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session of the Senate and we will pro-
ceed with the cloture vote on the un-
derlying bill at 5:30 p.m. on Monday.
Shortly after that vote, I hope to get
to final passage on the FAA reauthor-
ization so we can move on to other
business in the Senate.

———
MORNING BUSINESS

Mr. THUNE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senate be
in a period of morning business, with
Senators permitted to speak therein
for up to 10 minutes each.

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

Mr. THUNE. I suggest the absence of
a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The senior assistant legislative clerk
proceeded to call the roll.

Mr. KING. 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quorum call be rescinded.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.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Maine.

(The remarks of Mr. KING pertaining
to the introduction of S. 2800 are print-
ed in today’s RECORD under ‘‘State-
ments on Introduced Bills and Joint
Resolutions.””)

————

NOMINATION OF MERRICK
GARLAND

Mr. KING. Mr. President, I also want
to address a second issue while I have
the floor, and that is a conversation I
had yesterday with Judge Merrick Gar-
land. We had an opportunity to talk in
my office for about 45 minutes to an
hour. We talked about a wide range of
topics: the limits on the President’s
Executive authority, how the Court
should provide oversight to regulatory
agencies, the Second Amendment, the
role of stare decisis respect for prece-
dence, general judicial philosophy. We
talked about a number of issues, and I
wanted to share with the Senate some
observations from that meeting.

No. 1, the first thing I thought of last
night after reflecting upon this con-
versation is that I used to be in the
judge-appointing business. As Governor
of Maine, I probably appointed 10 or 15
judges over my 8-year term, maybe
more. I don’t have a specific number,
but I do recall the process which
brought prospective judges in by a judi-
cial selection committee, and then I
would consider their qualifications and
interview them in much the same way
I did yesterday.

I always look for the same qualities:
first, high intellect; knowledge of the
law; nonpomposity—as a young lawyer,
I didn’t like pompous judges, and I
don’t like people who uphold them-
selves, particularly when they are in
positions of authority, so a kind of
modest demeanor; finally, a tempera-
ment whereby they can apply the law
and make decisions without any dis-
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cernible political or ideological bent.
Indeed, as I thought back on the con-
versation I had with Judge Garland
yesterday, I realized that he exactly fit
that criteria. Were he an applicant or a
candidate for the supreme court in the
State of Maine and if I were the Gov-
ernor, he would be the kind of guy I
was looking for.

The other thing I reflected on as I
was thinking about the conversation is
that I wish the people of America had
been looking over my shoulder and had
heard the conversation, the questions,
heard his answers, studied his body
language and how he approached these
questions, how his mind works, how he
thinks.

I thought about the fact that many
of us are having these meetings with
the judge over these weeks, Members
from both parties, and what we are
doing is kind of a slow-motion hearing
without the public being able to watch
what is going on. I think that is where
we are missing the boat on this nomi-
nation.

I fully understand the discretion
every Senator has to make their own
decision on whether this is a nomina-
tion that should go forward, but we are
denying the American people the op-
portunity to participate in this process
by not having a hearing and allowing
them to see and hear and meet Judge
Garland. I don’t understand that.

Well, I guess I do understand the pol-
itics, and I will talk about that in a
minute, but I don’t understand why we
are shutting the people out of this
process, because if there was a hearing,
it would probably go on for hours,
there would be dozens of questions, the
Senators could ask all the questions
they wanted, and the public and the
Senators would be able to observe this
man and get a feel for who he is, what
he would bring to this job, and the kind
of person he is.

I have not made a final decision. If
and when he is brought to the floor for
a vote, I haven’t yet decided how I will
vote, although based upon my meeting
yesterday and my knowledge of his
prior judicial experience and his rep-
utation, I am inclined to say yes. But I
want to have a hearing. I want to see
how he does in that hot seat where he
is asked difficult questions by our col-
leagues. I want to see the reaction not
only of the Senators but of the people
of America as they have a chance to
meet Judge Garland.

One of the things that concerns me
about this process—and ironically
Chief Justice Roberts commented on
this just a few months ago, before the
death of Justice Scalia—is the
politicization of the Supreme Court. I
am not naive, and I realize the Su-
preme Court makes important funda-
mental decisions. It is an important
part of our governmental structure and
makes far-reaching decisions that have
effects on many people across the coun-
try. But I am afraid that today we have
gotten to the point where the Supreme
Court is treated as almost like a third
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branch of Congress. It is another polit-
ical body. Instead of being elected by
the people, it is being elected by the
Senators, and we are arguing about
who gets to elect this so-called swing
vote and which way the Court is going
to be.

The Supreme Court should not be a
political body, period. It should be a
body made up of people—my impres-
sion of Judge Garland—who are serv-
ants of the law, who are students of the
law, who are moderate and temperate.

I walked out of our meeting and I
thought, this guy is a conservative
with a small ‘“‘c.” He is a modest man
with a deep knowledge of the law and a
razor-sharp intellect but no political or
ideological agenda that I could discern.
I suspect that if and when—I believe it
will ultimately be when—he is con-
firmed, he will turn into a Justice who
will vote on one side of issues some-
times and make certain people happy
and others unhappy at other times. I
think he is going to be a straight-
down-the-middle judge who calls it as
he sees it, and I think that is exactly
what we need on the Supreme Court
today.

The other quality he has dem-
onstrated as chief judge of the circuit
court is the ability to bring consensus.
By all reports of people who have
worked with him—judges, people who
have known him—he is a consensus
builder. He is not a flamboyant, strong,
charismatic kind of guy, but he brings
people together. He marshals the court.
He works toward unanimity. He is not
a dissenter. He is not a firebrand. He is
principled, but he is a consensus build-
er, and we definitely need that.

Five-to-four decisions, whichever
way they go, in the long run are not
good for the country, in my view, be-
cause they divide us and illegitimize
the Court as a judicial arbiter of the
Constitution as opposed to another po-
litical branch of our government.

So I believe what we should be doing
is fulfilling our constitutional respon-
sibility—mot to vote yes, necessarily.
The Constitution does not say the
President shall nominate and we shall
approve—but to consider and to advise
and consent. That involves the simple
matter of a hearing and would include
the American people in the process.

There is a lot of discussion here of
“let’s hear from the American people.”
The way to hear from the American
people is to have hearings, let them
watch, let them take the measure of
this person, and let us know how they
think we should carry forth our con-
stitutional responsibility in this case.

He appears to be—from what I know
so far—an extraordinary candidate, not
ideological, not partisan. I have no idea
of his partisan background. I did not
even ask him. It occurred to me after-
ward that perhaps I should have, but I
didn’t. I know he has worked in the
Justice Department. He has been a
prosecutor. He has been a private at-
torney, and he has been a very well re-
spected judge.
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I think he is a judge’s judge, a law-
yer’s lawyer. That is the kind of person
I think we need on the Court in this
day and age. So I hope we can find a
way to move to hearings, to allow the
American people to participate in this
process, to watch the process unfold, to
get to know the judge. Let’s get to
know him better and then make our
decision so we can carry out our con-
stitutional responsibility to advise and
consent.

That, I believe, is what we owe the
Constitution and what we owe the peo-
ple of the United States.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. SUL-
LIVAN). The Senator from Pennsyl-
vania.

Mr. CASEY. Mr. President, I ask to
speak in morning business.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is recognized.

————
ISIS
Mr. CASEY. Mr. President, I rise

today to discuss briefly the fight
against ISIS and the sources of its fi-
nancial support. As the administration
accelerates the coalition military cam-
paign against ISIS, I believe the ad-
ministration must continue to inten-
sify efforts to dismantle the financial
networks that support this vicious ter-
rorist organization.

We know that ISIS operates like a
criminal syndicate and profits from the
illicit sale of oil, antiquities, and other
items through the black market, all
while extorting civilians it has under
its control. ISIS uses this funding to
conduct terror attacks and control ter-
ritory in both Iraq and Syria. They use
it to buy more weapons, ammunition,
and components for improvised explo-
sive devices, which we know by the ac-
ronym IEDs.

They also use this funding to pay for
salaries for fighters and to develop
propaganda materials to spread their
hateful ideology. Already, we have seen
evidence that both U.S. and coalition
efforts against their financial net-
works, including airstrikes on oil
trucks and cash storage sites, have had
a meaningful impact on their fi-
nances—the finances of ISIS.

There is evidence that ISIS has had
to reduce the salaries they pay their
fighters in recent months. That is good
news. I believe that if we can cut off
their money, we can significantly di-
minish their ability to operate. Mem-
bers of Congress should support this ef-
fort in any way we can.

Recently, during the month of Feb-
ruary, I traveled to four countries to
focus on part of this effort. I visited
Israel, Saudi Arabia, Turkey, and
Qatar to press the foreign leaders in
those countries, especially the last
three, to accelerate the fight against
terrorist financiers and facilitators.

Much more remains to be done to cut
off the financing that ISIS receives. A
recent report by the Culture Under
Threat Task Force describes ISIS as
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“industrial, methodical, and strictly
controlled from the highest levels of
the organization’s leadership.”’” This re-
port further indicates the analysts’
warning that ISIS may try to increase
its antiquities trafficking activity as
other revenue streams such as oil sales
are, in fact, cut off.

So we have to be on guard for this
and take action against it. I sponsored
the Senate version of the Protect and
Preserve International Cultural Prop-
erty Act of 2015. This is a bill that
would restrict the importation into the
United States of antiquities smuggled
out of Syria since the beginning of the
conflict. It also expresses the sense of
Congress that the administration
should better coordinate among the
many agencies with expertise in coun-
terterrorism finance and cultural her-
itage protection so there is better co-
ordination within the administration.
That is the aim of the legislation.

This bill also sends a strong signal
that the United States will not be a
market for this illicit activity that
only benefits terrorists and especially
ISIS. It also will not be a market that
funds any terrorist group that leads to
the destruction of cultural heritage. So
I want to thank Senators PERDUE,
GRASSLEY, COONS, and PETERS for their
cosponsorship of this important legis-
lation.

I am pleased that the Senate passed
the Protect and Preserve International
Cultural Property Act. It passed just
last night. It is urgent that we send
this bill to the President’s desk.

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. PETERS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

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

FAA REAUTHORIZATION BILL

Mr. PETERS. Mr. President, I rise to
urge swift passage of the bipartisan
Federal Aviation Administration Reau-
thorization Act of 2016 currently pend-
ing on the Senate floor.

This legislation supports U.S. jobs
and promotes competition while in-
creasing safety in the national aero-
space system. In the wake of the tragic
attacks in Brussels, the bill includes a
number of important airport security
reforms.

We are proposing to invest in our Na-
tion’s airports by authorizing a $400
million increase for the Airport Im-
provement Program, which airports
across the Nation rely on to modernize
their infrastructure. We are also seek-
ing to preserve the Federal Contract
Tower Program, which supports gen-
eral aviation safety, commercial air-
ports, law enforcement, and emergency
medical operations.

Michigan is a large State, and our
rural airports Kkeep smaller commu-
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nities across the Upper Peninsula and
Northern Michigan competitive and
connected. Maintaining the Hssential
Air Service Program supports airports
that Michiganders rely on, such as the
Alpena County Regional Airport, Mus-
kegon County Airport, and Delta Coun-
ty Airport.

This bill also advances responsible
usage of unmanned aircraft systems—
known more commonly as UAS or
drones—by addressing safety and pri-
vacy issues, enhancing enforcement
against irresponsible usage, and cre-
ating new opportunities for research,
development, and the testing of these
innovative technologies.

I thank my colleagues—Commerce
Committee Chairman JOHN THUNE and
Ranking Member BILL NELSON—for
working with me during the committee
markup process to include a provision
that grew out of bipartisan legislation
I authored with Senator MORAN of Kan-
sas—the Higher Education UAS Mod-
ernization Act. This important legisla-
tion will clear the way for our Nation’s
students and educators to use UAS
technology for research, education, and
job training. This will keep our re-
search universities, workforce, and
manufacturers on the cutting edge of
global competitiveness as they develop
the UAS of the future that will drive
our economy forward. Our brightest
minds will have the ability to design,
to refine, and to fly UAS so they can
advance these technologies to help pre-
pare our country for safe, widespread
integration of UAS into the National
Airspace System. This will support job
creation across the income spectrum as
our Nation’s workforce will be able to
get the training they need to operate
these systems both safely and effi-
ciently.

This legislation has the support of
the Association of Public and Land-
grant Universities, the Association of
American Universities, and dozens of
other colleges and universities across
this country.

In addition to advancing the next
generation of civilian drone develop-
ment, the reauthorization being con-
sidered also supports and protects the
ability of our Air National Guard to
safely and effectively operate remotely
piloted aircraft, or RPAs.

I worked to include legislation that
helps Air National Guard units across
this country maintain their operations,
including the Michigan Air National
Guard’s 110th Attack Wing in Battle
Creek, MI, which I had the privilege of
visiting earlier this month. The 110th
has two critical missions: operating
MQ-9 Reaper RPAs and a Cyber Oper-
ations Squadron.

Michigan is proud to host these cut-
ting-edge, high-tech military oper-
ations that securely and effectively op-
erate aircraft located thousands of
miles away supporting our troops that
are deployed overseas. Our troops have
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