion of Stratospheric Ozone: Revision to Ref-
erences for Refrigeration and Air Condi-
tioning Sector to Incorporate Latest Edition
of Certain Industry, Consensus-based Stand-
ards [EPA-HQ-OAR-2017-0472; FRL-9975-19-
OAR] (RIN: 2060-AT53) received March 8, 2018,
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pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); Public Law
104-121, Sec. 251; (110 Stat. 868); to the Com-
mittee on Energy and Commerce.

4306. A letter from the Director, Regu-
latory Management Division, Environmental
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule — Air Quality Plans; Pennsyl-
vania; Lebanon County 2012 Fine Particulate
Matter Standard Determination of Attain-
ment [EPA-R03-OAR-2017-0479; FRL-9975-00-
Region 3] received March 8, 2018, pursuant to
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); Public Law 104-121, Sec.
251; (110 Stat. 868); to the Committee on En-
ergy and Commerce.

4307. A letter from the Director, Regu-
latory Management Division, Environmental
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule — Oil and Natural Gas Sector:
Emission Standards for New, Reconstructed,
and Modified Sources; Amendments [EPA-
HQ-OAR-2010-0505; FRL-9975-10-OAR] (RIN:
2060-AT59) received March 8, 2018, pursuant
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); Public Law 104-121,
Sec. 2561; (110 Stat. 868); to the Committee on
Energy and Commerce.

4308. A letter from the Director, Regu-
latory Management Division, Environmental
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule — Lipochitooligosaccharide
(LCO) SP104; Exemption from the Require-
ment of a Tolerance [EPA-HQ-OPP-2017-0080;
FRL-9973-39] received March 8, 2018, pursuant
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); Public Law 104-121,
Sec. 2561; (110 Stat. 868); to the Committee on
Energy and Commerce.

4309. A letter from the Director, Regu-
latory management Division, Environmental
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule — Washington: Authorization
of State Hazardous Waste Management Pro-
gram Revisions [EPA-R10-RCRA-2017-0285;
FRL-9974-35-Region 10] received March 8,
2018, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); Public
Law 104-121, Sec. 251; (110 Stat. 868); to the
Committee on Energy and Commerce.

4310. A letter from the Director, Regu-
latory Management Division, Environmental
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule — Air Plan Approval; Massa-
chusetts; Logan Airport Parking Freeze
[EPA-R01-OAR-2017-0590; FRI1-9974-96-Region
1] received March 8, 2018, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); Public Law 104-121, Sec.
251; (110 Stat. 868); to the Committee on En-
ergy and Commerce.

4311. A letter from the Director, Regu-
latory Management Division, Environmental
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule — Air Plan Approval; Ohio;
Redesignation of the Delta, Ohio Area to At-
tainment of the 2008 Lead Standard [EPA-
R05-OAR-2017-0256; FRL-9975-46-Region 5] re-
ceived March 8, 2018, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); Public Law 104-121, Sec. 251; (110
Stat. 868); to the Committee on Energy and
Commerce.

4312. A letter from the Director, Regu-
latory Management Division, Environmental
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule — Approval and Promulgation
of Air Quality Implementation Plans; Vir-
ginia; Amendment to Ambient Air Quality
Standard for Ozone [EPA-R03-OAR-2016-0592;
FRL-9975-13-Region 3] received March 8, 2018,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); Public Law
104-121, Sec. 251; (110 Stat. 868); to the Com-
mittee on Energy and Commerce.

4313. A letter from the Director, Regu-
latory Management Division, Environmental
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule — Approval and Promulgation
of Air Quality Implementation Plans; Vir-
ginia; Removal of Clean Air Interstate Rule
(CAIR) Trading Programs [EPA-R03-OAR-
2017-0215; FRL-9975-32-Region 3] received
March 8, 2018, pursuant to 5 TU.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); Public Law 104-121, Sec. 251; (110
Stat. 868); to the Committee on Energy and
Commerce.
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4314. A letter from the Director, Regu-
latory Management Division, Environmental
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule — Approval and Promulgation
of Air Quality Implementation Plans; Vir-
ginia; Revisions to the Regulatory Definition
of Volatile Organic Compound [EPA-R03-
OAR-2017-0544; FRL-9975-37-Region 3] re-
ceived March 8, 2018, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); Public Law 104-121, Sec. 251; (110
Stat. 868); to the Committee on Energy and
Commerce.

4315. A letter from the Director, Regu-
latory Management Division, Environmental
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule — Fluopicolide; Pesticide Tol-
erances [EPA-HQ-OPP-2016-0257; FRL-9973-44]
received March 8, 2018, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); Public Law 104-121, Sec. 251; (110
Stat. 868); to the Committee on Energy and
Commerce.

4316. A letter from the Director, Regu-
latory Management Division, Environmental
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule — Implementation of the 2015
National Ambient Air Quality Standards for
Ozone: Nonattainment Area Classifications
Approach [EPA-HQ-OAR-2016-0202; FRI1-9975-
23-OAR] (RIN: 2060-AT41) received March 8,
2018, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); Public
Law 104-121, Sec. 251; (110 Stat. 868); to the
Committee on Energy and Commerce.

4317. A letter from the Director, Regu-
latory Management Division, Environmental
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule — Kasugamycin; Pesticide
Tolerances [EPA-HQ-OPP-2016-0519; FRL-
9972-96] received March 8, 2018, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); Public Law 104-121, Sec.
2561; (110 Stat. 868); to the Committee on En-
ergy and Commerce.

4318. A letter from the Secretary, Depart-
ment of the Treasury, transmitting a six-
month periodic report on the national emer-
gency with respect to Somalia that was de-
clared in Executive Order 13536 of April 12,
2010, pursuant to 50 U.S.C. 1641(c); Public
Law 94-412, Sec. 401(c); (90 Stat. 1257) and 50
U.S.C. 1703(c); Public Law 95-223, Sec 204(c);
(91 Stat. 1627); to the Committee on Foreign
Affairs.

4319. A letter from the Secretary, Depart-
ment of the Treasury, transmitting a semi-
annual report detailing telecommunications-
related payments made to Cuba pursuant to
Department of the Treasury licenses during
the period from July 1 through December 31,
2017, pursuant to 22 U.S.C. 6004(e)(6); Public
Law 102-484, Sec. 1705(e)(6) (as amended by
Public Law 104-114, Sec. 102)(g)); (110 Stat.
794); to the Committee on Foreign Affairs.

4320. A letter from the Secretary of the In-
terior and Secretary of Energy, Department
of the Interior and Department of Energy,
transmitting a letter supplementing the cer-
tification to Congress, that the Department
of the Interior intends to disburse remaining
funds in the Treasury account in accordance
with Sec. 35 of the Mineral Leasing Act, 30
U.S.C. 191, pursuant to 10 U.S.C. T439(f)(2);
Public Law 105-85, Sec. 3404(a) (as amended
by Public Law 107-107, Sec. 1048(c)(14)); (115
Stat. 1226); to the Committee on Natural Re-
sources.

4321. A letter from the Attorney-Advisor,
U.S. Coast Guard, Department of Homeland
Security, transmitting the Department’s
final rule — Consolidated Cruise Ship Secu-
rity Regulations [Docket No.: USCG-2006-
23846] (RIN: 1625-AB30) March 16, 2018, pursu-
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); Public Law 104-
121, Sec. 251; (110 Stat. 868); to the Committee
on Transportation and Infrastructure.

4322. A letter from the Attorney Advisor,
U.S. Coast Guard, Department of Homeland
Security, transmitting the Department’s
final rule — Marine Casualty Reporting
Property Damage Thresholds [Docket No.:
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USCG-2016-0748] (RIN: 1625-AC33) received
March 16, 2018, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); Public Law 104-121, Sec. 251; (110
Stat. 868); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

———

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XII, public
bills and resolutions of the following
titles were introduced and severally re-
ferred, as follows:

By Mr. WILSON of South Carolina:

H.R. 5336. A Dbill to amend the Foreign
Agents Registration Act of 1938 to limit the
exemption from the registration require-
ments of such Act for persons engaging in
activities in furtherance of bona fide reli-
gious, scholastic, academic, or scientific pur-
suits or the fine arts to activities which do
not promote the political agenda of a foreign
government, to amend the Higher Education
Act of 1965 to clarify the disclosures of for-
eign gifts by institutions, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on the Judiciary,
and in addition to the Committee on Edu-
cation and the Workforce, for a period to be
subsequently determined by the Speaker, in
each case for consideration of such provi-
sions as fall within the jurisdiction of the
committee concerned.

By Mr. KNIGHT (for himself, Mr.
ESPAILLAT, Mr. CHABOT, and Ms.
VELAZQUEZ):

H.R. 5337. A Dbill to amend section 3903 of
title 31, United States Code, to establish ac-
celerated payments applicable to contracts
with certain small business concerns, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Over-
sight and Government Reform.

By Mrs. HANDEL:

H.R. 5338. A bill to amend the Food and Nu-
trition Act of 2008 to repeal authority to
make bonus payments to States based on
performance; to the Committee on Agri-
culture.

By Mr. YARMUTH (for himself, Mr.
DENHAM, and Mr. REICHERT):

H.R. 5339. A bill to reauthorize the Run-
away and Homeless Youth Act, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Education
and the Workforce.

By Mr. STIVERS (for himself, Mr. Fos-
TER, Mr. DAVIDSON, Mr. DUFFY, Mr.
CRAMER, Mr. KING of New York, Ms.
VELAZQUEZ, Mr. HUIZENGA, Mr. JOYCE
of Ohio, Mr. BILIRAKIS, Mr. DANNY K.
DAvVIS of Illinois, Mr. RUSH, Mr.
BRENDAN F. BOYLE of Pennsylvania,
Mr. PETERS, Mrs. WATSON COLEMAN,
and Mr. GOSAR):

H.R. 5340. A bill to strengthen the position
of the United States as the world’s leading
innovator by amending title 35, United
States Code, to protect the property rights
of the inventors that grow the country’s
economy; to the Committee on the Judici-
ary, and in addition to the Committee on En-
ergy and Commerce, for a period to be subse-
quently determined by the Speaker, in each
case for consideration of such provisions as
fall within the jurisdiction of the committee
concerned.

By Mr. POE of Texas (for himself and
Mrs. CAROLYN B. MALONEY of New
York):

H.R. 5341. A bill to reauthorize programs
authorized under the Debbie Smith Act of
2004; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. LAHOOD:

H.R. 5342. A Dbill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to ensure that the Internal
Revenue Service responds promptly to Tax-
payer Advocate Directives, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.
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By Mr. CARTER of Georgia (for him-
self, Mr. WELCH, Mr. GRIFFITH, Mr.
AUSTIN ScoTT of Georgia, Mr. COL-
LINS of Georgia, and Mrs. MCMORRIS
RODGERS):

H.R. 5343. A bill to amend the Public
Health Service Act to nullify certain con-
tractual provisions prohibiting or penalizing
a pharmacist’s disclosure of the availability
of therapeutically equivalent alternative
drugs, or alternative methods of purchasing
the prescription drug, that are less expen-
sive, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Energy and Commerce.

By Mr. ISSA (for himself, Mr. GOOD-
LATTE, and Mr. NADLER):

H.R. 5344. A bill to make technical amend-
ments to update statutory references to cer-
tain provisions which were formerly classi-
fied to chapters 14 and 19 of title 25, United
States Code; to the Committee on the Judici-
ary.

By Mr. BROOKS of Alabama (for him-
self and Mr. SMITH of Texas):

H.R. 5345. A bill to designate the Marshall
Space Flight Center of the National Aero-
nautics and Space Administration to provide
leadership for the U.S. rocket propulsion in-
dustrial base, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Science, Space, and Tech-
nology.

By Mr. POSEY (for himself, Mr. SMITH
of Texas, Mr. BABIN, and Mr. LAWSON
of Florida):

H.R. 5346. A bill to amend title 51, United
States Code, to provide for licenses and ex-
perimental permits for space support vehi-
cles, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Science, Space, and Technology.

By Mr. AMODETI:

H.R. 5347. A bill to facilitate resolution of
environmental remediation and reclamation,
resolve potential liability of the United
States, and promote economic development
in Lyon County, Nevada, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Natural Re-
sources.

By Mr. BANKS of Indiana:

H.R. 5348. A bill to amend title 10, United
States Code, to codify and make permanent
the authority of the Secretaries of the mili-
tary departments to conduct programs on
career flexibility to enhance retention of
members of the Armed Forces, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Armed Serv-
ices.

By Mr. COHEN (for himself, Mr. ROE of
Tennessee, Mr. DUNCAN of Tennessee,
Mr. FLEISCHMANN, Mr. DESJARLAIS,
Mr. COOPER, Mrs. BLACK, Mrs. BLACK-
BURN, and Mr. KUSTOFF of Ten-
nessee):

H.R. 5349. A bill to designate the facility of
the United States Postal Service located at
1320 Autumn Avenue in Memphis, Tennessee,
as the ‘“‘Judge Russell B. Sugarmon Post Of-
fice Building”’; to the Committee on Over-
sight and Government Reform.

By Mr. GRIFFITH:

H.R. 5350. A bill to amend the Consolidated
Farm and Rural Development Act to author-
ize the Secretary of Agriculture to award
grants to benefit the Appalachia region, and
for other purposes; to the Committee on Ag-
riculture, and in addition to the Committee
on Education and the Workforce, for a period
to be subsequently determined by the Speak-
er, in each case for consideration of such pro-
visions as fall within the jurisdiction of the
committee concerned.

By Mr. KRISHNAMOORTHI (for him-
self and Mr. SMITH of Washington):

H.R. 5351. A bill to prohibit the enforce-
ment of a nondisclosure agreement based on
an individual’s employment in the Executive
Office of the President if the disclosure of in-
formation in violation of the agreement is
based on whistleblowing; to the Committee
on Oversight and Government Reform.
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By Ms. KUSTER of New Hampshire (for
herself, Mr. NOLAN, and Ms. SHEA-
PORTER):

H.R. 5352. A bill to provide rental assist-
ance to low-income tenants of certain multi-
family rural housing projects, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Financial
Services.

By Mr. LANCE (for himself, Mr. KEN-
NEDY, Mr. COLLINS of New York, Ms.
ESHOO, Mr. BARTON, and Ms. MATSUI):

H.R. 5353. A bill to amend the Public
Health Service Act to reauthorize and ex-
pand a program of surveillance and edu-
cation, carried out by the Centers for Dis-
ease Control and Prevention, regarding in-
fections associated with injection drug use;
to the Committee on Energy and Commerce.

By Mr. MOULTON (for himself and Ms.
STEFANIK):

H.R. 5354. A bill to amend the Communica-
tions Act of 1934 to require United States-
based foreign media outlets to submit semi-
annual reports to the Federal Communica-
tions Commission, and for other purposes; to
the Committee on Energy and Commerce.

By Ms. NORTON (for herself, Mr. CAR-
SON of Indiana, and Mr. WITTMAN):

H.R. 5355. A bill to amend chapter 77 of
title 5, United States Code, to clarify certain
due process rights of Federal employees serv-
ing in sensitive positions, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Oversight and
Government Reform.

By Ms. STEFANIK:

H.R. 5356. A Dbill to establish the National
Security Commission on Artificial Intel-
ligence; to the Committee on Armed Serv-
ices, and in addition to the Committees on
Education and the Workforce, Foreign Af-
fairs, Science, Space, and Technology, and
Energy and Commerce, for a period to be
subsequently determined by the Speaker, in
each case for consideration of such provi-
sions as fall within the jurisdiction of the
committee concerned.

By Mr. GOHMERT:

H. Res. T91. A resolution expressing support
for the designation of Cesar Chavez’s birth-
day, March 31, as National Border Control
Day; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. SERRANO (for himself, Ms.
VELAZQUEZ, Mr. GUTIERREZ, and Mr.
S0TO):

H. Res. 792. A resolution urging the Sec-
retary of the Interior to recognize the histor-
ical significance of Roberto Clemente’s place
of death near Pifiones in Loiza, Puerto Rico,
by adding it to the National Register of His-
toric Places; to the Committee on Natural
Resources.

———

CONSTITUTIONAL AUTHORITY
STATEMENT

Pursuant to clause 7 of rule XII of
the Rules of the House of Representa-
tives, the following statements are sub-
mitted regarding the specific powers
granted to Congress in the Constitu-
tion to enact the accompanying bill or
joint resolution.

By Mr. WILSON of South Carolina:

H.R. 5336.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article I, Section 8

By Mr. KNIGHT:

H.R. 5337.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article I, Section 8, Clause 3—The Con-
gress shall have Power . . . To regulate Com-
merce with foreign Nations, and among the
several States, and with the Indian Tribes

and
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Article I, Section 8, clause 18—The Con-
gress shall have Power ... To make all
Laws which shall be necessary and proper for
carrying into Execution . . . all other Pow-
ers vested by this Constitution in the Gov-
ernment of the United States, or in any De-
partment or Officer thereof.

By Mrs. HANDEL:

H.R. 5338.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article 1 Sec. 8 Clause 1

Article 1 Sec. 8 Clause 18

By Mr. YARMUTH:

H.R. 5339.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article I, Section 8 of the Constitution of
the United States

By Mr. STIVERS:

H.R. 5340.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article 1, Section 8, clause 8, ‘‘to promote
the Progress of Science and useful Arts, by
securing for limited Times to Authors and
Inventors the exclusive Rights to their re-
spective Writings and Discoveries,”’

By Mr. POE of Texas:

H.R. 5341.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Clause 18 of section 8 of article I of the
Constitution which states that Congress has
the power ‘“‘to make all laws which shall be
necessary and proper for carrying into Exe-
cution the foregoing Powers, and all other
Powers vested by this Constitution in the
Government of the United States, or in any
Department or Officer thereof.

By Mr. LAHOOD:

H.R. 5342.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

The Congress shall have Power To lay and
collect Taxes, Duties, Imposts and Excises,
to pay the Debts and provide for the common
Defence and general Welfare of the United
States.

The Congress shall have power to lay and
collect taxes on incomes, from whatever
source derived, without apportionment
among the several States, and without re-
gard to any census or enumeration.

By Mr. CARTER of Georgia:

H.R. 5343.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

This bill is enacted pursuant to the power
granted to Congress Under Article I, Section
8 of the United States Constitution.

By Mr. ISSA:

H.R. 5344.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article I, Section 8, Clause 18 of the Con-
stitution.

Article I, Section 8, Clause 18 of the Con-
stitution confers on Congress the authority
to make all laws necessary and proper for
carrying into execution the powers vested by
the Constitution in the government of the
United States, or in any department or offi-
cer thereof. This legislation makes technical
amendments to update statutory references
to certain provisions classified to title 25,
United States Code, as necessary to keep the
title current and make technical corrections
and improvements. Making revisions to the
United States Code is a necessary role of
Congress with respect to executing the pow-
ers vested by the Constitution in the govern-
ment of the United States.

By Mr. BROOKS of Alabama:

H.R. 5345.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article 1, section 8 of the United States
Constitution
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By Mr. POSEY:

H.R. 5346.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article I, Section 8, Clause 3 of the Con-
stitution of the United States: The Congress
shall have Power to regulate Commerce with
foreign nations, and among the several
States, and with the Indian tribes.

Article I, Section 8, Clause 18 of the Con-
stitution of the United States: The Congress
shall have Power to make all Laws which
shall be necessary and proper for carrying
into Execution the forgoing Powers, and all
other Powers vested by this Constitution in
the Government of the United States or in
any Department or Officer thereof.

By Mr. AMODEI:

H.R. 5347.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

The Congress shall have Power to dispose
of and make all needful Rules and Regula-
tions respecting the Territory or other Prop-
erty belonging to the United States. . . .

Article IV, Section 3, Clause 2

By Mr. BANKS of Indiana:

H.R. 5348.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article 1, Section 8, Clause 3 of the U.S.
Constitution, which gives Congress the
power ‘‘to regulate commerce with foreign
nations, and among the several states, and
with the Indian tribes.”

By Mr. COHEN:

H.R. 5349.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article I, Section 8

By Mr. GRIFFITH:

H.R. 5350.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

This bill is enacted pursuant to the power
granted to Congress under Article I, Section
8 of the United States Constitution.

By Mr. KRISHNAMOORTHI:

H.R. 5351.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article 1, Section 8, Subsection 18: To
make all Laws which shall be necessary and
proper for carrying into Execution the fore-
going Powers, and all other Powers vested by
this Constitution in the Government of the
United States, or in any Department or Offi-
cer thereof.

By Ms. KUSTER of New Hampshire:

H.R. 5352.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article I, Section 8, Clause 1 (relating to
the power of Congress to provide for the gen-
eral welfare of the United States) and Clause
18 (relating to the power to make all laws
necessary and proper for carrying out the
powers vested in Congress)

By Mr. LANCE:

H.R. 5353.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article 1, Section 8 of the Constitution of
the United States provides that the Congress
shall have power to lay and collect taxes, du-
ties, imposts and excises, to pay the debts
and provide for the common defence and gen-
eral welfare of the United States;

Article 1, Section 8, of the Constitution of
the United States provides Congress the au-
thority to make all laws which shall be nec-
essary and proper for carrying into execution
the foregoing powers, and all other powers
vested by this Constitution in the govern-
ment of the United States, or in any depart-
ment or officer thereof.

By Mr. MOULTON:

H.R. 5354.
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Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:
Article I, Section 8, Clause 3 of the U.S.
Constitution.
By Ms. NORTON:
H.R. 5355.
Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:
clause 18 of section 8 of article I of the
Constitution.
By Ms. STEFANIK:
H.R. 5356.
Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:
Article 1, Section 8, of the Constitution of
the United States of America.

———

ADDITIONAL SPONSORS

Under clause 7 of rule XII, sponsors
were added to public bills and resolu-
tions, as follows:

H.R. 25: Mr. FERGUSON.

H.R. 173: Mr. DESAULNIER, Mr. GENE GREEN
of Texas, and Ms. MOORE.

H.R. 307: Mr. RICE of South Carolina.

H.R. 392: Mrs. HANDEL.

H.R. 613: Mr. HUDSON.

H.R. 721: Mr. GRIJALVA and Mrs. HANDEL.

H.R. 754: Mr. HIGGINS of Louisiana, Mr.
FLEISCHMANN, Mrs. DINGELL, Mr. BABIN, Mrs.
BusTOS, and Mr. ROSKAM.

H.R. 788: Mr. PAULSEN.

H.R. 820: Mrs. HANDEL.

H.R. 959: Ms. MOORE.

H.R. 1017: Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of
Texas.

H.R. 1022: Ms. PINGREE.

H.R. 1054: Mrs. BROOKS of Indiana and Ms.
WASSERMAN SCHULTZ.

H.R. 1111: Ms. KELLY of Illinois.

H.R. 1150: Mr. BUDD.

H.R. 1173: Mr. MCGOVERN, Mr. KING of
Iowa, Mr. SMITH of Nebraska, Ms. BORDALLO,
and Ms. NORTON.

H.R. 1192: Mr. BURGESS.

H.R. 1206: Mr. BANKS of Indiana.

H.R. 1212: Mr. COSTELLO of Pennsylvania.

H.R. 1247: Mr. COSTELLO of Pennsylvania.

H.R. 1270: Mr. AMODEI, Ms. NORTON, and Mr.
MCGOVERN.

H.R. 1300:

H.R. 1317:

H.R. 1318:

H.R. 1478: Mr. AGUILAR.

H.R. 1596: Mr. PASCRELL.

H.R. 1602: Ms. BAass and Mr. LAWSON of
Florida.

Mr.
Mr.
Mr.

KHANNA.
KELLY of Pennsylvania.
JOYCE of Ohio.
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H.R. 1615: Mr. CARTWRIGHT.

H.R. 1661: Mr. EMMER.

H.R. 1683: Mr. BRIDENSTINE.

H.R. 1861: Mr. BEYER, Mr. BERA, Mr. TED
LIEU of California, Mr. VEASEY, Mr. TONKO,
and Mr. SCHNEIDER.

H.R. 1881: Mr. AUSTIN ScOTT of Georgia.

H.R. 2004: Mr. ROSKAM.

H.R. 2293: Mr. THOMAS J. ROONEY of Flor-
ida.

H.R. 2345: Mr. BILIRAKIS.

H.R. 2452: Mrs. COMSTOCK.

H.R. 2683: Mr. SHERMAN and Mr. MESSER.

H.R. 2903: Mrs. BROOKS of Indiana and Mr.
KHANNA.

H.R. 3030: Ms. BONAMICI.

H.R. 3174: Mr. AUSTIN SCOTT of Georgia.

H.R. 3192: Mr. DESAULNIER.

H.R. 3207: Mr. PocAN, Mr. CRIST, Mr.
DEUTCH, Mr. CUMMINGS, Mr. MEEKS, and Ms.
McCOLLUM.

H.R. 3528: Mr. SCHWEIKERT.

H.R. 35645: Mr. MOULTON and Ms. DELBENE.

H.R. 3617: Mr. COHEN and Mr. SOTO.

H.R. 3641: Mr. GRAVES of Georgia.

H.R. 36564: Mr. SCHNEIDER, Ms. TITUS, and
Ms. ESTY of Connecticut.

H.R. 3694: Mr. VISCLOSKY.

H.R. 3738: Mr. POCAN.

H.R. 3767: Ms. McCOLLUM.

H.R. 3806: Ms. JAYAPAL.

H.R. 3861: Mr. HULTGREN and Mr. ROSS.

H.R. 3871: Mr. VALADAO.

H.R. 3913: Ms. CLARKE of New York.

H.R. 3918: Mr. NORCROSS.

H.R. 3969: Mr. BRADY of Pennsylvania.

H.R. 4024: Mr. BIGGS.

H.R. 4057: Mrs. LOWEY.

H.R. 4119: Mr. YODER.

H.R. 4143: Ms. EsHOO.

H.R. 4177: Ms. PLASKETT.

H.R. 4202: Ms. SINEMA.

H.R. 4206: Mr. BUDD.

H.R. 4221: Mrs. NAPOLITANO, Ms. BROWNLEY
of California, Mr. JOHNSON of Georgia, and
Mr. COLE.

H.R. 4265:

H.R. 4275:

H.R. 4392:

H.R. 4471:

H.R. 4476:

H.R. 4518:

Mr. AMODEL.
Ms. KUSTER of New Hampshire.
Ms. SINEMA.
Mrs. BROOKS of Indiana.
Mr. GIANFORTE.
Ms. DEGETTE.

H.R. 4575: Mr. HULTGREN.

H.R. 4655: Mr. DUFFY.

H.R. 4659: Mr. KUSTOFF of Tennessee and
Mr. AUSTIN ScOTT of Georgia.

H.R. 4681: Mr. RASKIN.

H.R. 4682: Ms. TENNEY, Mr. SMITH of Texas,
and Mr. WITTMAN.
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H.R. 4706: Mr. LOWENTHAL.

H.R. 4732: Mr. ROKITA.

H.R. 4734: Mrs. BROOKS of Indiana and Mr.
GUTIERREZ.

H.R. 4827: Mrs. NAPOLITANO.

H.R. 4841: Mr. BLUMENAUER, Mr. NORCROSS,
and Mr. DUNN.

H.R. 4903: Mr. DESJARLAIS.

H.R. 4916: Mr. GAETZ, Mr. WENSTRUP, Mr.
RENACCI, Mr. WOMACK, and Mr. JOHNSON of
Louisiana.

H.R. 4943: Mr. WOODALL.

H.R. 5034: Mr. CAPUANO, Mr. VISCLOSKY, Mr.
O’HALLERAN, Mr. JEFFRIES, Mrs. WATSON
COLEMAN, and Mr. JOHNSON of Georgia.

H.R. 5052: Ms. MOORE.

H.R. 5076: Mr. CRIST.

H.R. 5080: Mr. BUDD.

H.R. 5102: Ms. MATSUI.

H.R. 5126: Mr. POE of Texas.

H.R. 5127: Mrs. TORRES.

H.R. 5132: Mr. SENSENBRENNER, Mr. VIs-
CLOSKY, Mr. BURGESS, Mrs. HANDEL, Ms.
MENG, Mrs. ROBY, Mr. SCHRADER, Mr.
MouLTON, Mr. McCAUL, and Mr. ROUZER.

H.R. 5180: Mr. PALLONE, Mr. RYAN of Ohio,
and Mr. BEYER.

H.R. 5199: Mr. HUDSON and Mr. GRAVES of
Georgia.

H.R. 5261: Mr. LATTA.

H.R. 5275: Mr. YOHO.

H.R. 5279: Mr. HUFFMAN.

H.R. 5281: Mr. BARR.

H.R. 5282: Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi, Mr.
ARRINGTON, and Mr. NORCROSS.

H.R. 5305: Mr. SMITH of Nebraska.

H.R. 5313: Mr. WILLIAMS and Mr. BRAT.

H.R. 5324: Ms. STEFANIK.

H.J. Res. 122: Mr. MESSER and Mr. BANKS of
Indiana.

H. Con. Res. 10: Mrs. HARTZLER.

H. Con. Res. 72: Mr. BLUMENAUER.

H. Con. Res. 111: Mr. RYAN of Ohio, Mr.
DELANEY, Mr. LONG, Mr. MICHAEL F. DOYLE
of Pennsylvania, and Mr. BABIN.

H. Res. 128: Mr. VARGAS, Mr. LOEBSACK, Mr.
DOGGETT, Mr. CASTRO of Texas, and Mr.
HOLDING.

H. Res. 211: Ms. NORTON.

H. Res. 307: Mr. LOUDERMILK.

H. Res. 433: Mr. RUSSELL.

H. Res. 763: Ms. MENG and Mrs. TORRES.

H. Res. 786: Mrs. DAVIS of California, Mr.
BROWN of Maryland, and Mr. DEUTCH.
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The Senate met at 10 a.m. and was
called to order by the Honorable BEN
SASSE, a Senator from the State of Ne-
braska.

—————

PRAYER

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

Let us pray.

Eternal Father, teach us how to
praise You at all times, constantly glo-
rifying Your Name and expressing grat-
itude for Your prevailing providence.

Lord, thank You for sustaining our
lawmakers as they strive to fulfill
Your purposes for our Nation and
world. Set them free from all fears, re-
minding them that You have been their
help in the past and should be their
hope for the years to come.

Forgive us all for duties
unperformed, promptings disobeyed,
and beckonings ignored.

We pray in Your merciful Name.
Amen.

———

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

The Presiding Officer 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.

————

APPOINTMENT OF ACTING
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will please read a communication
to the Senate from the President pro
tempore (Mr. HATCH).

The bill clerk read the following let-
ter:

U.S. SENATE,
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE,
Washington, DC, March 20, 2018.
To the Senate:

Under the provisions of rule I, paragraph 3,
of the Standing Rules of the Senate, I hereby
appoint the Honorable BEN SASSE, a Senator

Senate

from the State of Nebraska, to perform the
duties of the Chair.
ORRIN G. HATCH,
President pro tempore.

Mr. SASSE thereupon assumed the
Chair as Acting President pro tempore.

————
RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-

pore. Under the previous order, the
leadership time is reserved.
———
RECOGNITION OF THE MAJORITY
LEADER

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The majority leader is recog-
nized.

———

TRIBUTE TO OKSANA MASTERS

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President,
during Sunday’s closing ceremonies at
the Pyeongchang Paralympics, the
American flag was held high by a spe-
cial member of Team USA. Oksana
Masters of Louisville, KY, was elected
by her teammates to represent our Na-
tion at the ceremonies, capping off her
remarkable trip.

Born in Chernobyl with radiation
poisoning, Oksana was adopted at the
age of 7T and came to the United States.
She underwent a number of medical
procedures at a young age, including
the amputation of both of her legs, but
that didn’t stop her. Regardless of the
obstacle, she pushed through.

This year marks her fourth
Paralympics. She entered Pyeongchang
with a silver and two bronze medals,
but this time, this talented multisport
athlete set her sights on the gold, and
I am happy to report that Oksana, once
again, achieved her goal. She ascended
to the top of the podium, not once but
twice.

Kentucky is very proud of Oksana
and all that she has accomplished. She
is a fine representative of our Com-
monwealth and our Nation.

ALLOW STATES AND VICTIMS TO
FIGHT ONLINE SEX TRAF-
FICKING BILL

Mr. McCONNELL. Now, Mr. Presi-
dent, on a totally different matter, the
Senate continues to consider a bill that
would strike back against the evils of
sex trafficking. The topic is all too fa-
miliar to me and many of my col-
leagues who have fought against child
exploitation for decades. In recent
years, as trafficking has migrated from
street corners to smartphones, reports
of child sex trafficking have ticked up
dramatically.

My friend and colleague from Ohio,
Senator PORTMAN, has been especially
committed to rooting out the cause of
this crisis. He has built a broad bipar-
tisan coalition in support of the legis-
lation currently before the Senate. It is
designed to close a loophole in existing
law that allows websites to avoid re-
sponsibility, even as they knowingly
facilitate trafficking. It would ensure
that any institutions that are party to
this reprehensible practice are subject
to strict penalties—the ones they de-
serve.

I urge each of my colleagues to join
us in taking decisive action for our Na-
tion’s children.

———

YEMEN RESOLUTION

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, on
another matter, later today the Senate
will vote on a resolution offered by the
junior Senators from Vermont and
Utah. Their goal is to end U.S. support
for the Saudi Arabian-led coalition
fighting the Houthi insurgency in
Yemen, and they propose to do this
using provisions of the War Powers
Resolution and the International Secu-
rity Assistance and Arms Export Con-
trol Act.

I oppose their resolution for two rea-
sons. The first reason is that my col-
leagues’ substantive policy aim is actu-
ally misguided. Supreme  Leader
Khamenei and his regime know what
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their goals are: Preserving their rule,
expanding Iranian hegemony across the
region, and harming the United States
and Israel. That is what they want to
do. That is why Iran exports violence,
intimidation, and coercion. That is
why Iran expands its ballistic missile
program. That is why Iran uses proxies,
such as the Houthis, Hezbollah, and
other Shia militias, along with cyber
attacks and other terrorism, to meddle
in Yemen, Syria, Lebanon, Iraq, Bah-
rain, and beyond.

During the Obama administration,
America drew down our forward-de-
ployed military and conventional force
structure. We chased after a flawed nu-
clear agreement. We reduced our com-
mitment to our Sunni Arab partners.
Iran noticed our reticence and saw an
opportunity. It expanded its support of
proxies and built strategies to exploit
the unrest following civil wars in
Yemen and Syria and the rampage of
ISIL into Iraq.

If this meddling is to be confronted,
if terrorist threats are to be countered,
and if arms shipments are to be cur-
tailed, the United States will need the
help of our regional partners. One key
partner is Saudi Arabia. We have
shared common interests for decades.
We have worked together to counter
Iran, support the Free Syrian Army,
and combat ISIL. Today the support
the United States provides to the
Saudi-led coalition, including aerial re-
fueling over the Red Sea, contributes
to greater precision in their air cam-
paign and actually leads to fewer civil-
ian casualties. So let me say that
again: Withdrawing U.S. support would
increase, not decrease, the risk of civil-
ian casualties, and it would signal that
we are not serious about containing
Iran or its proxies. The Houthi pres-
ence would continue threatening ship-
ping lanes in the Red Sea. Iranian mis-
siles would continue threatening Ri-
yvadh, and Iran would be further
emboldened. That is why the goal of
this resolution is bad policy.

But my colleagues’ resolution is also
procedurally mistaken. The expedited
authorities they wish to draw upon are
meant for removing U.S. forces from
actual participation in hostilities, but
our support for the Saudi coalition has
not caused us to enter active warfare
or hostilities in Yemen.

The Department of Defense and Sec-
retary Mattis have made clear that
U.S. forces are not engaged in ex-
changes of fire with hostile forces. Ac-
cording to the Acting General Counsel
of the Department of Defense: ‘‘The
limited military and intelligence sup-
port that the United States is pro-
viding to the [KSA-led] coalition does
not involve any introduction of U.S.
forces into hostilities for purposes of
the War Powers Resolution or of sec-
tion 1013 of the Department of State
Authorization Act, Fiscal Years 1984
and 1985.”

I support that assessment. The re-
fueling of aircraft over the Red Sea
does not equate to introducing U.S.
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forces into hostilities nor does intel-
ligence sharing. U.S. forces are not
transporting Saudi forces into combat
within Yemen by air, land, or sea. So
the expedited procedures this resolu-
tion seeks to exploit simply do not
apply here.

If Senators disagree with my assess-
ment of the merits and oppose our sup-
port for the coalition, they have sev-
eral legislative tools available to them.
They could try to restrict funds
through the appropriations process,
amend the Arms Control Export Act
for the licensing of defense services or
the National Defense Authorization
Act. Instead, we face a resolution
which purports to require the Presi-
dent to withdraw U.S. forces from hos-
tilities in Yemen—hostilities which we
have not entered.

In a recent speech, Secretary Mattis
explained:

History proves that nations with allies
thrive. . . . Working by, with and through al-
lies who carry their equitable share allows
us to amass the greatest possible strength.

Imagine how challenging that would
become if every advise-and-assist mis-
sion our forces undertake around the
globe becomes subject to
misapplication of the War Powers Res-
olution.

Thus, I oppose this resolution on
grounds of policy and on grounds of
procedure, and I urge our colleagues to
join me this afternoon.

——
OMNIBUS APPROPRIATIONS

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, on
a final matter, later this week, the
Senate will consider an omnibus spend-
ing package to address a number of
critical priorities, from vrebuilding
America’s infrastructure to fighting
the opioid epidemic. In particular,
building on the funding agreement
passed in February, the measure will
deliver the resources and certainty
that America’s military deserves. To
be specific, this legislation will provide
the largest year-on-year increase in de-
fense funding in 15 years. After years of
disproportionate cuts to our armed
services, Congress has begun to provide
adequate resources to put an end to the
harmful decline in combat readiness,
to fulfill our commitments to Amer-
ican families who sacrifice through
service—many of them in my home
State of Kentucky.

For our men and women in uniform,
this means a well-deserved pay raise.
For our veterans back home, it means
increased oversight and modernization
in the Veterans’ Administration care
system, thanks to a record level of VA
funding. Our warriors on the frontline
deserve to be trained to the highest
standards, as do the units that replace
them. Now our commanders can work
to restore combat readiness—and not a
moment too soon. Threats around the
world are only growing in number and
intensity. By strengthening our invest-
ment in missile defense, by funding
new weapons systems, by scaling up
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shipbuilding and aircraft procurement,
and by investing in our all-volunteer
servicemembers, we will send a strong
message to our allies and our foes alike
that America’s military is regaining
dominance.

This week, my colleagues will have
the opportunity to follow through and
address the pressing needs of the de-
fense community. I hope each of them
will join me in voting to swiftly pass
the ommnibus, thus giving our Armed
Forces the resources they need and de-
serve.

I yield the floor.

———

RECOGNITION OF THE MINORITY
LEADER

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Democratic leader is recog-
nized.

————
OMNIBUS APPROPRIATIONS

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. President, while
the Senate conducts an important de-
bate today on Yemen, we continue to
negotiate an omnibus spending bill. It
will follow through on the bipartisan
budget deal we struck in February
that, for the first time in a long time,
will robustly fund our military and
provide substantial investment in our
middle class.

For too long, the arbitrary and point-
less sequester caps held back Federal
investment in jobs, scientific research,
healthcare, and education. They also
handicapped our military and pre-
vented long-term planning at the Pen-
tagon. The budget deal paved the way
to do away with the harmful sequester
caps, and now the omnibus will put the
nail in the coffin.

Negotiations continue between the
four leaders. A few sticking points re-
main but we are very close to signing
off on legislation that both Houses will
be able to take up and pass by the end
of the week.

Mr. President, on the omni, I agree
with the leader. Hopefully, we can
come to an agreement and pass it this
week. It has some things no one likes,
and it has a lot of things not everybody
likes but most people like. The basic
structure of it was a fair compromise,
and, hopefully, we can come to an
agreement. Our staffs are working real-
ly hard.

——————

PUERTO RICO AND U.S. VIRGIN IS-
LANDS HURRICANE RECOVERY
EFFORT

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. President, I
would like to say a word about Puerto
Rico. Today marks the sixth anniver-
sary of Hurricane Maria’s landfall on
the island—the 6-month anniversary.
We all know that the storm in Puerto
Rico and the U.S. Virgin Islands was
one of the most powerful and dev-
astating ever to have struck those is-
lands. There was terrible damage to
schools, hospitals, water systems,
roads, homes, and businesses.
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For months and months, people
didn’t have electricity or clean water
or cell service. Far too many people are
still waiting for relief. There are 120,000
people without electricity. Hundreds of
thousands continue to lose power on a
temporary basis. Calculating the hours
of lost electricity service, Puerto Rico
has experienced the longest blackout in
the history of the United States.

Tens of thousands are still awaiting
permanent shelter, and 10,000 small
businesses are closed.

Puerto Rico struggled with a severe
debt and healthcare crisis before Hurri-
cane Maria came to its shores. The
damage wrought by the hurricane has
set the island even further back, de-
spite the valiant efforts of its people.

Congress has passed significant relief
as part of the bipartisan budget agree-
ment earlier this year. We have to
make sure that the aid goes to where it
needs to go and that we provide addi-
tional aid if it is required.

To the Ilong-suffering citizens of
Puerto Rico, the Virgin Islands, and
the thousands who have relocated to
the mainland, we haven’t forgotten
you. We are here to help you. You are
on our minds, and we are going to keep
fighting to help you rebuild your
homes, your communities, and your be-
loved islands.

————
REPUBLICAN TAX BILL

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. President, fi-
nally, on the tax bill, I just note that,
once again, every day the more people
learn about this tax bill, the more they
don’t like it. Stock buybacks continue
at a hugely rapid rate. Aid to workers
is much, much smaller, and the Amer-
ican people are learning this bill was
of, by, and for the wealthiest Ameri-
cans and the most powerful corpora-
tions. That is wrong. We welcome the
debate on the tax bill because the more
people learn about it, the more they
don’t like it.

Since the beginning of the tax de-
bate, Republicans have insisted their
bill is about cutting taxes for working
Americans. Even though the bill would
direct 83 percent of the benefits to the
top 1 percent, Republicans said workers
were the focus. Even though they made
corporate tax cuts permanent but let
the individual tax cuts expire, they
said the middle class would be the real
winners.

Democrats warned that if you gave
big corporations and the wealthiest
Americans the lion’s share of the tax
cuts, those benefits wouldn’t trickle
down to employees and the middle
class. We warned that corporations
would do what they always do when
they have profits—distribute them
amongst themselves. Even though big
companies like AT&T were already
paying low effective corporate rates,
they had been shedding jobs and invest-
ment for years even before the tax bill.

Unfortunately, our warnings proved
prescient. Almost every day, we hear a
new story about a corporation using
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the savings from the Republican tax
bill to purchase its own stock, called a
stock buyback, which boosts the cor-
poration’s stock price to provide a re-
ward for wealthy executives and share-
holders.

Just this morning, the Kentucky-
based chemical company Ashland an-
nounced a brand-new $500 million share
repurchasing program. And last night,
the total amount of corporate share
buybacks surpassed $225 billion since
the Republican tax bill became law.

Stock buybacks are a big reason why
workers no longer see the benefits of
record corporate profits. Why? Because
instead of investing corporate profits
in things that benefit the long-term
health of the company and its work-
ers—like higher wages, new equipment,
research and development, or new
hires—corporations spend the money
on share buybacks.

In fact, stock buybacks were illegal
until 1982, which is about the same
time that wages stopped increasing
with corporate profits.

Republicans dutifully remind us that
companies are also handing out bo-
nuses. Yes, a few. But let me highlight
the disparity between buybacks and in-
vestment in workers: According to a
recent analysis by Just Capital, only 6
percent of the capital allocated by
companies from the tax bill’s savings
has gone to employees, while nearly 60
percent has gone to shareholders.

The theory behind the Republican
tax bill was to allow corporations and
the richest Americans to keep more of
their already outrageous wealth, and
maybe the benefits will trickle down to
everyone else. As we are already see-
ing, that idea was a folly, and the
American middle class will eventually
pay the price.

Because of the enormous cost of the
Republican tax bill, $1.5 trillion, the
deficit and debt will grow over the next
several years and Republicans are al-
ready targeting Social Security, Med-
icaid, and Medicare for cuts to make up
the difference. So on top of a tax cut
that mostly goes to the folks who need
it the least, the Republican tax bill is
an excuse for Republicans to come
after Social Security, Medicare, and
Medicaid.

That is why the bill is so unpopular
that Republicans have abandoned it in
last two special elections in Virginia
and Pennsylvania.

The American people are already
waking up to the reality that the Re-
publican tax bill was not the middle-
class miracle the Republicans prom-
ised, and in November, they will have
the chance to move America in a dra-
matically different direction by voting
for a party that actually wants to focus
tax relief on working America, not cor-
porate America.

I yield the floor.

I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.
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Mr. SANDERS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

CONCLUSION OF MORNING
BUSINESS

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Morning business is closed.

ALLOW STATES AND VICTIMS TO
FIGHT ONLINE SEX TRAF-
FICKING ACT OF 2017—MOTION TO
PROCEED

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, the
Senate will resume consideration of
the motion to proceed to H.R. 1865,
which the clerk will report.

The bill clerk read as follows:

Motion to proceed to Calendar No. 339,
H.R. 1865, a bill to amend the Communica-
tions Act of 1934 to clarify that section 230 of
such Act does not prohibit the enforcement
against providers and users of interactive
computer services of Federal and State
criminal and civil law relating to sexual ex-
ploitation of children or sex trafficking, and
for other purposes.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Vermont.

S.J. RES. 54—MOTION TO
DISCHARGE

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. President, pursu-
ant to section 1013 of the Department
of State Authorization Act, fiscal years
1984 and 1985, and in accordance with
the provisions of section 601(b) of the
International Security Assistance and
Arms Export Control Act of 1976, I
make a motion to discharge S.J. Res.
54 from the Committee on Foreign Re-
lations.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, there is
4 hours of debate on the motion, equal-
ly divided between the proponents and
the opponents.

Mr. SANDERS. Thank you,
President.

Article I, section 8 of the Constitu-
tion states in no uncertain terms that
“‘Congress shall have power to . . . de-
clare war.”

Let me repeat it. Article I, section 8
of the Constitution states it is Con-
gress that has the power to declare
war.

The Founding Fathers gave the
power to authorize military conflicts
to Congress, the branch most account-
able—not to the President but to Con-
gress—and that is the issue we are
going to be debating today.

For far too long, Congress, under
Democratic and Republican adminis-
trations, has abdicated its constitu-
tional role in authorizing war. The
time is long overdue for Congress to re-
assert that constitutional authority,
and that is what today is about.

That is why I and 14 cosponsors of
this resolution—Senators LEE, MUR-
PHY, WARREN, BOOKER, DURBIN, LEAHY,

Mr.
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MARKEY, FEINSTEIN, WYDEN, MERKLEY,
BLUMENTHAL, GILLIBRAND, SCHATZ, and
BALDWIN—that is what we are doing
with S.J. Res. 54.

What we are saying is, if Congress
wants to go to war in Yemen or any-
place else, vote to go to war. That is
your constitutional responsibility.
Stop abdicating that responsibility to
a President, whether it is a Republican
President or, as in the past, Demo-
cratic Presidents.

I expect that colleagues today will be
arguing about what the word ‘‘hos-
tilities”” means within the context of
the 1973 War Powers Resolution. What
does the word ‘‘hostilities’ mean?
Some will argue that American troops
are not out there shooting and getting
shot at, not exchanging gunfire with
their enemies, and that we are not
really engaged in the horrifically de-
structive Saudi-led war in Yemen. That
is what some will argue on the floor
today—that we are really not engaged
in hostilities; we are not exchanging
fire.

Well, please tell that to the people of
Yemen whose homes and lives are
being destroyed by weapons marked
“Made in the USA” and dropped by
planes being refueled by the U.S. mili-
tary on targets chosen with U.S. assist-
ance. Only in the narrowest, most le-
galistic terms can anyone argue that
the United States is not actively in-
volved in hostilities alongside Saudi
Arabia in Yemen.

Let me take a minute to tell my col-
leagues what is happening in Yemen
right now because a lot of people don’t
know. It is not something that is on
the front pages of the newspapers or
covered terribly much on television.

Right now, in a very poor nation of 27
million people—that is the nation of
Yemen—in November of last year, the
United Nations Emergency Relief Coor-
dinator told us that Yemen was on the
brink of ‘“‘the largest famine the world
has seen for many decades.” That is
from the United Nations. So far, in this
country of 27 million people—this very
poor country—over 10,000 civilians have
been killed and 40,000 civilians have
been wounded. Over 3 million people in
Yemen, in a nation of 27 million, have
been displaced—driven from their
homes. Fifteen million people lack ac-
cess to clean water and sanitation be-
cause water treatment plants have
been destroyed. More than 20 million
people in Yemen—over two-thirds of
the population of that country—mneed
some Kkind of humanitarian support,
with nearly 10 million in acute need of
assistance. More than 1 million sus-
pected cholera cases have been re-
ported, representing potentially the
worst cholera outbreak in world his-
tory. That is what is going on in
Yemen today as a result of the Saudi-
led war there.

Here is the bottom line: If the Presi-
dent of the United States or Members
of Congress believe that support for
this war is in the U.S. interests—and I
think some do—if you think that the
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United States right now, for our own
interests, should be involved in the
civil war in Yemen, being led by Saudi
Arabia, then Members of the U.S. Sen-
ate should have the courage to vote for
U.S. participation in that war. It is
nothing more complicated than that.

If you want to come to the floor of
the Senate and make the case as to
why you think it is good public policy
for us to be involved in the civil war in
Yemen, come to the floor and oppose
our resolution, but what I hope very
much that we will not see today is the
tabling of this motion and the refusal
by Members of the Senate to vote up or
down as to whether we wish to con-
tinue aiding Saudi Arabia in this hu-
manitarian disaster.

If you believe, as I do, that we should
not get sucked into this civil war,
which has already caused so much
human suffering, please vote against
tabling the motion to discharge and
vote with us on final passage. If you be-
lieve the United States should continue
to assist Saudi Arabia in this war, I
urge you to have the courage to tell
your constituents that is your decision
and why you have made that decision
when you vote against final passage. In
other words, if you support the war,
have the courage to vote for it; if you
don’t, support the resolution Senator
LEE, Senator MURPHY, and I have in-
troduced.

Let me give my colleagues at least
two reasons why Congress must re-
assert its constitutional authority over
the issue of war and why we cannot
continue to abdicate that responsi-
bility to the President, and those have
everything to do with the two most
significant foreign policy disasters in
the modern history of the United
States—the war in Iraq and the war in
Vietnam. In both of these cases, Con-
gress sat back and failed to ask the
hard questions as two administra-
tions—one Republican, one Demo-
cratic—led us into conflicts with disas-
trous consequences.

Interestingly, today is a historically
significant day for us to debate this
resolution. Fifteen years ago today, on
March 20, 2003, the war in Iraq began,
and the bombs started falling in Bagh-
dad—15 years ago today. I was one of
those who opposed the Iraq war in the
beginning, and today it is now broadly
acknowledged that the war—that war—
was a foreign policy blunder of enor-
mous magnitude. That war created a
cascade of instability around the re-
gion that we are still dealing with
today in Syria and elsewhere and will
be for many years to come. Indeed, had
it not been for the war in Iraq, ISIS
would almost certainly not exist.

That war deepened hostilities be-
tween Sunni and Shia communities in
Iraq and elsewhere. It exacerbated a re-
gional conflict for power between
Saudi Arabia and Iran and their prox-
ies in places like Syria, Lebanon, and
Yemen, and it undermined American
diplomatic efforts to resolve the
Israeli-Palestinian conflict.
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The devastation experienced by
Iraq’s civilians was enormous. A recent
academic study by U.S., Canadian, and
Iraqi researchers found that over
400,000 Iraqi civilians—nearly half a
million people—were killed directly or
indirectly as a consequence of that
war.

That war led to the displacement of
nearly 5 million people, both inside and
outside Iraq, putting great stress on
the ability of surrounding countries to
deal with these refugee flows.

We have also seen this more recently
in Europe as the large numbers of peo-
ple fleeing the Syrian war have gen-
erated a backlash in European coun-
tries, giving rise to anti-Muslim and
anti-immigrant sentiments.

The war in Iraq led to the deaths—to
the deaths—of some 4,400 American
troops and the wounding, physical and
emotional, of tens of thousands of oth-
ers, not to mention the pain inflicted
on family members. By the way, that
war in Iraq cost us trillions of dollars—
money that could have been spent on
healthcare, education, infrastructure,
and environmental protection.

The Iraq war, like so many other
military conflicts, had unintended con-
sequences. It ended up making us less
safe, not more safe.

It must be said that the Bush admin-
istration and the President lied when
he told the American people:
“[Saddam’s] regime is seeking a nu-
clear bomb, and with fissile material
could build one within a year.” That
was not true.

Vice President Dick Cheney lied
when he told us:

There is no doubt that Saddam Hussein
now has weapons of mass destruction. There
is no doubt he is amassing them to use
against our friends, against our allies, and
against us.

Dick Cheney—not true.

No one disagrees that Saddam Hus-
sein was a brutal, murderous dictator,
but it is now known he had nothing to
do with 9/11. The Bush administration
lied to the American people. Iraq had
no weapons of mass destruction. It was
not connected to 9/11.

The American people were misled by
the Bush administration into believing
that the Iraq war was necessary to pre-
vent another 9/11, and Congress did not
challenge them on those claims in a
way that Congress should have—with
disastrous consequences.

That was a Republican administra-
tion. Now let me tell you about a
Democratic administration where,
once again, Congress refused to assert
its constitutional responsibility.

Let us go back to 1964, to a conflict
that began under similarly false prem-
ises. President Lyndon Johnson cited
an attack on a U.S. ship in the Gulf of
Tonkin as a pretext for escalating the
U.S. intervention in Vietnam and send-
ing more and more and more troops
into that quagmire.

But we now know from declassified
recordings that Johnson himself doubt-
ed that the USS Maddor had come
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under fire on August 4, 1964. As we all
know, that alleged attack was used to
push for the Gulf of Tonkin resolution
authorizing Johnson to escalate U.S.
military involvement in Vietnam, and
we now know that the Secretary of De-
fense, Robert McNamara, misled Con-
gress and the public in order to gen-
erate support for that resolution.

You don’t have to believe me. This is
what LCDR Pat Paterson wrote in a
paper for the U.S. Naval Institute:
“The evidence suggests a disturbing
and deliberate attempt by Secretary of
Defense McNamara to distort the evi-
dence and mislead Congress.”

Paterson, interestingly enough, also
quotes another author who wrote:

To enhance his chances for election, [John-
son] and McNamara deceived the American
people and Congress about events and the na-
ture of the American commitment in Viet-
nam. They used a questionable report of a
North Vietnamese attack on American naval
vessels to justify the president’s policy to
the electorate and to defuse Republican sen-
ator and presidential candidate Barry Gold-
water’s charges that Lyndon Johnson was ir-
resolute and ‘‘soft’” in the foreign policy
arena.

Interestingly enough, that author is
H.R. McMaster, President Trump’s cur-
rent National Security Advisor.

Lyndon Johnson’s administration
misled both Congress and the American
people into that war, just as the Bush
administration misled us into the war
in Iraq, and what disasters both of
those wars were. The war in Vietnam
nearly destroyed an entire generation
of young people. Almost 60,000 died in
that war, and God knows how many
came back wounded in body and in
spirit. It almost destroyed an entire
generation. Yet Congress abdicated its
responsibility in Vietnam, as it did in
Iraq.

The truth about Yemen is that U.S.
forces have been actively engaged in
support of the Saudi coalition in this
war, providing intelligence and aerial
refueling of planes whose bombs have
killed thousands of people and made
this humanitarian crisis far worse. U.S.
involvement in the Yemen war has also
proved counterproductive to the effort
against al-Qaida’s affiliates. The State
Department’s ‘‘Country Reports on
Terrorism 2016’ found that the conflict
between Saudi-led forces and the
Houthi insurgents has helped al-
Qaida’s and ISIS’s Yemen branch to
‘“‘deepen their inroads across much of
the country.” In other words, as we see
again, when there is chaos, when there
is mass confusion, ISIS and their allies
are able to jump in.

Furthermore, while Iran’s support for
Houthi insurgents is of serious concern
for all of us, the truth is that this war
has increased, not decreased, the op-
portunities for Iranian interference.

The Trump administration has tried
to justify our involvement in the
Yemen war as necessary to push back
on Iran. Well, another administration
told us that invading Iraq was nec-
essary to confront al-Qaida, and an-
other told us that the Vietnam war was
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necessary to contain Communists.
None of that turned out to be true.

The Congress, at those times, should
have asked the hard questions, which
they didn’t ask. The Congress should
have taken its constitutional role seri-
ously and should have done what the
Constitution demands that it do, and
that is what my cosponsors and I are
doing today.

I see my colleague Senator LEE here.
He has been very active in standing up
for the Constitution on this issue, and
I will yield to him in a minute. But
here is the bottom line—and it is not a
complicated line; the Constitution is
clear: The U.S. Congress decides wheth-
er we go to war. There is no question in
my mind that by aiding Saudi Arabia
in the way that we are doing, we are
assisting in war. We are in a conflict.

If Members of the Senate think that
conflict makes sense and is good public
policy for the United States of Amer-
ica, vote down our resolution. If you
agree with Senator LEE and me that it
is a bad idea, support us. But what I
would urge in the strongest possible
terms is that Members of the Senate
have to end the abdication of our con-
stitutional responsibility. Accept it;
vote yes or vote no. Do not vote to
table this resolution and duck the con-
stitutional responsibility that we have.

I yield the floor to my colleague,
Senator MIKE LEE.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Utah.

Mr. LEE. Mr. President, the issue we
are confronting today is one that deals
with the separation of powers outlined
in the U.S. Constitution.

Our system of government was set up
in such a way as to protect the people
from the dangers associated with the
excessive accumulation of power in the
hands of a few. We knew from our expe-
rience under British rule that bad
things happen, especially at a national
level, when too few people exercise too
much of the power. Nowhere is this
more evident than in the case of the
war power. In fact, much of the Revolu-
tionary struggle that led to the cre-
ation of our Nation resulted from war-
time activities undertaken by a Mon-
arch thousands of miles and an ocean
away. It is important today that we re-
member those same concerns and the
constraints placed in our Constitution
as we run our government nearly 2%
centuries later.

I am happy to be here with my col-
league, Senator SANDERS, to file a dis-
charge motion for our resolution, S.J.
Res. 54.

Whether you are present in the
Chamber today, physically with us, or
whether you are tuning in at home, I
hope you will listen closely so that we
can fill you in on the unauthorized
Middle East war that your govern-
ment—the government of the United
States of America—is supporting and
actively participating in as a cobellig-
erent.

This war in Yemen has killed tens of
thousands of innocent civilians—
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human beings, lest we forget—each one
of them possessing innate, immeas-
urable worth and dignity. This war has
created refugees, orphans, widows; it
has cost millions of dollars; and, be-
lieve it or not, at the end of the day, it
actually has, quite arguably, under-
mined our fight against terrorist
threats such as ISIS. I will expand on
these unfortunate facts in a moment,
but for now, let’s just focus on one
thing. Our military’s involvement in
Yemen has not been authorized by Con-
gress as required by the Constitution.

Article I, section 8 of the Constitu-
tion states that the Congress shall
have the power to declare war—Con-
gress, not the President, not the Pen-
tagon, not someone else within the ex-
ecutive branch of government, but Con-
gress. Yet in 2015, then-President
Obama initiated our military involve-
ment in Yemen and did so without au-
thorization from Congress.

The current administration has con-
tinued Obama’s war. Senator SANDERS,
Senator MURPHY, our cosponsors, and I
are now giving Congress a chance to fix
this error by debating and voting on
our Nation’s continued involvement in
this unauthorized, illegal war in
Yemen.

If, as our opponents claim, this war is
necessary, then surely they can defend
that argument before this body and be-
fore the House of Representatives and,
ultimately, secure authorization from
Congress, just as the Constitution de-
mands under article I, section 8. But if,
on the other hand, they cannot defend
this war and they cannot persuade a
majority of the Members of this body
and a majority of the Members of the
House of Representatives that this is a
war that needs to be fought, then it
needs to end. Let’s have an honest
reckoning about this war today.

Before this debate gets underway in
earnest, there are a few points that I
would like to clarify.

First, let’s talk about Iran for just a
moment. Yes, the Houthis did fire on a
U.S. Navy vessel. This only reinforces
the fact that Yemenis view the United
States as a participant in this war, re-
gardless of whether or not Congress
wants to acknowledge that participa-
tion or approve it, as the Constitution
requires. But overall, there are con-
flicting reports about the extent of Ira-
nian support for the Houthi rebels.

What we do know is this: The
Houthis are a regional rebel group that
does not itself threaten the United
States. While the Houthis are no
friends of ours, neither are they a seri-
ous threat to American national secu-
rity. The longer we fight against them,
the more reason we give them to hate
America and embrace the opportunists
who are our true enemy in the region—
Iran. And the more we prolong activi-
ties that destabilize the region, the
longer we harm our own interests in
terms of trade and broader regional se-
curity.

The bottom line is this: We are
spending a great deal of time and treas-
ure to defeat a regional rebel group
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with no desire to attack the homeland
and unclear ties to Iran. Iran’s influ-
ence is much clearer in other parts of
the Middle East with other groups—for
example, with the murderous terrorist
group, Hezbollah.

If we want to counter Iran, let’s have
that debate in Congress and vote to
equip this administration with the nec-
essary authorization to use our vast
and fearsome military resources to de-
feat its proxies—not to create new
proxies by turning rebel groups against
us.

Let’s talk about ISIS for a moment.
Our resolution would not impede the
military’s ability to fight terror
groups, like ISIS, inside Yemen. The
resolution itself requires the removal
of U.S. forces from hostilities in
Yemen, except—except, and I quote—
“United States Armed Forces engaged
in operations directed at Al Qaeda or
associated forces.” That is a direct
quote from the text of the resolution
itself. It should put to rest the notion
that this would somehow jeopardize
our ability to fight terrorists.

The Pentagon and the executive
branch have long insisted that they
have adequate authority under the au-
thorization for the use of military
force enacted in 2001—adequate author-
ity under the 2001 AUMF to fight
against ISIS.

If those at the Pentagon and else-
where in the executive branch or any of
my colleagues now claim that this res-
olution specifically needs to exempt
operations against ISIS, then what are
we to make of their previous con-
fidence in the 2001 AUMF? Have they
suddenly lost faith in that document
overnight or are they merely using this
argument as a pretense to oppose our
resolution?

I personally believe that the 2001
AUMF has been stretched too far. Our
resolution, however, is completely ag-
nostic on this point. It is entirely ag-
nostic about whether counterterror op-
erations against al-Qaida and ISIS can
proceed in the wake of the resolution.
Our resolution is specific, and our reso-
lution relates specifically to the
Houthis. Nothing in this bill may be in-
terpreted as an AUMF.

Lastly, with regard to Saudi Arabia
and the ongoing visit of Crown Prince
Mohammad bin Salman in Washington,
DC, at the moment, I have been deeply
concerned about our illegal war in
Yemen since its inception and have
taken steps to end our involvement in
that war. I presented questions to our
combatant commanders on the topic,
just as I have for other unauthorized
operations in the past. I had hoped the
new administration might take prompt
action to end our unauthorized activi-
ties in Yemen. Sadly, that has not oc-
curred.

Last fall, after countless missed op-
portunities and some broken assur-
ances, my colleagues and I decided it
was time to take matters into our own
hands. By ‘‘matters,” I mean those
matters that are specifically already in
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our hands, those matters that are al-
ready granted to the Congress and to
no other branch of government.

There may be some short-term im-
pact on the U.S.-Saudi relationship,
but overall the Crown Prince should
understand that this protracted and
clearly nonconclusive war only hurts
his government’s stability and legit-
imacy. He, too, should want a quick
end to this conflict. Saudi Arabia is an
indispensable partner in the region,
without which the United States would
be less successful. But the Saudis
themselves are at an inflection point
within their own government. Working
with the United States should be a goal
for the Crown Prince and should be a
credibility-lending endeavor.

The resolution before you is the prod-
uct of years of effort. It was not timed
in any way, shape, or form to coincide
with the Crown Prince’s visit. It was
drafted with one thing in mind, which
is to make sure that before we put U.S.
blood and treasure on the line, before
we put the sons and daughters of the
American people who have served in
harm’s way into an area in which hos-
tilities are ongoing, to get involved in
combat capacities in an area where
conflict is brewing, we owe it to them,
we owe it to their parents, we owe it to
their families, and we owe it to our-
selves, having taken an oath to uphold,
protect, and defend the Constitution of
the United States, to do it the right
way—not just because the Constitution
requires that but also because of the
reasons the Constitution requires that.

It makes sense that when we are
doing something that has a greater ca-
pacity to impact our government, our
standing in the world, our own secu-
rity, and the lives of those who were
sworn to protect us, we do it in the
right way, not just through the appro-
priate branch of government but
through the appropriate branch of gov-
ernment in part because that is the
only place where an open, honest, pub-
lic debate can occur.

It is one thing to make a decision
somewhere within the military chain
of command on whether to undertake a
particular action, but this is one of the
reasons why, in order to declare war, in
order to get us involved in a war in the
first place, it requires action by Con-
gress, because this is the branch of the
Federal Government most accountable
to the people at the most regular inter-
vals.

Over the course of many decades,
under the leadership of Congresses and
White Houses of every conceivable par-
tisan combination, we have seen a
gradual shift of power in a number of
areas—including regulatory policy,
trade policy, and the exercise of the
war power—over to the executive
branch of government. When we don’t
exercise that power, it starts to atro-
phy; the Constitution means less, and
it is less able to protect the American
people. That is why this resolution
matters. That is why I urge my col-
leagues to support this resolution.
Let’s do this the right way.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. KEN-
NEDY). The Senator from Vermont.

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. President, may I
ask my colleague from Utah a very
simple question? Whether or not he
agrees with me that we are talking
about two separate issues.

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

Mr. SANDERS. It seems to me we are
talking about two separate issues, one
of which is really a no-brainer. The no-
brainer is that the Constitution is very
clear that it is the Congress, not the
President, that determines whether we
g0 to war; that we are currently in an
unauthorized war in Yemen; and that
the first vote—if there is an attempt to
table this, that would be absolutely un-
acceptable because we would be abdi-
cating our decisionmaking. And then
the second vote is the vote on whether
we think it is a good idea to be in
Yemen.

Would the Senator agree with me
that at least on the motion to table,
every Member of the Senate should
allow us to go forward and vote against
tabling so that people in the Senate ac-
cept their constitutional responsibility
to vote yes or no on the war in Yemen?

Mr. LEE. I would certainly agree
that the answer is yes in response to
that question. It is Congress that gets
to decide whether we go to war; it is
not the executive branch.

For that very same reason, when we
have brought up this resolution calling
into question whether we have author-
ized that war and whether we should
continue in the absence of an author-
ization for that war—if we are asked to
table that, that very request amounts
to a request for abdication of our con-
stitutional responsibility.

A favorite song of mine called
“Freewill” by the band Rush came out
several decades ago, and it says: “If
you choose not to decide, you still have
made a choice.”

If we choose in this moment to table
this resolution, we are making a choice
to be willfully blind to the exercise of
a power that belongs to us, to allow
someone else to exercise it without
proper authority. That is wrong. That
cannot happen, not on our watch.

Mr. SANDERS. Let me concur with
what Senator LEE just said. There may
be disagreements about the wisdom of
being allied with Saudi Arabia on the
war in Yemen. There will be honest dis-
agreements about that. But there can-
not be and there must not be an abdi-
cation of constitutional responsibility
in terms of making that decision.

If you think that U.S. participation
in the war in Yemen is a good idea, you
can vote against our resolution. If you
agree with us that it is a bad idea, sup-
port our resolution. But simply to ab-
dicate your responsibility on this issue
would be absolutely irresponsible.

I hope we have virtually unanimous
support in voting against the effort to
table. Then let’s get into the debate
about the wisdom of the war and vote
it up or down. Needless to say, I hope
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the Members support our resolution.
Let’s at least have that vote and not
abdicate our responsibility.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Utah.

Mr. LEE. Mr. President, some of our
colleagues from time to time may ask
us how we would define the term ‘‘hos-
tilities” and what the United States
might be doing that triggers that defi-
nition. I welcome that discussion. It is
important to note that the U.S. Code is
somewhat vague on that question, de-
fining ‘‘hostilities’ broadly to mean
any conflict subject to the laws of war.
I don’t necessarily view that broad def-
inition as problematic. It is something
that allows Congress to assess the
unique circumstances in each instance
on specific grounds at each point in
time.

Our involvement in war and in con-
flict has greatly changed over the
years, and it will continue to change as
the nature of international relations
changes and as the technology we use
in war changes and develops. It doesn’t
mean we are not involved in hostilities.
I welcome further discussion on this
matter.

Let’s look at the facts of our involve-
ment in Yemen today. Since 2015, U.S.
forces have aided the Saudi coalition
with midair refueling and target selec-
tion assistance, or, as Defense Sec-
retary Jim Mattis said in December
2017, our military is helping the Saudis
“make certain [they] hit the right
thing.” In other words, we are helping
a foreign power bomb its adversaries in
multiple ways. If that doesn’t include
and amount to and itself constitute
hostilities, then such words have lost
their meaning.

There are those within the executive
branch of government who would de-
fine the term ‘‘hostilities’ so narrowly
that it would apply only when our
armed services personnel are on the
ground firing upon or being fired upon
by an enemy force. It is understandable
in some respects that they would want
to define it that way because if they
define it that way, that puts the execu-
tive in power.

That is one of the reasons we have to
remember that there is a natural ten-
sion built into our constitutional
structure to make sure that not all
power is concentrated in any one
branch of government. It is one of the
reasons Alexander Hamilton pointed
out in Federalist No. 69 that war power
would not be exercised by the Execu-
tive in our system of government. In
this instance, as in many others, the
Executive in our system of government
would differ from the monarch under
the old system, the one that was based
in London. The King had the power to
take Great Britain to war. The King
didn’t have to seek a declaration of war
from Parliament; the King could act in
and of himself to decide when to take
us to war. It is one of the reasons why
it matters here.

When we see the definition of ‘‘hos-
tilities” narrowed to the point that it
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very often will not exist given the way
we engage in hostilities today, given
modern technologies that frequently
allow us to engage in acts that anyone
would have to acknowledge amount to
combat, amount to conflict, amount to
hostilities, they can still explain it
away as something the Executive can
do independently of Congress.

This resolution will not do anything,
according to some, because we are not
engaged in hostilities in Yemen. I am
building upon this argument that is
based upon a very narrow, cramped,
distorted interpretation of the word
“hostilities.”

When people ask what we think the
resolution would do if it were to pass—
first of all, it is clear that we are en-
gaged in hostilities because when we
are involved as a cobelligerent, in-
volved in midair refueling in combat
flights, when we are identifying targets
for the Saudi-led military coalition in
Yemen against the Houthis, those are
combat operations, and those are clear-
ly hostilities. But even if we were to
suppose that U.S. activities in Yemen
somehow did not constitute hostilities
according to the War Powers Resolu-
tion, the text of our resolution is crys-
tal clear about what constitutes ‘‘hos-
tilities” for its purpose; namely, ‘‘aer-
ial targeting assistance, intelligence
sharing, and mid-flight aerial refuel-
ing.” Our resolution would end those
very specific activities against the
Houthis in Yemen—nothing more and
nothing less.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Vermont.

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. President, I
speak only for myself on this issue and
will tell you why I am so motivated
about this resolution.

If we think back on the modern his-
tory of our country and if we think of
the two most significant foreign policy
decisions—the war in Vietnam and the
war in Iraq and the unbelievable unin-
tended consequences that those two de-
structive wars had—what we conclude
is that in both of those wars—one
under a Democratic President and one
under a Republican President—the
Congress abdicated its responsibility.
It did not ask the right questions. In
both instances, we got into those ter-
rible wars based on lies. The Johnson
administration lied as to why we
should get involved in the war in Viet-
nam, and the Bush administration lied
as to why we should get involved in the
war in Iraq.

It just seems to me that if nothing
else, based on those two examples of
what the war in Vietnam did and what
the war in Iraq did, Congress has to
take a deep breath and understand that
the people who wrote the Constitution
were not fools when they said it must
be the elected people who are closest to
the constituents who have to debate
these issues and who know that deci-
sions being made will result in the loss
of lives of the people in their own
States, and we have abdicated that re-
sponsibility.
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No one can predict whether the deci-
sions made by Congress are going to be
good decisions with regard to war and
peace, whether we are going to do bet-
ter than Presidents did. I don’t know.
At the very least, we have to accept
our responsibility and not simply take
the word of Presidents who in the two
most recent, significant wars have lied
to the American people.

Once again, I know there may be dif-
ferences of opinion regarding the wis-
dom of involvement by the TUnited
States in the war in Yemen. If you
think it is a good idea, vote against our
resolution. There should be no dif-
ference of opinion about accepting our
responsibility under the Constitution
and voting on whether it is a good idea.

I yield to the Senator from Utah.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Utah.

Mr. LEE. Mr. President, Senator
SANDERS mentioned some previous
wars and how this may or may not re-
late to those previous wars. One of the
other questions we get from time to
time is also a related question: How
does this impact or influence oper-
ations somewhere else in the world
where the United States is engaged?
Would the passage of this resolution
mean that every other type of oper-
ation anywhere else in the world would
have to stop too? What about our glob-
al counterterrorism activities? We
sometimes get those questions.

The main reason we drafted this reso-
lution was to bring our activities in
Yemen into line with our laws as ex-
pressed in the Constitution. So if we
are fighting unauthorized wars in other
places around the globe, then those
wars need to be authorized by Con-
gress, or else they would need to end.
Importantly, however, this resolution
does not itself make law or set prece-
dent for other operations. This resolu-
tion applies just to this conflict in
Yemen against the Houthis. Each con-
flict or operation ought to be evaluated
on its own merits and measured
against our national interest and any
existing authorizations for the use of
military force. We can’t evaluate this
resolution as being something that re-
quires us to swallow the entire ele-
phant at once. This is just focusing on
one issue in one part of the world. We
need not take any kind of a ‘‘sky is
falling”> approach that will say this
will immediately jeopardize everything
else we are doing in any and every
other part of the world.

Global counterterror operations
under title 10 or title 50 involve U.S.
action but arise in different ways, and
any other activity that we undertake
or authority that we cite in intro-
ducing our armed service personnel
into hostilities cannot serve as a sub-
stitute for congressional action as con-
templated by the Constitution. The
power to declare war belongs to Con-
gress and not to the Executive. Just
because government breaks the rules
often—and sometimes with impunity—
it does not mean it has the right to
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break the rules, nor does it mean, cer-
tainly, that we shouldn’t call out rule-
breaking when we see it going on, but
that is a debate for another day.

The resolution before us today is spe-
cific to our activities against the
Houthis in Yemen. It does not author-
ize or deauthorize military force in any
other part of the globe or against any
other foe. In fact, the resolution speci-
fies that it does not interfere with ex-
isting operations against al-Qaida and
its affiliates. Our resolution is nar-
rowly tailored to end our efforts to as-
sist forces that are fighting against the
Houthis. It is deliberately narrow in
order to address a black-and-white sit-
uation that is clearly not covered by
any existing authorization for the use
of military force. Counterterror oper-
ations that are supported by the 2001
AUMF and other legitimate authoriza-
tions would not be affected by this res-
olution.

I yield to Senator MURPHY.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Connecticut.

Mr. MURPHY. Mr. President, I am
grateful to join for a few moments the
cosponsors of this resolution—Senator
LEE and Senator SANDERS.

It is important to pick up on what
Senator LEE was just putting down—
the notion that this is a limited resolu-
tion that speaks to our participation in
an unauthorized, illegal partnership
with the Saudis to bomb the country of
Yemen. It does not affect our partner-
ship with Saudi Arabia and others in
the gulf region to continue to confront
terror, to continue to confront al-
Qaida—a specific carve-out in this leg-
islation that allows for 2001 AUMF au-
thorized activities to go forward.

It is also important to note that if
you care about the priority of taking
on al-Qaida and taking on ISIS in the
region, then you should support debat-
ing our resolution because all of the
evidence suggests that the continu-
ation of this civil war inside Yemen is
making ISIS and AQAP, which is the
arm of al-Qaida that has the clearest
intentions of attacking the homeland,
both more powerful. The AQAP con-
trols much more territory inside
Yemen than it did in the beginning of
this civil war.

If you take the time to meet with
Yemeni-Americans, they will tell you
that inside Yemen, this bombing cam-
paign is not perceived as a Saudi bomb-
ing campaign; it is perceived as a U.S.-
Saudi bombing campaign. What we are
doing is radicalizing the Yemeni people
against the United States. Add to this
the new information that suggests that
some of our partners in the coalition,
although not directly working with al-
Qaida, are starting to arm some very
unsavory Salafi militias inside Yemen
that are filled with the types of peo-
ple—the types of extremist individ-
uals—who could take the training they
have received from the coalitions and
the weapons they have received from
the coalitions and easily turn against
the United States.
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If you care about the mission against
terrorism, then you should support de-
bating our resolution.

Just to recap the reasons we are here
today, we need to have a debate on the
lack of authorization for military force
because it is time for Congress to step
up and do our constitutional duty.

The administration wrote in its let-
ter to us that we do not have the au-
thority as the U.S. Congress to weigh
in on military activity that is waged
by the administration unless there are
two armies firing at each other on the
ground in an area of conflict. That is
the administration’s definition of ‘‘hos-
tilities,” and admittedly that is a defi-
nition that has been used by Demo-
crats and Republicans. This is not ex-
clusive to the Trump administration.
The problem with that is that it would
allow for the United States, through
Executive decision only, to wage an air
campaign against a country that wipes
it out without there being any say
from the U.S. Congress.

Clearly, what is happening in Yemen
today meets the definition of ‘‘hos-
tilities.”” We have shown pictures on
this floor before of entire cities that
have been wiped out. More than 10,000
civilians have been killed in the largest
outbreak of cholera in the history of
the world in terms of what we have re-
corded. Those are hostilities, and the
United States is clearly engaging in
those hostilities because we are helping
with targeting and refueling the planes
that are supplying the munitions. If we
cede to unlimited Executive authority
with respect to this engagement, there
will be no end to that.

Lastly, let me speak to what is hap-
pening on the ground. There is zero evi-
dence that U.S. participation in this
coalition has made things better. Civil-
ian casualties are not getting better.
The day after Christmas, over 60 civil-
ians were Kkilled in a series of air-
strikes. Reports are that last month,
the Saudis engaged once again in some-
thing called double tapping, by which
they targeted an area in which civil-
ians lived, waited for the emergency
responders to arrive, and then hit
again—something that is not allowed
by international humanitarian law.
The humanitarian catastrophe itself is
getting worse, not better.

Maybe most important is that the
battle lines inside Yemen are not
changing. The Saudis have been telling
us for years: Stick with us. If you keep
on helping us bomb the Yemeni people,
we will win this war. We will get back
control of Hudayda and of Sana’a.

That is not happening. At the begin-
ning of this war, the Houthis con-
trolled about 70 percent of the popu-
lation inside Yemen. Today, the
Houthis control about 70 percent of the
population inside Yemen. If we con-
tinue to support this bombing cam-
paign, nothing will change except that
more people will die, except that more
civilians will be hit by the bombs we
help to drop, except that al-Qaida will
continue to control big portions of that
country.
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While Senator LEE notes that this
resolution is actually not on the merits
of our engagement there and that it is
whether we have the legal justification
to be there, let’s admit that if you do
consider the merits, other than back-
ing the play of our historic ally, there
is nothing to suggest that our partici-
pation there is making things better
rather than worse.

I yield to Senator SANDERS.

Mr. SANDERS. Let me ask my friend
from Connecticut the same question I
asked Senator LEE, and that is whether
he agrees with me that we are really
dealing with two separate issues here.

The first issue is really, in a sense, a
no-brainer. It is whether the Congress
or, in this case, the Senate of the
United States accepts its constitu-
tional responsibility on issues of war.
We are now engaged in a war in Yemen
with Saudi Arabia. The Constitution is
very clear in article I, section 8 that it
is the Congress that determines wheth-
er this country goes to war.

I believe what will happen in a few
hours is that a motion to table will
come up. Would you agree with me
that it would be an act of cowardice, in
a sense, an irresponsibility, an abdica-
tion of congressional responsibility, for
somebody to vote to table that resolu-
tion?

Mr. MURPHY. By voting to table the
consideration of this resolution, you
are voting to stop a debate, a conversa-
tion, from happening in the Senate
about whether proper authorization ex-
ists.

Let’s be honest about what this first
vote is. This first vote is, do we want to
talk about whether there is authoriza-
tion to perpetuate this war? By voting
to stop debate, by voting to table this
motion and refrain from proceeding to
a conversation about this topic, we are,
in a very clear way, signaling to the
administration and to the American
public that we are not interested in ex-
ercising our article I authority on the
issue of war-making.

Mr. SANDERS. In other words, no
matter what one’s view may be about
the wisdom of the war, to vote to table
is to abdicate our constitutional re-
sponsibility?

Mr. MURPHY. It sends a very clear
signal to the administration that we
are not interested in even having a de-
bate here about complicated questions
of legal authority for serious military
engagements overseas.

Mr. SANDERS. All right. Let me just
concur with Senator MURPHY.

If you think it is a good idea for the
United States to be involved in the war
in Yemen with Saudi Arabia, you can
vote against our resolution. Yet I can
think of no reason at all as to why any
Member of Congress would vote to
table this resolution and prevent that
discussion, and I would hope that we
would have strong support against any
motion to table and allow that debate
to go forward.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Re-
publican whip.
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STOP ENABLING SEX TRAFFICKERS ACT

Mr. CORNYN. Mr. President, this
week we are discussing, among other
topics, the sad fact of sex trafficking
online. The reason is because yesterday
we voted to advance a piece of legisla-
tion called SESTA, or the Stop Ena-
bling Sex Traffickers Act. The purpose
of this legislation is crystal clear. We
want to put an end to this abominable
practice, and we want to stop shielding
or protecting those web platforms that
promote it.

I am proud to be a cosponsor of this
legislation. Over the past year, like
many of my colleagues, I met with law
enforcement and victims’ rights groups
across the country who talk about this
as a continuing problem. I met with
technology providers who want to end
the practice but want to make sure
they maintain their independence from
Federal regulation writ large. I have
been in regular contact with my col-
leagues over at the House to make sure
this bill is considered and passed in a
timely fashion. I think it is fair to
characterize the negotiations as deli-
cate.

A small group of Senators, including
our colleague JOHN MCCAIN, the senior
Senator from Arizona, wanted to make
sure that everyone understood what
this bill does and what it does not do.
What it does do is to protect our chil-
dren. It provides justice to victims, and
it makes sure that Federal laws don’t
protect those who profit from sex traf-
ficking online. What it does not do is
somehow to stymie free speech. It does
not restrict web platforms from pub-
lishing objectionable content.

For example, under the Communica-
tions Decency Act, now websites have
to screen for child pornography. That
is one of the explicit exceptions to the
Communications Decency Act, which
basically provides immunity to these
web platforms from liability. What we
are doing is adding to that human traf-
ficking, and it is appropriate that we
do so.

This does not discourage websites
that are already taking steps to
proactively remove improper conduct
and police their own networks. I would
say to those who do: Keep up the good
work.

Today the internet and other forms
of technology have made certain forms
of predatory behavior easier to engage
in. This bill addresses this development
head-on. It would allow sex trafficking
victims to have their day in court by
eliminating Federal liability protec-
tions for technology providers who
knowingly facilitate online sex traf-
ficking. It would allow State and local
law enforcement to investigate and
prosecute providers that violate Fed-
eral sex trafficking laws.

This bill was introduced last summer
after a 2-year inquiry by the Perma-
nent Subcommittee on Investigations,
which produced a report. That report
found that not only had sex trafficking
run rampant in certain online spaces
but also that some websites had tried
to cover it up.
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Well, no longer. Last fall, the Senate
Commerce Committee unanimously ap-
proved SESTA, the bill on the floor
that the House passed last month. Now
it is our turn.

Senator PORTMAN, the junior Senator
from Ohio, has been this bill’s greatest
champion since its inception. I believe
he was one of the members of the Per-
manent Subcommittee on Investiga-
tions, which produced the report I men-
tioned. He has been involved in this
issue for a long time. He has been in-
forming us time and again of the ways
in which sex trafficking has morphed
from the street corner to the
smartphone.

In the committee’s investigation, one
website in particular came up time and
again, and the name is no stranger to
the Senate or the Congress. It is
backpage, a notorious publication now
online that is responsible for three-
quarters of all child trafficking re-
ports.

It eventually became clear that even
though that site was actually helping
to sell young women for sex, and even
the victims and their families were
suing backpage, none of the lawsuits
were successful because of what some
people are coming to believe is an out-
dated immunity protection for tech-
nology providers under the Commu-
nications Decency Act, which I men-
tioned a moment ago.

The original law was intended to pro-
tect free speech online, which is impor-
tant. I am a firm believer in the First
Amendment, as I know we all are, but
free speech is no license to engage in
criminal activity.

At last count, 67 Senators have
joined our effort as cosponsors. We are
joined in support of SESTA by anti-
human-trafficking advocates, law en-
forcement, State attorneys general,
the civil rights community, faith-based
groups, and tech companies like
Facebook and Oracle.

Our colleague from Oregon has intro-
duced two amendments, which I
strongly urge my colleagues to oppose.
The first would appropriate new money
for the Attorney General to investigate
and prosecute website operators that
criminally facilitate sex trafficking.
The problem is that this would violate
the blue slip rule and subject the bill to
a point of order. In other words, there
are constitutional issues raised about
where that sort of legislation would
originate. It has to originate in the
House. It would almost certainly guar-
antee the demise of this legislation. In
other words, it is a poison pill. It is not
that we will not support funding to
prosecute traffickers. In fact, we will
provide ample funding through the De-
partment of Justice later this week. It
is that those funds should be appro-
priated through the usual process and
then handed over to State and local of-
ficials who can use them effectively.

The second amendment that will be
offered is the ‘‘Bad Samaritan’ amend-
ment. This would prevent websites
from being held accountable for any ef-
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forts to moderate content, even when
those efforts are taken in bad faith or
obviously intended to miss their mark
and instead protect sex traffickers. In
some States courts have found that
websites like backpage might be held
liable when they selectively edit sex
trafficking ads to make them more dif-
ficult to be identified by law enforce-
ment.

The ‘“‘Bad Samaritan’” amendment
could protect platforms like
backpage.com from liability for bad-
faith editing practices, leaving victims
with even less of a recourse than they
have today. Simply put, it could evis-
cerate the steps we are taking in
SESTA. I am confident that our col-
league does not intend this result, but
that would be the consequence of
adopting either one of those amend-
ments.

So I hope my colleagues will join me
in voting in favor of SESTA this week
and opposing these two amendments.
That is the best way we can ensure
that these websites and online plat-
forms can be held accountable for fa-
cilitating sex trafficking.

Mr. President, later today the Senate
will be voting on a privileged resolu-
tion that I spoke on yesterday, offered
by three of our colleagues. Simply put,
it would direct the President to cut off
all U.S. support for the Saudi-led coali-
tion in Yemen.

Now, some people may be looking at
a world map to figure out where Yemen
is and what the import of this conflict
may be, but suffice it to say that this
is another proxy war being conducted
against the United States and its allies
by Iran, now in Yemen, just to the
south of Saudi Arabia, our ally.

So as to the motion to table, I was
interested to hear my friends from
Connecticut and Vermont suggesting
that the motion to table would stop de-
bate. Well, that is not exactly true.
What it will do is to facilitate full de-
bate and full consideration of the mer-
its of the underlying resolution, start-
ing with the Foreign Relations Com-
mittee. It is very unusual for resolu-
tions like this to come immediately to
the floor, where 100 Senators vote on
it, because, frankly, not all of us are as
up to speed on the details of this or
what the unintended impact might be
as the Foreign Relations Committee
that is set up for the purpose of exam-
ining legislation with regard to our
international relationships in matters
like this.

This is an important and timely mat-
ter, as high-level Saudi officials are in
Washington this week. The Crown
Prince is scheduled to meet with Presi-
dent Trump today. I met with him this
morning, along with other members of
the Senate Foreign Relations Com-
mittee.

Saudi Arabia is an important partner
in our counterterrorism operations and
as a counterpoint to Iran. In Yemen,
we see both terrorist operations—that
is, ISIS and al-Qaida—and Iran actively
deploying missiles and using Yemen as
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a launching pad to shoot missiles into
Saudi Arabia.

I mentioned that this support for our
Saudi coalition is narrowly cir-
cumscribed. It takes the form of intel-
ligence sharing, military advice, and
logistical support, including air-to-air
refueling. This is part of a plan that
started under the Obama administra-
tion and now has continued under the
Trump administration not to put
American troops on the ground—boots
on the ground, as we frequently refer
to it—but rather to facilitate for our
allies by working by, with, and through
those allies to address the threat not
only to them but ultimately to the
United States and to peace in the re-
gion.

The role we play in Yemen is clearly
a noncombat support role, and it is
meant to minimize civilian casualties
by improving the processes and proce-
dures and increasing compliance with
the international law of armed con-
flict. In other words, we are trying to
help them target the terrorists and the
Iranian-backed rebels and not innocent
civilians, something they are not able
to do as well without our assistance.

Contrary to the resolution’s spon-
sors’ claims, the United States is not
engaged in hostilities in Yemen, as it
has Dbeen traditionally understood,
since it is not in direct conflict with
the Houthi rebels. We are not fighting
the Houthi rebels. U.S. soldiers are not
fighting the Houthi rebels directly. We
are providing support.

Proponents of this legislation rightly
point out that there is a humanitarian
crisis in Yemen. Unfortunately, what
they sometimes leave out is that the
humanitarian crisis only started when
the Iranian-backed rebels overthrew
the existing government. Our military
assistance is helping the Saudis with
their targeting to help prevent civilian
casualties, to restore law and order,
and to create conditions necessary to
provide aid.

Let’s remember, too, that it was
President Obama who first imple-
mented the refueling and logistical
support policy. This is not a political
matter. There is no real difference in
the way that the Obama administra-
tion and the Trump administration
provide this support by, with, and
through our allies the Saudis and the
Emiratis.

It is clear why this has been the pol-
icy of the last two administrations.
Yemen is a place of great geopolitical
concern. When I visited Bahrain re-
cently with our colleagues—the U.S.
Fifth Fleet is housed in Bahrain—we
heard concerns about a chokepoint
near an area called the Bab el Mandeb.
I probably butchered that pronuncia-
tion, but we have all heard more fre-
quently about the Straits of Hormuz,
through which a lot of the world’s com-
merce and oil flow.

Bab el Mandeb is off to the west of
Yemen, only 18 miles at its narrowest
point, connecting the Red Sea to the
Indian Ocean. That is one of the rea-
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sons why it is so important geopoliti-
cally—because 3.8 million barrels of oil
pass through it each day, many of
them in route to the Suez Canal and
beyond. Bab el Mandeb shows the geo-
political importance of Yemen in the
surrounding region. When rebels at-
tempt to shut down shipping in this
passage, the impact is global, including
on the United States, and our Nation
has every right to be concerned.

I fear the resolution I mention deals
with our shared concerns in the wrong
way. We all want to avoid civilian cas-
ualties. Most everyone is aware that
Yemen has been suffering from a severe
humanitarian crisis for years, includ-
ing a terrible cholera outbreak. But if
we were to remove U.S. involvement
and logistical support for the Saudi co-
alition, the humanitarian crisis would
likely get even worse.

The Department of Defense has
critiqued the resolution on which we
will be voting on the grounds that it
would undermine our ability to foster
long-term relationships with allies in
the Gulf region. We also benefit from
increased interoperability, burden-
sharing, and strong security architec-
tures throughout the world. In other
words, the alliances we have in the
Middle East fight the common enemy
of ISIS and al-Qaida and try to contain
Iran, which has been at war with the
United States since 1979 in the Iranian
Revolution in one form or another. All
of these are on the table and all of
these should be matters of our concern,
but they are best considered, at least
initially, in the context of the Foreign
Relations Committee. They can then
make a recommendation to us, and we
can have the sort of fulsome debate
that people have come to expect in the
Senate, I hope, on matters of global
importance. So all of the reasons I
have mentioned here suggest that the
need for our auxiliary and limited role
in Yemen remains important.

Secretary Mattis, the Secretary of
Defense, has said that a withdrawal of
our noncombatant support could em-
bolden Iranian-backed rebels in the
area, enable further missile strikes on
Saudi Arabia, our ally, and threaten
the shipping lanes in the Red Sea, like
the one at Bab el Mandeb. All this com-
bined could stoke the embers of an
even greater regional conflict in the
Middle East.

So I hope our colleagues will vote for
a tabling of this resolution, which does
not cut off debate but just moves that
debate, at least initially, to the For-
eign Relations Committee, where,
under the able leadership of Chairman
CORKER and Ranking Member MENEN-
DEZ, I have every confidence that they
will explore every nook and cranny of
this issue and come out with a rea-
soned and reasonable recommendation
to the Senate and the Congress on how
the U.S. Government should conduct
itself.

I believe in a strong congressional
role when it comes to wars and mili-
tary conflict. This has been a fight,
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though, that has been going on for a
long time between the executive
branch and the legislative branch. We
have the ultimate tool. We can cut off
money, but that is a rather blunt in-
strument. I think this administration,
like previous administrations, needs to
recognize that the Congress is a part-
ner in making these decisions, not an
adversary. It is important that we each
play our respective role, and I am con-
fident that we will play that role re-
sponsibly, which is really what this is
all about.

If the Senate takes this vote and
passes this resolution, we lose the
chance for that kind of careful, delib-
erate, informed consideration that
starts in our standing committees. We
lose the chance to have the Senate For-
eign Relations Committee issue a thor-
oughly researched recommendation.

So I hope our colleagues will vote to
table the resolution and not to close off
debate but to insist that this debate
take place, at least initially, where it
belongs, in the Senate Foreign Rela-
tions Committee, and that this debate
then continue among all 100 Members
of the Senate. We will be better in-
formed, we will be better prepared, and
we will be better able to prevent unin-
tended consequences from taking a
rash action like voting for the resolu-
tion today.

I yield the floor.

I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

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

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

Mr. MENENDEZ. Mr. President, I
wish to thank Senators LEE, SANDERS,
and MURPHY, as well as the other co-
sponsors of the resolution we are de-
bating, for their commitment to ele-
vating this debate in the Senate. I
agree with my colleagues that this is
an important debate with significant
implications. As the elected represent-
atives of the American people, we must
serve as an effective check on the exec-
utive branch, fulfill our commitments
to protect the national security inter-
ests of the United States, and be re-
sponsive to our constituents.

This debate is about how we best le-
verage the tools in our national secu-
rity toolbox, including military tools,
to protect U.S. national security. Al-
though the resolution focuses on one
particular element of U.S. policy, lim-
ited military support—basically, re-
fueling, intelligence, and advice—to
the Saudi coalition, I encourage my
colleagues to expand the aperture of
this debate so we may call on the ad-
ministration to assert real leadership,
diplomatic heft, and nonmilitary re-
sources to move the conflict in Yemen
toward a political tract.

As the ranking member of the Senate
Foreign Relations Committee, I remind
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my colleagues that it is this committee
that has the jurisdiction over the ques-
tions of use of force. I remind my col-
leagues that it was also under my lead-
ership as chair of this committee that
it twice voted on authorizations for the
use of military force—once in 2013, in
response to the Assad regime’s use of
chemical weapons against the Syrian
people, and once in 2014, in response to
the rapid rise and spread of the Islamic
State. I remind my colleagues of these
two committee votes to underscore my
commitment to open debate, my will-
ingness to take tough votes, and my
enduring commitment to a robust role
for the legislative branch of the U.S.
Government in the use of force and
oversight of that force.

Now, I am pleased that Chairman
CORKER has agreed to hold a public
hearing with administration witnesses
on the war in Yemen—I think a hear-
ing before the Senate Foreign Rela-
tions Committee is critically impor-
tant—to look at the U.S. military sup-
port to the Saudi coalition and our
overarching U.S. policy for resolving
the war in Yemen. I appreciate that
the chairman has also made a commit-
ment to a markup in the committee in
the near future on legislation that
deals with the question of Yemen, and
I also welcome his commitment to
markup an AUMF, or an authorization
for the use of military force, in the
committee. Those are significant and
actually will go a long way toward an
informed process about how we deal
with this challenge.

In considering S.J. Res. 54, I encour-
age my colleagues to assess the best
way to promote core U.S. security in-
terests in the Middle East, including
pushing back on Iran’s aggressive and
destabilizing actions across the region,
countering terrorism, and ensuring the
freedom of navigation. To achieve
these goals, our longstanding policy
has been to partner with the members
of the Gulf Cooperation Council to pro-
mote the security and stability of the
Arabian Peninsula.

As we consider this resolution, we
must fully grasp the situation on the
ground and the scope of attacks on one
of our traditional security partners.
Saudi Arabia has endured Yemeni-
originated attacks inside its territory
on a scale that no American would ac-
cept—Dballistic and Scud missile at-
tacks aimed at major Saudi population
centers, cross-border attacks by Iran-
backed Houthis. Those are significant.

Now, having said that, I share the
concerns, I think, of a majority of my
Senate colleagues regarding the con-
duct of the Saudi-led coalition oper-
ations, the unacceptable scale of civil-
ian casualties, the severity of the hu-
manitarian crisis, and the seeming
lack of momentum on all sides toward
a political tract to negotiate an end to
this conflict.

The Saudi coalition bears significant
responsibility for the magnitude of
human suffering and the scale of de-
struction in Yemen. Seventy-five per-
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cent of the population is in need of hu-
manitarian assistance, and more than 8
million are on the brink of famine. The
conditions have also led to the worst
outbreak of cholera in modern history,
with an estimated 1 million people sus-
pected to be infected.

While the Houthis bear much respon-
sibility for the violence, the Saudi-led
campaign has played a significant role
in exacerbating, however, the current
humanitarian catastrophe. We must re-
member that the Houthis overthrew
the internationally recognized and law-
ful government of Yemen and continue
the conflict by resisting a political so-
lution. So we ask the Saudis to have a
political solution, but we need the
Houthis to engage in a political solu-
tion as well. We also have to remember
that the Houthi insurgency has vastly
expanded the opportunities for al-Qaida
in the Arabian Peninsula.

At the same time, I worry that with-
drawal of limited U.S. military support
to the Saudi coalition will weaken our
leadership and our ability to influence
a political settlement, improve human-
itarian conditions, and could even
make the situation worse.

Let us be clear-eyed about who will
most benefit from an absence of Amer-
ican power. As it has done in political
vacuums throughout the region, Iran
will continue to expand its proxy
power, and through its Revolutionary
Guard, Iran will continue shipping
weapons to the Houthis in violation of
the arms embargo. With an emboldened
Iran as patron, the Houthis will con-
tinue their campaign within Yemen
and their attacks on Saudi Arabia.

Meanwhile, other nations in the re-
gion will be left questioning the com-
mitment of its long-term security part-
ner, the United States. In Saudi Ara-
bia’s darkest hours, as ballistic mis-
siles are launched at major population
centers in Saudi Arabia and Lebanese
Hezbollah is on their border training
Houthi fighters while Iran continues to
transfer lethal equipment, we risk
sending a signal to our partners and to
our adversaries that the United States
is not reliable.

Across the world, from Canada to the
United Kingdom, President Trump has
damaged our credibility as a reliable
partner, even to some of our most stal-
wart allies. We must push against
those concerns and show our allies that
the United States upholds its inter-
national commitments. Consideration
of withdrawal of support for the Saudi
coalition must be taken in concert
with other ways in which the United
States is working to end this war—the
totality of U.S. policy—which I fear is
lacking.

The solution, I believe, is to bolster
our diplomatic, humanitarian, and po-
litical presence to help solve this cri-
sis, to end the human suffering, and to
assert practical, concerted leadership.
Thus far, the administration’s ap-
proach has effectively abdicated lead-
ership on the global stage. Thus far,
while we have heard senior officials as-

S1809

sure us that there is no military solu-
tion to this conflict and a political set-
tlement is necessary, this administra-
tion is actively dismantling the State
Department and antagonizing the
United Nations—the two entities that
have the potential to play the most
critical roles in moving toward a polit-
ical settlement and addressing the hu-
manitarian crisis.

We have vacancies at the Assistant
Secretary of State level for the Middle
East and the Ambassador in Riyadh—a
failure of leadership.

With this dangerous approach to our
diplomatic institutions, we will not be
in a position to promote political solu-
tions, and our military, once again,
will be called on to do the critical work
of diplomacy and development, dis-
tracting their attention from other
pressing challenges—a failure of lead-
ership.

Regarding a broader diplomatic
strategy, the administration has also
failed to develop a comprehensive
strategy to confront Iran, including
holding Iran accountable for con-
tinuing to provide missile supplies and
lethal training to the Houthis.

Across land and sea, we know Leba-
nese Hezbollah operatives are in
Yemen. Yet we have seen no sanctions
and no action at the Security Council
for this illicit, illegal activity. The ad-
ministration has not made one designa-
tion for Iranian violations of arms em-
bargoes, as directed by the legislation
passed here 98 to 2, the Countering
America’s Adversaries Through Sanc-
tions Act—again, a failure of leader-
ship.

I expect the administration to articu-
late and implement a comprehensive
strategy for addressing Yemen that in-
cludes requisite conditions for con-
tinuing to support the Saudi coalition,
a strategic push for a political settle-
ment, efforts to alleviate the human
suffering, and a comprehensive strat-
egy to decisively push back on Iran’s
destabilizing actions in Yemen. This
includes tough diplomacy with coun-
tries that will continue to facilitate or,
at a minimum, fail to push back on
Iran’s actions.

I will continue pushing the adminis-
tration to assert critical American dip-
lomatic leadership rooted in the values
of democracy, human rights, and
human dignity.

Based upon Chairman CORKER’S com-
mitments to those hearings and future
markups and based upon the totality of
the situation, I will vote to table the
motion to discharge from the com-
mittee because I am not ready to ei-
ther abandon our partners that face an
existential threat from Iran run amok
in Yemen, but my support is not un-
conditional, and I will demand respon-
sive actions.

I want to see, as I told the Crown
Prince of Saudi Arabia earlier today, a
renewed commitment and a rapid
movement toward a political track by
the Saudi coalition. I want to see con-
sistent demonstrations of commitment
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to humanitarian access and alleviating
the humanitarian crisis. I want to see
followthrough in pledges of assistance
to stabilize and rebuild Yemen by
members of the Saudi coalition. I want
to see energy and diplomacy from the
Trump administration.

This week’s visit of Crown Prince
Muhammad bin Salman is an oppor-
tunity to press forward on a path for
ending the war and addressing the ci-
vilian suffering. That certainly was my
message to him. The limited support
the United States provides is leverage.
Now the Trump administration needs
to use it.

In conclusion, I invite my colleagues
on the Senate Foreign Relations Com-
mittee to join me in holding the ad-
ministration to account and pushing
the administration to use our leverage
to drive this conflict toward a political
track. I also invite my colleagues to
join me in conducting oversight of our
policies and programs to counter Iran’s
activities in the region, including im-
plementing CAATSA.

Finally, I want to be very clear that
my vote today is not a blank check for
U.S. military support, nor an endorse-
ment of the current policy and strat-
egy, and, finally, not a thumbs-up for
the Saudi coalition that we should con-
tinue business as usual. I expect to see
improvements on all fronts, as I have
previously stated, and I will review fu-
ture decisions with respect to potential
arms sales and other votes with that
type of extreme scrutiny.

There is no more time to waste. We
must move toward a political settle-
ment to end the war in Yemen, and the
people of Yemen must see improve-
ments in their situation immediately.

I look forward to working with all of
my colleagues to ensure we are work-
ing toward a policy that embraces
American leadership in promoting a
political solution and alleviating the
devastating humanitarian suffering in
Yemen. I look forward to this con-
tinuing debate before the Senate For-
eign Relations Committee.

With that, I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
CRUZ). The Senator from Tennessee.

Mr. CORKER. Mr. President, I wish
to thank the Senator from New Jersey,
my good friend, the ranking member of
the Senate Foreign Relations Com-
mittee, for his comments.

Today we met with the Crown Prince
of Saudi Arabia, a very impressive
young man who is transforming the
country. We talked about the impor-
tance of our relationship, no doubt, but
we strongly, strongly pushed back on
what is happening right now in Yemen
and asked them to take strong correc-
tive action. I was there when this oc-
curred, and I certainly expressed the
same.

We also talked about the enrichment
they are pursuing and some of the con-
cerns that exist there. I want to thank
the ranking member for his leadership
and the words he just spoke.

Let me just speak to the debate we
are having on the floor. This is a very
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entrepreneurial move. I don’t say that
to be pejorative. I know one of the
Members is on the Judiciary Com-
mittee that is bringing this to the
floor. I can imagine some highly im-
portant judicial issue not being de-
bated in the Judiciary Committee but
just being wafted to the floor for a de-
bate. I know that is not the way the
Judiciary Committee operates.

One of the other Members is on the
Energy and Natural Resources Com-
mittee. I can imagine some complex
cap-and-trade bill being offered, and in-
stead of it being worked through the
committee—or some ethanol bill or
some other type of bill—instead of it
being worked through the committee,
somebody just decides to bring it di-
rectly to the floor. That is what is hap-
pening here today.

I certainly don’t shy away from this
debate. I appreciate the fact that
MiTcH MCCONNELL understood that
very few Members of our body—unless
they are on the Foreign Relations
Committee, Armed Services Com-
mittee, or happen to take a particular
interest—even know much about what
is happening in Yemen, and a lot is
happening there. So I appreciated the
briefing that took place last week to
give Members a sense as to what is oc-
curring there, but the proper way to
deal with these issues is to deal with
them in committee.

One would think that maybe there is
some Yemen legislation that the com-
mittee is holding and not acting on.
That is not the case. Any of these
Members could have offered Yemen leg-
islation relative to this issue, and the
committee would take it up. That has
not occurred.

So let me tell my colleagues what is
happening in the committee. We have a
bill that is being worked on by Senator
YOoUNG and Senator SHAHEEN dealing
with this very issue. They are building
support. They are working with the ad-
ministration to make sure the defini-
tions are correct, and they have had
numbers of people involved with them.
We plan to have a Yemen hearing in
the next few weeks to deal with this
issue but also to take up appropriate
legislation. That is the way we typi-
cally deal with issues of such impor-
tance.

Let me say this: This is an issue of
great importance. It not only affects
the tremendous humanitarian -crisis
that is occurring in Yemen and the
radicalization of the Houthis, sup-
ported by Iran—a proxy of Iran—but
also Saudi Arabia’s own security. It
also affects the way we deal with other
countries. I think many people here
understand fully that right now, or re-
cently, we have been involved in the
same Kkinds of activities with France,
as they have dealt with issues in Mali,
including refueling and helping them
some with intelligence issues.

So this is something, again, that we
need to take up in a serious way, and
the committee is committed to doing
s0.
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What I hope will happen today is that
Members of this body will let the For-
eign Relations Committee do its job
and that we will bring a bill forward
that we can properly debate and
amend.

I am hoping that later today, when I
offer a tabling motion, Members of this
body will respect the members of the
Foreign Relations Committee who deal
with this issue and let it go back to
committee, with the commitment that
we plan to bring forth legislation to ac-
tually deal appropriately with many of
the issues relative to Yemen, Saudi
Arabia, Iran, and ourselves.

Let me mention one other thing. We
have been working for some time to
deal with the authorization for the use
of military force. It has been an issue
that has been before us for many years.
It is the replacement and revision of
the 2001-2002 AUMF that many peobple
in this body have had concerns about
because it has been so long since they
were enacted. We have activities that
are taking place around the world still
based on those two authorizations. We
have a markup on an AUMF on April 19
scheduled to try to revise so we can
give people an opportunity to weigh in
on this issue on the floor.

By the way, the way the AUMF is
being constructed at present, when we
g0 into new countries, when we take on
new groups, the Senate would have the
ability to weigh in on those issues.

So I just would like to say to the
body and those who are looking in, we
are not shying away from this debate.
There has been no legislation whatso-
ever that has been held up on this
topic. Legislation is being introduced
soon in a bipartisan way to deal with
this terrible issue that is taking place
in Yemen.

We are going to have a hearing. We
will have a markup. In addition to
that, we are going to have a markup on
a new AUMF to deal with the issues
our country is dealing with around the
world with al-Qaida, ISIS, and other
entities that have been associated par-
ties.

With that, I just want to let people
know that is kind of the way we deal
with things around here. None of us is
happy with the current status, but I
think a better way for us to come up
with a prudent solution to what is hap-
pening there is to go through the nor-
mal committee process. I hope the
other Members of the body will respect
that.

I am glad that, by the way, the rank-
ing member—by the way, this policy
has been taking place in Yemen. It
started under the Obama administra-
tion, the same exact policy. The Senate
has acted on it by voting for appropria-
tions, so it is not as if we have not
taken action ourselves. We have done
that through the NDAA. We have done
that through various State Depart-
ment authorizations. So we have acted
upon it. There are concerns about what
is happening there. Legislation is going
to be introduced to try to deal with
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this, and that is the way we deal with
complicated issues. No one is shying
away from the debate. We just hope to
table this and move it back and deal
with it in the orderly, appropriate way.

I yield the floor.

I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

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

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

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, this
afternoon there is going to be a vote on
the Senate floor which is of historic
importance. It is rare that I use those
words to describe what is going on in
the Senate Chamber. It is equally rare
for us to actually take up an issue and
debate it in this Chamber, but this
afternoon we will face a critical vote.

I can recall, as can most Members,
many votes we have cast in the course
of service in Congress, both in the
House and the Senate, but the votes
that cause loss of sleep and worry, time
and again, are votes involving war. You
see, part of my responsibility in the
Senate, shared by my colleagues, under
article I, section 8, is to actually vote
to decide whether the United States of
America shall go to war.

The Founding Fathers were explicit.
They wanted to give to Congress that
responsibility so Members of Congress
could represent their constituents—
House districts and States—whom we
all represent. That created an oppor-
tunity—in effect, an obligation—for us
to really measure this grievous, impor-
tant, historic decision against the feel-
ings of the families who would be asked
to support a war with their tax dollars
or with the lives of people they love.

I can recall, back in 2001, what oc-
curred on 9/11. Those of us alive on that
date will never forget it, but I also re-
call that a year later we faced a deci-
sion right here in the Senate Chamber
about whether, as a result of 9/11, we
would go to war against Iraq and Af-
ghanistan.

There was a long debate about
whether we should invade Iraq. If you
will remember, the leaders of the gov-
ernment told us there were weapons of
mass destruction which threatened the
region and the world, including the
United States, and if we didn’t move
into Iraq and take out Saddam Hussein
in his capacity, we would leave the
United States in danger.

The debate went on for a long period
of time, and the final vote was cast in
the early morning hours in October of
2002. T remember it well and, for rea-
sons I can’t explain, I stayed on the
floor after the vote. There were only
two or three Members of the Senate
still here. It was one of those moments
where we had voted to go to war and
weren’t certain about what the next
step would be. There were 23 of us—1
Republican and 22 Democrats—who
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voted against the invasion of Iraq. I
think it was one of the most important
votes I ever cast.

The representations about weapons
of mass destruction turned out to be
false. We had no intelligence to back
up that assertion. Yet that was the rea-
son we were off to war. Well, here we
are, some 16 years later, still engaged
in a war in Iraq. I don’t believe there is
a single Member of the Senate who
that night cast a vote for the invasion
of that country who believed that 16
years later we would still be engaged in
a war in Iraq.

Subsequently, there was a vote on
the invasion of Afghanistan. It was a
different circumstance. We believed Af-
ghanistan had literally been the
sourcing point for the terrorists who
struck us on 9/11 and killed 3,000 inno-
cent Americans. The argument made
by the administration was, no one can
do that to the United States of Amer-
ica without paying a price. I joined the
overwhelming bipartisan majority sup-
porting the invasion of Afghanistan to
go after Osama bin Laden and al-Qaida.

I voted against invading Iraq. I voted
for the invasion of Afghanistan. I can
tell you, I would never ever have been
able to stand here and say, with any
certainty, that 16 years later, we would
still be engaged in a war in Afghani-
stan, but we are.

The obvious question to ask is, In 16
years of war in Iraq and Afghanistan
and other places in the world, how
many other times has the TUnited
States and the House of Representa-
tives come together to debate the wis-
dom of a decision about continuing a
war or declaring a war? The answer is
none—not once.

For 16 years, we have been observers
and bystanders, through Presidents of
both political parties, and the Congress
has stood by and observed military ac-
tion being taken all over the world.

Brown University did a survey called
the Costs of War Project and recently
published data saying that the United
States fought terror in 76 countries, be-
tween October 2015 and October 2017,
using its own troops and bases, through
training of host country counterterror-
ism forces or through drone and air
strikes.

In 76 different countries, we are en-
gaged in military operations. How
often has the Senate or the House come
together to debate the wisdom or to
even question whether those military
actions were authorized? I think none.
Perhaps someone could point to one,
but I can’t think of one time we have
done it.

This afternoon is going to be dif-
ferent because we are being asked, as
Members of the Senate, whether we are
going to exercise our constitutional au-
thority and responsibility when it
comes to an ongoing war in a country
most Americans couldn’t find on a
map—the country of Yemen.

Yemen now is embroiled in a civil
war and an invasion by Saudi Arabia,
and we are part of that military oper-
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ation. There has been no vote in the
U.S. Senate on those military activi-
ties. There is a loose connection to al-
Qaida, which was referenced in the in-
vasion of Afghanistan, as a rationaliza-
tion for going after this terrorist oper-
ation now being found in Yemen, but
there is more to that war in Yemen
than just the presence of al-Qaida.
There is an ongoing surrogate battle
between Saudi Arabia and Iran, and the
United States is engaged. I believe we
are engaged because of our friendship
with Saudi Arabia; some have argued
because we sold them the planes we are
now refueling.

At the very least, we ought to bring
this case to the American people. That
is our constitutional responsibility,
and that is why this vote is important:
Because we took an oath—each of us—
when we became Senators, to uphold
the Constitution of the United States
against enemies foreign and domestic.
That Constitution says the people of
the United States—the ones I represent
in Illinois, the ones who are rep-
resented in Oregon or in Texas—are
going to have a voice in this decision
through us, through our debate,
through our decision.

I thank the Senators who have
brought this matter to the floor today:
Mr. LEE, a Republican Senator from
the State of Utah; Mr. SANDERS, a
Democratic Senator from Vermont;
and Mr. MURPHY, another Democratic
Senator, from Connecticut. I have
joined in cosponsoring this effort. It
really is going to put us to a test to
justify what we are doing in Yemen
today.

What is happening in Yemen has been
characterized by the United Nations as
the worst humanitarian crisis in the
world—and that is saying something.
Some 8 million people are dying of
famine in Yemen because of this war.
Some 16 million are in desperate need
of humanitarian assistance imme-
diately.

This is no skirmish. This is not just
an exchange of fire. This is carnage and
destruction the likes of which the
world has never seen, and we are part
of it. If we are part of it and should be
part of it, then we should make that
decision as a Senate and a House of
Representatives, as the Constitution
requires, but going to the bleachers,
standing by the sidelines, and watching
more and more military operations
take place around the world without
asserting our constitutional responsi-
bility is a mistake. That is why I have
cosponsored this measure this after-
noon and look forwarding to voting for
it to move forward.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oregon.

Mr. MERKLEY. Mr. President, Amer-
ica is very involved in a war in Yemen,
and it is time we have a debate as envi-
sioned under our Constitution.

Our Constitution did not lay out the
power of deciding when to go to war
with the executive branch. It places it
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very clearly here, with article I, Con-
gress is to act, but we have partici-
pated very directly, in partnership
with Saudi Arabia, in the assault on
Yemen, on the Houthis, and the result
is a dramatic, dramatic humanitarian
crisis. So we should absolutely hold
that debate on this floor, as envisioned
in our Constitution.

Article I, section 8 states, unequivo-
cally, that ‘‘the Congress shall have
Power . . . to declare War.” It is only
Congress that is given this power under
our Constitution.

If anyone has any doubts, then let’s
pay attention to the other words of our
Founders, James Madison himself: ‘“‘In
no part of the constitution is more wis-
dom to be found, than in the clause
which confides the question of war or
peace to the legislature, and not to the
executive department.”

The Founding Fathers’ vision was re-
inforced by the War Powers Resolution
of 1973, also often referred to as the
War Powers Act. That act was nec-
essary because the executive branch
tends to put our forces into conflict
without the permission of Congress, in
violation of the Constitution. So it is
important to lay out the parameters
under which they are allowed to do so
under emergency action and the cir-
cumstances under which they are not
allowed to do so.

The War Powers Act says: “It is the
purpose of this joint resolution to ful-
fill the intent of the framers of the
Constitution of the United States and
insure that the collective judgement of
both the Congress and the President
will apply to the introduction of
United States Armed Forces into hos-
tilities.”

It goes on to say that ‘‘the constitu-
tional powers of the President as Com-
mander-in-Chief to introduce United
States Armed Forces into hostilities

is clearly indicated by the cir-
cumstances, are exercised only pursu-
ant to (1) a declaration of war, (2) spe-
cific statutory authorization, or (3) a
national emergency created by attack
upon the United States.”

In the case of the Saudi war we are
participating in against the Houthis, it
is not triggered by an attack upon the
United States, nor is there any specific
statutory authorization—that is why
we are going to have this debate
today—nor is there a declaration of
war.

So the standards of the War Powers
Resolution have not been met, and I
call upon my colleagues to shoulder
your constitutional responsibility to
have this debate and hold the Execu-
tive accountable when they are vio-
lating the law of the United States of
America.

There are two components to our
presence in Yemen which should not be
confused. One is where we are directly
involved against forces associated with
al-Qaida. This debate is not about that.
The administration contends and we do
not dispute today whether that is cov-
ered by the 2001 authorization for use
of military force.
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I think many of us feel that initial
2001 AUMF, authorization for use of
military force, has been stretched be-
yond recognition. That is a debate for
a different day. This argument is di-
rectly about our support of Saudi Ara-
bia in bombing the Houthis in Yemen.
That is the central question.

For us to understand why this is so
important is, one, the integrity of the
Constitution. If we do not hold the Ex-
ecutive accountable to the Constitu-
tion of the United States of America,
then we are essentially taking that
key, critical clause that gave us re-
sponsibility for when military force is
used by the United States out of the
Constitution and delivering it to the
Executive. That certainly is not the vi-
sion. If people want to have that vi-
sion, they will introduce a constitu-
tional amendment to that point. Intro-
duce a resolution to declare war to
make this action in concert with the
Constitution. Create specific statutory
authority in concert with the Constitu-
tion. But do not fail your constitu-
tional responsibility to hold this de-
bate.

The War Powers Resolution lays out
clearly that our participation in the
support of foreign forces engaged in
hostilities is engagement under the vi-
sion of our Constitution and certainly
under the law of the War Powers Reso-
lution. It says under section 8:

Authority to introduce United States
Armed Forces into hostilities or into situa-
tions wherein involvement in hostilities is
clearly indicated by the circumstances shall
not be inferred—(1) from any provision of law

. including any provision contained in
any appropriation Act, unless such provision
specifically authorizes the introduction of
United States Armed Forces into hostilities.

Again, specific authorization is re-
quired.

It goes on. In this section titled ‘‘In-
terpretation of Joint Resolution,” it
states:

“[IIntroduction of United States Armed
Forces” includes the assignment of member
of such armed forces to command, coordi-
nate, participate in the movement of, or ac-
company the regular or irregular military
forces of any foreign country ... in hos-
tilities.

Clearly, the law states that our en-
gagement, our coordination with a for-
eign power engaged in war, is covered
by this act. Our participation in the
movement of their military forces into
hostilities is covered by this act.

Therefore, we have to understand the
details of our engagement.

First, the United States refueling the
Saudi planes as they go to bomb the
Houthis is very directly participation
in the movement of military forces
into engaged hostilities. We are refuel-
ing the planes en route. How can that
not be participation in the movement?
Certainly a plane is a part of a military
force. Certainly refueling it is partici-
pation in the movement of that plane.
Could this be any clearer? This is black
and white. Not many things are. In
terms of the violation of the War Pow-
ers Resolution and the offense against
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our Constitution, this is black and
white.

Second, we provide intelligence.

Third, we provide the weapons.

Fourth, we provide targeting assist-
ance.

Fifth, we established a joint com-
bined planning cell operation center to
conduct military and intelligence ac-
tivities in partnership with Saudi Ara-
bia.

All of that fits into this direct sec-
tion of the War Powers Act regarding
coordination or participation in the
movement of a foreign force engaged in
hostilities. If this were a minor in-
volvement—it is not. We have partici-
pated thousands of times in this man-
ner. On a daily basis, we are involved
in coordination.

The airstrikes Saudi Arabia is con-
ducting have produced one of the worst
humanitarian situations in the world.
Think about the reports on these dif-
ferent strikes.

There were 3 airstrikes in Sa’dah last
month, killing 5 civilians and wound-
ing 14 more, including 4 children, as
well as Kkilling the paramedics who
were trying to pull the survivors out
after the first bomb dropped.

We had a strike on a hotel last Au-
gust that turned the building’s ceiling
black with the charred blood of 50
farmers who were in that building.

It is one horrific circumstance after
another as these bombs drop on civil-
ians in Yemen. It is time for us to
reckon with the fact of our participa-
tion in this carnage. This carnage has
resulted in 10,000 Yemeni civilians
killed, and there are 8 million people
on the brink of starvation. Why is it
that humanitarian aid has not gotten
to those folks? Because Saudi Arabia
has blocked it. We are partnering with
a country that is blocking humani-
tarian aid. Does that square with the
principles of the United States of
America, to participate in partnership
with a country starving 8 million peo-
ple?

Then we have the fact that the Saudi
bombs have been dropping on the infra-
structure of Yemen, and they have de-
stroyed the water systems. When you
destroy the water systems, the sewage
contaminates the fresh water, and a di-
rect consequence of that is cholera. At
this moment, the cholera epidemic in
Yemen has affected 1 million people.
That is the single largest cholera epi-
demic in the recorded history of man-
kind.

There are 8 million people starving
and 1 million people sick with the
worst cholera epidemic ever. We are
participating in creating this.

To my colleagues who say Saudi Ara-
bia has partnered with us against ISIS,
fine and good, as they should. However,
this issue is different. This is about
whether we are helping them and par-
ticipating directly in the hostilities of
dropping bombs on civilians, Houthis,
and creating a massive famine and a
massive cholera epidemic and massive
deaths. A lot of children are dying
every day.
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The Under Secretary General for Hu-
manitarian Affairs and Emergency Re-
lief Coordinator, Mark Lowcock,
warned that this famine could become
““the largest famine the world has seen
for many decades, with millions of vic-
tims.”

Every day, about 130 children die
from hunger and disease. We pride our-
selves on going to the assistance in the
world when children are being slaugh-
tered or starved or decimated by dis-
ease. In this case, we are participating
in this carnage. Does any Member of
this Senate want to stand up and say
that is an appropriate mission for the
United States to participate in, this
carnage? I certainly hope not.

The death and destruction in Yemen
is unimaginable. It is appropriate that
we debate on the floor the Sanders-Lee-
Murphy resolution, a bipartisan resolu-
tion to say: Let’s honor the Constitu-
tion. Let’s abide by the 1973 War Pow-
ers Act. Let’s hold the administration
accountable because it is not just this
issue—although this issue is massive—
it is also the standard by which the Ex-
ecutive will operate in every potential
war theater around the world for a dec-
ade to come.

If we proceed to say that it is OK
that you trample the Constitution in
Yemen, that you disregard the War
Powers Resolution in Yemen, then we
will be giving carte blanche to this ad-
ministration to do so in one nation
after another. We have long abdicated
our responsibility. Let’s abdicate no
more. Play the role, the responsibility
the Founding Fathers gave us in the
Constitution, and bring an end to our
participation without authorization in
this horrific conflict.

———

RECESS

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senate stands
in recess until 2:15 p.m.

Thereupon, the Senate, at 12:39 p.m.,
recessed until 2:15 p.m. and reassem-
bled when called to order by the Pre-
siding Officer (Mr. PORTMAN).

———

S.J. RES. 54—MOTION TO
DISCHARGE—Continued

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The

President pro tempore.
JUDICIAL VACANCIES

Mr. HATCH. I thank the Presiding
Officer.

Mr. President, 1 year ago today, the
Senate Judiciary Committee opened its
hearing on the nomination of Supreme
Court Justice Neil Gorsuch. The Stan-
ford Law & Policy Review has now pub-
lished my article on one of the opposi-
tion’s arguments made in that hearing
and sure to be repeated should Presi-
dent Trump have the opportunity to
make another Supreme Court nomina-
tion.

Today, I want to look at the lower
courts because no fewer than 138 posi-
tions on the Federal district and ap-
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peals courts are vacant. That does not
include 33 vacancies that we already
know will occur in the next year or so.
Everyone must understand both the se-
riousness and the cause of this crisis.

By itself, 138 is just a number. It is a
big number, but it needs a frame of ref-
erence or a standard for us to know
whether this number of judicial vacan-
cies is normal or a serious problem
that has to be addressed. I certainly
don’t want to be accused of partisan-
ship, so I will rely solely on the stand-
ards and criteria used in the past by
my Democratic colleagues. Let’s first
use some Democratic standards to
evaluate the number of judicial vacan-
cies that we face today.

One standard is that the Democrats
have specifically identified how many
vacancies are unacceptable. In Feb-
ruary 2000, with a Democrat in the
White House, the Democrats said that
79 vacancies were ‘‘too high.” In Sep-
tember 2012, with the Democrats both
in the White House and controlling the
Senate, they declared a ‘‘judicial va-
cancy crisis”” when there were 78 va-
cancies.

If 78 vacancies is a crisis, what is the
label for 138 vacancies? This is the
highest judicial vacancy total since
September 1991, but more than half of
those vacancies were fresh from
Congress’s having created new judge-
ships several months earlier. So I think
it is fair to say that in either total or
percentage terms, we face today the
most serious judicial vacancy crisis
that anyone in this body has ever seen.

A second Democratic vacancy stand-
ard is that, as they did in April 2014, we
can compare judicial vacancies today
with vacancies at the same point under
previous Presidents. If that Democratic
standard is valid, vacancies today are
35 percent higher than at this point
under President Obama and 46 percent
higher than at this point under Presi-
dent George W. Bush.

There is a third Democratic vacancy
standard. In June 2013 and at least as
far back as April 1999, the Democrats
have complained that the Senate was
not confirming enough judicial nomi-
nees to keep up with normal attrition.
Well, judicial vacancies today are 30
percent higher than when President
Trump took office, and, as I said, at
least 33 more have already been an-
nounced.

Finally, the Democrats have fre-
quently said that the 107th Congress—
the first 2 years of the George W. Bush
administration—should be our judicial
confirmation benchmark. During that
time, the Senate confirmed an average
of just over four judicial nominees per
month. The Senate has so far con-
firmed 28 of President Trump’s district
and appeals court nominees or fewer
than two per month.

Take your pick. By any or all of
these Democratic standards, we face a
much more serious judicial vacancy
crisis than in years past. In addition to
the gravity of this crisis, however, the
American people need to know its
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cause. I can tell you what is not caus-
ing this vacancy crisis. President
Trump started making nominations to
the Federal district and appeals courts
on March 21, 2017, just 61 days after
taking office, as you can see on this
chart. By August of last year, he had
made more than three times as many
judicial nominations as the average for
his five predecessors of both parties.
President Trump has nominated 86 men
and women to the Federal bench since
he took office 14 months ago.

If the President is making so many
nominations, perhaps the problem lies
somewhere in the Senate confirmation
process. Once again, my Democratic
colleagues can help figure this out. In
November 2013, then-Judiciary Com-
mittee Chairman PATRICK LEAHY spoke
about obstructing judicial nominees
““in other ways that the public is less
aware.”” The Democrats are using such
below-the-public-radar obstruction tac-
tics at each stage of the confirmation
process.

The first stop in the confirmation
process is the Senate Judiciary Com-
mittee. Under Chairman CHUCK GRASS-
LEY’s leadership, the committee has
held a hearing for 62 of President
Trump’s judicial nominees—more than
under any of the previous five Presi-
dents at this point. So that is clearly
not the problem. The first sign of
Democratic obstruction is the unwar-
ranted and partisan opposition to re-
porting judicial nominations from the
Judiciary Committee.

In February 2012, 3 years into the
Obama administration, the Democrats
complained that five nominees to the
U.S. district court had been reported
by the Judiciary Committee on a
party-line vote. This, they said, de-
parted dramatically from Senate tradi-
tion. Today, just 14 months into the
Trump administration, eight nominees
to the U.S. district court have been re-
ported by the Judiciary Committee on
a party-line vote. The present rate of
such party-line votes in the Judiciary
Committee is more than four times
what the Democrats criticized just a
few years ago.

The below-the-radar obstruction tac-
tics continue when the Judiciary Com-
mittee sends judicial nominees to the
full Senate. The Democrats, for exam-
ple, refuse to cooperate in scheduling
confirmation votes. They can’t prevent
confirmation votes altogether because
they abolished nomination filibusters
in 2013, but if they can’t make judicial
confirmations impossible, they are de-
termined to make them very difficult.
Here is how they do it.

The Senate must end debate on a
nomination before it can vote on con-
firmation. The majority and minority
have traditionally cooperated to end
debate and set up confirmation votes.
In March 2014, not for the first time,
the Democrats said that refusing con-
sent to schedule votes on pending
nominees was obstruction. When the
minority refuses that consent, the only
way to end debate and set up a con-
firmation vote is by the formal cloture
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process, which requires a cloture vote
and can add up to several days to the
confirmation timeline, as seen here.

Since President Trump took office,
the Democrats have forced the Senate
to take 28 cloture votes on judicial
nominations, compared to just two clo-
ture votes at this point under the pre-
vious five Presidents combined. Even
when cloture is invoked, Senate rules
provide for up to 30 hours of debate be-
fore a confirmation vote can occur.
Nearly half the time under President
Obama, a judicial nomination cloture
vote was followed by a confirmation
vote on the same day. Under President
Trump, that has plummeted to 17 per-
cent. The average time between cloture
and confirmation votes for President
Trump’s judicial nominations is more
than 55 percent longer than it was
under President Obama.

When a judicial nomination gets out
of the Judiciary Committee, survives
an unnecessary cloture vote, and then
is subjected to postcloture delay,
Democratic obstruction is still not
over. In March 2012, the Democrats
complained about Senators having
voted against nominees to the U.S. dis-
trict court who were supported by their
own two Senators. In fact, the Demo-
crats called this a new standard of ob-
struction because it departed so far
from Senate tradition.

OK. Let’s assume for the moment
that this Democratic standard is also
valid. At this point in the previous five
Presidencies—from President Reagan
to President Obama—U.S. district
court nominees had received a com-
bined total of 10 negative votes. So far,
under President Trump, his confirmed
district court nominees have received
72 negative votes.

Two weeks ago, the Pew Research
Center released a new analysis showing
that President Trump’s confirmed
judges have ‘‘faced a record amount of
opposition.” In fact, this analysis con-
cluded that President Trump’s judges
have each received an average of more
than 22 negative votes, ‘‘by far the
highest average for any president’s
judges since the Senate expanded to its
current 100 members in 1959.” This
level of opposition is more than four
times what it was under President
Obama—or should I say oppositional
delay.

These tactics don’t involve high-pro-
file filibusters or headline-grabbing
confirmation defeats but, rather, inter-
nal Senate rules and unwritten tradi-
tions. That is why they operate below
the radar. Yet the Democrats have
criticized these tactics precisely be-
cause they take their toll. Individually
and especially in combination, they
can add days and weeks to the time it
takes to confirm a single judicial nom-
ination even when the final confirma-
tion vote is unanimous.

In November 2013, for example, the
Democrats said that taking cloture
votes on unopposed nominees amount-
ed to ‘‘obstruction and abuse of Senate
rules.” At that point, almost 4 years
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into the Obama administration, the
Senate had taken one cloture vote on a
judicial nominee who was later con-
firmed without opposition—just one.
We are only 14 months into the Trump
administration, and the Democrats
have already forced the Senate to take
five cloture votes on nominees who
were later unanimously confirmed. It
has already happened twice this
month. If doing this once amounted to
obstruction and abuse, what would my
Democratic colleagues call doing it
five times as often in one-fourth the
time?

These are just a few of what then-
Chairman LEAHY called obstruction
tactics that the public may not be
aware of. Believe me. There is more
where these came from. As I said, I
want to avoid partisanship. Each of
these is a Democratic standard. These
are Democratic criteria. If my col-
leagues who once thought these were
valid standards want to abandon them
now, then perhaps they were also
wrong the first time around. Other-
wise, we have to face the conclusions
that follow from applying these Demo-
cratic standards and criteria.

We face an unprecedented judicial va-
cancy crisis. Since President Trump is
making nominations and the Judiciary
Committee, under Chairman GRASS-
LEY’s leadership, is steadily processing
them, there remains only one expla-
nation for the vacancy crisis we face
today—plain, old-fashioned, partisan
obstruction. The Democrats are manip-
ulating this process at every stage,
using the very tactics that they have
loudly condemned in the past to make
confirmations as difficult and time-
consuming as possible.

Even in politics, actions speak louder
than words. In July 2012, when there
were 76 judicial vacancies, Chairman
LEAHY said that ‘“‘we should be doing
better.” Today, with nearly twice as
many vacancies, I challenge my Demo-
cratic colleagues to put actions to
those words.

I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

Mr. REED. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

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

Mr. REED. Mr. President, I rise
today to express my concern about the
continued deterioration of the situa-
tion in Yemen and to share my views
about the resolution that is currently
before us.

The military conflict going on in
Yemen has gone on for far too long and
has affected tens of millions of civil-
ians who face displacement, famine,
and a widespread cholera outbreak. Ac-
cording to the United Nations, more
than 15,000 Yemenis have been killed or
injured since the war began in March of
2015. The humanitarian situation there
has been described as the worst in the
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world, with more than two-thirds of
Yemen’s approximately 29 million peo-
ple facing severe food shortages. An
outbreak of cholera has already in-
fected at least 1 million people, mark-
ing the worst such outbreak in decades.

Continued instability in Yemen also
benefits our adversaries. While we have
sought to maintain pressure on al-
Qaida in the Arabian Peninsula, or
AQAP, and ISIS, the lack of a func-
tioning government or state security
apparatus inhibits our ability to go
after these groups. Additionally, it is
clear that Iran has taken advantage of
the current situation to spread its ma-
lign influence and provide lethal sup-
port to the Houthis, thereby further
undermining regional stability and se-
curity.

Unfortunately, we have yet to hear
any strategy from the administration
as to how they would propose to use
U.S. diplomatic leadership to help
bring about an end to the conflict in
Yemen. We still do not have an Ambas-
sador to Saudi Arabia, and occasional
visits by White House officials are not
a replacement for sustained diplomatic
efforts by our experts in the Foreign
Service. I am encouraged, though, by
the appointment of a new United Na-
tions Special Envoy to Yemen, Martin
Griffiths, and hope that the U.S. Gov-
ernment will seek to support his efforts
wherever possible.

While the primary conflict in Yemen
is between an Iranian-backed Houthi
insurgency and a Saudi-led coalition,
the United States is involved.

As stated in a letter sent by Sec-
retary Mattis to congressional leader-
ship last week, ‘“Since 2015, the United
States has provided limited support to
Saudi-led coalition military operations
to restore the U.N.-recognized govern-
ment of Yemen and preserve Saudi ter-
ritorial integrity from Houthi aligned
forces in Yemen.”’” Moreover, according
to Secretary Mattis, U.S. forces are not
authorized to use force against the
Houthis but do support the Saudi-led
coalition with ‘‘intelligence sharing,
military advice, and logistical support,
including air-to-air refueling.”

Last week, the commander of U.S.
Central Command, General Votel, tes-
tified before the Armed Services Com-
mittee that our support to the Saudi-
led coalition is ‘“‘primarily defensive”
in nature and focused on the Iranian-
supported ballistic missile threat to
Saudi Arabia that originates in Yemen,
maritime threats to international ship-
ping in the Bab el Mandeb Strait and
the Red Sea, the defense of Saudi Ara-
bia’s southern border, and counterter-
rorism.

However, General Votel also ac-
knowledged that when the United
States provides aerial refueling to coa-
lition aircraft, we do not know where
those aircraft then go; therefore, they
could be going to conduct offensive
strikes against Houthi targets, which
may result in civilian casualties, which
is a major concern for me. Even more
troubling, if these aircraft went to con-
duct strikes against targets outside of
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Yemen, the United States would be
complicit in a much more dangerous
and provocative activity.

I have significant concerns about per-
sistent reports of civilian casualties
and damage to civilian infrastructure
caused by the Saudi-led coalition in
Yemen. Far too many of the strikes by
the coalition have killed or injured ci-
vilians and resulted in the destruction
of infrastructure needed to provide
basic services to the population, there-
by exacerbating the humanitarian cri-
sis.

It is also clear that more must be
done by both the coalition and the
Houthis to facilitate the flow of hu-
manitarian aid into and throughout
Yemen. The United Nations and hu-
manitarian organizations continue to
express concern about their ability to
access seaports and airports and dif-
ficulties in distributing aid to vulner-
able populations once it is inside the
country.

It is important that shipments into
Yemen be subject to inspection by the
U.N. Verification and Inspection Mech-
anism to help prevent the transit of il-
licit materials in violation of the U.N.
arms embargo, but all parties to the
conflict in Yemen have a responsi-
bility, including under international
humanitarian law, to allow access to
aid by those in need.

We are faced with a very difficult set
of issues, and I certainly understand
and commend my colleagues, Senators
SANDERS, MURPHY, and LEE, for bring-
ing this issue to the floor. The Saudi-
led coalition clearly must do more to
end this war and must prosecute this
war in a way that limits civilian cas-
ualties and the humanitarian crises.
On the other hand, Saudi Arabia and
the United Emirates, or UAE, remain
important partners for the TUnited
States, and we share many common in-
terests in the region, including in the
fight against al-Qaida, ISIS, and other
violent extremist groups.

The resolution before us would estab-
lish a blanket prohibition on all assist-
ance to the Saudi-led coalition except
for the purposes of countering al-Qaida
and associated forces. While I under-
stand the argument for this approach, I
believe it would prevent us from exert-
ing influence to limit and hopefully
end the conflict. Indeed, it may even
cause harm as both sides potentially
act more violently.

We can and should engage if there is
a possibility that we can help minimize
collateral damage by providing the co-
alition with training and advice on
best practices. General Votel testified
last week that U.S. assistance has con-
tributed to improvement by the coali-
tion on these issues. Specifically, the
Department of Defense told us that en-
gagement by U.S. military personnel
has resulted in the introduction of a
“‘no-strike’ list. That is a process
which actually puts targets off-limits
and ensures that pilots and others un-
derstand those targets. They also
caused a cessation—an ending—of the
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use of cluster munitions by Saudi-led
forces and the formation of a body to
investigate noncombatant casualties.
These are positive steps, but it is clear
that much more must be done to mini-
mize the impact of the war on Yemeni
civilians. I support our continued en-
gagement for that purpose.

Both Saudi Arabia and the UAE face
a significant threat from Houthi rebels
armed with ballistic missiles, appar-
ently with the technical assistance of
the Iranians. There have reportedly
been dozens of attacks against Saudi
Arabia since the spring of 2015, includ-
ing against civilian targets like the
international airport in Riyadh, which
was attacked in December. I strongly
support the right of our partners to de-
fend themselves against these threats
and believe that continued sharing of
U.S. intelligence for defensive purposes
is appropriate, especially in light of
the fact that tens of thousands of U.S.
civilians, military, and diplomatic per-
sonnel also face these threats while liv-
ing and working in the region around
Riyadh and throughout Saudi Arabia.

I also have concerns that ending all
support to the Saudi-led coalition may
cause the conflict to escalate. As Sec-
retary Mattis wrote to congressional
leadership this past week, restrictions
on our ‘‘limited U.S. military support
could increase civilian casualties, jeop-
ardize cooperation with our partners
on counterterrorism, and reduce our
influence with the Saudis—all of which
would further exacerbate the situation
and humanitarian crisis.”” Secretary
Mattis also expressed concern that
withdrawal of our support would ‘‘em-
bolden Iran to increase its support to
the Houthis, enabling further ballistic
missile strikes on Saudi Arabia and
threatening vital shipping lanes in the
Red Sea, thereby raising the risk of a
regional conflict.”

Therefore, I believe that support by
the U.S. military of the Saudi-led coa-
lition in Yemen should not be abso-
lutely prohibited but should be explic-
itly limited to the following objectives:
No. 1, enabling counterterrorism oper-
ations against al-Qaida and ISIS; No. 2,
defending the territorial integrity of
Saudi Arabia and the UAE, including
against ballistic missile threats; No. 3,
preserving freedom of navigation in the
maritime environment around Yemen;
and No. 4, enhancing the training and
professionalism of their armed forces,
with a primary focus on adherence to
the law of armed conflict and preven-
tion of civilian casualties.

Our support for the Saudi-led coali-
tion needs to be considered in a
thoughtful and deliberate manner.
From a policy perspective, we should
distinguish between assistance that is
provided for defensive or noncombat
purposes and that which could be used
to enable offensive military operations
in the Yemeni civil war.

Let me be clear. I am not in favor of
giving the Saudi-led coalition a blank
check. In fact, I believe we should no
longer provide aerial refueling assist-
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ance unless it is used to enable aircraft
conducting counterterrorism missions
pursuant to the 2001 authorization for
use of military force or countering spe-
cific identified threats to Saudi terri-
torial integrity. Indeed, use of our
military assets to support Saudi-led co-
alition efforts or the efforts of other
nations to conduct other operations
outside this narrow scope would raise
very serious legal questions.

Given its comprehensive approach, I
do not believe the Sanders resolution is
the appropriate vehicle for these issues
to receive the careful and deliberate
consideration they are due. I under-
stand the Foreign Relations Com-
mittee may soon take up this issue,
and I urge them to do that. I look for-
ward to engaging further in those dis-
cussions when presented with the op-
portunity.

The administration must make clear
to both the Saudi-led coalition and the
Houthis that there is no military solu-
tion to this conflict and that the time
has come to reach a negotiated settle-
ment. Congress also has an important
role in setting the policy framework
for the use of U.S. Armed Forces over-
seas and ensuring that U.S. military
capabilities are only used for author-
ized purposes. At the same time, we
should not take action that would un-
duly restrict our engagement with
partners for legitimate purposes and,
in doing so, undermine our ability to
help bring an end to the conflict in
Yemen, ease civilian suffering, and de-
fend the territorial integrity of our
partners.

With that Mr. President, I yield the
floor.

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, it is
about time we had a debate, if only for
a few hours, on the participation of the
U.S. military in the civil war in
Yemen. Frankly, I cannot comprehend
nor am I able to explain to my
Vermont constituents the ongoing in-
volvement of U.S. troops in support of
the Saudi-led coalition as it flies U.S.-
origin planes and drops U.S.-made
bombs—purchased at a discount thanks
to American taxpayers—amid contin-
ued reports of indiscriminate targeting
and horrific civilian casualties.

These are not isolated incidents in
Yemen. They have occurred time after
time over the past 3 years. Houses,
health clinics, and markets are de-
stroyed, millions of people uprooted
from their homes. Whether extreme
negligence or intentional and a war
crime, the effect is the same for those
who are killed, wounded, or displaced.
There is no evidence that U.S. military
involvement nor the recurrent appeals
of international humanitarian and
human rights organizations has im-
proved the situation.

This is not just a matter of the car-
nage we have observed. It is that we
are supporting these military oper-
ations at all. Only Congress has the
power to declare war, and the ongoing
participation of U.S. forces in the
Saudi-led coalition’s war against the
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Houthis in Yemen clearly meets the
definition of the ‘introduction of
United States Armed Forces into hos-
tilities”” under the War Powers Resolu-
tion. The War Powers Resolution also
authorizes Congress to direct the re-
moval of U.S. forces if their introduc-
tion has not been authorized by law, as
is the case in the war against the
Houthis.

That is why I support the resolution
before us, S.J. Res. 54, which would ex-
ercise Congress’s prerogative to limit
the involvement of U.S. forces, in this
case to the narrow purpose of combat-
ting al-Qaida, which does serve our na-
tional security interests in the region.
I recognize, as some others have point-
ed out, that the war in Yemen is part
of a larger conflict of interests and ide-
ology between Iran and Saudi Arabia.
If there are other legitimate and com-
pelling national security interests that
justify the deployment of U.S. forces in
that region, let us debate them.

We should also be doing more to de-
mand greater transparency and ac-
countability for civilian casualties in
Yemen, regardless of the context in
which they occur. If the Saudis want
U.S.-taxpayer subsidies, they need to
focus their efforts on terrorists, take
effective steps to minimize civilian
casualties, and credibly investigate
such casualties when they occur.

I have heard Senators who oppose
this resolution say they intend to hold
hearings and focus more attention on
what is happening in Yemen. I welcome
that, but I have to wonder why it has
taken so long and whether anything
will change as a result. Yemen has
been a humanitarian disaster for years,
and there is no end in sight. The For-
eign Relations Committee should have
held hearings and voted to invoke the
War Powers Resolution when the U.S.
military first became involved in
Yemen.

This is not a new crisis, and other
than the increasing toll of death and
destruction. the facts on the ground
have not materially changed. The
Saudis have seemingly done nothing to
improve the conduct of their air force
in Yemen.

The least we can do is support this
sensible resolution to put an end to the
unauthorized involvement of the U.S.
military in this civil war, as the War
Powers Resolution compels us to do.
The alternative is conceding un-
checked power to the executive branch
to use U.S. troops in support of any
armed conflict, without congressional
debate or authorization. That is just
what the War Powers Resolution was
designed to prevent. It is time to live
up to the responsibility entrusted to us
in the Constitution. Only Congress can
declare war. If we are unwilling to do
s0, we have no business asking the men
and women of the U.S. military to risk
their lives in Yemen today.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Arkansas.

HUMAN TRAFFICKING LEGISLATION

Mr. BOOZMAN. Thank you, Mr.

President. As you know, our Chamber
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is focused on a heavy subject at the
moment—human trafficking.

An estimated 25 million people are
victims of human trafficking all
around the world. Smuggling people for
forced labor and sex slavery is a hei-
nous crime. It is the kind of crime that
we tend to think happens in some far-
off place, but these atrocities are hap-
pening all across the globe—sadly, in-
cluding, unfortunately, here in the
United States. In fact, human traf-
ficking appears to be on the rise in our
country, according to data released by
Polaris, which shows a 13-percent jump
in cases reported to the help lines it
runs.

Since Polaris began operating over 10
years ago, its help lines have received
reports of 203 cases of human traf-
ficking from my home State of Arkan-
sas. Almost half of those were reported
in the last 2 years. Fortunately, our
State is fighting back. Last year, Ar-
kansas legislators approved a law re-
quiring State-licensed truckers to be
trained in spotting the red flags of
human trafficking. Using their position
on the road, these drivers have the
tools to recognize the signs of human
trafficking and alert the authorities to
any suspicious activity.

Congress is also increasing its efforts
to combat human trafficking. In Sep-
tember, the Senate unanimously
passed two pieces of legislation to
renew existing programs in support of
survivors and help bring perpetrators
of these horrific crimes to justice.

The Abolish Human Trafficking Act
provides more resources to law enforce-
ment in its effort to combat human
trafficking and establishes human traf-
ficking justice coordinators at every
U.S. attorney’s office and at the De-
partment of Justice. In addition, the
legislation helps survivors rebuild their
lives by extending the Department of
Justice Domestic Trafficking Victims’
Fund.

The Trafficking Victims Protection
Act reauthorizes key programs to help
survivors in their recovery, as well as
offering specialized training on human
trafficking to judges and Federal inves-
tigators.

We have made progress, but more
needs to be done, and the legislation on
the floor this week will help by giving
law enforcement and prosecutors addi-
tional tools to crack down on crimes
involving exploitation of the vulner-
able. It will help us to take on nefar-
ious actors like Backpage, which hid
behind the Communications Decency
Act to avoid prosecution for trafficking
crimes.

It is time to rip the cover away from
these bad actors. We are going to do
that by making narrowly crafted
changes to the law to ensure that
websites that knowingly facilitate sex
trafficking online are held account-
able. “‘Knowingly”’ is the keyword here.

During the last session of Congress,
the Homeland Security Committee,
under the leadership of Senators
PORTMAN, MCCASKILL, and JOHNSON,
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uncovered just how much Backpage
knew. It was a lot. In fact, Backpage’s
operators helped customers modify
their ads to hide references to underage
prostitutes. I think we can all agree
that rises to the threshold of know-
ingly facilitating sex trafficking on-
line.

Should this bill pass—and I believe it
will in a very bipartisan way—these
bad actors will not be able to fade
quietly into the dark, as we are going
to give State attorneys general the au-
thority to prosecute websites that vio-
late sex trafficking laws. That is why 1
support this bill. That is why I cospon-
sored similar legislation here in the
Senate. It is also why I supported the
inclusion of at least $90 million in Fed-
eral funding to combat human traf-
ficking. As a member of the Senate Ap-
propriations Committee, I will con-
tinue to support funding for these im-
portant programs, and I look forward
to the Senate’s completing work on fis-
cal year 2018 funding bills.

I am pleased to see all levels of gov-
ernment lending their support to help
fight this crime. Together we can end
this attack on human rights in our
State, our country, and around the
world.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Indiana.

Mr. YOUNG. Mr. President, in light
of the vote later today on the Sanders-
Lee-Murphy legislation, or S.J. Res. 54,
I rise today to discuss the situation in
Yemen and the path forward. As many
know, over the last year I have focused
persistently on the humanitarian crisis
in Yemen.

My activities have been manyfold. I
have issued letters to the administra-
tion and the Saudi Government, an ad-
ministration nomination, hearings, a
Senate resolution, and countless meet-
ings, briefings, and phone calls with
senior administration officials, Saudi
officials, and leaders of the NGO com-
munity.

My goal? My goal has been to address
impediments to the delivery of human-
itarian assistance—food, fuel, and med-
icine—into the country of Yemen.

Now, we have seen some progress,
and I have been encouraged by this.
The USAID-funded World Food Pro-
gramme cranes have been delivered,
and the Red Sea ports have been
opened. According to the United Na-
tions, since the ports were open, we
have seen more than 884,000 metric
tons of food and more than 410,000 met-
ric tons of fuel delivered to the ports of
Hodeidah and Saleef alone.

Of course, we understand the impor-
tance of the food. But why is the fuel
so important? Well, without the fuel,
you can’t run the water treatment fa-
cilities and, therefore, the cholera epi-
demic that has broken out in Yemen
will only get worse. So 884,000 metric
tons of food and more than 410,000 met-
ric tons of fuel have resulted in the
saving of countless of lives in Yemen.
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Look, there is a continued humani-
tarian crisis in Yemen. A lot of prob-
lems persist, and we need to address
those. We have seen progress with re-
spect to the delivery of some of the hu-
manitarian assistance I mentioned, but
commercial and humanitarian vessels
have been offloading their lifesaving
cargo less quickly than we would like.
So there is a 1ot left for us to do.

The National Security Council presi-
dential statement issued on March 15
related to Yemen indicated that there
are still over 22 million people in need
of humanitarian assistance. This is the
world’s largest humanitarian disaster.
The risk of famine persists for millions
of Yemenis.

The Saudi-led coalition continues,
unfortunately, to impose unacceptable
delays on ships carrying food and fuel
into Yemeni ports. According to the
U.N., the Saudi-led coalition caused 5.9
days of additional delay in the month
of February on ships going to the
major ports of Hodeidah and Saleef.
Those delays continue this month.

Now, why does this matter? Well,
this matters, of course, because we
don’t want people to suffer. It is incon-
sistent with our basic human values. It
is inconsistent with what we Ameri-
cans believe. When people suffer, it
also exacerbates a national security
crisis. It facilitates radicalization.

In fact, last week I chaired a Foreign
Relations Committee subcommittee on
this very topic—the connection be-
tween food insecurity, specifically, and
the instability or radicalization of
those who are food insecure. The hear-
ing demonstrated that there is now a
strong, evidentiary, and academic basis
to conclude that it is in America’s
clear national security interest to ad-
dress food insecurity, as well as a lack
of fuel and medicine. A retired Marine
Corps general testified at that hearing,
Lieutenant General Castellaw. I
thought he put it succinctly. He said:
“Food crises [can] grow terrorists.”
Well, we have seen a lot of terrorists
grown in Yemen in recent years.

The longer the civil war persists in
Yemen, the worse the humanitarian
crisis will grow. This will radicalize yet
more people and provide even further
opportunities to Iran to undermine our
national security interests and those of
our partners.

What are our objectives in Yemen?
That is a fair question. It is one that
all of us as policymakers and, really,
all Americans ought to be asking. Well,
consistent with our humanitarian prin-
ciples and our national security inter-
ests, I believe we have to continue to
pursue two primary objectives. First,
we want to address the largest humani-
tarian crisis in the world, and, second,
we want to press all parties to end the
civil war.

The real question here—because 1
don’t think there is agreement on
those two primary objectives—is how
can we best achieve these two goals?
That takes me to the Sanders-Lee-Mur-
phy resolution before us today. We, of
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course, need to fulfill our article I con-
stitutional responsibilities. Article I,
section 8, of the Constitution indicates
that it is Congress’s responsibility to
declare a war, and it is Congress’s re-
sponsibility to authorize the use of
military force. I share Senator LEE’s
conviction, Senator SANDERS’ convic-
tion, and Senator MURPHY’s conviction
that we need to take that responsi-
bility very, very seriously. This is why
I introduced an authorization for the
use of military force last year. It is
also why I have been working with
Chairman CORKER of the Senate For-
eign Relations Committee, Senator
KAINE, and other members of the com-
mittee to break a logjam in negotia-
tions—some principled disagreements
that exist with respect to what the au-
thorization for the use of military
force should look like moving forward.

We have finalized an updated AUMF
against Islamic terrorist groups like
al-Qaida and ISIS that will merit con-
sideration in coming weeks. In fact, we
heard from Chairman CORKER. He has
now offered a public assurance that
there will be hearings on the issue of
authorizing military force and there
will be marking-up and reporting of
legislation so that this 17-year-old au-
thorization for the use of military
force can be re-upped. My own view is
that whatever one thinks of the legal
merits of this long war under the au-
thorizations given in 2001 and 2002, the
further away we get from that point in
time, where a past Congress authorized
force, the more attenuated that argu-
ment is and the less power it has.
Moreover, we owe it to the men and
women in uniform to consistently de-
bate our involvement in overseas con-
flicts. So I commend the chairman for
agreeing with other members of the
committee that we need to have hear-
ings and to pass legislation specifically
on this matter through the committee
of jurisdiction through what we call
regular order.

Let me share with those who are
watching my remarks here today what
I believe the wrong approach is. I be-
lieve S.J. Res. 54 is the wrong ap-
proach. That resolution sidesteps the
Senate Foreign Relations Committee.
It doesn’t lead to the sort of fulsome
debate. It doesn’t allow us to hear from
professional witnesses and members of
the administration the way a formal
committee hearing and markup would
allow.

Moreover, the legislation is never
going to become law. It will never be-
come law. It is an exercise in mes-
saging. Now, messaging is important.
We need to make the argument, and I
respect my colleagues for making their
principled arguments. They are strong
in conviction, and they make each of
them quite articulately. But the ad-
ministration has already indicated
that the President wouldn’t sign this
into law. The administration has al-
ready indicated that they do not re-
gard, under the law, that we are engag-
ing in hostilities, which is required to

S1817

trigger the law they have invoked. So
this will never become law.

Moreover, we most certainly will not
be overriding a Presidential veto
should this pass out of the Senate and
the House and go to the President,
whereupon he would veto it. So this
will never become law.

The last reason I think S.J. Res. 54 is
the wrong approach is because it will
not achieve our shared objectives. It
would fail to achieve its stated objec-
tive because the administration rejects
the premise of the Sanders-Lee legisla-
tion related to hostilities, as I have al-
ready stated.

So there is a better approach. Rather
than just criticizing S.J. Res. 54—and
let me be careful to distinguish be-
tween criticizing the legislation that
we will be voting on later and my col-
leagues, because I have great respect
for my colleagues and their motives. I
wanted to play a more constructive
role in this debate. So I wanted to in-
troduce legislation that would provide
leverage to pressure the Saudis to ac-
tually end the civil war in Yemen and
to actually improve the humanitarian
situation. At the same time, we have
to acknowledge and respond to Iran’s
malign behavior in Yemen, as well as
the presence in Yemen of ISIS and
AQAP—al-Qaida in the Arabian Penin-
sula. This is arguably the most aggres-
sive and most dangerous al-Qaida fran-
chise in the world. We also have to rec-
ognize Saudi Arabia’s legitimate right
to not have ballistic missiles launched
into their cities. This is our partner.

So I wanted to develop a bipartisan
compromise that could actually pass
out of the Senate Foreign Relations
Committee, be passed by both Cham-
bers, and signed by the President of the
United States. I think we are well on
our way to doing that. I wanted to de-
velop legislation that would actually
further its stated purpose and our ob-
jectives in Yemen—ending the civil
war and addressing the humanitarian
crisis.

So that is why I and Senator SHA-
HEEN introduced S.J. Res. 556 on March
8. Now, since then, we worked with the
committee, we have worked with mem-
bers of both parties, and we have
worked with the administration and
outside experts to further refine our
legislation, making numerous sub-
stantive changes and principled com-
promises.

The current version of our legislation
would require the Department of State
to certify in an unclassified and writ-
ten report that Saudi Arabia is under-
taking the following: No. 1, an urgent
and good-faith effort to conduct diplo-
matic negotiations to end the civil war
in Yemen; No. 2, appropriate measures
to alleviate the humanitarian crisis in
Yemen by increasing access for Yem-
enis to food, fuel, and medicine, includ-
ing through Yemen’s Red Sea ports,
the airport in Sana’a, and external bor-
der crossings with Saudi Arabia; and,
No. 3, demonstrable action to reduce
the risk of harm to civilians and civil-
ian infrastructure resulting from its
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military operations in Yemen, includ-
ing by complying with applicable
agreements and laws regulating the use
of cluster munitions and other defense
articles and services purchased or
transferred from the United States.

Now, if the Department of State
can’t make that certification, then
U.S. air refueling missions, which are
essential to the Saudi coalition’s oper-
ations, would end. They would be pro-
hibited under our law. Given the hu-
manitarian crisis in Yemen and our na-
tional security interests there, I appre-
ciate Chairman CORKER’S commitment
today to mark up Yemen legislation in
the Senate Foreign Relations Com-
mittee when we return from recess in
April.

So based on this reasoning, which I
have laid out quite clearly here today,
I plan to oppose the Sanders-Lee-Mur-
phy legislation today. Instead, I will
support legislation like ours that could
actually become law and would provide
the administration the leverage they
need to result in real change in Yemen.

Thank you.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from California.

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, I
note that the Senator who was to be on
the floor is not, so I ask to proceed.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is recognized.

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, I
rise to participate in the discussion on
the conflict in Yemen.

In 2015, I received a phone call from a
Saudi official informing me that the
kingdom was about to take military
action in Yemen. The official said the
conflict would not last long. They
would launch airstrikes to push the
Houthis out of Sana’a, restore Hadi to
power, and broker a political com-
promise. That was nearly 3 years ago,
and the conflict has since grown into
the world’s worst humanitarian dis-
aster.

More than 10,000 civilians have died,
and more than 40,000 have been wound-
ed. More than half of Yemen’s
healthcare facilities have been de-
stroyed. Three-quarters of the popu-
lation—almost 22 million people—need
humanitarian assistance. Eleven mil-
lion require urgent assistance to sur-
vive, which means they are close to
starvation.

The situation for children is espe-
cially dire: 1.8 million children under
the age of 5 are malnourished. Of that,
more than 400,000 are so malnourished
that they are now 10 times more likely
to die.

On top of the bloodshed and famine,
the people of Yemen are facing a hor-
rific outbreak of cholera. More than 1
million cases of cholera have been re-
ported, potentially the worst cholera
outbreak in world history. More than
2,200 people have died from it, almost
one-third of whom are children. Chol-
era has spread because more than 80
percent of the population lack clean
drinking water.
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We can’t turn away from suffering
because we are a party to this conflict.
The United States is providing intel-
ligence, military advice, logistical sup-
port, and aerial refueling to Saudi Ara-
bia. The fact is, we are enabling a
major proxy war between Saudi Arabia
and Iran.

We do all that despite there being no
military solution. This has not been a
brief war. It has turned into a major
war that must end. The longer we per-
mit suffering to continue, the more in-
nocent men, women, and children are
going to die. Instead of facilitating
endless fighting, we should be pushing
for reconciliation.

I have personally urged Saudi and
Iranian officials to meet to discuss
their differences. To my great dis-
appointment, they have refused to do
so. Iran is expanding its influence
across the Middle East. It continues to
arm Hezbollah, back President Assad
in Syria, and support the Houthis.
Saudi Arabia and its partners will not
back down. Just last week, Crown
Prince Salman said his nation would
pursue the same nuclear capabilities as
Iran. What does that say to us?

Their fight in Yemen offers no mili-
tary solution. Only a political resolu-
tion will end this miserable war.

It is time we separate ourselves from
this bloodshed. The United States must
make it clear that we will not continue
to support unending conflict. That is
why I support the Sanders-Lee resolu-
tion, which would require the United
States to stop refueling Saudi and
Emirati aircraft.

Now, this seems like just a small
step, and it certainly will not imme-
diately end the war, but it is a deeply
symbolic one. This resolution will send
a clear message that we will no longer
enable this proxy war.

There is no reason a diplomatic solu-
tion can’t be found to end this vio-
lence, and a strong push for reconcili-
ation will save the lives of thousands
upon thousands of men, women, and
children in Yemen, but that peace is
only achievable if we speak with one
voice and pass the Sanders-Lee resolu-
tion, otherwise we will continue to en-
able this barbaric war.

Thank you very much.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Jersey.

FOREIGN POLICY

Mr. MENENDEZ. Mr. President, I
come to the floor with a series of my
colleagues on the Senate Foreign Rela-
tions Committee on the Democratic
side to enter into a colloquy about this
administration’s chaotic and incoher-
ent approach to foreign policy—an ap-
proach that has left our allies confused
and our adversaries emboldened and
undermines the standing of the United
States on the global stage.

To be fair, the President’s own na-
tional security strategy echoes decades
of bipartisan recognition that the
founding values of the United States—
democracy, the rule of law—should
continue to drive our foreign policy.
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Yet the President himself has shown a
fundamental disrespect for these very
principles: declining to publicly cham-
pion the importance of human rights
and good governance, refusing to con-
demn dictators around the world who
brutally repress their own citizens, sow
instability across the world, or even at-
tack those who attack the TUnited
States—something I fear will ulti-
mately weaken our ability to promote
the security and prosperity of all
Americans.

Last week’s unceremonious firing of
our Nation’s top diplomat was the
President’s latest and brazen example
of disrespect for the role of diplomacy,
diplomats, and of the State Depart-
ment itself. While I had my differences
with Secretary Tillerson, the reality is,
it does not serve the interests of the
United States when the President un-
dermines his top diplomat on major
foreign policy initiatives, from the cri-
sis in the gulf to, ironically, his out-
reach to North Koreans.

Secretary Tillerson’s legacy will be
shaped not just by the President’s mis-
guided efforts but also his own ill-ad-
vised attempt to dismantle the State
Department, leaving the United States
without key voices to advance our in-
terests around the world.

The administration has failed to even
nominate critical, high-level posi-
tions—Under Secretaries, Assistant
Secretaries—leaving a void of empow-
ered voices. Meanwhile, there are gap-
ing vacancies in some of the world’s
most troubled regions. For example, as
we confront a nuclear-armed North
Korea, the President has yet to nomi-
nate an ambassador to South Korea,
our critical ally on the peninsula—one
that has historically relied upon Amer-
ican assurances and allegiance.

Similarly, the President took more
than a year to nominate an Assistant
Secretary for East Asian and Pacific
Affairs. The impact of these vacancies
was on full display last week when the
President—without the knowledge of
his top diplomat—announced a meeting
with North Korean Dictator Kim Jong
Un, an assertion that was then ulti-
mately walked back and modified by
his Secretary of Defense and his White
House Press Secretary.

In the Middle East, as the President
continues to send more and more
American troops and we face an
emboldened Iranian regime creeping
further into Syria, facilitated by the
Kremlin’s military support, he has yet
to appoint Ambassadors to consequen-
tial posts, including Saudi Arabia,
Egypt, Qatar, Turkey, and Jordan,
which has proved a critical partner in
our fight against terrorism in the re-
gion and in supporting refugees—two
essential components of U.S. policy in
the Middle East.

How can we possibly expect to assert
American leadership and secure our in-
terests with these posts unfilled and
with no empowered individuals at the
Department itself? Under the Presi-
dent’s watch, the number of career Am-
bassadors, which is basically the State
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Department’s equivalent to four-star
generals at the Department of Defense,
has plummeted by 60 percent. If we
were shedding four-star generals this
quickly, we would be sounding the
alarm of a national security crisis.

We have just one career-level Ambas-
sador left at the State Department. Let
me say that again: One career-level
Ambassador left, and this administra-
tion has seen fit to ship him off to an
academic institution rather than to en-
gage him in frontline diplomacy.

We are witnessing a mass exodus of
experienced diplomatic and security
professionals who have dedicated their
lives to this country. This is a forced
exodus, and I am deeply alarmed to see
reports revealing what we have feared
for some time.

We just started to learn about dis-
turbing efforts to purge the Broad-
casting Board of Governors and impose
a partisan editorial voice on U.S. inter-
national media. Alarmingly, last week,
press reports highlighted emails that
provided concrete evidence of the ad-
ministration’s efforts to effectively
purge the Department of anyone they
do not believe would be a purist for the
President’s vision. Emails showed po-
litical leadership describing some civil
servants as ‘‘turncoats, leakers, and
troublemakers.”

The conversations showed senior po-
litical appointees working with outside
organizations engaged in vicious smear
campaigns against career civil servants
and dismissing death threats against
some of these same career officials.
Diplomats who have served Republican
and Democratic Presidents alike, who
have spent their careers working to
build a more prosperous and secure
world so a Commander in Chief would
not have to send our sons and daugh-
ters into war.

This is America. Our government
functions because of apolitical civil
servants across agencies who dedicate
their lives to advance the interests of
their fellow citizens, from distributing
Social Security checks to negotiating
nuclear arms treaties. It is outrageous.
It is disgraceful. It is dangerous.

We face challenges from every corner
of the globe. We simply cannot con-
front them if we are not present, and
we cannot overcome these challenges
when the President himself does not
acknowledge them.

As China’s political leadership con-
solidates power and as the country ex-
pands into the South China Sea and
pursues an aggressive economic agenda
around the world, the President, for his
part, praises these dictatorial moves.
Meanwhile, he has failed on his prom-
ise to deliver better trade deals.

In Latin America, while the Presi-
dent calls our neighbors to the south
drug dealers, criminals, and rapists,
China is expanding its economic and
cultural presence in our own backyard.

In Mexico, one of our most integral
bilateral partners—Mexico is the sec-
ond largest market for U.S. goods and
services in the world—we will soon lose
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our Ambassador, as we hear about how
the Russian Government is seeking to
interfere in their upcoming elections.

When it comes to Russia, again and
again, the President’s own intelligence
officials have made clear that the Rus-
sian Government not only meddled in
our election in 2016 but continues its
interference in the American political
system to this day. Yet the President
refuses—refuses—to condemn Vladimir
Putin or impose congressionally man-
dated sanctions to hold them account-
able for their attack on the United
States. I understand today he con-
gratulated him on his ‘“‘election.” That
is not an election. Putin is seeking to
be a czar, not to be a President.

The Russian Government continues
its military aggression in the Ukraine
and 1its disinformation campaigns
across Europe.

In the Middle East, it continues to
enable Bashar al-Assad’s slaughter of
innocent civilians and Iran’s efforts to
expand its presence and threaten
Israel. In a brazen move this month,
the Kremlin used an unlawful chemical
agent to commit murder on British
soil, showing how far they will go if
they are unchecked.

Beyond these great power threats, we
must also confront nonstate actors and
new tools designed specifically to de-
stabilize free and democratic societies.

We must demand more information
to learn about Cambridge Analytica
and the efforts of this organization to
exploit private information from social
media users across the world to pro-
mote particular political agendas.

The only way to confront old and
emerging threats is to stand united
with our allies. We have spent decades
building these alliances based on mu-
tual respect, accountability, and vig-
orous engagement in the international
institutions and security agreements
that are essential to promoting peace
and security around the world. We our-
selves must be a reliable ally and part-
ner. We must speak with an authori-
tative voice. We must have our na-
tional security agencies executing
clear, integrated, coherent strategies.

The President himself must cham-
pion the fundamental ideas that have
made America secure and prosperous:
democracy, human rights, free expres-
sion—values we champion not because
simply they are right but because they
are also strategic. We stand for these
values because, globally, governments
that uphold the rule of law, that re-
spect human rights and freedom of ex-
pression, that welcome economic com-
petition—these are the nations that
form America’s most reliable allies,
most prosperous economic partners,
and most strategic security relations.

Let me close with this: The American
people and the institutions we have
built remain resilient. Now more than
ever, Congress must exercise its role as
a coequal branch of government when
it comes to our foreign policy. We need
Republicans and Democrats in Con-
gress to uphold our duty to conduct
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oversight, to ensure that bipartisan
values that have guided American for-
eign policy for decades can be executed
by an experienced, empowered, fully
funded and fully staffed State Depart-
ment.

Together, we must ensure that our
reputation as a leader of nations is not
eroded by a President and an adminis-
tration that thus far, in my view, far
from putting America first, threaten to
leave America isolated and behind.
That is our challenge. That is our
choice. I appreciate my colleagues who
join us in this regard.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
HOEVEN). The Senator from New Mex-
ico.

Mr. UDALL. Mr. President, I would
like to say how glad I am to have Sen-
ator MENENDEZ back in the saddle as
our ranking member on Foreign Rela-
tions, and I thank him so much for his
speech and for his leadership on our
very important committee.

I join my colleagues from the For-
eign Relations Committee in their cri-
tique of President Trump’s handling—
or maybe we would call it mis-
handling—of foreign policy. I am most
concerned about how U.S. power, pres-
tige, and diplomacy have been weak-
ened across the world as a direct result
of this President. The United States
has stood as a world leader of liberal
democracy, the rule of law, and human
values since the end of World War II.
Our actions abroad have not always
been perfect, but over the decades, we
have earned the world’s respect be-
cause we have acted on our principles.

After the fall of the Berlin Wall, au-
thoritarian regimes were in retreat.
Today, authoritarianism is back on the
march. The President himself even
cheers them on, praising Vladimir
Putin, Xi Jinping, and others who fash-
ion themselves President for life of
one-party, repressive regimes.

In this President’s short but raucous
and chaotic tenure, he has diminished
our standing within the world commu-
nity by grossly offending other nations
and their leaders, including many of
our closest allies, by abruptly changing
foreign policy with no clear policy
basis, and by denigrating countries and
an entire continent with comments
laced with racism. The President issues
conflicting messages. World leaders
and international diplomats cannot
rely on his word or his tweets. He has
plenty of criticism for our friends and
allies but little for strongmen like
Vladimir Putin. The world is alarmed.
It is less stable under this Presidency.

Secretary Tillerson had disagree-
ments with the President, and early
on, the President undercut and side-
lined him. The day before Mr. Tillerson
was shown the door, the Secretary
broke with the White House by directly
pointing the finger at Russia for using
a chemical weapon on the ex-British
spy in his homeland, and this incident
shows that the President will not tol-
erate daylight between his own corrupt
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political beliefs and the views of his
lieutenants.

During confirmation hearings for Mr.
Pompeo, our committee must find out
whether he will hold fast to traditional
American values or bend to the Presi-
dent’s servility to Vladimir Putin and
other autocrats around the world.

The President’s own diplomacy has
been chaotic and dangerous. He has
alienated one of our closest friends and
biggest trading partners—the country
of Mexico. He insists that Mexico will
pay for this offensive wall that he says
is necessary to keep out rapists and
criminals.

The President has imperiled our rela-
tionships with both Mexico and Canada
with his threats to tear up NAFTA,
which he seems to say over and over
again. In my home State of New Mex-
ico, border communities rely on the in-
tegrated border, and border commu-
nities rely on the economy that has
been built up over the last 24 years. We
have a trade surplus with Mexico.
NAFTA negotiations continue, but
there has been a chill on economic ac-
tivity in States like New Mexico,
Texas, California, and Arizona.

The President has shaken the world
with his grade-school taunts about nu-
clear weapons—a deadly serious sub-
ject. He chided Secretary Tillerson
that talking to North Korea won’t
work, undercutting the Secretary once
again, and then suddenly agreed to
meet and even negotiate with Kim
Jong Un without the careful diplo-
matic work needed to ensure success. 1
support diplomacy as the best solution,
but rash diplomacy can easily lead to
rash wars, and impulsive decision-
making is extremely risky.

I hope the President seriously studies
the issues between now and any meet-
ing, brings an experienced team, and
sets realistic and achievable goals for
any negotiation. He must understand
that diplomatic failure is potentially
catastrophic. A war would likely result
in 20,000 casualties a day in the opening
week, and Secretary Mattis has warned
that there would be, in his words, ‘‘the
worst kind of fighting in people’s life-
times.”

I do not trust this President to follow
the constitutional process required to
go to war. That is why I am cospon-
soring S. 2047, prohibiting any Presi-
dent from launching a preemptive
strike on North Korea. Starting a war
with North Korea would only under-
mine the security of the United States
and our regional allies and should not
be done without approval of the Amer-
ican people through the Congress.

The President’s attitude toward Rus-
sia and Vladimir Putin complicates our
ability to gain support for our efforts
overseas. Russia interfered with our de-
mocracy and continues to interfere in
the affairs of our allies.

There is no good explanation why he
has not directed our Nation’s security
agencies to take all possible action in
response to Russia’s interference with
the 2016 election, and increasingly we
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see in the special counsel’s investiga-
tion how Russia is playing a bigger and
bigger part. There is no reason why
this administration took so long to
begin to implement Congress’s sanc-
tions against Russia. Special Counsel
Mueller’s investigation has already
produced indictments against Russians
and key officials from President
Trump’s campaign, but the President
himself does not send the message to
deter future interference by Russia.
The President’s failure to fight back,
his resistance to sanctioning the Rus-
sians, and his subservience to Putin be-
tray the national trust.

The President’s hostility toward
Iran’s agreement to disarm its nuclear
weapons program is mind-boggling. Di-
rector Pompeo reportedly shares this
hostility. But just last week, the com-
mander of U.S. Central Command,
Army GEN Joseph Votel, testified be-
fore the Senate Armed Services Com-
mittee that the Iran deal is in our na-
tional interest. Defense Secretary
Mattis and the Joint Chiefs of Staff
Chairman, Gen. Joseph Dunford, also
agree. Our close allies—also signatories
to the deal—agree it is in the inter-
national community’s interests.

This is not the United States the
world has come to know, rely upon,
and believe in. The President’s failure
to protect our national interest weak-
ens our position within the world com-
munity.

Morale at the State Department is
suffering as our foreign policy suffers.
Any new Secretary of State must work
to reverse this. This Congress and the
world have watched as the President
and the Secretary of State have
hollowed out the State Department.

Highly experienced and talented For-
eign Service officers have been fired,
pushed out, reassigned to menial tasks,
and ignored. Many senior diplomats
have just packed up and left. Nicholas
Burns and Ryan Crocker, who served as
Ambassadors in both Republican and
Democratic administrations, have
warned that ‘‘we are witnessing the
most significant departure of diplo-
matic talent in generations.” On top of
retirements, the number of people who
took the Foreign Service exam dropped
by more than half between 2016 and
2017. There is real concern that this
will have a lasting and negative impact
long after the Trump administration.

Director Pompeo will need to answer
tough questions during confirmation:
Will he impose congressionally man-
dated sanctions on Russia? What ac-
tions will be taken to counter Russia’s
ongoing cyber warfare? We are on the
razor’s edge with North Korea. As chief
diplomat, does he support a preemptive
strike against North Korea? What will
he do to avoid a disaster? Does he agree
with our military leaders about stay-
ing in the Iran denuclearization deal?
Will he certify Iranian compliance if
the facts show compliance? Does he
support the President’s proposal to
decimate the State Department’s budg-
et? Will he continue Secretary
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Tillerson’s plan to decrease staff by 8
percent? What will he do to recover
agency morale, which we hear over and
over is at an alltime low? Will he stand
up to this President when long-held
American values are at stake?

Director Pompeo will need to prove
to the Senate that he will put the
State Department and the U.S. stand-
ing in the world back on track. Our
international partners do not view the
United States as the reliable and
strong partner they had in the past.
Dictatorships and harsh regimes are
emboldened by our lack of attention to
free speech and human rights.

President Ronald Reagan said at the
Berlin Wall that ‘‘the totalitarian
world produces backwardness because
it does such violence to the spirit,
thwarting the human impulse to cre-
ate, to enjoy, to worship.”

Dictators now smirk and echo our
President, saying ‘‘fake news’ about
any news outlet that shines a light on
their indiscretions. Leaders like Vladi-
mir Putin are emboldened to continue
to try to undermine our democracy and
sow conflict and division within the
American public.

The world is less stable without a
strong, principled United States to
lead. It is imperative that the United
States preserve and strengthen its dip-
lomatic power, not sabotage it.

With lack of leadership in the execu-
tive branch, Congress must step up,
particularly the Senate Foreign Rela-
tions Committee. As I said at the be-
ginning, I am so pleased that Senator
MENENDEZ is back to work with Sen-
ator CORKER to try to assert the role
that Congress should be playing in
these very important issues.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Jersey.

Mr. MENENDEZ. Mr. President, I
thank my colleague from New Mexico,
a key member of the Senate Foreign
Relations Committee, for his insight,
input, and continuing efforts to make
sure we have a diplomacy in the world
that ultimately pursues our national
interests and security.

I understand there are some col-
leagues who are on their way to the
floor—Senator SHAHEEN and Senator
CARDIN. When they get here, we will
hopefully have the Chair recognize
them at that point.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant bill clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

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

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

Mrs. SHAHEEN. Mr. President, I am
pleased to join Senator MENENDEZ, the
ranking member of the Senate Foreign
Relations Committee, and my col-
leagues from the committee to talk
about the importance of diplomacy as
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we look at the many challenges and
conflicts that the world is facing right
now.

From North Korea to Syria to Ven-
ezuela, there is really no end in sight
for growing tensions and conflict in the
world. Our military presence in Af-
ghanistan is growing, we have approved
lethal weapons for Ukraine, and we are
forging a new partnership with NATO
in Iraq. I support these efforts, but
without a vigorous diplomatic capa-
bility to back our military, these ini-
tiatives risk failure. Sadly, instead of
providing for a robust diplomatic
corps, the administration has laid the
foundation for a weakened U.S. hand
on the international stage. Ultimately,
this places Americans at risk. As Sec-
retary of Defense Jim Mattis said, it
forces his men and women to buy more
bullets. Equally critical is the oppor-
tunity this provides for the great
power conflicts to continue and to fes-
ter.

In November, I wrote to then-Sec-
retary of State Rex Tillerson with the
Senate Armed Services Committee
chairman, Senator JOHN MCCAIN, to ex-
press bipartisan concern over the ad-
ministration’s State Department hir-
ing and promotion rates. I was told
that the statistics we had received
from the American Foreign Service As-
sociation were wrong and that the re-
design of the State Department is not
forcing anyone from their jobs.

Unfortunately, since that time, the
State Department has lost even more
precious, diplomatic talent. Congress
has received a budget request that cuts
even more personnel, and Foreign Serv-
ice hiring and promotion rates con-
tinue to plummet. Last month, the
highest ranking senior Foreign Service
officer, Tom Shannon, announced that
he, too, would be retiring. With his re-
tirement, we will have no senior For-
eign Service officers serving in the De-
partment’s leadership.

To date, we have only one active ca-
reer ambassador who will serve in the
entire State Department, and he is not
even working in the building. Aside
from the mass exodus of critical talent,
we are allowing decades of investments
made by our country and our diplomats
to dwindle along with their ranks.

For the past 2 years, the Senate has
also received abysmally low budget re-
quests for the State Department and
USAID.

Meanwhile, our problems aren’t de-
clining. The Kremlin continues to sow
chaos across the globe. China increas-
ingly flexes its muscle by buying stra-
tegic properties throughout Europe,
Africa, and the Middle East. We are
facing the greatest refugee crisis since
World War II. Our intelligence commu-
nity repeatedly warns that in this
year’s midterm elections, Russia will
repeat another hybrid operation
against the U.S. election. The obvious
response to these challenges should not
and cannot be to reduce the oper-
ational capacity and personnel of the
lead agency that is responsible for alle-
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viating global crises and promoting the
United States’ public face throughout
the global outreach. That is the State
Department.

Just this month, the New York
Times revealed that the State Depart-
ment had failed to spend any of the
$120 million allocated to fund the Glob-
al Engagement Center, which is aimed
at countering state-led misinformation
campaigns. While America is under at-
tack and Western democracies are
under attack by misinformation cam-
paigns, the State Department’s re-
sponse has been totally insufficient. It
has been not to spend any of the money
that Congress has allocated. It seems
the administration is completely un-
aware of Special Counselor Mueller’s
indictment against Russia’s Internet
Research Agency.

I wish to spend a minute to read from
excerpts of Mueller’s indictment of 13
Russians, which came out last month.
If we can look at this through objective
eyes, it reminds us all of the threats we
face because of Russia’s interference.

This is stated in Mueller’s document:

The [Internet Research Agency] is a Rus-
sian organization engaged in operations to
interfere with elections and political proc-
esses.

I am quoting now from the indict-
ment.

By in or around September 2016, the [Inter-
net Research Agency’s] monthly budget for
Project Lakhta (its interference operation in
the U.S.) exceeded 73 million Russian rubles
(over 1,250,000 U.S. dollars).

They are spending, on a regular
basis, 1.25 million in American dollars
on this interference operation. For all
of the people out there who think this
is a partisan issue, this is not a par-
tisan issue. This is an issue about
interfering in our democracy. We can
see how much they are willing to spend
to do that.

Continuing to quote from the indict-
ment:

Defendants and their co-conspirators also
traveled, and attempted to travel, to the
United States under false pretenses in order
to collect intelligence for interference oper-
ations.

In or around 2016, the defendants and their
co-conspirators also used, possessed and
transferred, without legal authority, the so-
cial security numbers and dates of birth of
real U.S. persons without those persons’
knowledge or consent. Using these means of
identification, defendants and their co-con-
spirators opened accounts at PayPal; created
false means of identification, including fake
driver’s licenses; and posted on Internet Re-
search Agency-controlled media accounts.

That is the Russian entity that is
doing this.

Think about that. We know of the
Kremlin’s efforts to influence and use
the American people to its own advan-
tage. It is laid out pretty clearly in
this indictment from Robert Mueller.
Yet, somehow, the State Department is
incapable of spending $1 of the money
that has been allocated by Congress to-
ward countering Russia’s most overt,
public messages against the United
States.

S1821

This is truly remarkable and, sadly,
disappointing. The American people de-
serve better. Unfortunately, the Global
Engagement Center is not alone in its
lack of support from the administra-
tion. According to an analysis of data
from the Office of Management and
Budget, last year the State Depart-
ment spent just 79 percent of the
money that Congress had authorized
for the conduct of foreign affairs, the
lowest level in the last 15 years.

Many of us on the Senate Foreign
Relations Committee would agree that
most of our greatest global achieve-
ments—the Marshall Plan, the end of
the Cold War, and the reduction of nu-
clear weapons—have been secured
through diplomacy. Without it, I fear
we will stray far from President
Trump’s ideal of brokering deals and
instead cause irreparable damage to
one of America’s most precious re-
sources—our diplomatic corps. That
will harm this country’s standing in
the world and will have us viewed as
weak by our great power adversaries.

The hollowing out of the State De-
partment under this administration
will cause irreparable damage to Amer-
ica’s diplomatic efforts, and it will
harm our country’s standing in the
world. Congress has to step in and
make sure this doesn’t happen.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Maryland.

Mr. CARDIN. Mr. President, I join
my colleagues on the Senate Foreign
Relations Committee and under the
leadership of Senator MENENDEZ to
point out that now—I guess it has been
14 months under President Trump’s
leadership—we have seen a dramatic
shift in U.S. foreign policy that jeop-
ardizes our standing globally and our
national security. It starts with this
administration’s hollowing out the
State Department and our capacity to
participate in diplomacy.

As my colleagues have pointed out,
S0 many vacancies exist today, unfilled
by this administration. It is not the
slowness of the Senate in confirming
the positions. Many of these positions
are not even positions that require
Senate confirmation. We have seen an
exodus of the most experienced people
in the State Department, and the ca-
pacity of the State Department has
been dramatically reduced. President
Trump’s budget speaks volumes about
his support for diplomacy, as we see 30-
percent reductions in the State Depart-
ment budget being proposed by this ad-
ministration.

The role of diplomacy in solving
international issues is at an all-time
low. There are many times I disagreed
with Secretary Tillerson, but he at
least was an independent voice in the
White House as it related to certain
issues on Iran or climate change. Now
his voice has been silenced in this ad-
ministration.

America first is America alone. It is
the isolation of our country. We have
seen that with the United States under
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President Trump and pulling out of the
climate talks—the only country in the
world. We see it now, potentially, in
Iran, with reports that the President
may unilaterally withdraw the United
States from the nuclear agreement,
putting the United States as the
outlier where we should be putting our
attention on Iran. This is reflected in
the Gallup polls, showing that the
global opinion toward the TUnited
States has dropped dramatically. We
see the President embracing oppressive
leaders around the world, such as the
leaders of Russia, China, Turkey, and
Egypt, and embracing the autocratic
practices of the President of the Phil-
ippines. Then, he attacks our closest
allies, calling into question the trans-
atlantic partnership.

Perhaps more than anything else,
this administration has trampled on
America’s values. As Secretary
Tillerson said early in this administra-
tion, America’s interests will no longer
be dictated by our values. That is not
what the trademark of America is
about. The President over and over has
questioned universally what America
stands for when he gave space to hate
in his response to Charlottesville and
when he implies that people who come
to our country of certain religions or
certain races are less favored than oth-
ers. When he suggests he cannot have a
conflict because he is President of the
United States and does not have to di-
vest of his business interests or when
he says things that we know are not
true and the President of the United
States is standing up for matters that
are outright lies, it diminishes the
value and strength of America and our
global leadership.

One issue I want to talk about in the
time I have is that of ignoring one of
our greatest national security
threats—what Russia is doing to the
United States under Mr. Putin. We just
saw in Russia’s most recent election
that it was neither free nor fair. The
opposition candidates were not allowed
to participate, as they were handpicked
by Mr. Putin, and he controlled the
media. As the OSCE observed, the elec-
tion took place in an overly controlled
legal environment, and it had pressure
on the critical voices of the Russian
people.

We find a Russia today under Mr.
Putin that is contrary to the values we
stand for. In January, I authored a re-
port on Russia, with the other Demo-
crats on the committee, that talked
about the asymmetric arsenal Mr.
Putin uses that includes propaganda.
We saw this on display when he was
asked about what happened in the
United States. According to the tran-
script, as reported by the Washington
Post, these are Mr. Putin’s own words:
“Maybe they’re not even Russians,” in
his talking about who attacked our
country and referring to those behind
the election interference. ‘Maybe
they’re Ukrainian, Tatars, Jews—just
with Russian citizenship.”” He also
speculated that France, Germany, or
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Asia might have interfered in the elec-
tion or even Russians who were paid by
the U.S. Government.

That type of rhetoric is straight out
of the Soviet and Russian playbook to
cast Jews and other minorities as
undesirables—enemies of the state. As
an American Jew who has family roots
in Eastern Europe and Russia, I find
that kind of rhetoric to be dangerous
and frightening, but at its most basic,
such rhetoric is part of Mr. Putin’s
grand design. That is what he does.

We saw it play out in the UK just 2
weeks ago when a person was poisoned
in England who was an enemy of Mr.
Putin’s. We see it play out over and
over again. Prime Minister May spoke
out. She called it for what it was. She
sent a clear signal to Moscow that that
type of behavior by the Russian state
against the British people would not be
tolerated and that there would be con-
sequences. This is how a leader of a
great nation should speak out in de-
fense of its people to counter a major
threat from a global adversary.

Yet what happened here in Wash-
ington with the threat we saw to our
own country by Mr. Putin? The Presi-
dent has said virtually nothing. His
spokesperson condemned the crime but
ignored that likely Russian link. The
Secretary of State later did what the
President could not or would not do by
calling out the Russians. Maybe that
was his swan song because it was the
last thing we heard before he was si-
lenced by Mr. Trump.

Never before in America’s history has
such a clear threat to our national se-
curity been so clearly ignored by the
President of the United States. The
President’s difficulty in publicly ac-
knowledging the Russia threat and
leading our country forward to combat
that threat is one of the most per-
plexing and reckless pieces of Mr.
Trump’s disastrous foreign policy. We
in Congress took action. We passed leg-
islation. We passed mandatory sanc-
tions against Russia. Yet this adminis-
tration has not taken full advantage of
the law we passed. The President needs
to protect America’s interests, not ap-
pease Mr. Putin.

Congress’s role in shaping and ad-
vancing U.S. foreign policy has never
been more important. I will continue
to advance legislation, conduct over-
sight, and speak out about these im-
portant issues in the name of the
American people and the values and
norms that define us and our place in
this complicated world. I am proud to
be a part of the group of Senators who
will stand on this floor and work to
make sure we protect our national se-
curity interests.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Massachusetts.

Mr. MARKEY. Mr. President, I come
to the floor to share my deep concern
over the Trump administration’s ap-
proach to North Korea.

I thank the Senator from New Jer-
sey, the leader of the Democrats on the
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Foreign Relations Committee, for ask-
ing the Members to come out here to
speak to the Trump administration’s
foreign policy.

North Korea is a serious and ever-
worsening threat to its people, to our
allies and partners in the region, and
to the United States. Unfortunately,
the Trump administration has mis-
managed our North Korea policy, and
the potential consequences of failure
are too great to ignore. North Korea
may have bent over backward to ap-
pear conciliatory during the Winter
Olympics and through its offers of
talks with South Korea and the United
States, but Kim Jong Un has not
stopped his dangerous activities—far
from it. While the North Korean re-
gime is all smiles and open arms, its
malign behavior continues.

Its engineers race to perfect a nu-
clear-tipped intercontinental ballistic
missile. North Korean laborers around
the world—modern-day indentured
servants—send paychecks home to the
regime to help fund its illicit military
programs. Illegal ship-to-ship transfers
of refined petroleum products con-
tinue. North Korea’s army of cyber
warriors grows more capable, and the
Kim regime’s thugs make no efforts to
scale back rampant human rights
abuses.

However, President Trump’s ap-
proach to date threatens to make an
already bad situation even worse. De-
spite his recent announcement that he
would accept a meeting with Kim Jong
Un, President Trump has systemati-
cally undermined the effectiveness of
the very agency—the U.S. Department
of State—he will need to make talks
successful. By so doing, he has harmed
U.S. foreign policy right as the United
States is poised to embark on a crucial
diplomatic effort with North Korea.

By firing Rex Tillerson, President
Trump threw the State Department
further into chaos when what we need
right now is more consistency. This is
indicative of a President who considers
himself to be his own diplomat, nego-
tiator, and strategist. Yet the gutting
of the State Department goes much
deeper. It has been badly depleted of
both staff and resources by the Trump
administration and is consistently ig-
nored in the opaque process the White
House is using to try to conduct Amer-
ican foreign policy.

President Trump has stifled dissent,
ignored experience, politicized key dip-
lomatic and national security agencies.
The Special Representative for North
Korea Policy, Ambassador Joseph
Yun—the lead American negotiator
with North Korea—has stepped down.
One wonders whether he felt his advice
was being heeded. We still don’t have a
U.S. Ambassador to South Korea more
than a year into the Trump adminis-
tration. We still don’t have a confirmed
Assistant Secretary for East Asian and
Pacific Affairs. We still don’t have a
special envoy for North Korean human
rights issues. We no longer have a sanc-
tions coordinator.
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Going into talks at the senior-most
level with a hollowed-out State Depart-
ment is no way to peacefully resolve a
crisis. To the contrary, it exposes us to
greater risk, and as if these vacancies
were not enough, it gets worse.

The Trump administration’s recently
released budget request for fiscal year
2019 would drastically cut State De-
partment funding. The State Depart-
ment is already alarmingly
underresourced and understaffed to
handle the significant and increasing
threats from North Korea. Yet there is
no explanation as to why the President
believes it is prudent to cut diplomatic
resources, especially in the middle of a
crisis.

We deserve an answer as to why the
administration believes the State De-
partment deserves fewer resources
while trying to execute a wide-ranging
strategy of diplomatic engagement and
pressure. All the while, the White
House is subjecting our allies and part-
ners to contradictory statements that
cause confusion and dampen the pros-
pects of a peaceful solution.

We hear different thoughts on dif-
ferent days. Before firing him, Presi-
dent Trump routinely undercut Sec-
retary Tillerson and, with it, our diplo-
matic high ground. Confusing our allies
in South Korea and Japan, whose as-
sistance in helping resolve the North
Korean crisis is indispensable, only
serves to embolden Kim Jong Un, who
seeks to drive a wedge between the
United States and our allies.

We cannot afford to fail. I am con-
cerned that if these talks do not go
well, President Trump will be able to
claim he tried both economic pressure
and diplomacy, with neither path hav-
ing solved the problem. He will be left
with the conclusion that the only ap-
proach remaining will be military
force. We must be clear. There is no
military solution to the North Korea
crisis.

Today marks the 15th anniversary of
the U.S. invasion of Iraq. Although the
current situation we face with North
Korea is not identical to the one we
faced in the runup to the Iraq war in
2003, the North Korea situation is, in
fact, worse, and the consequences are
even more severe. Unlike Iraq, North
Korea has nearly completed the devel-
opment of long-range nuclear-armed
missiles that will be capable of cre-
ating nuclear mushroom clouds in our
cities.

We all agree we need to act to ensure
that this never happens. The only re-
sponsible course of action is for the ad-
ministration to use all tools of Amer-
ican statecraft to reduce the threats
from North Korea. We have an obliga-
tion to American families, service-
members, and our allies to say, un-
equivocally, that we did everything in
our power without resorting to armed
conflict.

Let’s return the United States of
America to the forefront of statecraft
and allow for our diplomats to advance
our interests without having to risk a
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frivolous loss of life. That is what is at
stake as the President moves further
away from using the kinds of tools
which are available that can try to
peacefully resolve this conflict with
North Korea.

I thank the Presiding Officer.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Connecticut.

Mr. MURPHY. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that Senators
CoONS, CARDIN, LEE, SANDERS, and I be
recognized for up to 5 minutes each and
then Senator CORKER be recognized for
up to 15 minutes prior to the vote.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Without objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. MURPHY. I thank the Presiding
Officer.

Mr. President, I just returned from a
trip to a major transatlantic con-
ference in Europe. While the Europeans
have spent a lot of time over the course
of the last 12 months hand-wringing
about whether the United States is
committed to Europe, committed to
NATO, committed to our common de-
fense, my feeling upon going to Brus-
sels for this particular conference is,
they are kind of over the hand-wring-
ing. They are now just making plans to
move on without us. They are making
plans to protect themselves without us.
They are making plans to set the rules
of the road economically, politically,
and culturally around the world with-
out the United States. The evidence of
that was very clear.

The Europeans are setting up some-
thing called the European Defense Ini-
tiative, in which they are going to
start doing military planning and pur-
chasing outside of NATO because they
are just not convinced, not confident
that the United States is going to be
seriously engaged in NATO. That com-
promises our security as the Europeans
start to make plans for their defense
without us, even though we still have
an obligation under the treaty to pro-
tect them.

Over and over, you see the world
moving on as they watch this massive
withdrawal of America from the world.
The President said at a rally in Ala-
bama a few months ago that the world
is starting to respect the United States
of America again. That could not be
further from the truth. The Pew orga-
nization charts other countries’ opin-
ions of the United States. It also charts
whether other countries believe the
United States is going to act in the
best interests of the world. The num-
bers are, frankly, startling.

Of the 37 countries they surveyed,
only two of them have higher con-
fidence in the United States under
Trump than they did under Obama.
One is a rather statistically significant
increase, that being Russia, which by
42 percentage points is more confident
that the United States is going to act
in that country’s best interests. South
Korea had 88 percent confidence under
Obama and has 17 percent confidence
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under Trump. Canada had 83 percent
confidence under Obama and has 22 per-
cent confidence under Trump. Germany
is 86 to 11. They have come to this be-
lief because, as my colleagues have
mentioned, the Trump administration
had signaled its unwillingness to try to
set a moral tone for the world in the
way that it budgets. The budget they
presented to us reduces accounts dedi-
cated to countering Russian aggression
around its periphery by 63 percent. It is
a clear telegraph to Europe that they
are on their own, that countries that
are trying to fight back against a coun-
try that wants to reestablish a new
version of the Soviet Empire will have
no help from the United States.

In this budget, the National Endow-
ment for Democracy is cut by $100 mil-
lion. It is no secret that countries like
Hungary and Poland are starting to
slip away from traditional democratic
norms. Countries like the Philippines
are doing the same because there is not
a moral force here in the United States
committing to bring them closer to the
ideals of participatory democracy.

There is a $1.6 billion cut in humani-
tarian aid, telling the rest of the world:
If you want to solve these enormous
problems of humanitarian catas-
trophe—famine and refugee displace-
ment—you can’t look to us anymore.
You are on your own again.

There is a 3b-percent cut in overall
international narcotics and law en-
forcement funding, just at a time when
record amounts of fentanyl are finding
their way into the United States.

The moment of panic is over for the
world. They have watched this admin-
istration walk away from its tradi-
tional obligations to try to stand up
for the rule of law, to try to promote
democracy and human rights, and to
try to protect America’s interests and
our allies. They are simply making
other plans. I hope the next adminis-
tration will be able to correct that, but
those plans are hard to break once they
are made.

I hope Republicans and Democrats
will stand up to make sure that Amer-
ica does not become any weaker in the
world than it already is today, 15
months into this administration. We
are less safe as a nation because of this
wholesale withdrawal from the global
stage. It is not too late to try to turn
it around.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
FLAKE). The Senator from Delaware.

Mr. COONS. Mr. President, I join my
colleagues on the floor this afternoon
to address the mounting concerns we
have with the foreign policy of the
Trump administration. I want to thank
my colleague, Senator MENENDEZ of
New Jersey, the ranking member of the
Foreign Relations Committee, and
comment at the outset on two things
that have been widely said that I don’t
think are true.

First is that Democrats are bottling
up the President’s vitally needed nomi-
nees for senior ambassadorial positions
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or senior Department of State nomina-
tions and that we are holding key
nominees.

Frankly, nothing could be further
from the truth. Earlier today, in a
business meeting, our Foreign Rela-
tions Committee, which works well on
a bipartisan basis, voted out a whole
series of Ambassadors, treaties, and
Assistant Secretaries of State.

Second, I heard it said by some pun-
dits that Democrats wish President
Trump ill, that we are working to do
everything we can to hold him back
and prevent him from being successful.

Let me start by saying that I think
all of us know that we are strongest
when we stand together and work to-
gether. All of us have at some point
heard the old adage that politics
should stop at the water’s edge, and
nothing would make me happier then
to see our foreign policy, our military,
and our diplomatic efforts succeed
around the world.

I do not wish our President ill or our
State Department a lack of success,
but I think it deserves mentioning for
the few minutes I am taking on the
floor today that President Trump, who
promised as a candidate to be unpre-
dictable and nontraditional, has over-
performed in that category. His foreign
policy has been defined by inconsist-
ency, volatility, unpredictability, and
at times, a failure to advance our val-
ues. This comes exactly at a time, as
my colleague from Connecticut was
just reciting, when our allies and part-
ners crave stability and leadership and
when the threats to our democratic
way of life from Russia and China are
on the rise.

Trump’s ‘‘shock and awe’ style of
governing was demonstrated recently
by his abrupt firing of the Secretary of
State in a tweet and his further humil-
iation of the Secretary of State in sto-
ries that dribbled out about exactly
how and when and where he was fired.
We should not be conducting foreign
policy in the same way that one might
host a reality TV show like ‘“The Ap-
prentice.”

In just a year, as I have attended a
variety of conferences and meetings
around the world, I have been struck
by the number of ways in which the
President has undermined alliances
and friendships that have taken dec-
ades to build. Let me briefly review a
few of the ways our European and
Asian allies have been puzzled or con-
founded—by our withdrawal from the
Trans-Pacific Partnership; by imposing
a travel plan on citizens from majority
Muslim countries; by withdrawing
from the Paris climate accord; by im-
posing tariffs on steel and aluminum,
including against our close North
American and European allies; by ques-
tioning our commitments to NATO;
and by denigrating an entire continent
when discussing the value of potential
immigrants from Africa.

Real and consistent leadership
around the world that reflects Amer-
ican values is needed now more than
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ever. In the dozen countries I have vis-
ited for regional security conferences
in the past year, I have heard the same
from our vital allies. Senator MCCAIN
and I traveled to Halifax in Canada and
to Singapore in Southeast Asia for a
series of bilateral meetings of rep-
resentatives of close and trusted allies.
Senator FLAKE and I have traveled to
Africa. Senator GRAHAM and I have
traveled to the Middle East. In all of
these trips, what I have heard is that
our allies are concerned, that they
need reassurance about how and where
we stand, and that in many cases, yes,
they are beginning to move on past us
and to reach accommodations with
China or Russia, having concluded that
we are not committed to engagement
with the world.

Every time I go on a visit to a for-
eign embassy—an embassy of the
United States overseas—I sit down
with our Foreign Service officers and I
ask about their work and service, and I
am overwhelmingly impressed with the
professionalism and dedication of our
career development professionals and
our diplomats. Yet, overwhelmingly,
the big number of vacancies at the
State Department and a budget that
proposes a more than 30-percent cut in
the State Department and USAID have
had a significant, demoralizing impact
on these people whom we count on to
advance America’s interest and values
around the world.

Let me also say briefly that on the
continent of Africa, where I have spent
a great deal of my time on the Foreign
Relations Committee, we are missing
Ambassadors to some of the biggest
and most important countries—South
Africa and Tanzania being just two, for
example. It is a continent where Chi-
na’s pervasive presence is not being
countered by an America that is
robustly engaged. Why does this mat-
ter? Because in this century, Africa
will become the fastest growing and
largest market for our goods and
should be the continent in which we
have the closest alliances and partner-
ship. But instead of building partner-
ships and helping to extend markets
here at home, the Trump administra-
tion is squandering the current mo-
mentum and watching from the side-
lines as democratic norms deteriorate.

As a member of both the Appropria-
tions and Foreign Relations Commit-
tees, I was gravely concerned that for a
second year in a row, the Trump ad-
ministration budget proposed deep cuts
in diplomacy and development. We
must recognize that while these invest-
ments serve a humanitarian purpose,
they also make us stronger by spread-
ing American values, safer by building
coalitions, less susceptible to terrorism
by creating a more stable world, and
more prosperous by creating stronger
export markets for our goods. If we
want to remain a global leader, we
need a strong State Department and
USAID that are sufficiently funded.

Let me turn to the matter of Russia
before I conclude. Throughout his ad-
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ministration, President Trump has not
only turned away from some of our
critical allies and weakened our com-
mitments to international coalitions
but has also refused to head-on, clearly
address the real and multifaceted
threats we face from Russia.

Russia’s activities, as has been testi-
fied to by senior administration offi-
cials over many hearings, now are di-
rectly interfering with our democ-
racy—our last election and likely our
next election, as well as those of our
closest allies throughout the world.
Rather than sending a clear and force-
ful signal to Russia that our political
affairs are not to be meddled with,
President Trump has instead at times
turned aside from this challenge and
failed to address it.

Let me conclude by simply saying
that now more than ever, the United
States must lead in the world, and I
look forward to working with my col-
leagues on the Foreign Relations Com-
mittee on a bipartisan basis to advance
our interests.

Thank you, Mr. President.

With that, I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Maryland.

Mr. CARDIN. Mr. President, I take
this time because I think this issue is
an extremely important issue. I am
talking about the authority of the Con-
gress of the United States versus the
President on the introduction of our
troops into war or hostilities. This has
been a struggle we have been debating
for a long time. Congress passed the
War Powers Act over the objections of
the President because we recognize
that the Constitution gives us the
power to introduce troops into harm’s
way.

The resolution says very clearly that
the introduction of the U.S. Armed
Forces into hostilities will allow Con-
gress to have an expedited process if
the administration has not gotten the
authorization for the use of that mili-
tary force. The Supreme Court decision
made it very difficult for us to enforce
that, causing us to pass, in the State
Department authorization, a process in
which a joint resolution could be filed
in order for Congress to express itself if
the President has not sought the au-
thorization for the use of military
force.

We now have a circumstance where
the United States, in my view—the
President has introduced American
troops into hostilities by assisting the
Saudis in refueling missions in regard
to the campaign in Yemen. To me, that
is introducing troops. Whether it is
right or wrong, Congress has a respon-
sibility to respond to this. I say that
knowing that our Presiding Officer has
been very articulate about the need for
us to pass an authorization for the use
of military force in regard to our cam-
paign against ISIS.

Here is the challenge we have. The
administration and previous adminis-
trations have interpreted hostilities in
such a narrow way, it would take away
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from Congress our ability to have the
authorization for the introduction of
American troops into hostile cir-
cumstances. Yet compare that with
this administration’s and previous ad-
ministrations’ interpretations of the
2001 authorization for use of military
force, which we passed after the attack
on our country on 9/11. They would
have you believe that authorization,
which was limited to those who
planned the attack against us in 9/11,
applies to our military campaign
against ISIS in Syria or ISIS in Yemen
or wherever we may find ISIS any-
where in the world. I think that is an
absurd interpretation.

Yes, I know the distinguished chair-
man of the Senate Foreign Relations
Committee is on the floor. I think our
committee needs to take up this issue.
We need to take up what is happening
in Yemen with our support of the
Saudis and what is happening in regard
to the authorization for the use of mili-
tary force. But this campaign has been
going on for a long time. Congress
needs to weigh in whether we are for or
against it. We need to exert our juris-
diction, and we haven’t done that. It is
very frustrating that those of us who
believe very deeply in our constitu-
tional responsibilities, assume that re-
sponsibility—and I have a lot of con-
fidence in the distinguished chairman
of the Senate Foreign Relations Com-
mittee, but I question whether we are
going to get more time in the future to
debate this issue. I know the chairman
will give us time in committee, but
will we have time on the floor of the
Senate to debate this issue? I think we
need to debate it and vote up or down
whether American troops should be as-
sisting in this mission.

With that, Mr. President, I yield the
floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Utah.

Mr. LEE. Mr. President, I stand to
urge a ‘‘no”” vote on the motion to
table. We are involved as cobelligerents
in hostilities in someone else’s war—in
a civil war in Yemen.

It is very difficult to dispute the con-
tention that there is no decision made
by a government that is more severe,
more serious, that carries with it more
dire consequences than sending brave
young men and women sworn to pro-
tect us into harm’s way, into battle,
into hostilities.

We have been faced with the debate
here about what amounts to hos-
tilities. We have the executive branch
of government that understandably has
defined that term narrowly but in this
case so narrowly as to obliterate any
meaning behind that word, basically
suggesting that we are not in hos-
tilities unless we have people on the
ground firing upon an enemy and being
fired upon. That is not always the way
modern warfare 1is conducted and
hasn’t been for some time.

The fact is that we have our uni-
formed military personnel who are en-
gaged in things like midair refueling

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

on combat missions, refueling the com-
bat aircraft of another country when
those combat aircraft are in route to a
battlefield, to a theater of warfare. If
those aren’t hostilities, I don’t know
what is.

We have been told that we need to do
this in regular order. Let’s talk about
regular order for a minute because, as
I mentioned a moment ago, there is
nothing more serious than sending our
uniformed military personnel into hos-
tilities. We have in this body adopted
laws and procedures making it possible
for us to receive fast-track consider-
ation of measures that indicate that
the executive branch of government
has overstepped its power.

We are in our third year involved in
this civil war in Yemen—3 years—and
yet this hasn’t come up for a vote; 3
yvears and we haven’t had anything
come out of committee and voted on
the Senate floor. Three years ought to
be long enough. In fact, the War Pow-
ers Resolution gives us expedited con-
sideration. It gives the committee 10
days to consider that. The committee
has now had more than twice that time
to consider that, and the committee
has not put anything out. This is why
we are well within our rights, well
within the boundaries of what is appro-
priate, in fact, and well within what
the Constitution already grants us,
which is the power to declare war. That
power, with good reason, was not vest-
ed in the executive branch of govern-
ment. It was vested only in Congress—
that branch of government most ac-
countable to the people at the most
regular intervals.

The reason this is so important is
that before we send our young people
into a place where they could die, we
want to make sure that an open, hon-
est debate is held in public view, not
behind closed doors at the Pentagon or
at some other government office build-
ing, but right here on the Senate floor
and in the House of Representatives.
We cannot exercise that power capably,
we cannot claim to be mindful, and we
cannot be deemed faithful to our oath
to uphold, protect, and defend the Con-
stitution of the United States if we
don’t look out for our authorities and
if we don’t make sure that someone
else isn’t exercising authority that was
granted to this body. That authority
belongs not to any one person; it be-
longs to the people.

If we refuse to take this vote today,
if we choose instead to table this meas-
ure rather than to allow it to come up
for a vote on the Senate floor, we are
choosing not to decide, and we will still
have made a choice—a choice to abdi-
cate our responsibility. If we make
that decision today, then shame on us.
It is our prerogative as a coequal
branch of government to make sure
that we do our job, to do that which
only Congress can do.

This is, in fact, a war. There are, in
fact, grave humanitarian concerns pre-
sented by that war, and that makes it
all the more important, not less impor-
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tant, for us to debate this and for us to
discuss this under the light of day, in
public, and on the Senate floor.

I urge my colleagues in the strongest
terms I am capable of communicating
to vote against the motion to table.

Thank you, Mr. President.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Tennessee.

Mr. CORKER. Mr. President, I have
enjoyed hearing the discussion about
the item before us. I must say that I
would feel a whole lot better about this
debate if it were focused on our refuel-
ing French jets going into Mali—the
same exact debate. I assume these indi-
viduals would consider those to be hos-
tilities, but, somehow or another, that
doesn’t rise to congressional approval.

This one, I think, is politically
tinged. Saudi Arabia certainly has
issues. They have conducted them-
selves in manners that we wish were
better. The Crown Prince was here
today, and all of us who met with him
““demarched” him, if you will, on the
conduct relative to Yemen. Yet, at the
same time, we know that because
American folks are involved in refuel-
ing and because we are helping, to a de-
gree, with intelligence, we know that
less civilians are being killed there. We
know that. We know that our being
there has affected their conduct.

I wish to talk about process here.
The sponsors of the resolution, who I
have great respect for, have used a very
entrepreneurial method to bring this to
the floor, and I don’t say that to be pej-
orative. They have reached into the
War Powers Act and pulled out some-
thing that was unintended for this pur-
pose. I think everyone understands
that, and I think everyone understands
that if we don’t table this, we will be
setting a precedent here. It will be a
situation of first impression where
from now on, when our Air Force is re-
fueling jets in the air, we are involved
in hostilities. I don’t think that is a
standard that we wish to set.

I want to argue this on a different
level. It is hard for me to believe that
we would take up an issue of this seri-
ous nature and not allow the com-
mittee of jurisdiction to work its will.
We had a hearing last week that Sen-
ator MCCONNELL set up for all Senators
to come in and be briefed on Yemen.
His stated reason for doing that was
that most people in the Senate don’t
kno