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

called to order by the Honorable CINDY 
HYDE-SMITH, a Senator from the State 
of Alabama. 

f 

PRAYER 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Today’s 
prayer will be offered by the Reverend 
Dr. Richard Gibbons of First Pres-
byterian Church, from Greenville, SC. 

The guest Chaplain offered the fol-
lowing prayer: 

Let us join our hearts and minds to-
gether as we pray. 

Let us pray. 
Gracious God and loving Heavenly 

Father, as we prayerfully seek Your 
presence, enable us amidst complex 
challenges to be refreshed and renewed 
by the transforming nature of Your ex-
travagant love. Impart to us a pro-
found sense of gratitude, thankful that 
in Your sovereign purposes, we are a 
people shaped by adversity, dedicated 
to equality, while fully dependent on 
You, for ‘‘In God we trust.’’ 

Father, grant to us a renewed sense 
of Your calling, sustained by the en-
during values we hold to be self-evi-
dent. Equip us, by Your Spirit, to be 
defined by consensus through compas-
sion, expertise enlightened by experi-
ence, leadership resistant to polariza-
tion and expediency, yet intentional in 
unity, honesty, transparency, and in-
tegrity, as together we seek to be ‘‘one 
nation under God.’’ 

We bring our prayers to You in and 
through the Name of Christ our Lord. 
Amen. 

f 

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 senior assistant legislative clerk 
read the following letter: 

U.S. SENATE, 
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE, 
Washington, DC, July 19, 2018. 

To the Senate: 
Under the provisions of rule I, paragraph 3, 

of the Standing Rules of the Senate, I hereby 
appoint the Honorable CINDY HYDE-SMITH, a 
Senator from the State of Alabama, to per-
form the duties of the Chair. 

ORRIN G. HATCH, 
President pro tempore. 

Mrs. HYDE-SMITH thereupon as-
sumed the Chair as Acting President 
pro tempore. 

f 

RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, the 
leadership time is reserved. 

f 

RECOGNITION OF THE MAJORITY 
LEADER 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The majority leader is recog-
nized. 

f 

NOMINATION OF RYAN BOUNDS 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Madam President, 
the Senate is continuing our produc-
tive summer. This week we have been 
focused on confirming more of the 
President’s qualified nominees. After 
his confirmation yesterday, Andrew 
Oldham, of Texas, will now bring his 
impressive credentials and years of dis-
tinguished service to his new role on 
the Fifth Circuit Court of Appeals. 
Today, we are considering the nomina-
tion of Ryan Bounds to serve on the 
Ninth Circuit. Each of these nominees 
has been selected by the President and 

his team for their credentials, reputa-
tions, and commitment to the rule of 
law. Each has been thoroughly exam-
ined by our colleagues on the Judiciary 
Committee. 

Ryan Bounds is no exception. He has 
earned degrees from Stanford and Yale. 
He clerked for the very Ninth Circuit 
judge he has been nominated to suc-
ceed. For the past 14 years, he has dis-
tinguished himself as a public servant 
at the Department of Justice and in his 
current role as an Assistant U.S. Attor-
ney for Oregon. 

Along the way, he has earned the re-
spect and recognition of legal profes-
sionals from across the country and 
the political spectrum. Forty-six of his 
colleagues in the District of Oregon de-
scribe his ‘‘admirable work ethic,’’ 
‘‘keen judgment,’’ and ‘‘masterful writ-
ing’’ as ‘‘skills that colleagues and op-
ponents alike seek to emulate.’’ 

In a letter to our Senate colleagues 
from Oregon, criminal defense attor-
neys who have litigated against Mr. 
Bounds testified to his ‘‘fairness,’’ 
‘‘diligence,’’ and ‘‘legal acumen.’’ 

They write: 
He has shown time and time again that he 

is a man of his word. . . . He is an excellent 
lawyer and would make an outstanding 
judge. 

A number of law professors from 
across the country seem to agree. They 
remind us about the standards to which 
this body is charged with holding judi-
cial nominees—fairness, impartiality, 
intellectual rigor. To sum it up, in the 
words of one legal peer, ‘‘Ryan has all 
of this, and more.’’ 

So I look forward to voting to con-
firm this excellent nominee, and I urge 
all of my colleagues to join me. 

f 

NOMINATION OF BRETT 
KAVANAUGH 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Madam President, 
speaking of excellent nominees, I 
would like to speak for a moment 
about President Trump’s outstanding 
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choice for the Supreme Court, Judge 
Brett Kavanaugh. 

This week, even more of our col-
leagues have had an opportunity to 
meet with Judge Kavanaugh. I am sure 
they will agree that it is hard not to 
come away impressed—the academic 
achievement, the judicial credentials, 
the esteem of his peers and fellow legal 
professionals. 

Of course, that hasn’t stopped the 
far-left special interest groups from 
grasping at straws and trying to smear 
this nominee any way they can. They 
don’t seem to care whether it is honest 
or not. They don’t seem to care wheth-
er it is accurate or not. 

The latest made-up controversy is an 
attempt this week to make hay out of 
comments Judge Kavanaugh made 
about the long ago expired independent 
counsel statute. But, once again, there 
is no ‘‘there’’ there, whatsoever. 

Here are the facts. Judge 
Kavanaugh’s apparent concerns about 
the independent counsel law appear in 
line with mainstream views that have 
been widely held on both sides of the 
political aisle—views that were, in 
fact, strongly held by many of my 
Democratic colleagues, at least until 
there was an opportunity to try to 
make political hay. 

Congress chose to let the statute ex-
pire back in 1999, based in large part on 
constitutional concerns. 

Let me say that again. The Congress, 
in 1999, on a bipartisan basis, decided 
to let the independent counsel statute 
expire. 

My colleague, the senior Senator 
from Illinois, the assistant Democratic 
leader in the Senate right now, ex-
plained this well when he was fighting 
any attempt to renew the statute. Here 
is what he said in 1999 about the inde-
pendent counsel: ‘‘Unchecked, unbri-
dled, unrestrained, and unaccount-
able.’’ 

My friend from Illinois punctuated 
his enthusiasm for the demise of the 
independent counsel law by saying: ‘‘I 
would like to say to Judge Starr and 
all of the other counsels, your days are 
numbered.’’ 

I agreed with him about the inde-
pendent counsel statute. A number of 
us, in both parties, saw it the very 
same way. So we happily allowed the 
law to expire. 

This has nothing to do with special 
counsels. That is different from the 
independent counsel. The day the inde-
pendent counsel statute expired, the 
day we actually finished with the im-
peachment trial of President Clinton in 
the Senate, Senator Chris Dodd from 
Connecticut and I went upstairs and 
had a press conference, stating that we 
agreed that the independent counsel 
statute ought to be allowed to expire, 
and it did. That has nothing to do with 
any special counsels or any tools that 
are currently in place for elected offi-
cials to be held accountable. This has 
nothing to do with any investigations 
that are in the headlines today. 

What Judge Kavanaugh was talking 
about is a law that has not existed for 

two decades and which the Supreme 
Court upheld with only a single dis-
senting vote. One of the dissenters in 
the case that upheld the independent 
counsel statute was Justice Scalia. 

The irony or hypocrisy is that our 
Democratic colleagues are now criti-
cizing Judge Kavanaugh because he 
may hold the same views on this sub-
ject that they did, at least until Judge 
Kavanaugh was nominated. It is a view 
that was shared and acted upon by 
Members of this body on both sides of 
the aisle, as I have explained. 

So it is another day, another off-base 
attack. 

Here is how Newsweek dismissed this 
tempest in a teapot: ‘‘Law experts told 
Newsweek that Kavanaugh’s view on 
independent counsels has nothing to do 
with special counsels or Mueller’s 
probe and, in fact, the two types of fed-
eral investigations are completely dif-
ferent.’’ 

Yet again, the far-left special inter-
est groups that are desperate to deny 
Judge Kavanaugh fair treatment are 
hoping the media will buy their latest 
made-up charge. 

Do you remember the outrage when 
it was learned that Judge Kavanaugh 
enjoys baseball? My goodness—shock-
ing. 

Well, I am proud the President has 
chosen a nominee who is as strong as 
Judge Kavanaugh. We should put aside 
these unfair attacks and misrepresen-
tations and give his nomination the 
fair treatment it deserves. 

f 

ECONOMIC GROWTH 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Madam President, 
on a final matter, this week I discussed 
a number of converging reports that 
highlight the strength of this economy 
for middle-class families and job cre-
ators. 

U.S. retail sales just increased for 
the fifth consecutive month. Earlier 
this year, consumer confidence hit its 
highest level since 2000. More than a 
million new jobs have already been cre-
ated in 2018. There are more job open-
ings than job seekers for the first time 
in 15 years. Over 95 percent of U.S. 
manufacturers are reporting con-
fidence in their companies’ outlook— 
an all-time high. 

Just this morning, there was this an-
nouncement from the Department of 
Labor: In the second week of July, new 
claims for unemployment benefits fell 
to their lowest level—listen to this— 
since 1969. 

All of these favorable trends are 
interrelated. Jay Powell, Chairman of 
the Federal Reserve, testified before 
our colleagues on the Banking Com-
mittee this week that ‘‘robust job 
gains, rising after-tax incomes, and op-
timism among households have lifted 
consumer spending this month.’’ 

To put it even more simply, Amer-
ican employers are doing better. So 
American workers are doing better. So 
American families are doing better. So 
American businesses are doing better. 

This is how a vibrant, growing econ-
omy works. This is what happens when 
Washington, DC, swallows up less of 
the American people’s money in taxes, 
when it imposes fewer heavy-handed 
regulations that make it hard to do 
business, and when it gets the bureauc-
racy’s foot off the brake of our econ-
omy. 

This is among the best—quite pos-
sibly the best—of economic moments 
for jobs and opportunity that Ameri-
cans have seen in recent memory. 

The policies of this united Repub-
lican government helped to bring it 
about, and they are helping to sustain 
it. 

Earlier this week, the Wall Street 
Journal reported: 

Tax cuts appear to be propelling robust 
consumer demand. Many households are ex-
periencing less withholding from their pay-
checks thanks to the tax overhaul. 

According to a recent survey, fewer 
than one in five American manufactur-
ers now say an unfavorable climate due 
to things like taxes and regulations is 
a primary obstacle to their businesses. 
Back in 2013, during the Obama econ-
omy, more than two-thirds of the man-
ufacturers said that. Two-thirds said it 
was a problem in 2013, and only one in 
five considers it a problem now. 

All across the country, as job cre-
ators of all sizes have announced work-
er bonuses, pay raises, and business ex-
pansions, many say loud and clear that 
tax reform is what made it possible. 

The American people voted. Repub-
licans kept our promises. Now middle- 
class families are seeing the effects of 
the pro-growth policies they asked for 
in 2016, and the whole world has seen 
what the American people can accom-
plish when their government gets off 
their backs. 

I suggest the absence of a quorum. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-

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

proceeded to call the roll. 
Mr. SCHUMER. Madam 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. 

f 

RECOGNITION OF THE MINORITY 
LEADER 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Democratic leader is recog-
nized. 

f 

TRUMP-PUTIN SUMMIT 

Mr. SCHUMER. Madam President, in 
the 3 days since the President returned 
from his humiliating display of obse-
quiousness in Helsinki, he has offered 
numerous explanations for his behav-
ior. 

First, he said the media was too fo-
cused on the negative and that his 
summit with Putin was a great suc-
cess. Then, admitting there was, in 
fact, a problem, he attempted to walk 
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back some of his comments, but even 
he couldn’t commit to that and ad- 
libbed that other people could also 
have been responsible for interfering in 
the 2016 elections. A mere 24 hours 
later, the President was back to claim-
ing it was not his fault and that the 
media was biased. 

Then, astoundingly—the President 
not having learned his lesson—when he 
was asked yesterday whether Russia 
was still attacking our election sys-
tem, the President replied ‘‘no.’’ This 
was, of course, followed by yet another 
implausible clarification when—sur-
prise—his Press Secretary told report-
ers that was not what the President 
meant. Although, when you actually 
look at the tape, it is clear as a bell it 
is what the President meant. He was 
saying Russia was not still attacking 
our election system—once again, dis-
believing all of the fine men and 
women who have reported this, who 
labor quietly, diligently in our intel-
ligence agencies. 

The constantly shifting, insincere, 
and thoroughly unconvincing expla-
nations for the President’s perform-
ance reveal that the President and his 
team do not understand the depth of 
President Trump’s blunders with 
Putin. Frankly, any post hoc clarifica-
tion cannot substitute for or repair the 
President’s failure to confront Putin 
face-to-face. All of his walk backs, 
which then get undone, are done in the 
wrong place at the wrong time. 

Where is this man who prides himself 
on being strong but is then afraid to 
say these things to Putin and has to 
wait until he is 6,000 miles away to say 
them? It is unbelievable. 

One of the most stunning things 
about the summit was the President’s 
openness to a request by President 
Putin to question former U.S. Ambas-
sador to Moscow Michael McFaul and 
other Americans. In Helsinki, the 
President described the request as part 
of an ‘‘incredible offer.’’ The Presi-
dent’s spokeswoman was asked about it 
yesterday. She confirmed the President 
and his team would discuss it. 

That President Trump would even 
consider handing over a former U.S. 
Ambassador to Putin and his cronies 
for interrogation is bewildering. No 
President should have the power to gift 
wrap American citizens, let alone 
former Ambassadors, to our known ad-
versaries. How can President Trump 
and his team spend even a moment 
considering Putin’s request? How can 
they equate the democracy and rule of 
law and system of open and fair pros-
ecution we have in this country with 
what Putin does? It is just amazing. 

Every day, this President demeans 
the United States. So many Americans 
are saying they are ashamed to have 
him as their leader when he behaves 
like this. 

Certainly, if the President were to 
agree to such a request, Congress must 
do everything in its power to block it. 
There can be no room for debate, no 
room for discussion. We must be 

clear—and clear quickly. This morning, 
Senator MENENDEZ, Senator SCHATZ, 
and I plan to offer a simple resolution 
that states: ‘‘It is the sense of Congress 
that the United States should refuse to 
make available any current or former 
diplomat, civil servant, political ap-
pointee, law enforcement official, or 
member of the Armed Forces of the 
United States for questioning by the 
government of Vladimir Putin.’’ This 
body must agree on the importance of 
protecting our Ambassadors. We should 
pass it today, not wait, not show any 
equivocation. 

This incredible offer, as President 
Trump so casually and incorrectly 
called it, raises other serious ques-
tions. What else has President Trump 
agreed to behind closed doors? What 
else has he discussed with President 
Putin? President Trump and President 
Putin met for nearly 2 hours behind 
closed doors. No one else was present 
but a translator, and hardly anyone 
knows what was said. 

Has Secretary Pompeo been briefed 
on that private, behind-closed-doors 
meeting? Nobody knows. He hasn’t said 
so. Does our military know if President 
Trump made commitments about our 
nuclear arsenal? Nobody knows. De-
fense Secretary Mattis hasn’t said 
whether he has been briefed. Do we 
know if President Trump made com-
mitments about the security of Israel 
or Syria or North Korea or about any 
of the other issues the President said 
he discussed with Putin? 

It is utterly amazing that no one 
knows what was said. This is a democ-
racy. If our President makes agree-
ments with one of our leading—if not 
our leading—adversaries, his Cabinet 
has to know about it and so do the 
American people. These questions and 
more need a full and complete account-
ing before Congress, in an open setting, 
as soon as possible. 

That is why I have called on the Re-
publican leadership to demand that 
Secretary of State Pompeo, Ambas-
sador Huntsman, and, crucially, the 
translator who was present at the 
closed-door session be made to testify 
before the Senate. They should come 
immediately—now. What are our Re-
publican friends waiting for? 

The events of this week raise serious 
questions about the President’s ability 
to responsibly and safely conduct this 
Nation’s foreign policy, about his abil-
ity and willingness to defend the 
United States and her citizens, about 
his very ability to govern in so many 
areas. 

Confronted with these grave ques-
tions, I believe the Senate must act to 
show our country’s resolve to punish 
Putin for his interference and never 
allow such a thing to happen again and 
to ensure the President is doing what 
is necessary to stand up for American 
interests. 

So I have proposed—and many of my 
colleagues on this side of the aisle have 
proposed—a bunch of things we can do 
right now to take action in the wake of 

President Trump’s indefensible summit 
with President Putin. Democrats are 
not in the majority. We don’t control 
the floor. We need our Republican col-
leagues, who control the Senate floor, 
to join us on these measures. The lack 
of action—action, not just words—by 
our Republican colleagues is stunning 
and deeply disappointing not just to 
Democrats but to all of the American 
people. 

Since Monday, sadly, we haven’t seen 
movement from our colleagues in the 
majority, just more slow-walking. I un-
derstand my friends, Senators Coons 
and Flake, are working on introducing 
a resolution to support the consensus 
of our intelligence agencies and to re-
quest congressional oversight. We are 
all for it. I hope it passes with the 
unanimous consent it deserves. My Re-
publican friends can and must do 
more—actions, not just resolutions and 
statements of disapproval. We 
shouldn’t need this resolution. The 
things asked for in this resolution 
should have been happening already. 

The burden of patriotism and of pro-
tecting America’s security is on Leader 
MCCONNELL’s shoulders. I know he has 
a difficult situation. I know he has a 
President who can sometimes be vin-
dictive. The bottom line is, our coun-
try’s security, our country’s direction, 
our country’s honor demand it. 

We need to bring Secretary of State 
Pompeo, Ambassador Huntsman, and 
the rest of President Trump’s national 
security team from Helsinki, including 
the translator who was present in the 
one-on-one meeting with Putin, right 
here before the Congress, in open ses-
sion, so we all will know what hap-
pened. 

We need to pass legislation to protect 
Special Counsel Mueller. There is bi-
partisan legislation already that was 
passed out of the Judiciary Committee 
under Senator GRASSLEY’s leadership 
and support. It is on the floor. What is 
our Republican leader waiting for? 

We need to see the President’s tax re-
turns, which has been the common 
practice of all Presidents in recent 
memory, but it is needed far more now 
because one of the most logical expla-
nations of the President’s obsequious 
and almost inexplicable actions toward 
President Putin is that Putin has 
something on him. Maybe it would be 
revealed in the tax returns, and if there 
is nothing there, the President should 
have no problem with releasing them. 

We need to implement sanctions 
against Russia, not weaken them. We 
need to demand that Putin hand over 
the 12 Russians who have been indicted 
for election interference. We also need 
to harden our election infrastructure 
so that what happened in 2016 never 
happens again. 

These are all commonsense measures, 
and most of them have bipartisan sup-
port already. They will accomplish for 
America what the President has been 
unwilling or unable to do. If my Repub-
lican colleagues refuse to pursue any— 
if not all—of these items, they are de 
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facto consenting to the President’s ca-
pitulation in Helsinki. They cannot 
stand by. The American people will not 
allow it. 

f 

HEALTHCARE 

Mr. SCHUMER. Madam President, fi-
nally, on healthcare, ever since Repub-
licans have been handed the keys to 
both Houses of Congress and the White 
House after the 2016 election, they have 
engaged in a protracted campaign of 
sabotage against our healthcare sys-
tem. Premiums are going up, coverage 
is going down, and it is all falling in 
the laps of our Republican colleagues 
in the House and Senate. 

President Trump and congressional 
Republicans proposed legislation that 
would have gutted Medicaid and al-
lowed insurers to charge more and 
deny coverage just because a person 
had gotten sick. The legislation would 
have excluded critical benefits and im-
posed lifetime or annual limits on care. 

Under cover of night, the Repub-
licans dismantled the healthcare law’s 
coverage requirement without putting 
anything in its place. 

The Trump administration canceled 
the Federal program that helped low- 
income customers afford insurance and 
expanded the availability of junk in-
surance plans that sucker Americans 
in with low premiums but that hardly 
cover anything. When people have 
these plans, they ask: Why did I even 
buy insurance? They were duped. 

Now, worse yet, the administration 
has directed the Justice Department to 
stop defending the constitutionality of 
protections for Americans with pre-
existing medical conditions—turning 
its back on the most popular and hu-
mane advancement in our healthcare 
system over the last decade. 

I would say to my Republican 
friends: Go to your constituents. Ask if 
people have someone who is sick in 
their families. You will get a lot of 
hands. Then ask them if they should be 
excluded from gaining health insurance 
to help that sick member and see how 
many support these ideas. 

If they try to do this in the dark of 
night, it is not going to work. In Au-
gust, we Democrats are going to be 
talking about this over and over again. 
Believe me—this will probably be the 
most important factor in the 2018 elec-
tion as the American people will rebel 
from the taking away of healthcare. 

Imagine going back to the days when 
a mother with a child who has cancer 
can no longer find affordable 
healthcare for her daughter. When 
hard-working Americans who fall on 
hard times are made to suffer by being 
denied healthcare coverage precisely 
because they need it, how wrong, how 
backward, how immoral. That is where 
President Trump wants to take us, and 
that is where all of our Republican col-
leagues seem to be following. 

Later this morning—actually, right 
now—a group of Democrats is announc-
ing how we plan to fight back against 

this lawsuit and preserve the protec-
tions for up to 130 million nonelderly 
Americans who have preexisting condi-
tions. The elderly, fortunately, are pro-
tected since we still have Medicare, de-
spite some efforts by some on the other 
side to cut it back. 

As millions of Americans watch their 
healthcare costs go up, as they read 
the news about the latest Republican 
effort to undo healthcare protections, 
they fear for the future and wonder 
who in Washington will be fighting for 
them. In November, they will have the 
chance to vote for a party that will 
check the President’s dangerous 
healthcare sabotage, that will work to 
bring down costs and improve quality, 
that will never undermine the protec-
tions of Americans with preexisting 
conditions. 

I look forward to the response to my 
colleagues’ announcement. 

I yield the floor. 

f 

CONCLUSION OF MORNING 
BUSINESS 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Morning business is closed. 

f 

EXECUTIVE SESSION 

EXECUTIVE CALENDAR 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, the 
Senate will proceed to executive ses-
sion to resume consideration of the fol-
lowing nomination, which the clerk 
will report. 

The senior assistant legislative clerk 
read the nomination of Ryan Wesley 
Bounds, of Oregon, to be United States 
Circuit Judge for the Ninth Circuit. 

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

IMMIGRATION AND CUSTOMS ENFORCEMENT 

Mr. COTTON. Mr. President, I wish 
to take this opportunity to express my 
support for the 20,000 men and women 
of Immigration and Customs Enforce-
ment. They work hard every day to 
keep drugs off our streets, to stop 
human trafficking, to protect our com-
munities from gang violence, and, yes, 
to enforce our immigration laws. 
Theirs can be a thankless job, but they 
do it with courage, dedication, and pro-
fessionalism. So I, for one, want to say 
thank you. 

I wish to point out the overwhelming 
support that House Republicans 
showed for ICE yesterday, which stands 
in stark contrast to the contemptible 
display put on by House Democrats. On 
a simple resolution merely expressing 
support for the men and women of ICE, 
only 18 Democrats voted yes, 8 skipped 
the vote, 34 voted no, and 133 Demo-
crats voted present, which is the same 
thing as no. That is a pretty sad state 
of affairs. Thirty-four Democrats con-
demned the men and women of ICE, 
and 141 Democrats don’t even have the 
courage of their conviction—they don’t 

even have the guts to vote yes or no— 
because we all know that Democrats, 
in their heart of hearts, want to abol-
ish ICE. The way they tell it, ICE is a 
rogue agency driven by hatred and 
spite to tear apart communities. 

Congressman POCAN of Wisconsin 
said that ICE is ‘‘ripping at the moral 
fabric of our nation.’’ 

Congresswoman JAYAPAL of Wash-
ington said that ‘‘ICE is out of con-
trol.’’ 

Congressman BLUMENAUER of Oregon 
calls ICE ‘‘toxic.’’ 

The senior Senator from Massachu-
setts said that we should replace ICE 
‘‘with something that reflects our val-
ues,’’ which I suppose means that the 
20,000 men and women of ICE don’t 
measure up to the professor’s defini-
tion of our values. I have to ask, isn’t 
the rule of law one of those values? Be-
cause ICE’s job is simply to enforce the 
law and to protect our citizens from 
crime. 

In the last year alone, ICE arrested 
more than 125,000 illegal aliens with 
criminal records. Those illegal aliens 
were responsible for more than 80,000 
DUIs, 76,000 dangerous drug offenses, 
48,000 assaults, 11,000 weapon offenses, 
5,000 sexual assaults, 2,000 kidnappings, 
and 1,800 homicides. Yes, that is right, 
almost 2,000 souls would still be on this 
Earth but for those illegal alien crimi-
nals. ICE’s investigative arm seized 
more than 980,000 pounds of narcotics 
last year. These men and women are on 
the frontlines of the war on drugs and 
the opioid crisis in particular. Do the 
Democrats really believe we should put 
all these efforts on hold? 

This call to abolish ICE is so irre-
sponsible that even some Democrats— 
those not running for President or be-
holden to the radical left—are speaking 
out against this. 

Jeh Johnson, President Obama’s 
former Secretary of Homeland Secu-
rity, said that it ‘‘is not a serious pol-
icy proposal’’ and ‘‘would compromise 
public safety.’’ He pointed out that 
even those who opposed the Vietnam 
war wouldn’t have demanded that we 
abolish the Department of Defense. 

Eric Holder, President Obama’s 
former Attorney General, said, ‘‘I don’t 
think that substantively or politically 
that makes a great deal of sense,’’ call-
ing it ‘‘a gift to Republicans.’’ 

Sarah Saldana, who ran ICE under 
President Obama, has called it ‘‘non-
sensical.’’ 

Perhaps the most insightful com-
ment came from former Senator Joe 
Lieberman of Connecticut. He said, 
‘‘This makes no sense unless you no 
longer want any rules on immigration 
or customs to be enforced.’’ And that, I 
would contend, is the whole point. 

Those who want to abolish ICE just 
want open borders. The very bill House 
Democrats have introduced to abolish 
ICE doesn’t even say which Federal 
agency should assume its critical law 
enforcement duties. They leave it up to 
a commission. The reason, I submit, is 
that they don’t really care. Their ob-
session with open borders is so great 
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that they are willing to risk public 
safety to achieve it. These irrespon-
sible politicians should know better. 
They aren’t worthy to lead the brave, 
hard-working men and women of ICE. 
These officers are just trying to do 
their jobs and to keep us safe. On be-
half of a grateful nation, I conclude by 
again extending them my deepest 
thanks. 

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

nority whip. 
Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I join 

the Senator from Arkansas in com-
mending those who are involved in law 
enforcement, risking their lives for the 
safety of this Nation at all levels—Fed-
eral, State, and local. They put their 
badges on every single day and risk 
their lives for us, and that is a fact. 

Within the Department of Homeland 
Security, there are men and women 
who are conscientiously trying to keep 
America safe. I commend them as well. 
I believe they are doing their job as 
they understand it, and they are risk-
ing their lives many times to achieve 
it, not only to stop the illegal flow of 
drugs into our country but to deter 
crime and to ferret out criminals where 
possible. They risk their lives to 
achieve that goal. 

I have not joined in a call for the 
abolition of ICE, but I will not join in 
a call for the adoration of ICE because 
of one specific issue. The zero tolerance 
policy of the Trump administration re-
sulted in our agents of the Department 
of Homeland Security forcibly sepa-
rating children from their parents— 
forcibly separating up to 3,000 children 
from their parents. 

I saw some of those kids separated by 
that agency. They were toddlers and 
infants. Some were being held by the 
care workers whom I happened to visit 
in Chicago. They were little babies 
taken from their mothers—toddlers, 
children 5 and 6 years old, separated by 
this agency under the President’s zero 
tolerance policy. There were up to 3,000 
of them, according to the administra-
tion’s own estimates. 

Had that happened before? Only rare-
ly, but it became the policy of this ad-
ministration until there was such an 
uproar in the United States and around 
the world that President Trump re-
versed his position on zero tolerance. 

Reversing the position did not return 
the children to their parents. It took 
Federal courts to do that—one in par-
ticular, in San Diego, where the judge 
called the representatives of ICE, 
Health and Human Services, and all 
the other agencies involved in these 
children being removed forcibly from 
their parents and gave them deadlines 
to return the children to their parents. 
It was then that we discovered some-
thing about this agency. It was then 
that we discovered that they didn’t 
keep a record of the parents and kids. 

If you place an order online to Ama-
zon or some other source and the next 
day you want to check on the status of 
your order, you use your tracking 

number, and they will tell you where 
your package is. There was no tracking 
number when it came to these kids. If 
you decide that you are going to order 
a pizza and it seems to take a little too 
long and you call the pizza parlor, they 
can generally tell you where the deliv-
ery person is. The same thing is true in 
so many other areas. 

Why, then, did this agency, which my 
colleagues are now coming to the floor 
claiming such great praise for, ignore 
the obvious? This agency, the Depart-
ment of Homeland Security, ended up 
setting free 3,000 children into care fa-
cilities around the United States of 
America and didn’t keep records of the 
parents. 

We asked them several weeks ago, 
downstairs—all of the agencies, includ-
ing ICE, referred to by the Senator 
from Arkansas: OK, let’s get down to 
basics. How many kids are we talking 
about? 

They wouldn’t give us a number. 
How many kids are under the age of 

5? Those are the ones whom you have a 
deadline to reunite under the Federal 
court order in San Diego. 

They couldn’t give us a number. 
Then, how many parents can you 

identify who actually had their kids 
taken away? 

ICE said: We can identify 10. 
Ten parents, 3,000 kids—I am not 

making this up. This is exactly what 
they said. 

They said: We have 10 parents in cus-
tody. Those are the ones we can iden-
tify. 

Two weeks passed, and we had an-
other briefing this week. The numbers 
are now more complete. There are 
some 2,500 kids separated from their 
parents, spread around the United 
States. 

What happened to the parents who 
lost their children? 

The explanation from ICE was that 
they abandoned their kids and left. 

Does that sound reasonable? Does 
that sound honest? You take the child 
away from the arms of a parent and 
then the parent says: I am leaving the 
country. 

That might have happened in some 
cases, for reasons I don’t know, but it 
is an outrageous suggestion. What it 
reflects is incompetency. How in the 
world can you take a child away from 
a parent, forcibly take them away, and 
not keep an adequate record for their 
reunification? How can you do that? 
Common sense and common decency 
suggests that you would do it. 

I am not going to join in any resolu-
tion applauding that action by any 
Federal agency—the Department of 
Homeland Security, ICE, or other agen-
cies. To me, it is a stain on the reputa-
tion of this Nation, one that we need to 
quickly resolve by reuniting these chil-
dren with their families as quickly as 
possible. 

You see, it isn’t just a question of a 
holiday for these kids. Pediatricians 
have come forward from the American 
Academy of Pediatrics and have said 

that what we have done is institutional 
abuse of children. 

This separation is not just another 
day in the life of this 2-year-old, 5- 
year-old, or 8-year-old. This separation 
is something that is causing trauma 
within their own minds. 

Have you read the stories about the 
reunifications, where some of the par-
ents come back, finally get their chil-
dren, and the children will not even 
come to the parents? They don’t quite 
understand what just happened to 
them. They think the parent might 
have just decided to give them up. 

There they were alone and by them-
selves at that tender age. Can you 
imagine that for your children or your 
grandchildren? I can’t. 

We did it as part of the official gov-
ernment policy of the Trump adminis-
tration under zero tolerance. 

When some of us come to the floor to 
question the actions, the conduct, the 
management of ICE, we have good rea-
son to do it. I hope for the people with-
in that agency who are doing their jobs 
conscientiously that we can at least be 
honest in saying that this policy is one 
which doesn’t deserve praise and 
doesn’t deserve our adoration on the 
floor of the Senate or the House. 

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

ator from Vermont. 
S. RES. 582 

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. President, I rise 
to speak about a matter of extraor-
dinary importance to the future of 
American democracy and, in fact, de-
mocracies all over the world. At the 
Helsinki summit on Monday, President 
Trump embarrassed our country, un-
dermined American values, and openly 
sided with Russia’s authoritarian lead-
er, Vladimir Putin, against the U.S. in-
telligence community’s unanimous as-
sessment that Russia interfered in the 
2016 Presidential election. 

Senator JOHN MCCAIN is right when 
he said: It was— 

[It was] one of the most disgraceful per-
formances by an American president in 
memory. The damage inflicted by President 
Trump’s naivete, egotism, false equivalence, 
and sympathy for autocrats is difficult to 
calculate. But it is clear that the summit in 
Helsinki was a tragic mistake. 

That is not BERNIE SANDERS talking. 
That is former Republican Presidential 
candidate Senator JOHN MCCAIN. 

On Tuesday, after a strong inter-
national backlash, Trump, in a bizarre 
statement, claimed he misspoke and, of 
course, blamed the media for reporting 
what he said, even then he could not 
help but suggest that the electoral in-
terference ‘‘could be other people also’’ 
and not just Russia. 

In an interview last night, Trump 
changed his answer yet again and ac-
knowledged, in the meekest way pos-
sible, that, yes, Russia meddled in our 
election, and, as the leader of Russia, 
Vladimir Putin is responsible. 

This is a step forward, but it is not 
remotely sufficient. Who knows what 
tweet the President will release tomor-
row? He seems to come up with a new 
response every few hours. 
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Today, we face an unprecedented sit-

uation of a President who, for whatever 
reason, refuses to acknowledge the full 
scope of the threat to American democ-
racy. Either he really doesn’t under-
stand what is happening—and that is 
possible—or he is under Russian influ-
ence because of compromising informa-
tion that they may have on him or be-
cause he is ultimately more sympa-
thetic to Russia’s authoritarian oligar-
chic form of government than he is to 
American democracy. 

Whatever the reason, Congress must 
act now. Democrats must act and Re-
publicans must act if we are serious 
about preserving American democracy. 
We must demand—and I know this is a 
radical idea—that the President of the 
United States represent the interests 
of the American people and not Russia. 

Let us be as clear as we can be. Rus-
sia has been interfering not only in 
U.S. elections but in the elections of 
other democracies—the United King-
dom, France, Germany. 

I yield to the Democratic leader. 
Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. President, I want 

to thank my friend, the Senator from 
Vermont, for this outstanding resolu-
tion. It is a resolution. I don’t see who 
can object to it. We ask for five things 
in this resolution: that our government 
accept the assessment of our own Intel-
ligence Committees about Russia’s in-
terference; that we move aggressively 
to protect our election systems; that 
the sanctions that this body passed 98 
to 2 finally be implemented by the 
Trump administration; that there be 
no interference in Mr. Mueller’s inves-
tigation; and that there must be co-
operation. 

Who in America would object to 
that? Maybe a small group of hard- 
right ideologues, but no one else. 

Who in this body will object to it? 
This is an outstanding resolution. 

I know my friend from Vermont 
would agree with me. We need action in 
addition to resolutions, but this is an 
excellent start. I urge all of my col-
leagues to support this fullheartedly. 
Our country is at risk. 

The Senator from Vermont is sound-
ing a clarion call and saying in a bipar-
tisan way that we should strengthen 
our country, not weaken it, as the 
President has done over the last week. 
I hope this will get unanimous support 
from every Member of this body— 
whether they be Democrat, Inde-
pendent, or Republican; whether they 
be liberal, moderate, or conservative. If 
you love America, if you care about 
our security, support this resolution. 

I thank my colleague for yielding. 
Mr. SANDERS. I thank the Demo-

cratic leader for his strong efforts on 
this enormously important issue. I 
want to reiterate that this really is not 
a Democratic resolution. If there is any 
resolution that should be bipartisan, 
this is it. My Republican colleagues be-
lieve in democracy. I know that. We be-
lieve in democracy. Together, we and 
the American people must make it 
clear that we will not allow Russia or 

any other country on Earth to under-
mine our democracy. 

Let’s be very clear that Russia has 
not just been interfering in U.S. elec-
tions but in elections of other democ-
racies around the world—the United 
Kingdom, France, and Germany, to 
name just a few countries. 

Russia’s goal is to advance its own 
interests by weakening the trans-
atlantic alliance of democracies that 
arose after World War II, while also in-
flaming internal divisions in our coun-
try and in other countries. We should 
also be clear that this interference is 
directed from the very highest levels of 
the Russian Government. Last week, 
Special Counsel Mueller announced a 
set of indictments of 12 members of 
Russia’s military intelligence service, 
the GRU. There can be no doubt that 
given the nature of the Russian Gov-
ernment, Vladimir Putin was directly 
involved in this effort. 

But our concern is not only what has 
already happened; more importantly, it 
is what could happen in the future. 
What happened in 2016 was an outrage, 
but we have to make sure it does not 
happen in 2018 and future elections. 

Last week, Director of National In-
telligence Dan Coats, a former Repub-
lican U.S. Senator, raised the alarm on 
growing cyber attacks and threats 
against the United States in a range of 
areas—a range of areas, not just elec-
tions—including Federal, State, and 
local government agencies, the mili-
tary, business, and academia, saying 
that the situation is at a ‘‘critical 
point.’’ Coats said Russia is ‘‘the most 
aggressive foreign actor, no question, 
and they continue their efforts to un-
dermine our democracy.’’ Coats com-
pared the warning signs to those the 
United States faced ahead of the Sep-
tember 11 terrorist attacks. This is a 
clear and present threat to our demo-
cratic system and those of our allies. 

Ultimately, of course we want a 
peaceful relationship with Russia. We 
do not want a return to the Cold War, 
and we surely do not seek any type of 
military conflict. But at the same 
time, we must be very clear that we op-
pose what Putin is doing, both in terms 
of his foreign policy and his domestic 
policy. 

On foreign policy, we will not accept 
Russia interfering in the elections of 
democratic countries, stoking political 
tensions by promoting hatred and sus-
picion of immigrants and minorities, 
and trying to undermine longstanding 
alliances between democratic allies. 

In 2014, in violation of international 
law, Russia invaded neighboring 
Ukraine and annexed the Crimea re-
gion. 

Russia has assassinated political op-
ponents abroad, most recently through 
the use of poison in Salisbury, Eng-
land. The British Government con-
cluded in that attack that it was most 
likely carried out by Russia’s military 
intelligence service. 

Domestically, Putin has undermined 
democracy in Russia, crushing free 

speech, jailing political opponents, 
harassing and assassinating journalists 
who criticize him, and increasing per-
secution of ethnic and religious mi-
norities. 

On Monday in Helsinki, President 
Trump had an opportunity to speak out 
on all of these things and more, to con-
front Putin about these destabilizing 
and inhumane policies. He chose not 
to. 

Well, here is the main point: If for 
whatever reason the President of the 
United States is not going to do what 
is right, Congress must do it. Demo-
crats must do it. Republicans must do 
it. 

The Congress must make it clear— 
and this is the resolution I am intro-
ducing and asking for unanimous con-
sent—the Congress must make it clear 
that we accept the assessment of our 
intelligence community with regard to 
Russian election interfering in our 
country and in other democracies. Does 
anybody doubt the truth of that? 

The Congress must move aggres-
sively to protect our election system 
from interference by Russia or any for-
eign power. Does anybody deny the im-
portance of that? 

The Congress must demand that the 
sanctions against Russia, as the Demo-
cratic leader mentioned, which passed 
with 98 votes, be fully implemented—98 
votes on that issue. 

The Congress must make it clear 
that we will not accept any inter-
ference with the ongoing investigation 
of Special Counsel Mueller, such as the 
offer of preemptive pardons or the fir-
ing of Deputy Attorney General Rod 
Rosenstein, and that the President 
must cooperate with this investigation. 
Time and again, I have heard Repub-
licans, including leaders, make it clear 
that there should not be an inter-
ference in that investigation. There is 
nothing new here on that point. 

Finally—nothing new here, either— 
the Congress must make it clear to 
President Trump that his job is to pro-
tect the values that millions of Ameri-
cans struggled, fought, and died to de-
fend: justice, democracy, and equality; 
that he is the President of the United 
States and his job is to protect the in-
terests of the American people, not 
Russia. 

Tweets, comments, and press con-
ferences—and I know many of my Re-
publican colleagues have been involved 
in those activities. They are fine. They 
are constructive. But we need more 
from Republican Senators now. It is 
time for the Senate to rein in the 
President’s dangerous behavior. 

If their leadership—Senator MCCON-
NELL—will not allow votes on this ex-
traordinarily important matter, then 
my Republican colleagues must join 
with Democrats to make it happen, or 
all of their fine-sounding words of con-
cern will become meaningless. 

UNANIMOUS CONSENT REQUEST—S. RES. 582 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that, as in legislative session, the 
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Senate proceed to the immediate con-
sideration of S. Res. 582, submitted ear-
lier today. I further ask that the reso-
lution be agreed to, the preamble be 
agreed to, and the motions to recon-
sider be considered made and laid upon 
the table with no intervening action or 
debate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

The Senator from Kentucky. 
Mr. PAUL. Mr. President, Trump de-

rangement syndrome has officially 
come to the Senate. The hatred for the 
President is so intense that partisans 
would rather risk war than give diplo-
macy a chance. Does anybody remem-
ber that Ronald Reagan sat down with 
Gorbachev and that we lessened the nu-
clear tensions? We need to still have 
those openings. 

Nobody is excusing Russia’s meddling 
in our elections. Absolutely we should 
protect the integrity of our elections. 
But simply bringing the hatred of the 
President to the Senate floor in order 
to say ‘‘We are done with diplomacy. 
We are going to add more and more 
sanctions’’—you know what. I would 
rather that we still have open channels 
of discussion with the Russians. At the 
height of the Cold War, Kennedy had a 
direct line to Khrushchev, and it may 
have prevented the end of the world. 

Should we be so crazy about par-
tisanship that we now say ‘‘We don’t 
want to talk to the Russians. We are 
not going to have relations with the 
Russians’’? We should stand firm and 
say ‘‘Stay the hell out of our elec-
tions,’’ but we should not stick our 
head in the ground and say we are not 
going to talk to them. 

I would like to see the Russians leave 
Ukraine. I think we could do it through 
diplomacy. We are not going to have it 
if we don’t talk to them. 

I would like to see the Russians help 
more with North Korea, with 
denuclearization of the Korean Penin-
sula. We are not going to have it if we 
just simply heap more sanctions on and 
say that we are not going to talk to the 
Russians and that anybody who talks 
to the Russians is committing treason. 

For goodness’ sake, we have the 
former head of the CIA, John Brennan, 
gallivanting across TV—now being paid 
for his opinion—to call the President 
treasonous. This has to stop. This is 
crazy hatred of the President. Crazy 
partisanship is driving this. 

For goodness’ sake, we don’t excuse 
Russia’s behavior in our election, but 
we don’t have to have war. We can still 
have engagement. We have engaged 
Russia throughout 70 years, while also 
acknowledging the imperfections of 
their system, the parts of their system 
we vehemently disagree with—the lack 
of freedom, the lack of human rights. 
Yet we had open channels of negotia-
tion, open channels of communication. 

I could not object more strongly to 
this. 

Mr. President, I object. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-

tion is heard. 

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. President, the 
Senator from Kentucky just told us 
that he wants dialogue with Russia, he 
wants diplomacy with Russia, and that 
he thinks it is important that we com-
municate with Russia. I agree. Who 
disagrees with that? There is not one 
word in this resolution that suggests 
that the United States of America 
should not aggressively engage in di-
plomacy with Russia to ease the ten-
sions that exist between the two coun-
tries. What the Senator said is totally 
irrelevant to what is in this resolution. 

What this resolution says is that we 
are going to tell Russia: Stop inter-
fering in our elections. 

What this resolution is about is tell-
ing Russia to stop interfering with the 
elections in democratic countries all 
over the world. 

What this resolution is about is say-
ing that we should implement the sanc-
tions overwhelmingly voted for by Con-
gress. 

What this resolution is about is that 
we will not accept interference with 
the ongoing investigation of Special 
Counsel Robert Mueller. 

What this resolution says is that the 
President must cooperate with the in-
vestigation of Mr. Mueller. 

That is what this resolution is about. 
It has nothing to do with ending diplo-
macy with Russia at all. That is inac-
curate. 

I would hope that, if not today, in the 
very near future, Republicans will join 
Democrats and do the right thing in 
our effort to preserve American democ-
racy. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Arizona. 

UNANIMOUS CONSENT REQUEST—S. RES. 583 
Mr. FLAKE. Mr. President, we are 

here to put forward a resolution and 
ask unanimous consent for its adop-
tion. This is the Flake-Coons resolu-
tion, which Senator COONS will speak 
on and I will take it from there. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Delaware. 

Mr. COONS. Mr. President, I come to 
the floor with my colleague Senator 
FLAKE from Arizona to send a strong, 
clear, and, importantly, a bipartisan 
message to the American people that 
we stand with the men and women of 
the Department of Justice and the men 
and women of the U.S. intelligence 
community. 

We support the ongoing investigation 
into Russian interference in our elec-
tions, and we must act—and act un-
equivocally—to hold Russia account-
able for its actions. 

Just 3 days after the U.S. intel-
ligence community issued a detailed 
and staggering finding that led to an 
indictment against 12 Russian military 
intelligence officers for interfering in 
our 2016 election, President Trump 
stood shoulder to shoulder with Presi-
dent Putin and failed to challenge 
Putin’s claim that his government 
played no role in the effort to under-
mine our democracy. 

In fact, when asked, at the time, 
whether he believed Putin’s denial or 

the U.S. intelligence community, 
President Trump said: ‘‘I have con-
fidence in both parties.’’ 

He has subsequently walked back 
those comments, but I think it is im-
portant that the Senate be on the 
record as saying that our intelligence 
community is clear, our law enforce-
ment community is clear, and today 
the Senate should be clear. 

So today Senator FLAKE and I are 
putting forward a resolution that, in 
its language, commends the Depart-
ment of Justice for its ongoing inves-
tigation into Russia’s interference in 
our last election—the one that led to 
last week’s 11-count indictment, offer-
ing the most thorough and detailed ac-
counting to date of Russia’s complex 
effort to sow doubt and create chaos in 
the months leading up to our last elec-
tion. 

The resolution also reaffirms the in-
telligence community’s assessment of 
Russian interference and asserts that 
Russia must be held to account for its 
actions. This can be accomplished in 
part by immediately and responsibly 
implementing sanctions provided for in 
the Countering America’s Adversaries 
Through Sanctions Act, or CAATSA, 
which this body passed 98 to 2 this sum-
mer. 

Finally, following the President’s 
summit with Putin in Helsinki, today’s 
resolution calls for prompt hearings 
and the release of notes to better un-
derstand what the two leaders dis-
cussed and may have agreed to during 
their one-on-one meeting, which ran 
for over 2 hours. 

I am encouraged by hearings that 
have already been scheduled, but I 
think it is important that it be clear 
that our Senate seeks a role in engage-
ment and oversight. 

Congress and the American people 
deserve to know what promises or con-
cessions may have been made to Presi-
dent Putin, and thorough hearings with 
senior officials, including Secretary 
Pompeo, are critical. 

This resolution is a first step—a good 
first step—but we need to be clear- 
eyed. President Putin of Russia will 
not stop until we stop him. We know 
we face continued threats to our elec-
tions in 2018 and beyond. Just last 
week, Director of National Intelligence 
Dan Coats, our former colleague here 
in the Senate, cautioned that the warn-
ing lights are blinking red again on 
cyber attacks against our Nation. He 
said: 

These actions are persistent, they are per-
vasive, and they are meant to undermine 
America’s Democracy. Attacks on our coun-
try’s digital infrastructure [are] made prin-
cipally by Russia. 

He said: 
Russia is the most aggressive foreign actor 

and the worst offender. 

So we know that we continue to face 
hostile threats. FBI Director Chris 
Wray said just yesterday: ‘‘Russia is 
still working to sow division in the 
United States and continues to engage 
in malign actions against our coun-
try.’’ 
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So we need to join arms and look for-

ward to protecting our next election. 
Today’s resolution is an important 
first step, but I think we should work 
together to take up and pass the 
DETER Act, introduced by Senators 
RUBIO and VAN HOLLEN, to deter Russia 
from interfering in our next election. 

I think we should take up and con-
sider the Lankford-Klobuchar Secure 
Elections Act to strengthen election 
cyber security. 

Of course, I would like to see my Spe-
cial Counsel Independence and Integ-
rity Act taken up as well. We can build 
on $380 million invested in election se-
curity, grants provided by this Con-
gress to the States back in March to 
help bolster their election systems 
against threats. 

It is important to remember that 
Putin and Putin’s Russia are attacking 
other democratic processes throughout 
Europe. As Americans, as Senators, we 
need to stand up and fight for our de-
mocracy and the rule of law. 

I had a memorable conversation with 
the Ukrainian leader last year, who 
said to me: If you don’t defend your 
own elections, your own democracy, 
how can the rest of us count on you to 
defend ours? 

This resolution makes clear that, on 
a bipartisan basis, we intend to defend 
our democracy. Russia’s attacks on our 
last elections where attacks on every 
American—Republicans and Demo-
crats. The threat is great, it is press-
ing, and it demands that we act. 

Today’s resolution is a first step and 
an important one, and I call on my col-
leagues to join us in supporting it. If 
there is any Senator who disagrees 
with this very basic resolution, I look 
forward to hearing their reasons. 

Let me close by thanking my col-
league and friend Senator FLAKE, from 
Arizona, for having taken the initia-
tive and the lead in introducing this 
important resolution. We may not 
agree on everything, but we agree on 
this important principle: We should 
stand up and be counted in defense of 
our democracy. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Arizona. 

Mr. FLAKE. Mr. President, I thank 
the Senator from Delaware, Mr. COONS, 
for helping to get together and working 
on this resolution and for working with 
his colleagues. 

I hope that we can pass it today. 
There may be an objection to moving 
forward. If there is, we will bring it 
back again and again. This needs to be 
passed. The Senate needs to speak 
here. 

Mr. President, in his dystopian novel 
‘‘1984,’’ George Orwell wrote: 

The party told you to reject the evidence 
with your eyes and ears. It was their most 
final, essential command. 

Well, what we saw on air this week in 
Helsinki was truly an Orwellian mo-
ment. What we saw earlier this week in 
Helsinki is what happens when you 
wage war on objective reality for near-
ly 2 solid years, calling real things fake 

and fake things real, as if conditioning 
others to embrace the same confusion. 
Ultimately, you are rendered unable to 
tell the difference between the two and 
are at critical times seemingly ren-
dered incapable of thinking clearly— 
your mind a hash of conspiracy theory 
and fragments of old talking points de-
ployed in response to a question no one 
even asked. Ultimately, you fail to 
summon reality in the face of a despot 
in defense of your country. 

It wasn’t a hard question. An Amer-
ican President was invited by a re-
porter to denounce the Russian attacks 
on our elections and, in doing so, to de-
fend the country that he was elected to 
lead. This should have been not much 
of a test at all for any American Presi-
dent. Yet it was, and our President 
failed that test. 

The findings of our intelligence com-
munity regarding the Russian aggres-
sion are not matters of opinion, no 
matter how powerful and strong 
Putin’s denial. To reject these findings 
and to reject the excruciatingly spe-
cific indictment against the 12 named 
Russian operatives in deference to the 
word of a KGB apparatchik is an act of 
will on the part of the President. 

That choice now leaves us contem-
plating a dark mystery: Why did he do 
that? What would compel our President 
to do such a thing? 

Those are questions that urgently 
beg for an answer, and it is our job to 
find that answer. But what isn’t a mys-
tery is that, by choosing to reject ob-
jective reality in Helsinki, the Presi-
dent let down the free world by giving 
aid and comfort to an enemy of democ-
racy. In so doing, he dimmed the light 
of freedom ever so slightly in our own 
country. Such is the power that we 
vest in the Presidency. Such are the 
consequences when a President does 
not use that power well. 

I can add no further to the extraor-
dinary and thoroughly justified re-
sponse of my fellow Americans from 
across the political spectrum to the 
events in Helsinki, ranging from heart-
break to horror. But I will say that if 
ever there was a moment to think of 
not just your party but for the coun-
try, this is it. This is not a moment for 
spin, deflection, justification, circling 
the wagons, forgetting, moving on to 
the next news cycle, or for more of Or-
well’s doublespeak. No, when the 
American Government offers an on-
slaught on unreality, it puts the whole 
world at risk. 

That is the lesson of Helsinki. That 
is the dose of reality that hit hard. We 
have indulged myths and fabrications 
and pretended that it wasn’t so bad, 
and our indulgence got us the capitula-
tion in Helsinki. 

We in the Senate who have been 
elected to represent our constituents 
cannot be enablers of falsehoods. This 
bipartisan resolution from the Senator 
from Delaware and me, which we have 
here today, commends the Department 
of Justice for its thorough investiga-
tion that has led to the indictment of 

12 Russian operatives who on behalf of 
the Russian Government interfered in 
the 2016 election. It acknowledges that 
such efforts by the Russian Govern-
ment to undermine our elections, as 
confirmed by our own Director of Na-
tional Intelligence, continue. 

Specifically, the Flake-Coons resolu-
tion rejects the denial of election in-
terference by Russian President Vladi-
mir Putin, something that our Presi-
dent failed to do when given the oppor-
tunity in a public forum in Helsinki on 
Monday. 

This resolution calls for the full and 
immediate implementation of manda-
tory sanctions, passed by a vote of 98 to 
2, to deter and punish election inter-
ference by the Russian Government. 

If there are waivers that are needed— 
and there are some needed for the In-
dian Government, for example, for 
weapons they purchased from the Rus-
sian Government or for hardware— 
there is a waiver process already in law 
for that, and I would support that. 

Finally, the resolution calls on the 
relevant committees of the Senate to 
exercise oversight, including prompt 
hearings and obtaining relevant notes 
and information to understand what 
commitments were made by the Presi-
dent in the summit and the impact it 
will have on our foreign policy going 
forward. 

The Russian Ambassador last night 
said that ‘‘important verbal agree-
ments were made.’’ We need to know 
the details of those agreements. 

Empirical, objective truth has taken 
a beating for the last 18 months. I said 
from this pulpit in January that ‘‘the 
dissemination of untruths has the ef-
fect of eroding trust in our vital insti-
tutions and conditioning the public to 
no longer trust them.’’ 

As we saw in Helsinki on Monday, en-
tertaining the untruths of a dictator 
has the same effect. Passing this reso-
lution will let our constituents, the ad-
ministration, our allies, and our adver-
saries know that here in the Senate we 
do not entertain the deceit of dic-
tators. 

The truth is that Russia interfered in 
our elections in 2016, and these efforts 
continue. Accepting that truth is the 
first step in preparing us to confront 
this malign activity. Let’s pass this 
resolution. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the Senate proceed to the 
consideration of S. Res. 583, submitted 
earlier today. I ask unanimous consent 
that the resolution be agreed to, the 
preamble be agreed to, and that the 
motions to reconsider be considered 
made and laid on the table with no in-
tervening action or debate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

The majority whip. 
Mr. CORNYN. Mr. President, reserv-

ing the right to object, let me first 
thank the Senator from Arizona and 
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the Senator from Delaware for express-
ing all of our concern about Russian in-
terference in the 2016 election. It is ab-
solutely clear they did, and the Presi-
dent has said as much on a number of 
occasions. 

Now, I agree, in Helsinki he was less 
than clear about that, but he came 
back and said that he misspoke and re-
affirmed his earlier position that, yes, 
the Russian Government had at-
tempted to interfere in the election, al-
though nobody disputes the fact that 
they were unsuccessful in changing a 
single vote or affecting the outcome. 
Ironically, the very same investigation 
which has made clear that the Rus-
sians did attempt to disrupt the elec-
tion has also made clear there is no 
evidence of collusion that anybody has 
uncovered to date. 

My concern with this resolution is 
that it is purely a symbolic act, and 
what we need to do is not just offer 
symbolic resolutions on the floor. We 
need to do the hard work Senators 
have to do through regular order. In 
other words, our committees that have 
jurisdiction over these issues ought to 
be permitted to call the witnesses and 
ask the hard questions and develop the 
record before we go on record as to a 
resolution like this. 

I would point out that the indict-
ments that were referred to, appar-
ently, according to published reports, 
Rod Rosenstein, the Deputy Attorney 
General, asked the President before 
Helsinki if he should withhold the an-
nouncement of those indictments or go 
ahead and release them before the sum-
mit. The President said: No, go ahead. 

Anybody who read the 29 pages of the 
indictment, issued at the request of 
Robert Mueller by a grand jury in the 
District of Columbia, knows there is 
chapter and verse of how Russians at-
tempted to interfere with the election. 
It is a good and important read. The 
President knew that before he went to 
Helsinki. That gives me some con-
fidence that he did, indeed, misspeak, 
especially in light of his subsequent af-
firmations of Russian interference in 
the election. 

I happen to be privileged to sit on the 
Senate Select Committee on Intel-
ligence. We have been conducting a bi-
partisan investigation of the Russian 
matter for the entire time the Presi-
dent has been in office for the last year 
and a half. We already issued some pre-
liminary reports. The way to do our 
work is through bipartisan committee 
work—have the witnesses come and 
testify, ask them hard questions, and 
render our judgment. 

I know Secretary Pompeo is coming 
before the Senate Foreign Relations 
Committee sometime next week. He 
ought to be asked hard questions. I am 
confident he will respond to those ques-
tions. That is how we get the informa-
tion we need. 

Let me just say that I think we 
should consider sanctions—not some 
sort of sense-of-the Senate resolutions 
that have no sting or no impact, cer-

tainly no deterrent effect on what we 
all want, which is to discourage Rus-
sian involvement in our 2018 elections. 
That is why the majority leader today 
asked the chairman of the Banking and 
Foreign Relations Committee to hold 
hearings and recommend additional 
measures that could respond to or 
deter Russian malign behavior. We 
ought to do our work through our com-
mittees of jurisdiction. 

When we rush to judgment and do 
resolutions like this, we can inadvert-
ently make mistakes. Let me point out 
one that is in this resolution. There is 
a reference to Countering America’s 
Adversaries Through Sanctions Act, 
which passed the Senate 98 to 2, to 
deter and punish election interference 
by the Russian Federation. There is a 
provision in the current conference 
committee on the Defense authoriza-
tion that would issue a waiver of that 
act to our partner India. If we want to 
encourage countries like India to come 
partner with the United States of 
America—the world’s largest democ-
racy and the world’s oldest democ-
racy—then we ought encourage that 
movement toward us and away from 
the Russian Federation. I worry there 
is no reference in here to the waiver 
provision in the Defense authorization 
conference committee that India has 
asked for and that Secretary Mattis 
has requested Congress grant. 

All I am asking for is a little bit of 
caution in the rush to issue a resolu-
tion. No. 1, I don’t think we acknowl-
edge the full picture, but we also don’t 
commit our work to the committees 
that have jurisdiction over these mat-
ters to do it carefully, thoughtfully, 
and in a bipartisan way so we come up 
to the best solution to the problem. 

I think this is the wrong way to go 
about it. I think our committees ought 
to continue to do their work—Senate 
Select Committee on Intelligence, the 
Armed Services Committee, the For-
eign Relations Committee, and the 
Banking Committee. We ought to come 
up with the right kind of bipartisan an-
swer, which I think could well include 
sanctions against the Russian Federa-
tion to deter them from meddling in 
our 2018 elections and beyond. I am 
confident they will continue until we 
stop them from doing so. 

I object. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mrs. 

FISCHER). Objection is heard. 
The Senator from Arizona. 
Mr. FLAKE. Madam President, I 

think it is regrettable this was ob-
jected to. We will bring it back. The 
majority leader said this is just a sym-
bolic vote. It is. Symbolism is impor-
tant. 

Obviously, we have underlying sanc-
tions we ought to fully implement. If 
there are waivers needed, there is al-
ready a waiver process in the NDAA 
authorization. I support those waivers 
with regard to India. This does not af-
fect that. This says, in a symbolic way, 
that we in the Senate don’t buy Vladi-
mir Putin’s rejection or his denial of 
election interference. 

That was put in question this week, 
whether our government believes that 
or not. We in the Senate should stand 
and say: We don’t believe it. We know 
the intelligence is right. We stand be-
hind our intelligence community. We 
need to say that in the Senate. 

Yes, it is symbolic and symbolism is 
important. Our agencies of government 
need to know that we stand behind 
them. That is what this is about. 

I hope we will pass this. I note, re-
gretfully, that there has been an objec-
tion to it, but we will bring it back. I 
believe this should pass, and I believe 
it ultimately will pass. 

I yield back. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-

jority leader. 
Mr. MCCONNELL. Madam President, 

I ask unanimous consent that notwith-
standing Senate rule XXII, postcloture 
time on the Bounds nomination expire 
at 1:45 p.m. today; further, that if con-
firmed, the motion to reconsider be 
considered made and laid upon the 
table, and the President be imme-
diately notified of the Senate’s action. 

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

UNANIMOUS CONSENT AGREEMENT—S. RES. 584 
Mr. MCCONNELL. Madam President, 

I ask unanimous consent that fol-
lowing disposition of the Bounds nomi-
nation, the Senate resume legislative 
session and proceed to the immediate 
consideration of a Schumer resolution 
that is at the desk; further, that the 
Senate immediately vote on the resolu-
tion; that if agreed to, the motion to 
reconsider be considered made and laid 
upon the table with no intervening ac-
tion or debate. 

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Delaware. 

S. RES. 583 
Mr. COONS. Madam President, I join 

my colleague from Arizona in briefly 
remarking on my regret that our reso-
lution was not adopted today. 

It does call for the full implementa-
tion of mandatory sanctions as dis-
cussed at some length. It does not call 
for the reckless implementation of 
mandatory sanctions. 

There is a significant range of sanc-
tions already provided for in this law, 
adopted 98 to 2 by this body, that have 
not yet been adopted. I recognize that 
this resolution, standing strong behind 
the Department of Justice, the intel-
ligence community, and its ongoing in-
vestigation is, as was referenced, a 
symbolic act, but there are moments 
when symbolism and standing together 
are important. 

I look forward to continuing to work 
closely with my colleague and friend 
from Arizona to ensure that this reso-
lution is adopted, that the American 
people and the men and women of our 
Federal law enforcement agencies and 
our intelligence community under-
stand that this body strongly supports 
them and their work and sees clearly 
the ongoing and continuing threat to 
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our democracy posed by President 
Putin and Putin’s Russia. 

Thank you. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Democratic leader. 
Mr. SCHUMER. Madam President, 

first, before I talk about the resolution 
Senators MENENDEZ, SCHATZ, and I 
have authored that will be voted on at 
1:45 p.m., I would like to say a few 
words about the work the Senators 
from Delaware and Arizona did and my 
severe disappointment that there was 
objection from the Republican leader-
ship. 

The bottom line is very simple. 
President Trump has put our country 
in a foreign policy crisis. President 
Trump has weakened the security of 
this country. A resolution is the min-
imum we can do. We should be acting. 

The idea that we cannot even pass a 
resolution in this body because of the 
objection on the other side, when this 
was done in a bipartisan, careful way 
by the Senators from Arizona and 
Delaware, shows something very bad. 
Our colleagues on the other side of the 
aisle are so cowered by a President 
that they cannot stand up for national 
security. They cannot stand up to 
Vladimir Putin, just as the President 
seems not to be able to. 

I have one more point. From what I 
am told, one of the major objections 
from the other side was that Congress 
wished the contemporaneous notes 
from that secret 2-hour meeting be 
made available. That is key. 

What are they hiding? What are they 
afraid of? The American people have a 
right to know what went on in that 
meeting, particularly when President 
Putin gets up and talks about some 
agreements that it seems not even our 
high-ranking officials in the State and 
Defense Departments and intelligence 
agencies know about. This is amazing. 

We have come to a really low mo-
ment in this body when a bipartisan 
resolution that is rather modest and 
limited—I had talked to the Senator 
from Delaware. He knows I wanted 
much more in this resolution, but in an 
effort to get something done, we lim-
ited it. 

In my view—the view of most Ameri-
cans—the notes should be made avail-
able. The translator should be made 
available. The translator wasn’t spe-
cifically referred to in this resolution, 
but when they talked about relevant 
people coming, my view—and I believe 
the view of the Senator from Dela-
ware—was that would include the 
translator. I am not sure if it was the 
view of the Senator from Arizona. It 
doesn’t matter. We are not even pass-
ing this resolution. 

I have to say, this was a moment for 
bipartisanship. This was a moment for 
America pulling together. This was a 
moment, when the President doesn’t 
served the country well, that Ameri-
cans of all parties, all ideologies come 
together and fill that void and undo 
the misdeeds that occurred in Helsinki. 

Unfortunately, because of weakness, 
fear—my guess is, if you looked inside 

the hearts and minds of every Member 
on the other side, all but maybe one or 
two would feel this is the right resolu-
tion, but they are afraid. Fear will not 
get us anywhere. Letting a bully push 
us around, meaning President Putin, as 
he pushed President Trump around, 
will not serve this country well. It is a 
sad moment that this resolution was 
rejected. 

S. RES. 584 
Madam President, before I yield to 

my good friend, the hard-working and 
very able ranking member of the For-
eign Relations Committee, I want to 
talk about our resolution which we are 
going to vote on. Lord knows what 
would happen if we couldn’t have even 
gotten a vote on that. 

The idea that an American ambas-
sador, who served us so well, should be 
brought before Putin and his minions 
to be questioned, when there is no 
charge against him, no issue against 
him—it is not like the 12 Russians who 
are indicted for trying to interfere with 
our elections. It is not even an anal-
ogy. There is not an evenness. Presi-
dent Trump amazingly called this an 
‘‘incredible offer.’’ Our President is 
saying that one of our Ambassadors 
being hauled before an authoritarian 
regime that twists the truth, that lies 
at will, that even seems to kill people 
they want to with poison in other 
countries is an incredible offer? 

Well, this resolution is a fine resolu-
tion. It will pass. It doesn’t undo what 
just happened. It doesn’t make up for 
the fact that our colleagues are afraid 
to take real action, even a resolution 
that posits action in terms of the 
major misdeeds at Helsinki. At the 
very least, we are protecting the integ-
rity of the men and women who serve 
us, because if today it is the Ambas-
sador, tomorrow it could be somebody 
in the military or somebody in the in-
telligence agencies or elsewhere. 

This resolution is very clear. What it 
says is, when President Trump called 
Putin’s offer an ‘‘incredible offer,’’ he 
was incredibly wrong. No President can 
put one of our fine servants at risk who 
has worked hard, in this case, for the 
diplomatic corps. This resolution is a 
bare minimum of what we should be 
doing here. I am glad it will be on the 
floor, and I suspect it will pass—hope-
fully, unanimously. 

I yield to my colleague from New 
Jersey. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Jersey. 

Mr. MENENDEZ. Madam President, I 
am very pleased to join with the distin-
guished Democratic leader in co-
authoring this resolution. 

S. RES. 583 
Madam President, before I speak to 

it, I do want to speak to the Flake- 
Coons resolution. 

Certainly, I would have supported it; 
although, I believe it is the minimum 
of what this body should be expressing 
after what we saw in Helsinki. This is 
a moment for bipartisanship and for 
patriotism because what I saw in Hel-

sinki speaks to the opposite of stand-
ing up to preserve, protect, and defend 
the Constitution of the United States. 

In the majority whip’s objection to 
the resolution coming to a vote, I find 
it interesting that, among other 
things, he was talking about our hav-
ing more sanctions against Russia, 
which I will speak to shortly. We are in 
the midst of developing a new, strong 
package of sanctions as it relates to 
Russia. So I embrace and welcome him 
to that effort if he seeks to actually 
see real sanctions against Russia. 

We have sanctions. There are sanc-
tions that passed by 98 to 2 in this in-
stitution and that passed overwhelm-
ingly in the House of Representatives, 
which forced the President to sign it as 
a result of there having been over-
whelming votes. These were sanctions 
that were largely mandatory but have 
not been fulfilled. So we could start off 
by having a robust engagement of the 
existing sanctions. 

I am not quite sure how we start 
being tough on Russia. One of the ele-
ments of those sanctions was to go 
after Russia’s sales of defense weapons. 
Yet here we are, and we are already 
looking for waivers. There is a dif-
ference between a country that, maybe, 
has a long history of buying Russian 
military equipment, but the S–400—a 
new anti-defense system—is a new 
version. That is not a legacy issue. I 
am not sure how we are going to tell 
one country it can buy the S–400 but 
tell another country it can’t. It doesn’t 
work. That is how sanctions begin to 
crumble at the end of the day. Yet I 
welcome the response that we should 
be having new sanctions. 

S. RES. 584 
Madam President, as it relates to 

this resolution, it is outrageous that 
the White House would not instanta-
neously and firmly dismiss a propo-
sition that Russian prosecutors ques-
tion a former U.S. Ambassador. Again 
and again, we have seen President 
Trump take Vladimir Putin’s word. It 
is unconscionable that this White 
House would give anything other than 
a full-throated defense of America’s 
Foreign Service, like Ambassador Mike 
McFaul, who has served our country 
with honor and distinction. 

The reason Putin doesn’t like Mike 
McFaul is that as our U.S. Ambas-
sador, he stood up for democracy and 
human rights in Russia; he stood up to 
the Russian regime; and he promoted 
American values and ideals. He spoke 
truth to power inside Russia. That is 
why Putin wants him. Congress 
shouldn’t have to tell America’s Presi-
dent to stand up for America’s public 
servants and its diplomatic corps, but 
apparently we have to. 

President Trump has repeatedly dis-
missed Russia’s attack in 2016 and 
shrugs off the threat it poses today, de-
spite all of our intelligence agencies 
and the Director of National Intel-
ligence, just days ago, saying there are 
red blinking lights about Russia’s con-
tinual engagement and interference in 

VerDate Sep 11 2014 02:40 Jul 20, 2018 Jkt 079060 PO 00000 Frm 00010 Fmt 4624 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\G19JY6.015 S19JYPT1S
S

pe
nc

er
 o

n 
D

S
K

B
B

X
C

H
B

2P
R

O
D

 w
ith

 S
E

N
A

T
E



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S5089 July 19, 2018 
the elections that will take place 110 
days from now. 

This week, he has continuously and 
directly contradicted his own national 
security advisers and, instead, has em-
braced the line of Putin and Russian 
intelligence. Now, I know they have 
been trying to clean it up. Yet he has 
said it so many times and in the same 
way he said it in Helsinki. That is what 
he really believes. Now for him to say 
something that is different—wrong 
time, wrong continent, not too much. 
He has spouted talking points that 
have sounded like they have come 
straight from the Kremlin. He has 
shown a willingness to accede to 
Putin’s requests to interrogate Ameri-
cans, a willingness to accept Putin’s 
denials about Russian interference, a 
willingness to attack NATO allies like 
Montenegro, and a willingness to be a 
supplicant to Putin’s views. 

The President keeps claiming he has 
been tough on Russia. No. It is Con-
gress that has been tough on Russia by 
its passing CAATSA, the Countering 
America’s Adversaries Through Sanc-
tions Act, with broad and deep bipar-
tisan support. Yet the White House 
hasn’t taken it seriously. It has ig-
nored a series of mandates in the law. 
The clear tone and intent that came 
from the Helsinki summit was one of 
accommodation, not of pressure. 

I don’t see any other way forward, 
other than through further congres-
sional action, to forcefully call out and 
address the administration’s willful pa-
ralysis to Putin’s abhorrent behavior. 
To date, our efforts have been trans-
formative, but just as the administra-
tion has been prepared to find ways 
that allow Putin to circumvent the law 
and to avoid implementing mandatory 
provisions of CAATSA, we must be 
equally prepared to adjust and adapt 
by closing those loopholes. 

That is why I will soon introduce 
comprehensive legislation to increase 
pressure to actually implement the law 
and increase pressure on Russia for its 
aggression against the United States 
and our allies. Among the consider-
ations we have for this new legislation 
are to increase sanctions on Russia’s 
energy sector, to increase sanctions on 
its cyber sector, to increase pressure 
on Russia’s oligarchs and those who are 
closest to Putin, and to look at Rus-
sia’s sovereign debt as a target. 

We cannot wait to see whether Rus-
sia will attack us in the 2018 election. 
We know it is in the midst of making 
that a reality, and we need to ramp up 
the pressure. We can’t afford to wait. 

Based on this President’s behavior, 
we also need to protect our institutions 
here at home. That is why we want to 
include protections for the Office of 
Special Counsel. The President has 
done more to target Bob Mueller than 
he has to go after Vladimir Putin, and 
this must stop. This effort must be bi-
partisan, which is why I look forward 
to working with my Republican col-
leagues who truly want to see us fight 
back on Russia and nearly all of whom 

voted to increase sanctions on Russia 
last year and place more authority for 
sanctions alleviation in the hands of 
Congress. They were right to support 
such measures in July of 2017, and God 
knows it would now be right to step up 
and defend America’s interests. 

It is time to show the American peo-
ple that we can be patriots, not just 
partisans. It is time to show the world 
that we can put our country over 
party. It is time that we defend Amer-
ica’s democratic institutions against 
Russia’s continued aggression. I look 
forward to the resolution and its vote, 
and I urge everyone to join us in ap-
proving it. 

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

clerk will call the roll. 
The senior assistant legislative clerk 

proceeded to call the roll. 
Mr. GRASSLEY. Madam President, I 

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

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

Mr. GRASSLEY. Madam President, 
we will vote today on the confirmation 
of Ryan Bounds to the Ninth Circuit. 
He has been nominated to fill the va-
cancy left by Judge O’Scannlain. Mr. 
Bounds once served as a law clerk to 
Ninth Circuit Judge O’Scannlain. 

Mr. Bounds is highly qualified to 
serve on the Ninth Circuit. A native of 
Oregon, he attended Stanford Univer-
sity and Yale Law School. He has dedi-
cated his career to public service and 
has served in government for the past 
14 years. The last 8 years were as an as-
sistant U.S. attorney in Oregon. 

I have listened to my colleagues on 
the other side voice their opposition to 
Mr. Bounds. Interestingly, none of 
them cite anything Mr. Bounds has 
done in his legal career as a reason for 
opposing his nomination. Instead, they 
focus on two things. First, they say we 
shouldn’t confirm Mr. Bounds because 
his home State Senators didn’t return 
their blue slips. Second, they say some 
of Mr. Bounds’ college writings were 
insensitive. So I am going to start with 
point No. 1 on which they base their 
opposition to him. 

As I have explained so many times on 
the floor of the U.S. Senate and in the 
Senate Judiciary Committee—and I 
don’t know how many times to the 
multitudes of journalists who are on 
the Hill—my blue-slip policy is the 
same as all but 2 of my 18 predecessors 
who were chairmen of the Judiciary 
Committee over the 100-year history of 
blue slips. Like Chairmen Ted Ken-
nedy, Joe Biden, and ORRIN HATCH, I 
will hold hearings for circuit court 
nominees who have negative or unre-
ported blue slips if the White House has 
consulted with the home State Sen-
ators, and I will not allow Senators to 
abuse the blue-slip courtesy for polit-
ical or ideological reasons. 

In the case of Mr. Bounds, the White 
House sought the Oregon Senators’ 
input, seriously considered the one 

candidate suggested by the Oregon 
Senators, and waited several months 
for the Senators from Oregon to estab-
lish their judicial selection committee, 
which is quite a tradition in that 
State. The selection committee itself 
even recommended Mr. Bounds. Yet the 
Oregon Senators still didn’t return 
their blue slips. 

They say it was because Mr. Bounds 
didn’t disclose some of his college 
writings to the selection committee. 
There is a very good reason he didn’t— 
the selection committee never asked 
for his college writings. In fact, Sen-
ator WYDEN’s staff instructed Mr. 
Bounds not to disclose them. Moreover, 
the Oregon Senators refused to ever 
meet with Mr. Bounds during this 
whole process. 

It has been misleadingly said this 
will be the first time in modern history 
we will have confirmed a judge without 
there having been at least one positive 
blue slip from the two State Senators. 
My Democratic colleagues have only 
themselves to blame. The way the blue 
slip used to be enforced was through 
the 60-vote filibuster, and that was 
done away with in November 2013, led 
by the then-Democratic majority and 
Senator Reid. 

For example, Chairman HATCH held 
hearings for five nominees in 2003 and 
2004, despite there being the lack of a 
positive blue slip from either home 
State Senator. These nominees were 
voted out of committee. Then Senate 
Democrats blocked these nominees on 
the floor by using the 60-vote fili-
buster. But my Democratic colleagues 
abolished that filibuster, as I said, in 
2013 for the reason that they needed the 
votes and the freedom to pack the DC 
Circuit with liberal judges who would 
uphold Obama’s regulatory schemes. 

Leading this effort was none other 
than Senator MERKLEY of Oregon, who 
argued that 41 Senators shouldn’t be 
able to block a Senate majority from 
confirming judges. Now they have a 
different point of view. Now he argues 
that he alone should have the right to 
block Mr. Bounds from even getting a 
hearing in the Judiciary Committee. 

In November of 2013, I told my Demo-
cratic colleagues that they would re-
gret abolishing the filibuster just to 
stack the DC Circuit Court of Appeals 
with their friends. Now, obviously, 
today, as they consider the Bounds 
nomination, they know they made a 
mistake. 

Turning to the only other criticism 
my colleagues have made about Mr. 
Bounds, which is in regard to his col-
lege writings, I don’t believe that mis-
guided statements made in a college 
newspaper 25 years ago should dis-
qualify Mr. Bounds. I hope we don’t 
live in a world where controversial 
things that we write in college end our 
careers forever. This is especially true 
with our kids and grandkids now in the 
era of social media. 

For example, a few years ago, just 
when the same thing came up on Jus-
tice Wright going to the Minnesota 
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District Court, I voted and supported 
her despite very controversial writings 
she had in law school. We shouldn’t as-
sume that views expressed years ago 
during college and law school represent 
the nominee today. 

Mr. Bounds testified that he regret-
ted much of what he wrote in those op- 
eds. 

We received numerous letters in sup-
port of Mr. Bounds’ nomination from 
people who have known him personally 
throughout his life. We received a let-
ter from some of his classmates at 
Stanford. And before I quote, it is kind 
of like—these sound like they were his 
friends in the dormitories. I never was 
a dormitory student, but I imagine you 
really get acquainted with people 
there. This is what they had to say 
about Mr. Bounds: 

We have become aware of a handful of con-
troversial op-eds and articles Ryan wrote for 
The Stanford Review during that time. None 
of us believes that these writings reflect 
Ryan’s character, either then or now. All of 
us remember our dorm-mate fondly. 

We are a diverse bunch. Yet Ryan never 
failed to treat all of us with courtesy, re-
spect, and civility, regardless of our respec-
tive genders, sexual orientations, skin col-
ors, religions, ethnicity, or any other charac-
teristics. 

There is not, and never has been, a racist, 
sexist, homophobic, or bigoted bone in Ryan 
Bounds’s body. 

Mr. Bounds has also been a commu-
nity leader, promoting diversity and 
equality. As a member of the Mult-
nomah Bar Association’s Equity, Di-
versity, and Inclusion Committee, Mr. 
Bounds spearheaded programs to ex-
pose underprivileged young people to 
the legal profession. He mentored 
young scholarship recipients and 
helped those same people navigate law 
school admissions and law school. He 
expanded low-cost CLE offerings and 
organized anti-harassment and anti- 
discrimination training. 

Mr. Bounds is imminently qualified 
to serve on the Ninth Circuit. His col-
lege writings do not represent who he 
is today. His professional accomplish-
ments and exemplary public service 
speak much more loudly to his char-
acter and integrity. 

I strongly urge my colleagues on 
both sides of the aisle to support Mr. 
Bounds’ confirmation today. 

NOMINATION OF BRETT KAVANAUGH 
Madam President, I would like to say 

one thing about another nomination 
issue. I understand that so far, no Sen-
ate Democrat has met with Judge 
Kavanaugh. They are apparently 
awaiting their marching orders from 
the minority leader. Well, the Amer-
ican people elected each one of those 
Democratic Senators to represent 
them, not the minority leader. And 
when Senate Democrats have largely 
already made up their minds to vote 
against Judge Kavanaugh and none of 
them have even met with him, their de-
mand for a paper chase beyond relevant 
material sounds more and more like a 
demand for a taxpayer-funded fishing 
expedition. 

REMEMBERING GOVERNOR BOB RAY 
Now, Madam President, I would like 

to address my colleagues in the U.S. 
Senate on the life and death of Gov-
ernor Bob Ray, a wonderful Governor 
for the State of Iowa over a long period 
of time. I wish to honor him in this 
way. 

I wish to pay tribute to my good 
friend and an exceptional Iowan whose 
life and legacy will be remembered in 
my home State for generations to 
come. As the people of Iowa mourn the 
loss of our 38th Governor, I would like 
to share about a few ways that Robert 
D. Ray made Iowa a better place to 
grow. Looking back at his lifetime of 
service, it seems nearly impossible 
that one person could wear so many 
hats and reach the highest rungs of dis-
tinguished service in both his private 
life and in the public sector. 

After graduating from high school in 
1946, Bob enlisted in the U.S. Army to 
serve his country that way. He re-
turned from service and earned under-
graduate and law degrees at Drake Uni-
versity in Des Moines, IA. He married 
the love of his life, Billie, and together 
they raised three daughters. 

In addition to serving 14 years as our 
State’s chief executive from 1969 to 
1983, Governor Ray also served as our 
State party chairman at the age of 35, 
chairman of the National Governors 
Association, interim mayor of Des 
Moines, 11th president of Drake Uni-
versity, U.S. delegate to the United Na-
tions Conference on Refugees, and CEO 
and board member to a number of non-
profit and for-profit corporations. 

Reading such an outstanding resume, 
one might come to the conclusion that 
this Iowan must have an outsized ego 
to match. To that, I can personally af-
firm that Bob Ray was a humble leader 
driven by a servant’s heart. He brought 
honesty, dignity, and integrity to the 
campaign trail and, in turn, to State 
government. 

His policy achievements as our 38th 
Governor made government work bet-
ter for the people by reorganizing State 
government, such as the creation of 
the department of transportation, and 
modernizing the National Guard. Those 
are just a few of the reorganizations. 
But through doing this, he strength-
ened rock-solid Iowa values in edu-
cation, conservation, good government, 
and fiscal stewardship. It was Governor 
Ray who signed Iowa’s—we call it the 
bottle bill. You get a redemption for a 
can you return instead of throwing it 
in the dump. He signed it into law to 
keep our roadways clean and our State 
looking beautiful. 

Arguably, the lasting measure of his 
governorship is defined by moral lead-
ership, and particularly as evidenced 
after the fall of Saigon in 1975. 

As a result of the ending of the Viet-
nam war, Governor Ray’s actions tran-
scended the riverbanks of America’s 
heartland to reach thousands of refu-
gees across the world. Those refugees 
were fleeing communism in Southeast 
Asia. Governor Ray persuaded Presi-

dent Ford to allow Iowa to welcome 
the Tai Dam to Iowa, allowing this 
close-knit ethnic group to stay intact 
and to resettle in Iowa. 

In 1978, we had another wave of 
Southeast Asians who were desperate 
to escape communism in South Viet-
nam. They became known as the boat 
people who put their lives in peril for 
the pearl of freedom that we offer in 
America. Bob Ray put his political life 
on the line to open Iowa’s homes and 
hearts to rescue them from suffering 
and death. In so doing, he saved the 
lives of thousands of people, including 
generations of new Iowans yet to be 
born. 

Yet again, Governor Ray responded 
in 1979 to another humanitarian crisis 
going on in Southeast Asia by launch-
ing the Iowa SHARES Program. The 
acronym ‘‘SHARES’’ stands for Iowa 
‘‘Sends Help to Aid Refugees and End 
Starvation.’’ That very first year, the 
program raised more than $600,000 in 
less than 1 month—small donations to 
send food and medicine to starving peo-
ple on the Cambodian border. Volun-
teer nurses and doctors from Iowa also 
went to save these people, who suffered 
under the harsh Khmer Rouge regime 
of Pol Pot. 

When one of those members of the 
boat people first learned of Governor 
Ray’s passing, she was moved to tears. 
Now a wife and mother of five children, 
she prayed for Governor Ray, in fact 
referring to him as ‘‘Saint Bob Ray.’’ 
She attributed his courage and gen-
erosity to saving thousands of people 
just like her. 

At his funeral, Senator ERNST and I 
saw a whole part of the church filled 
with these Southeast Asians who very 
much wanted to express their apprecia-
tion for Governor Ray’s leadership by 
being there at that funeral. 

In 2005, Governor Ray received Iowa’s 
highest civilian honor, the Iowan 
Award. It is a well-deserved honor for 
this legendary man of honor. He is a 
statesman, a humanitarian hero, and, 
of course, to those who loved him the 
most, he was a husband, dad, and 
grandpa. 

Years after Governor Ray left the 
Governor’s mansion, called Terrace 
Hill, he launched the Robert D. and 
Billie Ray Center at Drake University. 
That center’s mission is dedicated to 
improving civility and developing eth-
ical leaders at home and throughout 
the world. And for all of us, we know 
that in a society less civil now than it 
has been throughout most of the his-
tory of our country, that center is 
going to serve a very needed purpose. 
For those who know the story of Bob 
Ray, his ray of light connected with 
the center will inspire generations of 
leaders for years to come. 

Barbara and I join our fellow Iowans 
in extending our condolences to Billie 
and the entire Ray family. We will 
miss this extraordinary Iowan. Our 
State benefited in countless ways be-
cause he shared his gift so generously 
to make Iowa an even better place to 
grow for generations to come. 
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Madam President, I ask unanimous 

consent that three eulogies that high-
light Governor Ray’s life as a Gov-
ernor, political humanitarian, and a 
man with strong family values be 
printed in the RECORD. 

These eulogies are from David Oman, 
who served as chief of staff to Governor 
Ray; Ken Quinn, a former U.S. Ambas-
sador to Cambodia who worked on the 
refugee resettlement as a member of 
the Ray administration and today 
serves as president of the World Food 
Prize Foundation in Des Moines; and 
the third is from Scott Raecker, who 
serves as director of the Robert D. and 
Billie Ray Center at Drake University. 
I hope my colleagues will read these 
eulogies because there is no way that 
anything I say today can do justice to 
what they said in their separate eulo-
gies. 

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

ROBERT D. RAY EULOGY 
DAVID OMAN 

One more time, for the last time, Bob Ray 
has done what he did so often in life—bring 
people together, in this church, at the Cap-
itol last evening, on social media, and in 
conversations. 

Lessons from his life have been learned and 
re-learned this week, none better than the 
simple reminder that a keen mind, warm 
heart, and a bias for action—by one person— 
can cause great change, and uncork goodwill 
among so many. 

Gov. Ray’s life ended without regrets and 
remorse. Embracing his example, we’re bet-
ter able to live our lives with renewal and re-
solve. 

Yesterday, a motorcade brought the Ray 
family past many touchpoints in Bob’s and 
Billie’s lives—Terrace Hill, Drake Univer-
sity, and Theodore Roosevelt High School. 

President Roosevelt, in 1910, a year after 
leaving the White House, spoke in Paris 
about leadership, and making a difference. 

He said, ‘above all stands character, a 
man’s force and courage, his good faith and 
sense of honor . . . self-restraint, common 
sense, the power of individual responsibility, 
and acting in conjunction with others.’ 

TR didn’t know it, but he previewed the 
life of Robert D. Ray, or as we called him, 
RDR. 

Another President Roosevelt, Franklin, 
died at the end of World War II. FDR and 
RDR had something in common—a very real 
human touch. During FDR’s funeral, an 
aging African American man wept inconsol-
ably on a Pennsylvania Ave. sidewalk. 

A reporter approached timidly and asked, 
‘Did you know the President?’ The man said, 
‘No . . . but he knew me.’ 

Good leaders, good people, know, in a 
broad sense—and in the moment—what other 
people feel and need. 

Bob Ray had that quality. He knew Iowans, 
or as he liked to say ‘our Iowans.’ 

People who had a two-minute phone call or 
20 minute meeting, or just a handshake at 
the Fair, felt they mattered and were the 
most important person to Gov. Ray at the 
time . . . and they were. 

Sometimes, Bob Ray wasn’t aware of his 
impact. 

Two years ago, at Wesley Acres, Gov. Ray 
wasn’t in room 146, nor physical therapy or 
the lunch room. A nurse and I couldn’t find 
him. It turned out he was in P.T.; he told us 
we’d been lost. 

Then the nurse said to me ‘Gov. Ray 
changed my life . . .’ I asked her to tell me 
more. 

It seems her late teen life was not good in 
1969; she doubted herself. Then she listened 
to Gov. Ray’s first Inaugural Address on the 
radio. She added, ‘He talked about the fu-
ture. He said the future was going to better 
and brighter. I felt he was talking about me 
and my life. He gave me hope. My life turned 
out alright, and now, I get to help him.’ 

Gov. Ray spoke with thousands of Iowans 
through four of his campaigns in seven 
years, ending the two-year term era. Iowans 
quickly got to know his openness and de-
cency . . . civility and sincerity . . . human-
ity and humor. 

And who didn’t love his smile? 
That genuine persona stood in stark con-

trast to the erosion of trust in a Washington 
awash in Watergate. In ’74, Bob Ray stood 
against the tide. He won 59% of the vote 
when nine other GOP governors were swept 
away. He acquired more momentum, if not a 
mandate. 

Governor Ray knew how to campaign. He 
knew how to govern. And, he knew the dif-
ference. 

The late Lt. Gov. Arthur Neu said, ‘Ray 
would take his time making decisions, but 
when his mind was made up, he was a tough 
as nails.’ 

The other evening, I wrote down Ray pol-
icy initiatives and stopped at 30. Some were 
ahead of their time, some were copied by 
other states. They covered tax policy, 
streamlined government, education, con-
servation, human services, human rights, 
public safety, agriculture and transpor-
tation. 

I can’t list them all today. As they say 
about baseball stats . . . ‘you can look ‘em 
up.’ 

The Gov. would at times borrow or co-opt 
good ideas from Democrats. They didn’t 
know whether to laugh or cry, but he always 
gave them credit. 

Gov. Ray looked beyond the next year or 
cycle. He paired with Gov. Culver’s father, 
Sen. Culver, to set up the Iowa 2000 project. 
In his first term, Gov. Vilsack cloned it with 
Iowa 2010. 

In 1978, Gov. Ray came up with a new 
theme ‘progress with stability’ as part of a 
larger effort throughout his administration 
to better connect Iowa’s cities and towns 
with rural Iowa. 

In small towns he would nudge with nu-
ance ‘stability with progress.’ Bob Ray com-
municated deftly. He was transparent with 
and respected the press. He helped define 
modern Iowa and did define the modern Iowa 
governorship. 

With Billie Ray and three active daugh-
ters, the five defined the modern Iowa First 
Family. 

We thank you for supporting him, and for 
your sacrifice. 

A governor’s work is never easy. Gov. 
Ray’s four successors, all with us today, have 
said privately and publicly, over time and 
this week, how much they respected him and 
his leadership. 

Bill Clinton was the 32 year-old Gov.-elect 
of Arkansas when he met Bob Ray, then 50, 
at the NGA ‘new governors school’ in No-
vember ’78. 

The two hit it off. It was Ray ‘charisma’ 
and Clinton ‘charisma on steroids.’ 

Clinton credited Ray with mentoring him 
on how to be a good governor. When he would 
come to Des Moines as President in the 90s; 
he would often ask about Bob Ray and word 
would get back to us. Wednesday, President 
Clinton tweeted a heartfelt remembrance of 
his mentor and friend. 

Ray met one Pope . . . but worked with 
seven Presidents. There is apparently no 
public record of what Richard Nixon thought 
of him. The tape recorders must have been 
turned off. 

President Ford said, ‘I relied heavily on 
Bob’s good advice.’ 

President Reagan: ‘The success you experi-
enced was the product of good ideas, hard 
work, a whole lot of follow through—just 
what you’d expect to find in Iowa.’ 

President George H. W. Bush said this well, 
‘He never turned his back on the Party, but 
somehow transcended Party and made public 
service better.’ 

Like Bush 41 and Jimmy Carter with their 
post-Presidencies, Bob Ray also defined the 
role of ‘former’ governor. 

His ongoing service as CEO, mayor, and 
Drake president was exemplary. Ray backed 
countless charities and good works. Once I 
told him ‘you’ve supported about everything 
except ‘Iowans for Term Limits.’ 

To close, in the years ahead, governors and 
perhaps Presidents like Ronald Reagan was, 
will be in Room 9 of the Capitol. Gov. 
Branstad fittingly designated it the ‘Robert 
D. Ray Conference Room.’ 

Governors have made many important de-
cisions in that room, including Ray’s to re- 
locate and welcome legal political refugees 
to Iowa. 

Future governors will see a large, wonder-
ful oil painting of Gov. Ray. That portrait is 
behind me. It returns to the Governor’s Of-
fice today. 

Next year, or 2028, or 2046 (Iowa’s Bicenten-
nial year) or any year, governors will sit in 
the Ray Conference Room—coping with com-
plicated, controversial, even morality laden 
decisions. 

Our Iowans and future Iowans can hope 
those governors pause, in deliberative, deci-
sive moments, look up at the portrait, and 
think . . . 

What would Robert D. Ray do? 
How would he lead? 

EULOGY FOR GOVERNOR ROBERT D. RAY 
AMBASSADOR KENNETH M. QUINN 

One of the first refugees Governor Ray res-
cued and resettled in Iowa was a young man 
who was trapped in one of the most treach-
erous and threatening environments on 
earth—Washington, D.C. That person he res-
cued was me. 

He brought me and my wife Le Son and our 
children home to Iowa where we became part 
of Governor Ray’s extended family. For 4 
years, I worked closely with the Governor on 
many of his humanitarian endeavors. 

A few weeks ago, I was with Governor and 
Mrs. Ray recalling many of these experi-
ences—and a flood of memories came back 
about when we were together, including: 

—In the winter of 1975, at the celebration 
for the Tai Dam refugees from Laos, whom 
he had rescued and resettled together in 
Iowa in order to preserve their culture, lan-
guage and kinship. The Tai Dam had written 
to every Governor in America, but Robert 
Ray was the only Governor to answer their 
plea. He convinced President Ford to permit 
all of the Tai Dam to come to Iowa. They 
have been here ever since. 

—Or, on a cold January night in 1979, while 
he and I watched the video of a boat filled 
with Vietnamese ‘‘boat people’’ refugees, 
who had escaped from Communist oppression 
only to be pushed back out to sea by local of-
ficials fearful of being inundated because no 
country in the world, including the United 
States, was accepting any more refugees 
from Indochina. We watched in horror as 
their boat broke up in the waves, with the 
refugees drowning before our eyes. 

This so impacted Governor Ray that he 
wrote late that very night to the President, 
saying that Iowa would double the number of 
refugees it had resettled if only the Presi-
dent would reopen America’s doors. 

His letter and lobbying in Washington 
worked! America’s doors were reopened. 

VerDate Sep 11 2014 02:40 Jul 20, 2018 Jkt 079060 PO 00000 Frm 00013 Fmt 4624 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\G19JY6.021 S19JYPT1S
S

pe
nc

er
 o

n 
D

S
K

B
B

X
C

H
B

2P
R

O
D

 w
ith

 S
E

N
A

T
E



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES5092 July 19, 2018 
—Six months later, in June 1979 we were 

together in Geneva, Switzerland, at the UN 
conference on the Boat People, where Vice 
President Walter Mondale announced that 
America would accept 168,000 new refugees 
each year. This led to over 1,000,000 refugees 
from Indochina eventually being resettled in 
the United States. 

The assembled diplomatic delegations gave 
a spontaneous standing ovation to America’s 
humanitarian leadership, a leadership that 
began when Robert D. Ray became the first 
governing official anywhere in the world to 
say he would accept the Boat People refu-
gees. 

—A few months later in October 1979, I was 
with Governor Ray at Living History Farm 
in Des Moines, as Pope John Paul II ap-
peared before 350,000 people. Among those 
bringing the gifts to the Pope to celebrate 
Mass were Vietnamese Catholic refugees in 
their colorful native dress. 

—Two weeks later the Governor and Mrs. 
Ray and I were at a place called Sa Kaew in 
Thailand where 30,000 victims of the Cam-
bodian genocide were lying strewn across a 
field. Emaciated, starving and beset with dis-
ease, they were dying at the rate of 50–100 a 
day, with their bodies being bulldozed into 
mass graves. 

—This scene of incredible human suffering 
led Governor Ray to create Iowa SHARES. 
Iowa Sends Help to Aid Refugees and End 
Starvation. With contributions by Iowans 
across the state, we rushed food and medi-
cine that arrived on Christmas Day, to feed 
people who had been eating insects to sur-
vive. This was followed by volunteer Iowa 
doctors and nurses. Together this saved 
thousands of lives. 

—On that same trip, we were in Nong Khai 
in Thailand, where the Tai Dam, Lao and 
Hmong refugees were waiting uncertain 
about their fate. These refugees said they 
wanted to show us their ‘‘symbol of hope.’’ 
They took us across a muddy field to a 
thatched hut. Beckoning us to look inside, 
they said ‘‘there is our symbol.’’ Tacked on 
the wall was the Iowa Department of Trans-
portation highway map. Governor Robert 
Ray had made the shape of our state a sym-
bol of hope for people languishing in a ref-
ugee camp 12,000 miles from Iowa. 

—There was one other event where neither 
the Governor nor I were present but which 
has great meaning for today. In 2004, the 
Catholic Bishop of Des Moines visited a very 
ill Pope John Paul II. When the Bishop re-
minded the Pontiff of his visit to Living His-
tory Farms, the Pope heard ‘‘Iowa’’—in a 
halting voice the frail Pope said—‘‘Iowa . . . 
Farms . . . Refugees.’’ The man who put the 
words Iowa and Refugees on the lips of a 
dying Pope, and who made the shape of Iowa 
a symbol of hope around the world, was Gov-
ernor Robert D. Ray. 

The common thread in all of these experi-
ences was that Governor Ray was driven by 
moral impulses planted deep inside him by 
his parents, the educational institutions he 
attended, and his religion, and nurtured by 
his wife Billie and his children. 

When confronted by scenes of human suf-
fering, Robert Ray responded, not as a polit-
ical candidate doing an electoral calculation, 
but as a Christian following a moral impera-
tive from the parable of the Good Samaritan. 

—Robert D. Ray saw that his obligation 
was to his fellow human beings who were suf-
fering and dying, even if the color of their 
skin, the language they spoke, and the reli-
gion they followed were all different from his 
own; 

—Or, even if they were thousands and 
thousands of miles away on the other side of 
our planet, or adrift in the ocean. 

Through his actions, Governor Robert Ray 
answered the eternal question—‘‘Am I my 
brother’s keeper?’’ 

Even though the impact of Robert Ray’s 
leadership would often occur far from Iowa; 
The one story that most poignantly captures 
Robert Ray’s humanitarian legacy and his 
place in the pantheon of Iowa’s greatest he-
roes took place about 10 years ago, not in the 
Governor’s office or far from Iowa, but in a 
supermarket in West Des Moines. 

As Governor Ray described it to me, he and 
Mrs. Ray were shopping for groceries, push-
ing their cart down the aisle, when, as can 
happen, they almost bumped into a cart 
being pushed by another shopper—in this 
case, an Asian man. 

When he saw it was Governor Ray, the man 
stopped; walked over to the Governor and ex-
tending his hand, said ‘‘you saved my life. I 
just want to say thank you.’’ 

Today thousands of Tai Dam, Lao, Hmong, 
Cambodians and Vietnamese who live in 
Iowa just want to say thank you. In a very 
real sense, Governor Robert Ray saved them 
all. 

And all of us, whom he made so proud to 
say we are Iowans—we just want to say 
thank you. 

Governor Ray uplifted my life. He uplifted 
all of our lives. And his legacy will uplift 
countless, thousands and thousands of others 
far into the future. 

GOVERNOR ROBERT D. RAY—FAMILY EULOGY 
J. SCOTT RAECKER 

On behalf of Mrs. Ray and the entire Ray 
family I want to express their sincere appre-
ciation for the outpouring of love, support 
and prayers at this time. They have asked 
for me to share that following the service 
there will be a reception at The Robert D. 
and Billie Ray Center on the Drake campus— 
which is walking distance from the church. 

So here we are Mrs. Ray, back at First 
Christian Church where your lifelong love 
story with Governor Ray started 73 years 
ago. You met through this church and 
church camp where you were elected King 
and Queen. You became high school sweet-
hearts—you the smart looking girl with the 
car and Governor Ray the shy school-boy 
athlete. 

Together we’ve looked at the pictures of 
the two of you in those early years—you and 
Governor Ray had a youthful twinkle in your 
eyes and a shining smile that said—‘I’m in 
love’—and that’s one thing that did not 
change over all these years. 

Recently you told me that in the last sev-
eral months it was just nice to sit and hold 
hands and tell each other ‘I love you’—and as 
I observed these moments, I saw that same 
twinkle and shining smile in both of you— 
and, oh my heavens, it still radiated—‘I’m so 
in love.’ 

You also shared that you never had a 
fight—and I believe you. However, with all 
due respect, it has come to my attention 
through an un-named grandchild that there 
were a few disagreements—mostly over ice 
cream at McDonalds, and they were resolved 
with another Diet Coke and a loving grandpa 
slipping a dollar under the table to a very 
happy granddaughter. 

In your understated way you told me he 
was a ‘special person’—which he was—and 
together you were spectacular . . . you were 
always his beloved Billie Lee—and you most 
certainly were his beloved soul mate. 

Mrs. Ray, here is the message for the rest 
of us today—if there is an aspect of Governor 
Ray’s life that should inspire us, and we 
should seek to emulate, it should be this— 
his excellence as a man devoted to his fam-
ily—and that passion was rooted deeply in 
his faith, his love for you and his desire to 
serve others in love. 

It’s no secret that Governor Ray’s favorite 
titles in life were husband, father and grand-

father—and he took them seriously—and 
with good humor. 

It has been said that you can tell what 
kind of parent you are by how your grand-
children turn out—and how your children 
care for you as you age. And by all measures 
Mrs. Ray—you and the Governor were an ex-
treme success. 

Randi, Lu Ann and Vicki, he loved you 
girls—unconditionally. And, a gift he gave 
you . . . is that you all know that fact. 

Whether singing out to you as his ‘Miss 
America’ or, telling you at a time you need-
ed to hear it the most, that ‘you are always 
beautiful in my eyes’—he loved you in ac-
tions that reflected his words. 

And even when some boundaries needed to 
be set (you know what I’m talking about), 
that was also done in love, sometimes frus-
tratingly so for you as he always wanted to 
talk things out and think through the best 
resolutions and consequences. 

He was your hero, he was patient and calm, 
and even in the darkest moments he looked 
for the positive. He was inclusive as reflected 
best in his love for you son-in-laws. 

And one of the things I have heard, and 
seen from you as daughters, and the grand-
children as well, is this—his admonition to 
‘‘Do more, speak less—and if you have to 
speak, think before you speak.’’ 

Now for you grandchildren, Robert, Jef-
frey, Billie Ray, John, Michael, Emma, Leah 
and Sadie—he absolutely adored and cher-
ished you—he was so proud of each of you. 
He talked more about you than anything 
else. And, he loved taking pictures of you. 

I’ve watched you grow up directly, or 
through his stories, and see so many traits of 
him in each of you. In fact, you shared with 
me the traits you possess that you saw in 
your grandpa. And here they are, listen 
closely . . . 

Empathy, kindness, humor, humility, hon-
esty, sense of justice, respect, compassion, 
considerate, loyalty, self-confident, atten-
tion to detail, positive, caring, adventurous 
spirit, modest, selfless, charisma, persever-
ance, appreciation for other cultures, a good 
and sometimes slow decision-maker, a gen-
uine and good hearted person, never mad, 
peace-seeking and relationship centered. 

And of course, love of ice cream and choco-
late chip cookies. 

You also shared that one of the qualities 
you admired most about him was that he was 
always ‘more interested in your opinion than 
telling you his opinion.’ A good lesson for all 
of us. 

And I loved this trait you shared—‘he 
adored my grandma—and so do I.’ 

Think of this list for a minute—these are 
the traits that emanate from you—that is 
what a lasting legacy looks like. And each of 
you grandchildren will continue to make 
your lives, and the world, a better place be-
cause of these traits. 

And, for the rest of us, these are qualities 
we also saw in your grandpa that continue to 
shape our lives. 

When you unpack the list and look deeply 
into the character qualities you share with 
your grandpa—there is something that reso-
nates clearly—and for your grandpa it was 
developed in this church early in his life. 

They are called ‘fruits of the Spirit’—they 
are found in Galatians 5 and they define your 
grandfather’s life—they are ‘‘love, joy, pa-
tience, kindness, goodness, faithfulness, 
gentleness, and self-control.’’ 

Of these fruits of Governor Ray’s spirit, 
love was first and foremost—and the fruits of 
his spirit were these words . . . in action. 

Mrs. Ray, Randi, Lu Ann, Vicki, grand-
children, and the entire family—Governor 
Ray’s family legacy lives on in you and is a 
lesson for all of us. 

His faith driven love served us all—and 
while most directly to you the family—he 
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also served those of us who were blessed to 
call him a friend. 

Governor Ray loved quotes and we shared 
many over the years. One that I gave him 
that he liked was from Richard Bach who 
said: 

‘‘The bond that links your true family is 
not one of blood, but of respect and joy in 
each other’s life. Rarely do members of one 
family grow up under the same roof.’’ 

I thought of this quote as I spoke with Tai 
Dam refugee and family friend, Som Baccam, 
this week when she referred to Governor Ray 
as her ‘savior’—and he literally was. 

Savior is a strong and powerful word, and 
when I reflect on times Governor Ray used 
that word in our discussions about faith—he 
talked about how his Savior demonstrated 
unconditional love—sacrificial love—service 
love—so that we could love others and know 
our eternal home. 

Governor Ray has left our earthly home 
and created a void in our lives . . . and that 
hurts, however, I would challenge us to 
think that the real void would be if we had 
never had his presence in our lives. 

Governor Ray set the standard for how to 
treat people . . . and we can all be better 
people if we look to Governor Ray as a 
model. 

For me, and I hope for each of you, I want 
to be a better person each day because of 
Governor Ray and his presence in my life. 
I’ve felt that way since the day I met him 
. . . and I will for the rest of my life. 

The inspiration of Governor Ray’s life is 
that we shine our light in the lives of others 
when we demonstrate love—and we must re-
member to shine that light first and fore-
most with our family and friends. 

I challenge us all to honor his legacy by as-
piring to be better people—by shining our 
light in our homes, with our family—and 
with our friends. 

Letting our light shine may be his most 
important lesson. 

One more time—Governor Ray leading the 
way. 

REMEMBERING EUGENE SUKUP 
Mr. GRASSLEY. Madam President, I 

wish to recognize a friend, an agricul-
tural innovator, an inventor with I 
think about 80 patents. His name is Eu-
gene Sukup. 

If you travel around the Midwest, 
you will see there are grain operations 
on a lot of family farms. If you go to 
Haiti, as a result of the catastrophe 
down there a few years ago, you will 
see how smaller buildings that we 
would call grain storage facilities in 
Iowa serve as homes for homeless peo-
ple. That resulted from that catas-
trophe. 

Eugene Sukup is a quintessential 
bootstrap American success story. 
After settling in Iowa during the Dust 
Bowl and serving his Nation as a ser-
geant in the National Guard, Eugene 
made his living as a farmer, earning 
the title of ‘‘Franklin County Out-
standing Farmer’’ in his younger years, 
in 1962. 

While working on his farm, like a lot 
of farmers, he tried to think of easier 
ways to do things. He observed that 
pockets of grain—particularly corn— 
housed in storage bins could overheat 
and, as a result, spoil. Understanding 
the depth and breadth of the problem 
for farmers across the country, he was 
determined to find a solution, and he 
did. Through trial and error, along 

with gritty determination and inge-
nuity, Eugene came up with something 
he entitled the ‘‘Stirway Stirring Ma-
chine.’’ The innovative technology 
automated the process of stirring 
stored grain and corn and became an 
instant success among his fellow farm-
ers. Eugene patented his invention and 
founded the Sukup Manufacturing 
Company in 1963. 

Through my years holding annual 
meetings in each of Iowa’s 99 counties, 
Sukup Manufacturing from time to 
time has hosted the meetings I have in 
Franklin County. After a tour of the 
factory, I always enjoyed Eugene’s al-
lowing his employees to have an open 
Q&A session with me so that I could 
hear what is on the minds of my con-
stituents, because these constituents 
can’t afford to leave their jobs and 
come to the courthouse to ask me 
questions. I try to go to people like 
them to make the process of a rep-
resentative government work, and the 
best way to do that is face-to-face with 
your constituents. 

Getting back to Sukup Manufac-
turing, by words and deeds, it is very 
clear that Sukup Manufacturing is a 
great place to work and a devoted con-
tributor to the local community and 
global philanthropy. Fifty-five years 
later, the Sukup Manufacturing Com-
pany—which was the idea of a small 
family farmer—holds over 80 patents 
and sells its products in more than 85 
countries. It remains the largest fam-
ily-owned, full-line grain system manu-
facturer, employing more than 700 em-
ployees in the community of Sheffield, 
IA, and if I had to guess its population, 
I would say it is around 1,500. 

Eugene’s pioneering invention con-
tributed to the success of tens of thou-
sands of farming operations, allowing 
farmers to safely store their grain on 
their farms to capture the best market 
price. We have Sukup grain bins on my 
own family farm near Waterloo, IA; 
more specifically, the little village in 
New Hartford, IA. His ingenuity is a 
perfect example of the opportunity 
America’s economic system gives peo-
ple with ideas and drive. 

Eugene’s legacy spans Iowa’s land-
scape from the Mississippi River to the 
Missouri River and reaches beyond the 
borders of our State and the borders of 
the United States. Sukup Manufac-
turing stepped up to reconfigure grain 
bins into housing units, as I previously 
said, for hurricane-ravaged Haiti. The 
units withstand 140-mile-per-hour 
winds, providing a safe habitat for resi-
dents. 

In 2006, Eugene was inducted into 
Iowa’s Inventors Hall of Fame and re-
ceived the Outstanding Innovation 
Award by the American Society of Ag-
ricultural and Biological Engineers. He 
was inducted into Iowa’s Business Hall 
of Fame in 2011 and was named a Leg-
end in Manufacturing by Elevate Ad-
vanced Manufacturing in 2015. 

Through Eugene and its leaders, the 
Sukup family business has been a con-
stant voice for job creation and oppor-

tunity. His contribution to manufac-
turing, agriculture, and the entire 
rural community and our economy will 
be an asset to farmers and the agri-
culture community for generations to 
come. It is amazing to think of what 
can happen in rural and small towns 
throughout our country thanks to the 
successful enterprise that Eugene 
Sukup represents. 

Throughout our decades-long friend-
ship, I have admired his relentless 
work ethic and unwavering commit-
ment to community and family. His 
civil, political, and community leader-
ship sets a very high bar for the rest of 
us in America. 

Eugene was an American inventor, 
innovator, and a great friend. He will 
be greatly missed. May God bless him 
and his beloved family. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. DURBIN. Madam President, I 

rise in strong opposition to the nomi-
nation of Ryan Bounds to be a judge on 
the Ninth Circuit Court of Appeals. 

Mr. Bounds, who, if confirmed, would 
serve on a Ninth Circuit seat in the 
State of Oregon, has received zero blue 
slips. He is opposed by both Senators 
from the State in which he would sit if 
confirmed. 

Never before in the 100-year history 
of blue slips has a nominee been con-
firmed over the opposition of both 
home-State Senators. The Republican 
majority is setting a precedent here, 
and all of our home States are at risk 
of being impacted by this. 

By moving this nominee without blue 
slips, Republicans are diminishing the 
voice that home-State constituents 
have through their Senators in the 
process of selecting judges in their 
States. 

Let me make it clear to my Repub-
lican colleagues: If you vote to confirm 
Ryan Bounds, you are consenting to a 
precedent that is likely to affect your 
state someday. Consider your vote 
carefully. 

It is hard to understand why my Re-
publican colleagues would abandon the 
blue slip for the sake of this particular 
nominee. Mr. Bounds has written and 
published articles that should dis-
qualify him from consideration for a 
Federal judgeship. 

Consider how the Multnomah Bar As-
sociation in Oregon—a bar association 
that Mr. Bounds has belonged to for 12 
years—described Mr. Bounds’ articles 
in a statement after the writings were 
revealed. 

The association said Bounds’ 
writings ‘‘express insensitive, intoler-
ant, and disdaining views toward racial 
and ethnic minorities, campus sexual 
assault victims, and the LGBTQ com-
munity.’’ 

The statement went on to say that 
the bar association ‘‘strongly disavows 
the views expressed in those articles as 
racist, misogynistic, homophobic and 
disparaging of survivors of sexual as-
sault and abuse.’’ 

Mr. Bounds’ writings, which he pub-
lished in college, included his discus-
sions about the ‘‘more strident racial 
factions of the student body.’’ 
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His writings mocked LGBTQ stu-

dents for being sensitive when a group 
of drunk athletes vandalized a statue 
celebrating gay pride. 

He mocked Latino students for being 
overly sensitive when they complained 
about the termination of a Latino ad-
ministrator. 

Then he wrote this, in an article 
about sexual assault on campus: 
‘‘There is really nothing inherently 
wrong with the University failing to 
punish an alleged rapist—regardless his 
guilt—in the absence of adequate cer-
tainty; there is nothing that the Uni-
versity can do to objectively ensure 
that the rapist does not strike again. 
Only the legal system can do that, and 
if it lacks the certainty to do so, it is 
not necessarily up to the University to 
stick it to the suspect, anyway, just in 
case. Expelling students is probably 
not going to contribute a great deal to-
ward a rape victim’s recovery; there is 
no moral imperative to risk egregious 
error in doing so.’’ 

Not only did Mr. Bounds publish 
these writings, but he chose not to 
share his writings with Oregon’s judi-
cial selection committee even though 
the committee had asked him to dis-
close any potentially controversial ma-
terials. 

Mr. Bounds said he didn’t think he 
needed to disclose any information to 
the committee that preceded his time 
at law school. 

As Senators WYDEN and MERKLEY 
pointed out in a letter to Chairman 
GRASSLEY, Mr. Bounds did share with 
the Oregon committee information 
about his high school days. He just 
conveniently left out his intolerant 
publications from college. 

As Senators WYDEN and MERKLEY 
said in their letter, ‘‘Mr. Bounds’ fail-
ure to disclose these writings, and the 
nature of these writings themselves, 
demonstrate a substantial lack of judg-
ment that is unsuitable for a nominee 
for a lifetime appointment.’’ 

This is not a close call. The Senate 
should not be moving forward with Mr. 
Bounds’ nomination on process or sub-
stance. 

Republicans are failing to be respon-
sible stewards of nominations. The fact 
that Senate Republicans are moving 
forward with this nomination is a trou-
bling sign for how Republicans will 
handle the Supreme Court vacancy. 

All too often, Senate Republicans are 
failing to serve as a meaningful check 
and balance on President Trump when 
it comes to nominations. 

Last week, 50 Senate Republicans 
voted to confirm an unqualified lawyer 
who had represented a suspicious Rus-
sian bank as the head of the Justice 
Department’s Criminal Division. 

This week Republicans already voted 
to confirm Andrew Oldham, a 39-year- 
old circuit court nominee who refused 
to say whether he thought Brown v. 
Board of Education was correctly de-
cided and who has described the Su-
preme Court as ‘‘the most dangerous 
branch.’’ 

Now, Senate Republicans are looking 
to confirm Mr. Bounds, who has shown 
terrible judgment with his published 
writings and with his failure to be 
forthcoming about them. 

Senators have a constitutional obli-
gation to scrutinize these nominees 
and to vote no if the nominees lack the 
experience, temperament, or judgment 
to be a fair and impartial judge. The 
Senate should not be a rubberstamp, 
but under President Trump, all too 
often, it has been. 

I know Senate Republicans like to 
say it is unfair to nominees if we hold 
them accountable for their records. My 
Republican colleagues have been com-
ing to the floor, day after day, com-
plaining about what they see as unfair 
scrutiny of the Kavanaugh Supreme 
Court nomination. 

Do they have amnesia? I would re-
mind them that no Supreme Court 
nominee in history has ever has been 
treated worse than Merrick Garland 
was treated by Senate Republicans in 
2016. Senator MCCONNELL wouldn’t 
even allow Judge Garland a hearing or 
the courtesy of a meeting. 

The treatment of Merrick Garland 
was unprecedented, and it was dis-
respectful. His record and reputation 
were torn apart by Republicans who 
never gave him a chance to respond in 
an open hearing. Even Judge Bork got 
a hearing and a vote. 

I hope my Republican colleagues are 
not going to simply rubberstamp Presi-
dent Trump’s nominees. So many of 
these nominees are extreme. We need 
to review their full records and con-
sider them carefully before voting to 
confirm them for life. 

I have carefully considered Mr. 
Bounds’ nomination, and I will vote no. 
I urge my colleagues in both parties to 
join me. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Texas. 

CUBA 
Mr. CRUZ. Madam President, I rise 

today to give tribute to the spirit of 
the Cuban people—the people of my 
forefathers, who still live under a cor-
rupt and violent Communist regime— 
and to honor the memory of Oswaldo 
Paya. Oswaldo was a champion for free-
dom. He died 6 years ago this Sunday, 
on July 22, 2012, in a car crash that is 
widely believed to have been orches-
trated by the Castro regime. 

The plight of the brave people of 
Cuba has been marked by terrible suf-
fering under both the Castro regime 
and the brutal dictatorship of 
Fulgencio Batista before it. The Cas-
tros and their revolutionary terrorist 
lackeys, like Che Guevara, are respon-
sible for the suffering and murder of 
countless innocent Cubans. It is be-
cause of these oppressors that my fam-
ily fled their beloved home in Cuba for 
a better life in the United States. 

My father, born and raised in Cuba, 
fought in the revolution, initially be-
lieving that the principles of freedom 
were what the revolution was all 
about. He fought against Batista, a 

cruel dictator, and he was imprisoned 
and tortured by Batista’s thugs. 

Then my aunt, his younger sister, my 
tia Sonia—who was there after the rev-
olution succeeded, who discovered 
along with the rest of the world that 
Fidel Castro was a Communist, who 
saw the torture and the murder—my 
aunt fought in the counterrevolution 
against Fidel Castro, and she, too, like 
her brother, was imprisoned and tor-
tured, except this time by Castro’s 
thugs. 

Both my father and my aunt were 
kids. They were kids who believed they 
were fighting for freedom, and they dis-
covered they went from one tyrant to 
an even worse tyrant, a Communist 
dictator who would line up dissidents 
and shoot them. 

The betrayal, the brutality, and the 
violence experienced by my father and 
by my aunt were all too typical of the 
millions of Cubans who have suffered 
under the Castro regime of the last six 
decades. Fidel may be dead, Raul may 
be retired, but the evil of the Castros 
persists. It still molds the Cuban re-
gime’s fundamental opposition to 
truth, to freedom, and to human rights. 

But the malice and menace of com-
munism cannot break down the will of 
the Cuban people. Instead, it has 
strengthened their resolve. It has fur-
ther united them to fight for freedom 
and build a better future for their 
country, to establish a free Cuba—a 
Cuba not streaked by the ashes of dis-
sident literature or littered with the 
corpses of defenseless teenagers; a Cuba 
built on human decency and individual 
liberty, where citizens are heard, not 
murdered, and speech is protected, not 
silenced. It is the Cuba envisioned by 
Oswaldo Paya Sardinas, his Christian 
Liberation Movement, and their fellow 
activists who continue to stand against 
the Castro regime. It is the Cuba of the 
young bloggers who expose the re-
gime’s crimes and corruption at the 
risk of arrest, deportation, torture, or 
worse. 

With time, the oppressions of the 
Castro regime gave rise to remarkable 
leaders like Oswaldo Paya, whose life’s 
work was the peaceful overthrow of 
communism and whose legacy we 
honor today. Oswaldo dedicated his life 
to promoting democratic freedoms and 
human rights in Cuba. His memory 
continues to inspire dissidents in Cuba 
and in other countries under tyran-
nical rule, countries like Venezuela, 
where Nicolas Maduro routinely im-
prisons and murders those who dare 
speak out against him, or Nicaragua, 
where the corrupt Ortega regime des-
perately clings to power by persecuting 
journalists and violently putting down 
protesters. 

Last year, I introduced legislation to 
commemorate Oswaldo’s legacy by 
naming the street in front of the Em-
bassy of Cuba, located right here in 
Washington, as ‘‘Oswaldo Paya Way.’’ 
It would send a powerful statement 
that here in the United States of Amer-
ica, we stand with freedom fighters 
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like Oswaldo Paya who are working to 
bring hope and liberty to oppressed na-
tions, who are working to make a bet-
ter Cuba, free of the horrors of Com-
munist rule. 

I have never been to my father’s 
homeland. I have never been to Cuba. 
My father has not returned to Cuba in 
over 60 years. I look forward to one day 
visiting Cuba, hopefully with my dad, 
with my tia Sonia, my cousin Bibi, 
with my whole family, my two girls, 
and seeing a free Cuba—where people 
can live according to their beliefs with-
out fear of imprisonment, violence, or 
oppression, but today is not that day. 

There are many, like Oswaldo, who 
have fought for this vision for a free 
Cuba, who are no longer with us, but 
their struggle will endure, and their 
spirits will shine a light through the 
darkest nights. We will never forget 
them, nor cease fighting to bring about 
the free Cuba they died for. Today, and 
on July 22, and each day thereafter, 
they will be remembered, ‘‘Viva Cuba 
libre.’’ 

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

ator from Oregon. 
Mr. WYDEN. Madam President, soon, 

the Senate will vote on the Ryan 
Bounds nomination, and I want to 
make sure each Member of the Senate 
is aware of two important issues as 
they prepare to cast their votes on the 
Bounds nomination to serve on the 
Ninth Circuit. 

First, Mr. Bounds flagrantly mis-
represented his background to our bi-
partisan Oregon judicial selection com-
mittee. This is the committee that was 
tasked with vetting his nomination—a 
process I have worked on with Repub-
licans for literally two decades. I was 
pleased to work with our former col-
league Senator Smith on this. I worked 
with the late Mark Hatfield on this. 
Now it is a pleasure to work with Sen-
ator MERKLEY, and the bipartisan ef-
forts we have had produced this selec-
tion, a process. Mr. Bounds misrepre-
sented—in my view, really lied—as he 
covered up disturbing, intolerant 
writings from his past. 

Among many hateful matters he 
wrote about, he defended homophobic 
vandals who damaged a gay pride 
monument. He argued against efforts 
to protect the survivors of sexual as-
sault on college campuses because, he 
wrote, he didn’t think that would guar-
antee absolute safety. 

As I indicated earlier, what outraged 
me, and shocked me, was his compari-
son of organizations that promote 
multiculturalism and tolerance in 
America to Nazi rallies. I am the child 
of Jewish parents who fled Nazi terror 
in Germany. Not all of our family got 
out. My great Uncle Max was among 
the last to be gassed at Auschwitz. For 
Mr. Bounds to compare groups that lift 
up minorities in America to Nazis is an 
extraordinary and dark stain on his 
character. For him to have concealed 
these writings from Oregon’s bipar-
tisan selection committee is disquali-
fying. 

He never acknowledged these 
writings until they were uncovered and 
then posed a threat to his nomination. 
To this day, he has not fully recanted 
the abhorrent views that are reflected 
in that content. Five of the seven 
members of the bipartisan judicial se-
lection committee, including the 
Chair, said recently they would not 
have included Mr. Bounds among their 
recommended candidates had they 
known about the writings as he was 
vetted. 

Our bipartisan committee forwarded 
Mr. Bounds’ name, along with others, 
as part of this process, and they said if 
Mr. Bounds had been straight with 
them, he would have told them about 
these offensive writings, but he misled 
them by keeping that secret. 

The second issue, this is the first 
time in the 101-year history of what is 
called the blue-slip process where a 
nomination moved forward without a 
blue slip from either home State Sen-
ator. Senator MERKLEY and I withheld 
our blue slips specifically because of 
what I described, these lies about omis-
sion. We didn’t consent to a hearing, a 
debate on the floor, but Chairman 
GRASSLEY and Majority Leader MCCON-
NELL barreled right ahead. 

Leader MCCONNELL even told the New 
York Times that blue slips ought to be 
viewed as nothing more than an indica-
tion of how Senators might vote on a 
given nominee. That was not the tune 
Republicans were singing in 2009. 
Democrats then occupied the Oval Of-
fice, held the gavel of the Judiciary 
Committee, and every Member—every 
Member—of this body who sat on that 
side of the Chamber in the Republican 
conference sent a letter to President 
Obama and then-Chairman LEAHY say-
ing that the nomination’s process was 
‘‘needlessly acrimonious.’’ They want-
ed to return to an era of bipartisan-
ship. Then, they said: 

We hope your Administration will consult 
with us as it considers possible nominations 
to the federal courts from our states. Regret-
fully, if we are not consulted on, and approve 
of, a nomination from our states, the Repub-
lican Conference will be unable to support 
moving forward to that nominee. 

In 2009, while in the minority, every-
one who sat on that side of the Cham-
ber rushed to defend blue slips as a 
statement of senatorial courtesy and 
collegiality. What a difference a few 
years makes. 

What is happening now cheapens the 
advice and consent role of the Senate, 
something delegated to us by the 
Founding Fathers. The White House 
wants the Senate to act as a 
rubberstamp on whatever nominees are 
sent our way. The majority seems per-
fectly willing to go along with that. 

My colleagues on the other side need 
to be aware of the new reality—this 
new reality where the blue slips don’t 
matter—they are creating. This is 
going to be the end of the blue-slip 
process as it has worked in the Senate 
to promote good government on both 
sides of the aisle. This breach of a cen-

tury of bipartisan protocol is going to 
further drive the judiciary to the par-
tisan extremes. 

As we consider this nomination in a 
few minutes, this means lights-out— 
lights-out—for this important bipar-
tisan tradition. The nominee we will be 
voting on concealed disturbing, intol-
erant writings from his past, mis-
leading the bipartisan committee that 
reviewed his candidacy. Moving his 
nomination forward, in the face of that 
information and without the blue slips 
from Senator MERKLEY and myself, de-
stroys more than a century of bipar-
tisan tradition and certainly expands 
the power of the executive branch of 
the President. 

What we learned earlier this week is 
it would take only one U.S. Senator on 
the other side—of all the people sitting 
over there, it would take only one to 
stop this abomination of a process. I 
hope one of my colleagues will be 
swayed by the horrendous writings Mr. 
Bounds lied to conceal. 

This has been a sad moment for the 
Senate and a rejection of the kind of 
bipartisanship this body ought to bring 
to judicial nominations, the kind of bi-
partisanship I have been honored to be 
part of in Oregon for two decades. I 
urge my colleagues to vote no on the 
Bounds nomination. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

SASSE). The Senator from Michigan. 
FAST-GROWING STARTUP COMPANIES 

Mr. PETERS. Mr. President, when 
you think about fast-growing startup 
companies, you might think about Sil-
icon Valley, Boston, or Boulder. 
Though all these cities certainly have 
very vibrant ecosystems, innovative 
startups and small businesses are 
launching and growing across the 
United States, including in my home 
State of Michigan. 

In every State, there are hard-work-
ing entrepreneurs who have established 
job-creating startups. These dynamic 
companies act as business leaders, 
innovators, and job creators within our 
communities. 

This is why I am working with Sen-
ators WARREN, TILLIS, and SCOTT to 
commemorate Startup Week Across 
America and celebrate the ingenuity 
and entrepreneurship in our States and 
across the country. I kicked off this 
annual event in 2013 while serving in 
the House of Representatives. In the 
years since, I have had the privilege of 
visiting startups in Grand Rapids, De-
troit, and Traverse City. 

I have met with business founders 
who code apps for Fortune 500 compa-
nies, design and produce high-end jeans 
and other denim products, and grow 
and deliver farm-fresh products. 

This Monday I visited Ferris Wheel, a 
new coworking space in Flint, MI, a 
community of hard-working 
Michiganders who are focused on their 
future. 

The people of Flint are committed to 
building a stronger, healthier, more 
prosperous community, and they are 
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committed to doing it together. You 
can see this in their schools and their 
churches and nonprofits, and you can 
see this in their startups and small 
businesses. 

One of the best parts about starting a 
business in Flint is 100K Ideas, a non-
profit staffed by university students 
committed to helping entrepreneurs 
start their companies. This group is 
named in honor of the 100,000 residents 
of Flint and inspired by the thought 
that if they could pull one idea from 
every local resident, they could change 
the world. 

This week, I had the chance to learn 
about a few of these new ideas. I met 
Kiara Tyler, the founder of Kalm 
Clothing. She moved the furniture out 
of her apartment to make room for in-
ventory and stocked boxes of overalls 
and track suits where her couch used 
to be, while using her car as the com-
pany’s headquarters. Now Kiara has 
done over $100,000 worth of business. 
She is selling her clothing online, and 
she has space for her office and inven-
tory at Ferris Wheel. Flint is her 
home, and she is excited to stay and to 
build her business in Michigan. 

I learned about Article One Eyewear, 
a company that has taken on office 
space next door to her. They sell 
handcrafted eyeglasses and donate a 
portion of their proceeds to combat vi-
tamin A deficiency and to fight blind-
ness in developing nations. 

I also met with SkyPoint Ventures, a 
true homegrown Michigan story. While 
they are a for-profit investment fund, 
they have also committed to social 
benefit projects and making Flint a 
better place to live and to do business. 
In addition to investing in companies 
like Article One, SkyPoint renovated 
the Ferris Building to create the Ferris 
Wheel coworking space and commit to 
the growing community of startups in 
the city of Flint. 

Successful business growth comes 
down to matching talent to capital, 
and the United States does this better 
than any other country in the world. I 
am proud to say that I had a chance to 
see this happening firsthand in Flint 
and across the State of Michigan. 

Michigan, in fact, has one of the fast-
est growing venture capital commu-
nities in the entire Nation, a critical 
asset that will help us become the 
startup capital of the Midwest. We 
have world-class colleges and univer-
sities, more engineers per capita than 
any other part of the country, and the 
infrastructure to export not just na-
tionally but global as well. 

I know that if we keep pulling to-
gether as a community and harness 
100,000 ideas and beyond, Flint’s future 
is bright. I know that Michigan’s small 
businesses and startups will help to 
lead the way to new innovations that 
will revolutionize our economy. 

I am committed to ensuring that our 
growing startup communities will be a 
fixture of creativity, innovation, and 
job creation for decades to come. 

I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Iowa. 

IMMIGRATION AND CUSTOMS ENFORCEMENT 
Mrs. ERNST. Mr. President, today I 

rise to voice my support for the brave 
men and women of America’s Immigra-
tion and Customs Enforcement, also 
known as ICE. Unfortunately, a resolu-
tion that would have shown this body’s 
unanimous support for these coura-
geous individuals was blocked. 

While the Border Patrol has the im-
portant mission of maintaining secu-
rity at our borders, ICE agents have 
the critical mission of enforcing immi-
gration laws inside the United States. 
These two work hand in hand. Our Na-
tion cannot have border security with-
out enforcing our laws inside commu-
nities, and we cannot have secure com-
munities without enforcing our laws at 
our borders. 

The critical mission of ICE goes far 
beyond just immigration enforcement. 
These folks are on the frontlines of our 
homeland security. 

Here is just a short list of the types 
of activities ICE is involved in: one, in-
vestigating and combating drug smug-
gling, pretty important; stopping 
human trafficking; preventing gang-re-
lated crimes; and working with other 
law enforcement entities to stop crimi-
nal and terrorist networks from oper-
ating. 

Iowa, along with the rest of the coun-
try, has been gripped by an opioid cri-
sis that puts our people and our safety 
at risk. Additionally, we continue to 
have a very grave methamphetamine 
issue that threatens the core of many 
of our already struggling rural commu-
nities. 

We need ICE to help stop the flow of 
these drugs into Iowa’s communities, 
our schools, our workplaces, and to our 
children and our families. In 2017 alone, 
ICE enforcement and removal oper-
ations seized nearly 1 million pounds of 
narcotics—1 million pounds of nar-
cotics seized by ICE. Abolishing ICE 
would turn the flow of illegal drugs 
across the border from a stream into a 
monsoon. 

I also implore anyone challenging the 
need for ICE to look at the horrendous 
toll of human trafficking: young and 
innocent women and men, boys and 
girls used as human pawns, smuggled 
across the border with hopes of a better 
life, forced into prostitution or worse— 
raped, beaten, subjected to sexual dis-
eases and stripped of all innocence and 
dignity. 

Sadly, human trafficking is a major 
issue in Iowa. In 2016, for instance, Des 
Moines was identified as one of the 
country’s top 100 human trafficking lo-
cations. That information came to us 
from our good friends at Polaris, which 
is an anti-trafficking organization. 

Human traffickers often exploit our 
immigration laws to transport their 
victims, and our ICE agents are the 
ones who help to stop them and to stop 
their illicit activities. 

Every day, 24/7, 365 days a year, ICE 
agents are on the frontlines. They are 

working to dismantle human traf-
ficking networks and protect our most 
vulnerable. 

I urge my colleagues to reconsider 
their objections and to support not 
only the resolution but to support 
those officers and personnel who carry 
out the vital mission of Immigration 
and Customs Enforcement in order to 
ensure the safety and security of all 
Americans. 

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. CASEY. Mr. President, I ask 

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

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

TRUMP-PUTIN SUMMIT 
Mr. CASEY. Mr. President, I rise 

today to discuss what is on so many 
Americans’ minds today and the last 
couple of days—President Trump’s re-
cent trip to Europe, his meeting with 
Vladimir Putin, and his comments 
about Russia’s interference in our elec-
tions. 

So many Pennsylvanians—and I am 
sure this is true in every other State— 
have called or written to our office this 
week in complete disbelief asking: 
What is next? Where do we go from 
here? 

These are good questions. They are 
critically important questions. 

This President’s views on Russia’s 
past actions and the way forward have 
seemed to change every day this week. 

Rather than focus on the news cycle 
following the Helsinki summit, I want 
to take a minute to review where 
things stood before—before—the Presi-
dent went to Europe. 

Relations between the United States 
and Russia have been deteriorating for 
some time. We know that. The Russian 
Federation is clearly and unequivo-
cally our adversary. Vladimir Putin en-
visions a world more closely resem-
bling the Cold War era, certainly, than 
compared to today’s realities, and he 
works toward a resurgence of Russian 
power and influence every day. 

Just take a few examples. Russia at-
tacked, annexed, and continues to ille-
gally occupy Crimea. Russian-backed 
forces continue to violate cease-fire 
agreements in Ukraine and destabilize 
other parts of that country, preventing 
the Ukrainian people from fulfilling 
their dream of a secure and prosperous 
nation. 

Russia is backing and enabling the 
murderous Assad regime in Syria. The 
conflict has emboldened terrorist 
groups, had dramatic humanitarian im-
pacts, and has threatened the region’s 
stability. As many as a half million 
people have been killed, and half the 
country has been displaced. 

Just imagine if half of our popu-
lation, say 150 million people, were dis-
placed from their homes, sometimes to 
another part of the country and some-
times to a completely different coun-
try. That is the reality in Syria since 
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2011, and Russia has prolonged and ex-
acerbated the Syrian people’s suffering 
for its own power projection. 

No. 4, Russia is also developing a 
stronger relationship with the Iranian 
regime and is reportedly considering 
arms sales and boosting their economic 
relationship. This threatens not only 
our national security interests in the 
Middle East but also those security in-
terests of our staunchest ally, Israel. 

Finally, Russia continues to have a 
substantial nuclear arsenal. It has vio-
lated the INF Treaty, and according to 
the Defense Department, is developing 
low-yield, nonstrategic nuclear weap-
ons that could threaten our allies and 
partners. 

Russia uses any number of tools, 
from manipulation of the energy sup-
ply to arms sales, to loans and aid to 
promote its brand of corrupt authori-
tarian governance around the world. It 
also employs nefarious means like 
hacking, espionage, and sowing false 
information to meddle in the most fun-
damental parts of our great democ-
racy—our elections and, of course, 
those of other countries. 

I don’t think it is wrong for a United 
States President to meet with a hostile 
foreign leader. That is part of the job. 

What is dead wrong is to sit across 
from a hostile foreign leader, one on 
one, with no notes, no staff, and to fail 
completely—completely—at your core 
mission, your job, which is protecting 
the national security interests of the 
American people. 

To many people, it might seem odd 
to be focused on who was or wasn’t in 
the room or whether any notes were 
taken, but without them, there is abso-
lutely no accountability for what was 
said. We hear that the Russian mili-
tary—let me say that again—the Rus-
sian military is ready to start imple-
menting the agreements reached be-
tween President Trump and Vladimir 
Putin in that room. 

We have to ask the President of the 
United States, what agreements? What 
did you agree to in that room? What 
did the leader of our Nation agree to 
that the Russian military is so eager to 
start implementing? 

Further, there seems to have been 
some discussion between President 
Trump and Vladimir Putin about the 
Russian Government’s interest in in-
terrogating U.S. citizens, like former 
Ambassador to Russia Michael McFaul. 
Yesterday, we heard the White House 
say the President was giving that ab-
surd proposal serious consideration. Of 
course Putin wants to question Ambas-
sador McFaul. He is an expert on Rus-
sia who served our country honorably 
as Ambassador and as a public servant. 
He stood up to Russian aggression and 
promoted U.S. national security inter-
ests, especially when they contradicted 
Moscow’s agenda. 

The idea that we would entertain 
handing over an American citizen to an 
authoritarian Russian Government 
with no rule of law and no history of 
treating people fairly—and, of course, 

with a history of interrogating and tor-
turing political opponents—that is not 
only insulting to our values, it is dan-
gerous and it is wrong. That is not 
America. No official in our govern-
ment—of any branch of government— 
should support that. If the administra-
tion tries it, the Congress should take 
every effort to stop them from doing 
that. 

The Russian threat is serious and 
persistent. It isn’t solved by one meet-
ing and a press conference. It will take 
sustained commitment from the na-
tional security professionals across our 
government, and it will take real vi-
sion and leadership from the President 
and his Cabinet. I do not object to 
meeting with an adversary, nor does 
anyone. That is part of the job of being 
President. Instead, what I am con-
cerned about, what a lot of Americans 
are concerned about, is this President’s 
conduct during and after that meeting, 
especially his unwillingness to say 
without reservation or caveat that 
Russia was responsible for hacking our 
elections in 2016 and continues to med-
dle in our democratic process. This 
isn’t a political judgment; it is the 
judgment of our intelligence and law 
enforcement experts, and it led to the 
indictment of 12 Russian military in-
telligence hackers this past Friday. 

Director of National Intelligence Dan 
Coats reaffirmed this judgment just 
this week, saying: 

The role of the Intelligence Community is 
to provide the best information and fact- 
based assessments possible for the President 
and policymakers. We have been clear in our 
assessments of Russian meddling in the 2016 
election and their ongoing, pervasive efforts 
to undermine our democracy, and we will 
continue to provide unvarnished and objec-
tive intelligence in support of our national 
security. 

So said the Director of National In-
telligence, Dan Coats. 

Why can’t the President say this and 
say it repeatedly, that he agrees with 
their assessment and is working to 
stop Russia from doing it again? 

My constituents, like so many Amer-
icans, were right to ask: Where do we 
go from here? There is no playbook for 
this scenario. 

I believe we must act in a bipartisan 
fashion to make clear to Russia that 
the U.S. Congress will not stand for 
continued interference in our elections 
and will work to counter them on other 
fronts. 

First, we should enact new legisla-
tion to levy sanctions on Russian enti-
ties responsible for this malicious be-
havior and demand the administration 
fully implement legislation that was 
passed with an overwhelming bipar-
tisan majority last year. No. 2, we 
must pass legislation to protect the 
special counsel and to shine a bright 
light on the dark money in politics. 
No. 3, we must fully fund State and 
municipal efforts to shore up our elec-
toral systems. No. 4, we must speak out 
in support of our alliances. Many of our 
closest international partners are right 
on the frontlines of Russia’s desta-

bilizing actions. Finally, we should in-
sist that the administration answer the 
questions so many of us have about 
what happened in that room in Hel-
sinki and what they plan to do to 
counter Russia and protect our na-
tional security interests. 

We are in uncharted waters in terms 
of the actions of the President. His ac-
tions the last 2 weeks have made us 
less safe. I will say it again—less safe. 
He must take decisive action to guar-
antee our security by confronting ma-
lign Russian aggression against the 
United States and our NATO allies and 
partners. At the same time, Congress, 
both parties, both Houses, must act to 
protect our security and make it clear 
to the President that this branch of 
government will continue to discharge 
its constitutional duties. 

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

ator from North Carolina. 
Mr. TILLIS. Thank you, Mr. Presi-

dent. 
I would like to acknowledge that the 

Senator from Pennsylvania has made a 
number of good points on the subject of 
Russia and the way we need to go with 
Russia. 

People have asked me about what I 
think about Mr. Putin and whether he 
is trustworthy, and I tell them no. The 
way that I know he is misleading the 
public on the issues of meddling is be-
cause his lips are moving. He is not 
just telling the truth. Any time he 
talks about it, it just flies in the face 
of Federal investigations, oversight 
hearings, and classified briefings we 
have been involved in. I think it is an 
example of where Members of Congress 
have really come together on an issue. 
KEEPING FAMILIES TOGETHER AND ENFORCE THE 

LAW ACT 
Mr. President, now I would like to 

talk about another issue that I would 
like Members of Congress to come to-
gether on, and it is called the Keeping 
Families Together and Enforce the 
Law Act. 

You have heard a lot of reports re-
cently about children being separated 
from their families at the border, and 
the administration has taken a posi-
tion, in part prompted by lawsuits, and 
we can debate whether the administra-
tion should fix this problem through an 
Executive order, but how about this. 

Why doesn’t Congress act to provide 
long-term certainty through an act of 
Congress to make absolutely certain 
that children who cross the border with 
their families can be kept with their 
families while we are trying to deter-
mine in a court whether that family 
has a legitimate claim to asylum? 

It sounds fairly simple. In fact, it is 
pretty simple. I met with Senators 
FEINSTEIN, Senator DURBIN, and Sen-
ator CRUZ. We sat down, and we dis-
cussed a way to actually get this into 
law. We all agreed it needs to be very 
narrowly focused. 

The problem with immigration 
around here and the immigration sub-
ject is it gets really big and really com-
plex really quickly. What happens with 
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big and complex on Capitol Hill is 
nothing gets done. 

So the bill we propose is very simple. 
Fix the issues in the law, clarify the 
process so we can actually make abso-
lutely certain that minor children can 
stay with their parents while their asy-
lum claims are being considered. 

We have had agreement on virtually 
everything. We have agreed that fami-
lies should be kept together. We have 
agreed that we need more judges so we 
can reduce the background. We agreed 
we need more attorneys to participate 
in the process—basically a 2-to-1 ratio 
between a new judge and new attorneys 
to support the legal process. We agreed 
on minimum standards for housing so 
we make sure we are keeping these 
families in a place that we think are 
appropriate. 

Some people may come to the floor 
and say we are going to stand up tent 
cities and subject people to harsh con-
ditions. We don’t want to do that. As a 
matter of fact, we feel so strongly 
about it that we are putting forth spe-
cific requirements for housing. So we 
are addressing the judge constraint, we 
are addressing the lawyer constraint, 
we are addressing specific standards for 
keeping families together. 

We can actually pass this in a heart-
beat. We can do it on the Senate floor, 
and we can do it through what is called 
unanimous consent. Allow somebody to 
come down here, put a bill forward, and 
get it passed. Give those children and 
parents certainty. 

The fact is, some of them are going 
to apply for asylum and will not have 
a legitimate case. Others will, but we 
have proposed a bill that will prevent 
any sort of lengthy detention. As a 
matter of fact, if this bill gets passed, 
the average case with a family would 
be prioritized. If you have an asylum 
request and you are with children, we 
want to keep you together and get it at 
the front of the docket so you can get 
certainty fairly quickly—over 40 to 60 
days, but we have a constraint we have 
to get past. It has to do with a court 
ruling called the Flores case, where if 
we don’t narrowly tailor the language 
to say, if a child—if a minor comes 
across the border with their parents, 
then they will be allowed to be kept 
with their parents in appropriate hous-
ing until such time as their asylum re-
quest has been heard before a court of 
law. It is not getting rid of Flores. You 
have some people here saying we want 
to completely eliminate the case. That 
is not the case. 

We don’t want children coming 
across the border who don’t have par-
ents with them to be retained in per-
petuity or indefinite detention, as it is 
referred to down there. That is what 
Flores does. So if a child comes across 
the border, and they don’t have a par-
ent with them, then after 20 days, they 
have to be placed somewhere other 
than detention. That is a good policy. 

If you have a situation where Flores 
stands the way that it is, then the law 
specifically requires the child to be 

separated from the parents. This gives 
the parents the choice. If they want 
the children with them while they are 
going through the legal process, then 
they can have that. If they choose to 
have the child placed with a family 
member or a guardian, then they can 
have that too. 

One of the things that I think we 
have to talk more about is the danger 
of just randomly placing children with 
a parent or guardian who comes across 
the border. We have several cases 
where in our system there is no way we 
would place the child with some of the 
people they are coming across the bor-
der with. They have been convicted for 
a variety of things: child neglect, child 
abuse, drug trafficking. All sorts of 
things that would have an American 
citizen’s child removed from their fam-
ily are the same sort of standards we 
want for a child coming across the bor-
der. Of course, we want to make sure 
the parent who says they are their par-
ent or guardian really is. 

So in this body, there are few oppor-
tunities where you can narrowly tailor 
a policy to a point to where only the 
most partisan or unreasonable person 
wouldn’t support it. This is one of 
them. We can get this bill passed, sent 
to the President’s desk, and provide 
certainty—a compassionate, appro-
priate method for dealing with what 
are now hundreds of thousands of peo-
ple who have come across the border— 
to children with their parents. Treat 
them fairly, treat them justly, and 
have them processed in what I believe 
is the greatest judicial system that has 
ever existed. 

It is on us to solve this problem. Any-
body who comes down here and says, 
well, no, I have to talk about DACA, 
which is something I support, a path to 
citizenship or I want to talk about bor-
der security, which I also support—yes, 
let’s talk about that, but let’s not hold 
these children and these families hos-
tage for other immigration matters. 
This body should have the backbone to 
deal with the political challenges that 
may come from their own party and do 
the right thing—the next time. 

This time, let’s solve the separation 
of children from their parents. Let’s 
stop playing the political games that 
make for great fodder, but they are not 
compassionate, they are not a part of 
the solution. I hope we have enough 
Members to become a part of the solu-
tion. Next week, we will be talking 
more about this and possibly through 
unanimous consent. 

I want somebody to come down to 
this floor and explain to me why it is a 
bad idea. I want them to explain it to 
the American people, but, out of re-
spect for the Senate, we will not offer 
a unanimous consent request today, 
but you can be pretty sure we will next 
week. 

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
PERDUE). Without objection, it is so or-
dered. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the Bounds nomination be vitiated. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 
Mr. MCCONNELL. For the informa-

tion of all Senators, the nomination 
will be withdrawn. 

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

clerk will call the roll. 
The senior assistant legislative clerk 

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

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

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

ORDER OF PROCEDURE 

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Senate 
proceed to the consideration of S. Res. 
584 as under the previous order and 
that I then be permitted to speak brief-
ly about it. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 
f 

LEGISLATIVE SESSION 

EXPRESSING THE SENSE OF THE 
SENATE AGAINST THE MAKING 
AVAILABLE OF CURRENT AND 
FORMER DIPLOMATS, OFFICIALS, 
AND MEMBERS OF THE ARMED 
FORCES OF THE UNITED STATES 
FOR QUESTIONING BY THE GOV-
ERNMENT OF VLADIMIR PUTIN 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senate will re-
sume legislative session to consider the 
following resolution, which the clerk 
will report. 

The senior assistant legislative clerk 
read as follows: 

A resolution (S. Res. 584) expressing the 
sense of the Senate against the making 
available of current and former diplomats, 
officials, and members of the Armed Forces 
of the United States for questioning by the 
government of Vladimir Putin. 

Thereupon, the Senate proceeded to 
consider the resolution. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Democratic leader. 

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. President, I am 
hopeful that we will come together on 
this resolution, which I introduced 
with the Senator from New Jersey and 
the Senator from Hawaii, that it is nei-
ther the policy nor the practice of the 
United States to submit our citizens, 
let alone our Ambassadors, to the in-
terrogation of a foreign adversary. 

Let this resolution be a warning to 
the administration that Congress will 
not allow this to happen. I call on 
President Trump to say once and for 
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all—not through his spokespeople— 
that the lopsided, disgraceful trade he 
called an incredible offer is now off the 
table. There should be no equivocation 
on the matter. 

One more point. I am so disappointed 
in the failure of the resolutions earlier 
today. We had a real chance for biparti-
sanship. The resolutions were modest 
and mild, and they were just resolu-
tions, but we couldn’t even come to 
agreement on those. Our Republican 
colleagues, given the crisis we have in 
foreign policy, have to step up to the 
plate and join us not just in resolutions 
but in bipartisan action that is so im-
portant. 

I was told that one of the reasons the 
resolution was objected to was because 
we couldn’t—they didn’t even want us 
to get the notes, let alone hear from 
the translator of this 2-hour, mys-
terious meeting where nobody seems to 
know what happened. The American 
people should know what happened. 
The Senate should know what hap-
pened. Our leaders in the State Depart-
ment and Defense Department should 
know what happened. Our colleagues 
on the other side of the aisle seem to 
be too afraid to let us bring that up. 
That is so wrong for the security of 
America. 

I am hopeful—there are bipartisan ef-
forts going on today—that we cannot 
do what we did earlier and block the 
resolution by the Senator from 
Vermont and the bipartisan resolution 
from the Senators from Arizona and 
Delaware but move together in real ac-
tion to undo the damage—try to undo 
the damage that the President has 
done to this country this week. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

question is on agreeing to the resolu-
tion. 

Mr. SCHUMER. I ask for the yeas 
and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There appears to be a sufficient sec-
ond. 

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

called the roll. 
Mr. CORNYN. The following Senators 

are necessarily absent: the Senator 
from Arizona (Mr. MCCAIN) and the 
Senator from Alabama (Mr. SHELBY). 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. CAS-
SIDY). Are there any other Senators in 
the Chamber desiring to vote? 

The result was announced—yeas 98, 
nays 0, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 162 Leg.] 

YEAS—98 

Alexander 
Baldwin 
Barrasso 
Bennet 
Blumenthal 
Blunt 
Booker 
Boozman 
Brown 
Burr 
Cantwell 
Capito 

Cardin 
Carper 
Casey 
Cassidy 
Collins 
Coons 
Corker 
Cornyn 
Cortez Masto 
Cotton 
Crapo 
Cruz 

Daines 
Donnelly 
Duckworth 
Durbin 
Enzi 
Ernst 
Feinstein 
Fischer 
Flake 
Gardner 
Gillibrand 
Graham 

Grassley 
Harris 
Hassan 
Hatch 
Heinrich 
Heitkamp 
Heller 
Hirono 
Hoeven 
Hyde-Smith 
Inhofe 
Isakson 
Johnson 
Jones 
Kaine 
Kennedy 
King 
Klobuchar 
Lankford 
Leahy 
Lee 

Manchin 
Markey 
McCaskill 
McConnell 
Menendez 
Merkley 
Moran 
Murkowski 
Murphy 
Murray 
Nelson 
Paul 
Perdue 
Peters 
Portman 
Reed 
Risch 
Roberts 
Rounds 
Rubio 
Sanders 

Sasse 
Schatz 
Schumer 
Scott 
Shaheen 
Smith 
Stabenow 
Sullivan 
Tester 
Thune 
Tillis 
Toomey 
Udall 
Van Hollen 
Warner 
Warren 
Whitehouse 
Wicker 
Wyden 
Young 

NOT VOTING—2 

McCain Shelby 

The resolution (S. Res. 584) was 
agreed to. 

(The resolution is printed in today’s 
RECORD under ‘‘Submitted Resolu-
tions.’’) 

f 

MORNING BUSINESS 

Mr. CARDIN. 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. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Maryland. 

f 

HEALTHCARE 

Mr. CARDIN. Mr. President, I am 
proud of the advancements we have 
made in healthcare in this country— 
advancements that have been made, in-
cluding those in the Affordable Care 
Act. 

At lunch today we had an oppor-
tunity to see one of the faces of the 
progress that we have made. Elena 
Hung brought her daughter to our cau-
cus lunch today, and we had a chance 
to see how a young girl has been able 
to literally survive as a result of the 
coverage provided under our healthcare 
system. 

Since the passage of the Affordable 
Care Act, we have found that more and 
more Americans have not only been 
able to get health insurance but they 
have been able to get quality health in-
surance that covers their essential 
health benefits and provides them pro-
tection against discriminatory insur-
ance company practices. We are clearly 
moving to where healthcare is a right, 
not a privilege. 

I say that fully aware that President 
Trump’s policies have reversed some of 
this progress and that he is trying to 
reverse even more of this progress. The 
President’s policies have sabotaged the 
individual marketplace. As a result, we 
have seen significant premium in-
creases caused by actions taken by the 
Trump administration in eliminating 
the individual responsibility, not pro-
viding the cost-sharing, and making it 
difficult for reinsurance to take place. 

All those add to the instability within 
the individual marketplace, turning it 
into more of a high-risk pool, increas-
ing premiums, and causing a lot of in-
surance companies to wonder whether 
they should be in that market at all. 

Recently, the Trump administration 
went one step further—and I would 
hope all Americans would be very 
much outraged—and that is the protec-
tion against preexisting conditions 
that were included in insurance poli-
cies prior to the adoption of the Afford-
able Care Act. 

With regard to preexisting condi-
tions, most of us have some form of 
preexisting condition. You may have 
high blood pressure, high cholesterol, 
asthma, heart condition, or diabetes. 
You may have had cancer, or you may 
have had behavioral health issues. All 
of those are preexisting conditions. 

According to a recent study by 
Health and Human Services, there are 
as many as 133 million Americans, non-
elderly, who would qualify for pre-
existing conditions and would be sub-
ject to discriminatory actions by pri-
vate insurance companies if the protec-
tions under the Affordable Care Act 
were to vanish. 

In my own State of Maryland, that 
number is about 2.5 million Americans, 
nonelderly, that could be subject to 
discriminatory practices by insurance 
companies—320,000 of whom are chil-
dren. 

In June 2018, President Trump’s ad-
ministration broke a longstanding tra-
dition and practice in this country and 
announced that it would not defend the 
court challenge to the Affordable Care 
Act. In the case of Texas v. United 
States, not only did the Trump admin-
istration say that they would not in-
tervene to protect the constitu-
tionality of the act passed by Congress 
but that they would submit a brief to 
the Court recommending that protec-
tions such as the preexisting condi-
tions protections that we have under 
existing law should be held invalid. 

Well, the Trump administration is 
going to the courts asking them to 
allow insurance companies to once 
again discriminate against people in 
this country based upon preexisting 
conditions. That is why we have insur-
ance, to protect you for what you need. 

This is now in the courts, and we will 
see what will happen with Texas v. 
United States in that court, but it 
could very well end up in the Supreme 
Court of the United States. It is very 
clear that as we evaluate our judicial 
appointments, we need to understand 
the importance of the decisions they 
will be called upon to make. 

We had a circuit court appointment 
this afternoon that we were supposed 
to vote on, and it has been withdrawn. 
I am pleased about that because that 
individual would not have been sen-
sitive to the rights of the people of our 
country. 

Now we have a nominee for the Su-
preme Court of the United States, 
Judge Brett Kavanaugh. It is critically 
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important that we understand that the 
Supreme Court of the United States 
may very well be considering the case 
of Texas v. United States and may very 
well be considering whether pre-
existing condition restrictions that 
currently exist in law are valid or not. 

I think what we should be doing in 
our evaluation of President Trump’s 
nominee is to determine whether that 
person will be an independent voice on 
the Supreme Court of the United 
States, representing the people of this 
country, protecting their constitu-
tional rights against the abuses of 
power, whether that power comes from 
the White House or Capitol Hill or cor-
porate America. 

There are so many areas that we 
should be concerned about. Today, I am 
going to talk about healthcare. 

Yes, it is very possible that this par-
ticular nominee, if confirmed, could be 
a deciding vote on preexisting condi-
tion restrictions. Judge Kavanaugh 
dealt with the Affordable Care Act in 
2011 on the DC Circuit, where there was 
a challenge to the constitutionality of 
the Affordable Care Act. The Court did 
not hold it invalid, but Judge 
Kavanaugh was in the dissent on that 
opinion, raising concerns to us as to 
whether he will side with consumers or 
special interests as it relates to pro-
tecting consumers and policyholders in 
this country against the abusive prac-
tices of health insurance companies. 

We also, of course, have the concern 
over women’s healthcare issues and 
whether women’s right of choice will 
be protected—Roe v. Wade. Judge 
Kavanaugh has raised questions as to 
whether he will follow precedent. Roe 
v. Wade is well established, but I have 
little comfort as to whether Judge 
Kavanaugh, in fact, will follow that 
precedent. These are issues that, as we 
start the vetting process with our 
interviews and our committee hear-
ings, we really need to drill down on 
and understand where Judge 
Kavanaugh is on these issues. 

Then I will bring up the high cost of 
prescription drugs. One of the basic 
protections I would hope our Court 
would do is to protect consumers 
against powerful special interests. We 
have to make sure, as we vet Judge 
Kavanaugh, whether he will side with 
the people of this country or with the 
powerful special interests. 

Now, we have a greater role than just 
vetting the next Supreme Court nomi-
nee. There are things that we can do to 
protect our healthcare system. I am 
talking to many of my colleagues, and 
many have said, on both sides of the 
aisle, that we want to protect against 
the preexisting condition restrictions 
in insurance policies. So why don’t we 
take action? Let’s make sure that we 
protect the Affordable Care Act as it 
relates to denying insurance companies 
the ability to deny coverage based 
upon preexisting conditions. 

We could also intervene in the law-
suit that is pending to tell the Court 
that we meant what we said: Insurance 

companies cannot impose preexisting 
restrictions on coverage. 

Yes, we should deal with the high 
cost of prescription drugs. There are 
things that we can do. We have had 
suggestions on both sides of the aisle. 
The President talked about this during 
his campaign, but he has done little to 
deal with the cost of prescription 
drugs. 

One of the basic things that can be 
done—economics 101—is to use the col-
lective purchasing power of the govern-
ment and the larger market share to 
bring down costs. Why are we paying 
two to three times what consumers in 
industrialized nations in the world are 
paying for the same drugs? Let’s orga-
nize our markets so that our con-
sumers can get a better price. We can 
pass legislation to make that a reality. 

Then, yes, we should take the nec-
essary time in the process of consid-
ering President Trump’s nominations 
to the courts, particularly for the Su-
preme Court of the United States. To 
make sure that we recognize that the 
balance of the Court is at stake, let’s 
make sure that we use as our barom-
eter whether Judge Kavanaugh will 
represent your constitutional rights 
over the powerful, over the abuses of 
any President, Congress, or corporate 
America. We don’t want to be a 
rubberstamp for President Trump, par-
ticularly in these times, when we have 
the sensitive Mueller investigation 
going on, when we have the President 
taking so much power. 

We saw what he is doing with the 
borders and what he is doing in so 
many ways, violating the basic values 
of this country. We want to make sure 
there is an independent court that will 
not be beholden to the President of the 
United States. 

We need to protect the advancements 
we have made in healthcare, including 
protections against preexisting condi-
tions, women’s right to choice, and 
continue with the work on the high 
costs of healthcare. 

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. 
Mr. PORTMAN. Mr. President, I ask 

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

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

f 

STOP ENABLING SEX 
TRAFFICKERS ACT 

Mr. PORTMAN. Mr. President, today 
I wish to report back to my colleagues 
here in the Senate and to the American 
people about the results of legislation 
which we passed here in the Senate and 
the House and which was signed into 
law by the President. We don’t do that 
often enough, and we tend to pass leg-
islation and don’t do the oversight to 
figure out whether it is working. 

In this case, this was legislation we 
passed back in April on a bipartisan 

basis called the Stop Enabling Sex 
Traffickers Act. This legislation allows 
the victims of sex trafficking to get 
the justice they deserve by being able 
to sue websites that knowingly traf-
ficked them online and have some ac-
countability for these horrible crimes 
that are committed online. It also al-
lows prosecutors at the State and local 
level to prosecute these cases. 

We drafted the legislation because 
after looking at this for several years, 
we realized that there was a rise in 
trafficking of underage girls, women, 
and sometimes underage boys and that 
this was increasing primarily because 
of the dark side of the internet. We are 
hearing a lot about what is going on on 
the internet these days in terms of 
meddling in our elections and so on. 
With all the positives, there is also a 
darker side. We realized this was hap-
pening increasingly, and it was a ruth-
lessly, efficient way to sell people on-
line. 

We looked at it and found there was 
a Federal law put in place—with good 
intentions, I believe—a couple of dec-
ades ago to try to ensure freedom of 
the internet, which, of course, all of us 
support, but it provided an effective 
immunity to these websites even if 
they were knowingly selling people on-
line. So we wrote legislation to get at 
that, spent about a year trying to get 
that through the process, and eventu-
ally got it to a vote and got it passed. 

The law that provided the immunity 
was part of the Communications De-
cency Act. Again, it was meant to en-
courage freedom of the internet but 
was taken too far, particularly in how 
it was interpreted by the courts. The 
internet was something we had to ad-
dress because without that, we would 
see this increase in drug trafficking 
and sex trafficking. 

So what happened? After passing the 
law, there was a pretty dramatic 
change. 

On Monday, I was in Cincinnati, OH, 
my hometown, at a place called the 
CHANGE Court. The CHANGE Court is 
a place where women who are traf-
ficked and incarcerated for prostitu-
tion are able to go through a 2-year 
program to help them get clean and, if 
they are willing to go through this pro-
gram, to walk away with a clean 
record, understanding that sex traf-
ficking is not a crime and that they are 
in effect victims of trafficking. 

It is very inspiring to go there. I 
talked to about a dozen women who are 
currently in the program and some 
women who had graduated from the 
program. The stories are unbeliev-
able—women getting their lives back 
together; getting back to work and get-
ting back to their families; in almost 
every case, getting back to their chil-
dren—in almost every case, these are 
moms; having the self-respect and dig-
nity that comes with work; getting 
back with their families; and getting 
their lives back on track. It is a much 
better alternative than the system of 
throwing people into jail who are, in ef-
fect, victims of trafficking and not 
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dealing with their issues, whether it is 
the trauma or the drug addiction. In 
almost every case, there was a drug ad-
diction issue. Almost all of them were 
opiate addicts or recovering addicts. 
One was addicted to alcohol. This is 
common. 

In talking to these women, almost 
every one of them said the same thing, 
which was that, yes, they had been 
trafficked online, and they were very 
interested in this legislation. They had 
been through it, and they wanted to 
save future women and girls from hav-
ing to go down this dark path. 

We passed the legislation and as-
sessed the legislation meant to help on 
this issue, and I was able to tell these 
women at the CHANGE Court what the 
results were. They are pretty dramatic. 

On Monday of this week, I also met 
with the National Center for Missing 
and Exploited Children, or NCMEC. 
This is the leading anti-trafficking 
group in the country. They work day 
and night trying to stop online sex 
traffickers. They keep track of the sta-
tistics and data. They particularly 
focus on rescuing kids from being ex-
ploited. 

According to NCMEC, the results 
from SESTA being signed into law has 
been swift and significant. NCMEC 
said: 

Since the enactment of SESTA and the 
government’s seizure of Backpage, there has 
been a major disruption in the online mar-
ketplace. The robust marketplace for sex 
trafficking, including the sale of children for 
rape and sexual abuse, that took a decade to 
build, fragmented over the course of just a 
few days. 

They also said: 
Many sites or portions of sites where 

NCMEC knew children previously have been 
sold for sex have voluntarily shut down. 

Their bottom line: 
This means it is much harder to purchase 

a child . . . online. 

This means it is much harder to pur-
chase a child online. That is great 
news, and that is exactly what we in-
tended this legislation to do—to save 
these kids, women, and sometimes boys 
from being subjected to this horrific 
crime. 

Another analysis was shared with me 
recently, and you can find this online. 
This analysis found that since our leg-
islation passed, online ads selling 
women and children have been reduced 
by between 60 and 80 percent, depend-
ing on the State. That is a dramatic 
change, having the effect of saving lit-
erally thousands of children. 

I am hopeful we will continue to be 
vigilant about this issue because when 
you push something down in one place, 
it often pops up somewhere else. But 
we have done an effective job of dealing 
with a very real problem. 
Backpage.com, which we talked about, 
was the industry leader. They have 
now been shut down. The CEO of the 
company has pled guilty to numerous 
money laundering and trafficking-re-
lated charges. 

Because prosecutors can now do their 
work and go after these online traf-

fickers and because victims of this 
crime can finally have their day in 
court, websites that knowingly facili-
tate sex trafficking are being shut 
down and being held liable for their ac-
tions. 

This never would have been possible 
without the work of the Permanent 
Subcommittee on Investigations. The 
staff and investigators spent 2 years 
working on this issue, investigating it. 
We had to come all the way to the floor 
of this Chamber in order to enforce our 
subpoenas to get the information that 
we were able to unveil, which no one 
else had been able to find, and that 
showed clearly that they knew what 
they remember doing. They knew they 
were selling underage kids online. I 
chair that subcommittee. It is bipar-
tisan. I am very proud of those inves-
tigators. They do good work, and they 
deserve to be applauded, given the re-
sults we are now seeing. 

It is not just Backpage; a lot of 
other, classified websites have also 
shut down their personal ads or sex-re-
lated operations. 

f 

OPIOID EPIDEMIC 

Mr. PORTMAN. We have made good 
progress on the issue of sex trafficking, 
but it is so related to the issue of 
opioid abuse. Specifically, as I said, 
these often go hand in hand. Often, 
traffickers find people who are ad-
dicted. They are vulnerable, they crave 
the drug, and the trafficker can provide 
it. But in my home State of Ohio, I 
have met with survivors, and many 
times we have found that they find vul-
nerable people who are not addicted 
but then make them addicted so they 
become dependent on the trafficker. 

This is an issue that relates to so 
many things, doesn’t it? It relates to 
our workplace because people who are 
addicted to opioids are not coming into 
the workforce. One reason we have 
such high levels of unemployment— 
people are outside the workforce alto-
gether, not showing up on the unem-
ployment numbers because they aren’t 
even looking for work. The labor force 
participation rate, as economists call 
it, is so low right now largely, in my 
view, because of this opioid issue. Our 
courts are jammed, our jails are 
jammed, and our hospitals and emer-
gency rooms are jammed. We have to 
do more to get at this issue for so 
many reasons. 

The driving force in my home State 
of Ohio and around the country now is 
this synthetic form of heroin or opioids 
called fentanyl. It is 50 times more 
powerful than heroin. There are other 
drugs—carfentanil is an example—that 
are even more powerful. These syn-
thetic forms of opioids are causing 
most of the deaths now in my State of 
Ohio and around the country. 

The Centers for Disease Control, 
CDC, recently issued a report that 
showed this increase in overdose deaths 
involving fentanyl. The report ana-
lyzed overdose deaths in 10 States hit 

hardest by the epidemic, including 
Ohio. They found that fentanyl over-
dose deaths in those States nearly dou-
bled from the last 6 months of 2016 to 
the first 6 months of 2017. Of course, 
2017 is the last year for which they 
have good records. It is unbelievable. 

This synthetic form of heroin is the 
new scourge of the opioid epidemic, 
and it is being spread into every other 
drug too. When I do roundtables back 
home, as I do regularly, I hear about it 
being spread into crystal meth, co-
caine, and heroin, of course. 

Twice in roundtable discussions I 
have had with community leaders, I 
have heard—once from a police chief 
and once from a sheriff—very similar 
stories about a young man who wakes 
up from an overdose after being saved 
through Narcan, which is a miracle 
drug that reverses the effects of an 
overdose. When the young man comes 
to, he says: I was just smoking pot. 
How did I overdose? 

In both cases, based on the forensics 
and the information they were able to 
get from the labs, they found out that 
of course it wasn’t just marijuana; it 
was marijuana laced with fentanyl. No 
street drug is safe. They can all kill 
you. 

As I have met with these first re-
sponders, community leaders, and 
those in recovery across Ohio—I just 
did recently with a group called 
PreventionFIRST!—I have heard what 
is often brought up by those on the 
frontlines; that is, that we would be 
making so much more progress right 
now on this war against opioids—we 
have been successful here in this Con-
gress in passing more money for pre-
vention, treatment, and recovery, and 
those funds are starting to be used 
back home, and I see it; I see the re-
sults, and there are some really excit-
ing things going on—but for the 
fentanyl. In other words, just as we 
were finally making progress on pre-
scription drugs and, then, on heroin, 
now this fentanyl comes in and is cre-
ating even more problems. It is so inex-
pensive, and it is so pervasive. 

Recently, in Ohio, there were two 
busts where they were able to appre-
hend people who were selling fentanyl 
and find this cache of fentanyl they 
had. In both cases, it was a massive 
amount combined. Just these two busts 
alone, there was enough fentanyl to 
kill half the people in my State of 
Ohio. That is how bad it is. 

Just last week, there was an autopsy 
that revealed that the death of an Ohio 
police chief from Kirkersville, in the 
Columbus area, who was caused by 
fentanyl. The report said: ‘‘acute in-
toxication by fentanyl.’’ It was an acci-
dental overdose. 

I have told the story before of the po-
lice officer who brushed a couple of 
flakes off his shirt after a bust. He 
didn’t know it was fentanyl. The flakes 
were the drug. It got into his skin 
through his fingers, and he dropped to 
the ground unconscious and had an 
overdose. It took several doses of 
Narcan to save his life. 
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Our first responders are in much 

more danger with fentanyl than they 
have ever been, even with heroin, pre-
scription drugs, and other opioids. Ad-
diction has taken too many lives in 
Ohio. Again, fentanyl is the deadliest 
drug in this epidemic. 

There was a recent estimation by a 
group called the Ohio Alliance for In-
novation in Population Health, which 
suggested that opioids are responsible 
for more than 500,000 years of life ex-
pectancy lost in Ohio between 2010 and 
2016. Think about that: 500,000 years of 
lost life due to opioids in Ohio, just in 
the 6 years between 2010 and 2016. 

Often, these are lives of young people 
who had great promise ahead of them 
and had become involved in this opioid 
epidemic, and the addiction takes over, 
and it is more important than any-
thing. It is more important than their 
family, more important than their 
friends, more important than their 
jobs, more important than their faith, 
and more important than taking care 
of themselves. They end up, sadly, los-
ing their lives and all that opportunity 
and all the purpose God had for them 
in their lives. 

We need to turn the tide in this 
opioid epidemic. We can’t do it, in my 
view, unless we get at this issue of 
fentanyl because that is the new 
scourge. We need to look at how it is 
coming, why it is coming, and why it is 
so cheap. 

Here is what is very interesting, and 
it might be surprising to some people. 
It is not coming across the border from 
Mexico, or if it is, it is very little of it. 
That is where the heroin is coming 
from, 90 percent of it. It is more pure 
than ever, more dangerous than ever. 
The deadly fentanyl is mostly coming 
through the mail system. It is being 
mailed into the United States of Amer-
ica, mostly from overseas, mostly from 
China. 

There are some evil scientists some-
where in China making this fentanyl 
and then shipping it into your commu-
nity. It is the No. 1 killer right now. By 
the way, opioid overdose and death is 
the No. 1 cause of death in my home 
State of Ohio. Nationally, it is now the 
No. 1 cause of death of people under 50 
years old. It surpassed car accidents. It 
is an epidemic. How could that be? 
What can we do about it? 

There is something we can do about 
it. We have to be sure that the post of-
fice helps law enforcement to find 
these packages as they are coming in 
and get these packages out of circula-
tion so they don’t come into our com-
munities and poison our families, our 
children, and our neighbors. We have 
legislation to do that. It is called the 
STOP Act. 

One-third of the Members of this Sen-
ate have now cosponsored that legisla-
tion. We have now had it reported out 
of the Finance Committee of the Sen-
ate. We need to get it to the floor and 
get it to a vote. It is very simple. It is 
legislation that AMY KLOBUCHAR, a 
Democrat of Minnesota, on that side of 

the aisle, and I have come up with that 
says the post office should have to do 
what any other carrier would have to 
do—FedEx, UPS, DHL. Under law, they 
have to tell law enforcement in ad-
vance what packages are coming in, 
where it is coming from, what is in it, 
and where it is going. You have to pro-
vide that electronically so you can use 
big data to sift through the millions of 
packages that come in and to be able 
to find ones that are suspect and then 
immediately use sophisticated equip-
ment to scan and screen those and pull 
out of circulation the ones that have 
fentanyl in them. 

I have been to these distribution cen-
ters for these private carrier compa-
nies. I have seen how they do it. I have 
seen the dangerous work the Customs 
and Border Protection men and women 
are doing, using a room that has sig-
nificant ventilation. They have to have 
masks on and gloves. They have to be 
very careful about it. Thank God, they 
are there, because they are saving 
lives. If you send it through the mail 
system, that very rarely happens. 

We did a yearlong study of this in our 
Permanent Subcommittee on Inves-
tigations, which I talked about earlier. 
We found a number of things that were 
very troubling. One is just how easy it 
is to buy fentanyl online. The second is 
the fact that when these drugs come in 
through the post office, it is guaran-
teed delivery. The traffickers will say 
if you send it by FedEx or another pri-
vate carrier—UPS, DHL, and others—it 
is not guaranteed. If you send it 
through the government agency, no 
problem. That is not the way it should 
be. 

By the way, letter carriers—the mail 
carriers in my community and your 
community—want this fixed, too, be-
cause they care what comes into their 
communities. They care about the peo-
ple whom they serve, and they want to 
be sure they are not delivering poison. 
They also are at risk, just like anybody 
else is who is anywhere in that train. 

I talked about the law enforcement 
officers. Think about the other first re-
sponders who are using Narcan to re-
vive people. They sometimes get ex-
posed to it. We have too many stories 
of little kids dying from being acciden-
tally exposed to fentanyl in a home 
where somebody is using it. It is dan-
gerous stuff. We have to fix this. 

The information as to where it is 
from, where it is going, and what is in 
it, when it is put into a digital format 
and can be analyzed quickly through 
incredible intelligence that our Cus-
toms and Border Protection people 
have, to be able to determine whether 
that package is suspect or not, will 
make a huge difference in taking this 
offline and keeping this poison from 
coming into our communities and en-
suring that we can, in fact, begin to 
stop some of the poison but, at a min-
imum, it will raise the price by reduc-
ing the supply. 

The post office, frankly, because of 
the pressure they have gotten from 

Congress on this over the last few 
years have begun to start to look at 
some of this. They have begun to pro-
vide some of the electronic data. Based 
on testimony they provided for our 
subcommittee just recently, they are 
now receiving data on about 36 percent 
of international packages they trans-
port into the country. Unfortunately, 
of that 36 percent, just over one-third, 
about 80 percent of those packages, are 
presented to law enforcement, and 20 
percent get lost and end up going into 
the system, into our communities, 
even though we know they are suspect. 

It is very inefficient right now. It is 
not working well. Plus, some of the 
data is not decipherable. We have a 
long way to go. Even if all 36 percent 
were being delivered to law enforce-
ment, that would mean that 318 million 
international packages each year were 
coming in without any screening—318 
million packages. 

The STOP Act is very simple. It 
holds the post office to the same stand-
ard as private carriers—100 percent 
screenings. It requires that by 2020 
they get all this data on all the inter-
national packages entering the United 
States. 

It is a commonsense solution. It has 
already passed the House of Represent-
atives recently with a broad bipartisan 
vote. Our committee has reported it 
out. We need to get it to the floor and 
get it voted on. If we do so, by the way, 
it will be signed because the adminis-
tration has already issued a statement 
of administration policy on it, which 
supports the legislation. It was actu-
ally a recommendation of the Presi-
dent’s commission on opioids. It is part 
of the solution. 

Is it the whole solution? No, but it is 
a critical part to try to stop some of 
this new poison, fentanyl, from coming 
into our communities—the No. 1 kill-
er—so that we can, through treatment 
and recovery and better prevention ef-
forts and better other law enforcement 
efforts, truly begin to turn the tide on 
this opioid epidemic. It is critical that 
we do so for so many reasons we have 
talked about this afternoon. 

My hope is that my colleagues on 
both sides of the aisle will come to-
gether, at least on this issue, on the 
STOP Act, and say yes, we can do 
something to help those in our commu-
nity who are suffering, those who are 
dying from overdoses, those families 
who are looking to us and saying: What 
can you do to help? I run into them all 
the time. 

Today, I am heading back to Ohio, 
and I know this weekend I will be talk-
ing to people in Cleveland and Cin-
cinnati, where I will be, and in Colum-
bus, and they will be telling me about 
it. 

This week, I was walking down the 
hall back to my office on Tuesday, and 
a young man came up to me and said: 
I want to talk to you about something. 

I figured he was with the media and 
wanted to ask me a question. I asked 
him what he wanted. 
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He said: I want to tell you thank you. 
He started to well up, and I knew 

what he was talking about. He was 
talking about a family member of his 
who had overdosed and died. He was 
talking about the fact that he appre-
ciates that Congress is finally begin-
ning to respond to this issue, as we 
have. 

In the last year and after, we have 
passed legislation that is historic to 
deal with this issue, but there is still 
so much more to do. Let’s make the 
next step getting the STOP Act en-
acted into law and, therefore, be able 
to save lives and help people to live 
their God-given purpose in life. 

I yield back my time. 
f 

ANTI-TERRORISM CLARIFICATION 
ACT 

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, last 
week, the Senate Judiciary Committee 
marked up and passed by voice vote S. 
2946, the Anti-Terrorism Clarification 
Act of 2018. 

I was proud to introduce this bipar-
tisan bill and to lead it through the Ju-
diciary Committee. I am proud to have 
Senators NELSON, RUBIO, WHITEHOUSE, 
CRUZ, BLUMENTHAL, TILLIS, COONS, 
CORNYN, HATCH, and KENNEDY as co-
sponsors. 

It is not always easy to find common 
ground here in the Senate, but there is 
one issue where there is no doubt we 
can all agree: Those who aid or carry 
out terrorist attacks that kill or injure 
Americans should be held fully ac-
countable. 

Those who have been impacted 
should have a meaningful avenue to 
seek justice. 

For over 25 years, the Anti-Terrorism 
Act has empowered American victims 
of international terrorism to bring 
civil lawsuits in Federal courts to vin-
dicate their rights and obtain com-
pensation for their injuries. 

Just as important, these lawsuits dis-
rupt and discourage the financing and 
material support of terrorist organiza-
tions. By cutting terrorists’ financial 
lifelines, the ATA helps to reduce glob-
al terrorism, protecting Americans 
both here and abroad. 

In short, the ATA puts terrorists on 
notice to keep their hands off Ameri-
cans. 

I was proud to be the lead sponsor of 
the ATA back in 1992, which removed 
the jurisdictional hurdles that, for too 
long, had frustrated or outright pre-
vented American victims’ ability to 
seek redress. 

Since then, terrorists and those who 
financially support them have tried to 
blow holes in the law and stretch its 
exceptions beyond what Congress ever 
intended. 

The Anti-Terrorism Clarification Act 
of 2018—and its additional improve-
ments adopted in the Judiciary Com-
mittee last week—strengthens the ATA 
and reiterates Congress’s original in-
tent that terrorist groups and their 
supporters be brought to justice in U.S. 

Courts, regardless of where the attacks 
occurred. 

It is a carefully considered and delib-
erately crafted response to efforts to 
undermine the ATA. It represents 
Congress’s considered judgment in re-
sponding to acts of international ter-
rorism that kill or injure Americans 
overseas. 

The bill clarifies the ATA’s so-called 
‘‘act of war’’ exception. Congress never 
intended that designated terrorist or-
ganizations could dodge liability for 
attacks that kill or injure Americans 
by simply claiming this exception. 

Some, however, have twisted the ex-
ception to get away scot-free. The ‘‘act 
of war’’ exception should not be a li-
ability shield for designated terrorist 
organizations or their supporters. 

This bill makes clear that the excep-
tion doesn’t apply to those designated 
by the U.S. Government as foreign ter-
rorist organizations or specially des-
ignated global terrorists. 

This is common sense. As one Fed-
eral judge put it, ‘‘To find that a ter-
rorist organization can be a military 
force under the ATA would defeat the 
purpose of the Act, ’which was enacted 
to deter terrorist activity and hold lia-
ble those who engage in it.’ ’’ 

Outside of that, the bill keeps in 
place the current analysis that courts 
conduct when determining who is and 
is not a military force. 

Second, the bill permits victims of 
narco-terrorism to satisfy court-award-
ed ATA judgments with the assets of 
foreign drug kingpins. Assets blocked 
by the Federal Government under the 
Kingpin Designation Act are not cur-
rently available to victims to satisfy 
their judgments. 

This bill fixes that. 
Finally, the bill responds to recent 

Federal court decisions that severely 
undermined the ability of American 
victims to bring terrorists to justice. 
The ATA was specifically designed to 
provide extraterritorial jurisdiction 
over terrorists who attack Americans 
overseas. Last year, I led an amicus 
brief, with 22 bipartisan Senators, to 
the Supreme Court in Sokolow v. Pal-
estine Liberation Organization, reit-
erating the purpose and scope of the 
1992 law. 

I was stunned when the Justice De-
partment failed to stand up in that 
case for American victims of terrorism. 

Despite broad bipartisan support in 
Congress for the ATA and the victims 
it protects, the Justice Department, in 
fact, actively opposed those victims 
and their right to seek redress against 
terrorists. 

Inconceivably, instead of standing up 
for American victims of terrorism, the 
administration urged the Court to not 
even consider the Sokolow decision. 

Congress can act where the adminis-
tration chose not to. Accordingly, this 
bill makes crystal clear that defend-
ants who take advantage of certain 
benefits from the U.S. Government fol-
lowing 120 days after the bill’s enact-
ment—such as foreign assistance—will 

be deemed to have consented to per-
sonal jurisdiction in ATA cases. 

Based on further improvements in a 
substitute amendment adopted by 
unanimous consent in the Judiciary 
Committee, the bill also restores juris-
diction in cases pending at the time of 
the bill’s enactment. No defendant, 
after all, should be able to enjoy privi-
leges under U.S. law, while simulta-
neously dodging responsibility for sup-
porting terrorists that injure or kill 
Americans. 

The Anti-Terrorism Clarification Act 
is supported by thousands of veterans 
and Gold Star families 

It is supported by groups like AIPAC, 
the Anti-Defamation League, American 
Jewish Committee, Christians United 
for Israel, the Endowment for Middle 
East Truth, the Jewish Institute for 
National Security of America, the Na-
tional Council of Young Israel, the 
Union of Orthodox Jewish Congrega-
tions of America, the Rabbinical Coun-
cil of America, and the Zionist Organi-
zation of America. 

I thank my colleagues on both sides 
of the aisle who have joined me on this 
bill and whose staffs are working tire-
lessly to help us move it forward. 

I also want to thank Senators NEL-
SON and BLUMENTHAL for their support. 

Finally, I want to thank House Judi-
ciary Chairman GOODLATTE and Rank-
ing Member NADLER for introducing 
and moving the companion bill in the 
House of Representatives. 

Now that the bill has been reported 
to the floor, I ask for all of my Senate 
colleagues’ support and look forward to 
Congress sending this bill to the Presi-
dent’s desk very soon. 

f 

ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS 

TRIBUTE TO ANDY HENRY 

∑ Mr. DAINES. Mr. President, this 
week I have the honor of recognizing 
Andy Henry of Prairie County for his 
impact on the Terry community while 
working at the Roy Rogers Saloon. 

Andy has spent the last 17 years of 
his life in Terry. After Andy graduated 
high school in Terry, his mom Amelia 
and her husband, John, bought the Roy 
Rogers Saloon. Following that, he 
began working at the Saloon. He has 
been working there since his family 
took it over, just under 6 years. 

Andy’s work at the Saloon brings the 
community together. Whether it be a 
friend or an old elementary school 
teacher of his, folks from all over the 
community come together at the Sa-
loon. He enjoys spending time with 
their regulars and making sure the ex-
perience at the Saloon is as pleasant as 
it can be. 

I congratulate Andy on his role in 
growing and contributing to the Roy 
Rogers Saloon. I look forward to seeing 
that success continue to grow and en-
joying the hometown bar soon.∑ 
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TRIBUTE TO AUSTIN EGGL 

∑ Mr. THUNE. Mr. President, today I 
recognize Austin Eggl, an intern in my 
Aberdeen, SD, office, for all of the hard 
work he has done for me, my staff, and 
the State of South Dakota over the 
past several weeks. 

Austin is a graduate of Bishop Ryan 
High School, in Minot, ND. Currently, 
he is attending Presentation College in 
Aberdeen, SD, where he is majoring in 
business. He is a hard worker who has 
been dedicated to getting the most out 
of his internship experience. 

I extend my sincere thanks and ap-
preciation to Austin for all of the fine 
work he has done and wish him contin-
ued success in the years to come.∑ 

f 

REMEMBERING MARLENE 
MCCARTHY 

∑ Mr. WHITEHOUSE. Mr. President, 
Rhode Island has lost a tireless cham-
pion in the fight against breast cancer, 
Marlene McCarthy. Marlene’s dedica-
tion to this cause was well known 
throughout Rhode Island and across 
Capitol Hill. 

Marlene cofounded the Rhode Island 
Breast Cancer Coalition in 1992 and 
represented Rhode Island on the Na-
tional Breast Cancer Coalition’s board 
of directors and executive committee. 
Under her leadership, the Rhode Island 
Breast Cancer Coalition established a 
helpline for breast cancer patients and 
a Breast Cancer Resource Center and 
provided countless support services to 
Rhode Islanders facing this terrible dis-
ease. 

Her advocacy was not limited to 
Rhode Island. Marlene regularly visited 
me in Washington, DC, advocating for 
stronger Federal funding for breast 
cancer research and broader access to 
the best possible breast cancer care. At 
Marlene’s urging, I introduced the Ac-
celerating the End of Breast Cancer 
Act, legislation to set a goal of eradi-
cating breast cancer by 2020. 

The driving force behind Marlene’s 
hard work and boundless persistence 
was her dream of a future free from the 
scourge of breast cancer for her grand-
daughters. It is in Marlene’s memory 
that I pledge to continue to fight for 
policies that will make her dream a re-
ality. 

I offer my condolences to Marlene’s 
family and to the breast cancer com-
munity. Marlene’s legacy will live on 
through the family and loved ones she 
has left behind, the continuing work of 
the Rhode Island Breast Cancer Coali-
tion, and the countless people she in-
spired through her advocacy and com-
passion. She will be missed.∑ 

f 

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT 

Messages from the President of the 
United States were communicated to 
the Senate by Ms. Cuccia, one of his 
secretaries. 

EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED 

As in executive session the Presiding 
Officer laid before the Senate messages 
from the President of the United 
States submitting sundry nominations 
which were referred to the appropriate 
committees. 

(The messages received today are 
printed at the end of the Senate pro-
ceedings.) 

f 

MESSAGES FROM THE HOUSE 

ENROLLED BILL SIGNED 
At 10:02 a.m., a message from the 

House of Representatives, delivered by 
Mr. Novotny, one of its reading clerks, 
announced that the Speaker has signed 
the following enrolled bill: 

H.R. 6042. An act to amend title XIX of the 
Social Security Act to delay the reduction in 
Federal medical assistance percentage for 
Medicaid personal care services furnished 
without an electronic visit verification sys-
tem, and for other purposes. 

The enrolled bill was subsequently 
signed by the President pro tempore 
(Mr. HATCH). 

At 11:35 a.m., a message from the 
House of Representatives, delivered by 
Mrs. Cole, one of its reading clerks, an-
nounced that the House has passed the 
following bill, in which it requests the 
concurrence of the Senate: 

H.R. 1037. An act to authorize the National 
Emergency Medical Services Memorial 
Foundation to establish a commemorative 
work in the District of Columbia and its en-
virons, and for other purposes. 

At 3:20 p.m., a message from the 
House of Representatives, delivered by 
Mr. Novotny, one of its reading clerks, 
announced that the House has passed 
the following bill, in which it requests 
the concurrence of the Senate: 

H.R. 6147. An act making appropriations 
for the Department of the Interior, environ-
ment, and related agencies for the fiscal year 
ending September 30, 2019, and for other pur-
poses. 

f 

MEASURES PLACED ON THE 
CALENDAR 

The following bill was read the first 
and second times by unanimous con-
sent, and placed on the calendar: 

H.R. 1037. An act to authorize the National 
Emergency Medical Services Memorial 
Foundation to establish a commemorative 
work in the District of Columbia and its en-
virons, and for other purposes. 

f 

ENROLLED BILLS PRESENTED 

The Secretary of the Senate reported 
that on today, July 19, 2018, she had 
presented to the President of the 
United States the following enrolled 
bills: 

S. 490. An act to reinstate and extend the 
deadline for commencement of construction 
of a hydroelectric project involving the Gib-
son Dam. 

S. 931. An act to designate the facility of 
the United States Postal Service located at 
4910 Brighton Boulevard in Denver, Colorado, 
as the ‘‘George Sakato Post Office’’. 

S. 2692. An act to designate the facility of 
the United States Postal Service located at 
4558 Broadway in New York, New York, as 
the ‘‘Stanley Michels Post Office Building’’. 

S. 2734. An act to designate the Federal 
building and United States courthouse lo-
cated at 1300 Victoria Street in Laredo, 
Texas, as the ‘‘George P. Kazen Federal 
Building and United States Courthouse’’. 

f 

EXECUTIVE AND OTHER 
COMMUNICATIONS 

The following communications were 
laid before the Senate, together with 
accompanying papers, reports, and doc-
uments, and were referred as indicated: 

EC–5989. A communication from the Direc-
tor of the Office of Management and Budget, 
Executive Office of the President, transmit-
ting, pursuant to law, the July, 2018 monthly 
cumulative report on rescissions; referred 
jointly, pursuant to the order of January 30, 
1975, as modified by the order of April 11, 
1986; to the Committees on Appropriations; 
Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs; the 
Budget; Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation; Energy and Natural Resources; Envi-
ronment and Public Works; Finance; Foreign 
Relations; Health, Education, Labor, and 
Pensions; and the Judiciary. 

EC–5990. A communication from the Gen-
eral Counsel, Government Accountability Of-
fice, transmitting, pursuant to law, a report 
relative to the Impoundment Control Act of 
1974 and the Release of Certain Withheld 
Amounts; to the Committees on Appropria-
tions; the Budget; Banking, Housing, and 
Urban Affairs; Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation; Energy and Natural Re-
sources; Environment and Public Works; Fi-
nance; Foreign Relations; Health, Education, 
Labor, and Pensions; and the Judiciary. 

EC–5991. A communication from the Sec-
retary of Defense, transmitting a report on 
the approved retirement of Lieutenant Gen-
eral Lee K. Kevy II, United States Army, and 
his advancement to the grade of lieutenant 
general on the retired list; to the Committee 
on Armed Services. 

EC–5992. A communication from the Sec-
retary of Defense, transmitting a report on 
the approved retirement of Lieutenant Gen-
eral Michael H. Shields, United States Army, 
and his advancement to the grade of lieuten-
ant general on the retired list; to the Com-
mittee on Armed Services. 

EC–5993. A communication from the Chair 
of the Board of Governors, Federal Reserve 
System, transmitting, pursuant to law, the 
Board’s semiannual Monetary Policy Report 
to the United States Congress; to the Com-
mittee on Banking, Housing, and Urban Af-
fairs. 

EC–5994. A communication from the Chief 
Counsel, Federal Emergency Management 
Agency, Department of Homeland Security, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘National Flood Insurance 
Program: Removal of Monroe County Pilot 
Inspection Program Regulation’’ ((RIN1660– 
AA93) (Docket No. FEMA–2018–0027)) received 
in the Office of the President of the Senate 
on July 18, 2018; to the Committee on Bank-
ing, Housing, and Urban Affairs. 

EC–5995. A communication from the Chief 
Counsel, Federal Emergency Management 
Agency, Department of Homeland Security, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Suspension of Community 
Eligibility (South Carolina: Columbia, City 
of, Lexington and Richard Counties, et al.)’’ 
(Docket No. FEMA–2018–0002) received in the 
Office of the President of the Senate on July 
18, 2018; to the Committee on Banking, Hous-
ing, and Urban Affairs. 
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EC–5996. A communication from the Ad-

ministrator, Environmental Protection 
Agency, transmitting, pursuant to law, a re-
port entitled ‘‘Biofuels and the Environment 
Second Triennial Report to Congress’’; to the 
Committee on Environment and Public 
Works. 

EC–5997. A communication from the Direc-
tor of Congressional Affairs, Office of Nu-
clear Material Safety and Safeguards, Nu-
clear Regulatory Commission, transmitting, 
pursuant to law, the report of a rule entitled 
‘‘Medical Use of Byproduct Material-Medical 
Event Definitions, Training, and Experience, 
and Clarifying Amendments’’ ((RIN3150–AI63) 
(NRC–2008–0175)) received in the Office of the 
President of the Senate on July 18, 2018; to 
the Committee on Environment and Public 
Works. 

EC–5998. A communication from the Chief 
of the Publications and Regulations Branch, 
Internal Revenue Service, Department of the 
Treasury, transmitting, pursuant to law, the 
report of a rule entitled ‘‘Inversions and Re-
lated Transactions’’ ((RIN1545–BO20 and 
RIN1545–BO22) (TD 9834)) received in the Of-
fice of the President of the Senate on July 
18, 2018; to the Committee on Finance. 

EC–5999. A communication from the Assist-
ant Legal Adviser for Treaty Affairs, Depart-
ment of State, transmitting, pursuant to the 
Case-Zablocki Act, 1 U.S.C. 112b, as amended, 
the report of the texts and background state-
ments of international agreements, other 
than treaties (List 2018–0125 - 2018–0131); to 
the Committee on Foreign Relations. 

EC–6000. A communication from the Sec-
retary of Education, transmitting, pursuant 
to law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Bor-
rower Defense Delay-Technical Correction’’ 
(RIN1840–AD28) received in the Office of the 
President pro tempore of the Senate; to the 
Committee on Health, Education, Labor, and 
Pensions. 

EC–6001. A communication from the Vice 
Chairman and Executive Director of the Ad-
ministrative Conference of the United 
States, transmitting, a report of three rec-
ommendations adopted by the Administra-
tive Conference of the United States at its 
69th Plenary Session; to the Committee on 
Homeland Security and Governmental Af-
fairs. 

EC–6002. A communication from the Vice 
Chairman and Executive Director of the Ad-
ministrative Conference of the United 
States, transmitting, a report of three rec-
ommendations adopted by the Administra-
tive Conference of the United States at its 
69th Plenary Session; to the Committee on 
Homeland Security and Governmental Af-
fairs. 

EC–6003. A communication from the Chair-
man of the Council of the District of Colum-
bia, transmitting, pursuant to law, a report 
on D.C. Act 22–397, ‘‘Fiscal Year 2019 Local 
Budget Act of 2018’’; to the Committee on 
Homeland Security and Governmental Af-
fairs. 

EC–6004. A communication from the Asso-
ciate General Counsel for General Law, De-
partment of Homeland Security, transmit-
ting, pursuant to law, three (3) reports rel-
ative to vacancies in the Department of 
Homeland Security, received in the Office of 
the President of the Senate on July 18, 2018; 
to the Committee on Homeland Security and 
Governmental Affairs. 

EC–6005. A communication from the Direc-
tor, Office of General Counsel and Legal Pol-
icy, Office of Government Ethics, transmit-
ting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule en-
titled ‘‘Executive Branch Financial Disclo-
sure, Qualifies Trusts, and Certificates of Di-
vestiture’’ (RIN3209–AA00) received in the Of-
fice of the President of the Senate on July 
18, 2018; to the Committee on Homeland Se-
curity and Governmental Affairs. 

EC–6006. A communication from the Assist-
ant Secretary, Legislative Affairs, Depart-
ment of State, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Visas: 
Documentation of Nonimmigrants Under the 
Immigration and Nationality Act, as Amend-
ed’’ (RIN1400–AD17) received in the Office of 
the President of the Senate on July 18, 2018; 
to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

EC–6007. A communication from the Chief 
Financial Officer and the Chief Operating Of-
ficer of the National Tropical Botanical Gar-
den, transmitting, pursuant to law, a report 
relative to an audit of the Garden for the pe-
riod from January 1, 2017, through December 
31, 2017; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

EC–6008. A communication from the Fed-
eral Liaison Officer, Patent and Trademark 
Office, Department of Commerce, transmit-
ting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule en-
titled ‘‘Removal of Rules Governing Trade-
mark Interferences’’ (RIN0651–AD23) received 
in the Office of the President of the Senate 
on July 18. 2018; to the Committee on the Ju-
diciary. 

EC–6009. A communication from the Direc-
tor, Office of Regulation Policy and Manage-
ment, Department of Veterans Affairs, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule 
entitled ‘‘Schedule for Rating Disabilities: 
Skin’’ (RIN2900–AP27) received in the Office 
of the President of the Senate on July 18, 
2018; to the Committee on Veterans’ Affairs. 

f 

PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS 

The following petitions and memo-
rials were laid before the Senate and 
were referred or ordered to lie on the 
table as indicated: 

POM–268. A resolution adopted by the Sen-
ate of the State of New Jersey memorializing 
its opposition to and disapproval of the De-
partment of Housing and Urban Develop-
ment’s proposed plan to increase the amount 
of rent paid by persons who receive federal 
rental assistance; to the Committee on 
Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs. 

SENATE RESOLUTION NO. 90 
Whereas, The United States Department of 

Housing and Urban Development (‘‘HUD’’) 
has proposed a plan that would increase the 
amount of rent paid by persons who receive 
federal rental assistance through HUD; and 

Whereas, According to estimates by the 
Center on Budget and Policy Priorities, ap-
proximately 150,000 low-income households 
in New Jersey rely on federal rental assist-
ance through HUD and about 99 percent of 
these households would see their rents in-
creased under HUD’s rent increase plan; and 

Whereas, According to the same estimates, 
New Jersey households receiving federal 
rental assistance pay an average of $4,620 an-
nually in rent, which would increase by $830 
a year, or 18 percent, under HUD’s rent in-
crease plan; and 

Whereas, New Jersey is experiencing an af-
fordable housing crisis involving high and 
ever rising prices and a dwindling supply of 
affordable units, which is particularly severe 
in the State’s urban areas, and which only 
would be exacerbated by HUD’s rent increase 
plan; and 

Whereas, It is altogether fitting, proper, 
and in the public interest, for this House to 
express opposition to HUD’s rent increase 
plan, which would be detrimental to the 
many thousands of low-income New 
Jerseyans who rely on federal rental assist-
ance and would see their rents sharply in-
crease under the plan; now, therefore, 

Be it resolved by the Senate of the State of 
New Jersey: 

1. This House expresses its opposition to 
and disapproval of the United States Depart-

ment of Housing and Urban Development’s 
proposed plan to increase the amount of rent 
paid by persons who receive federal rental 
assistance. 

2. Copies of this resolution, as filed with 
the Secretary of State, shall be transmitted 
by the Secretary of the Senate to the Presi-
dent and Vice President of the United 
States, the United States Secretary of Hous-
ing and Urban Development, and each mem-
ber of Congress elected thereto from this 
State. 

POM–269. A resolution adopted by the Sen-
ate of the State of Michigan urging the 
United States Congress to continue the 
Meals on Wheels program; to the Committee 
on Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs. 

SENATE RESOLUTION NO. 30 
Whereas, Meals on Wheels provide vital 

daily nutritional support to homebound low 
income seniors. Over 3 million seniors na-
tionwide and 300,000 in Michigan were served 
by Meals on Wheels last year; and 

Whereas, The federal budget proposal by 
President Trump would cut funding for the 
Meals on Wheels program. It would elimi-
nate the Community Development Block 
Grant program which provides a portion of 
funding for local and state programs. While 
the elimination of the Community Develop-
ment Block Grant could hurt many state 
Meals on Wheels programs, the most dra-
matic impact to the Meals on Wheels pro-
gram may occur as a result of proposed cuts 
to the federal Department of Health and 
Human Services budget. Within that depart-
ment, nutrition programs of the Older Amer-
icans Act provide support to Meals on 
Wheels chapters nationwide by covering ap-
proximately 30 percent of its costs; and 

Whereas, The benefit of this food delivery 
program extends beyond providing low in-
come seniors with essential daily nutrition. 
Studies have shown that homebound seniors 
who receive Meals on Wheels feel less loneli-
ness and isolation. The daily deliveries by a 
Meals on Wheels volunteer also enable sen-
iors to receive a well-being check and assist-
ance in the event of an emergency; and 

Whereas, Meals on Wheels is a cost-effec-
tive program that contributes to enabling 
seniors to stay in their homes, resulting in 
fewer nursing home admissions. Continuing 
this program benefits the lives of millions of 
senior and provides peace of mind to their 
families; now, therefore, be it 

Resolved by the Senate, That we urge the 
Congress of the United States to continue 
the Meals on Wheels program; and be it fur-
ther 

Resolved, That copies of this resolution be 
transmitted to the President of the United 
States Senate, the Speaker of the United 
States House of Representatives, and the 
members of the Michigan congressional dele-
gation Adopted by the Senate, June 12, 2018. 

POM–270. A resolution adopted by the Gen-
eral Assembly of the State of New Jersey 
urging the United States Congress and the 
President of the United States to fund the 
Federal Aviation Administration’s Drone 
Test Site Program; to the Committee on 
Commerce, Science, and Transportation. 

ASSEMBLY RESOLUTION NO. 29 
Whereas, The economic future of any soci-

ety depends on its ability to develop new 
technologies and pioneer emerging economic 
sectors; and 

Whereas, The civil and commercial use of 
unmanned aircraft systems, commonly re-
ferred to as drones, is one such emerging sec-
tor that is likely to shape future economies; 
and 

Whereas, Although the Federal Aviation 
Administration (FAA) published Part 107 of 
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the Federal Aviation Regulations (14 C.F.R. 
s.107 et seq. (2016)) in August 2016, which es-
tablished the first rules and regulations for 
commercial drone use in the United States, 
the technology’s commercial viability is still 
limited by the inability to fully integrate 
drones into the national airspace system; 
and 

Whereas, Integration into the national air-
space system, which would allow drones to 
reliably and safely share airspace with con-
ventional manned aircraft, requires the FAA 
to develop a variety of industry-specific air-
worthiness credentials, air traffic control 
communication procedures, and operational 
regulations, especially for drones that fly be-
yond the line-of-sight of the operator; and 

Whereas, Industry reports estimate that 
there will be roughly $82 billion in economic 
impact, including over 100,000 advanced man-
ufacturing jobs and $482 million in tax rev-
enue, created nationally within 11 years of 
the integration of drones into the national 
airspace system; and 

Whereas, To support this emerging sector, 
Congress passed the ‘‘FAA Modernization 
and Reform Act of 2012’’ (49 U.S.C. s.40101) 
which established several research and devel-
opment programs to support civil and com-
mercial drone technological advancement 
and lay the groundwork for airspace integra-
tion; and 

Whereas, Most importantly, the act estab-
lished a Drone Test Site Program in which 
six geographically diverse test sites were 
created to provide the research findings and 
operational experiences needed to ensure the 
safe and efficient integration of drones into 
national airspace; and 

Whereas, Through the ‘‘Mid-Atlantic Avia-
tion Partnership,’’ New Jersey, Virginia, and 
Maryland were selected to host a joint test 
site, with the Cape May Airport in Rio 
Grande, New Jersey serving as a primary re-
search facility; and 

Whereas, At this test site, leading re-
searchers from Rutgers University, Virginia 
Tech University, and the University of Mary-
land focus on developing airworthiness cer-
tification standards, beyond visual line-of- 
sight flight operations, and long-distance 
drone communication technology, all of 
which are necessary for the safe and efficient 
operation of drones; and 

Whereas, In addition to helping the United 
States become a global leader of civil and 
commercial drone technology, the Drone 
Test Site Program transforms New Jersey 
into a regional hub for this emerging eco-
nomic sector; and 

Whereas, Limited federal support for the 
program, however, now jeopardizes this 
bright economic future; and 

Whereas, Because test sites do not receive 
direct federal funding, most are forced to 
rent their facilities for industry drone flights 
in order to finance research operations; and 

Whereas, As a result, budgetary con-
straints make it difficult for test sites to 
conduct the extensive research that is need-
ed to safely and efficiently integrate drones 
into the national airspace system; and 

Whereas, Funding limitations, in turn, un-
dercut the ability of test sites to accomplish 
their original objective of supporting air-
space integration and delay the development 
of civil and commercial drone technology in 
the United States; and 

Whereas, Congressional funding for the 
FAA Drone Test Site Program could rectify 
this problem and ensure that the United 
States becomes a pioneer of civil and com-
mercial drone technology. Now, therefore, be 
it 

Resolved by the General Assembly of the State 
of New Jersey: 

1. This House respectfully urges Congress 
and the President of the United States to 

fund the Federal Aviation Administration’s 
Drone Test Site Program so that test sites 
are able to more effectively support drone 
integration into the national airspace sys-
tem and ensure that the United States be-
comes a world leader in civil and commercial 
drone technology. 

2. Copies of this resolution, as filed with 
the Secretary of State, shall be transmitted 
by the Clerk of the General Assembly to the 
President of the United States, the Majority 
and Minority Leaders of the United States 
Senate, the Speaker and Minority Leader of 
the United States House of Representatives, 
and each member of Congress elected from 
this State. 

POM–271. A resolution adopted by the Gen-
eral Assembly of the State of New Jersey 
urging the United States Congress to main-
tain the Northeast Gasoline Supply Reserve 
to ensure gasoline supply and distribution 
stability in the northeast region of the 
United States in the event of an emergency; 
to the Committee on Energy and Natural Re-
sources. 

ASSEMBLY RESOLUTION NO. 76 
Whereas, In 2012, Superstorm Sandy made 

landfall in the northeastern United States 
and caused heavy damage to two oil refin-
eries and left more than 40 petroleum termi-
nals in New York Harbor closed due to water 
damage and power loss; and 

Whereas, As a result of this storm damage 
and its impact on the gasoline supply and 
distribution chain, some gasoline stations 
were left without fuel for as long as 30 days; 
and 

Whereas, In response to Superstorm 
Sandy’s disruption of the northeast’s gaso-
line supply and distribution chain, the 
United States Department of Energy created 
the first federal regional refined petroleum 
product reserve containing gasoline called 
the Northeast Gasoline Supply Reserve 
(NGSR); and 

Whereas, The NGSR holds one million bar-
rels of gasoline in strategic locations in the 
New York Harbor area, the Boston, Massa-
chusetts area, and in South Portland, Maine; 
and 

Whereas, The NGSR creates a gasoline sup-
ply buffer large enough to allow the region 
to compensate for the initial impact of an 
event that disrupts the gasoline supply and 
distribution infrastructure until that infra-
structure can return to full operation; and 

Whereas, The federal budget proposed by 
the President of the United States rec-
ommends selling off the entire NGSR in the 
coming federal fiscal year; and 

Whereas, The sale of the NGSR would leave 
the northeast region of the United States at 
risk of another gasoline shortage in the 
event of an emergency that causes a disrup-
tion to gasoline supply and distribution in-
frastructure, affecting the mobility of peo-
ple, businesses, and emergency responders in 
the wake of a disaster; and 

Whereas, It is altogether fitting and prop-
er, and in the public interest, for this House 
to urge the President of the United States 
and Congress to maintain the NGSR for the 
safety and welfare of the residents and busi-
nesses located in the northeastern region of 
this country in the event of an emergency 
that disrupts the supply and distribution of 
gasoline; now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, by the General Assembly of the 
State of New Jersey: 

1. This House respectfully urges the Presi-
dent of the United States and Congress to 
maintain the Northeast Gasoline Supply Re-
serve to ensure gasoline supply and distribu-
tion stability in the northeast region of the 
United States in the event of an emergency. 

2. Copies of this resolution, as filed with 
the Secretary of State, shall be transmitted 

by the Clerk of the General Assembly to the 
President and the Vice President of the 
United States, the Majority and Minority 
Leaders of the United States Senate, the 
Speaker and Majority and Minority Leaders 
of the United States House of Representa-
tives, and every member of the United States 
Congress elected from this State. 

POM–272. A resolution adopted by the Sen-
ate of the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania 
urging the United States Congress to adopt 
the National Park Service’s recommendation 
to extend the Lewis and Clark National His-
toric Trail to include the additional sites 
along the Lewis and Clark Expedition’s East-
ern Legacy; to the Committee on Energy and 
Natural Resources. 

SENATE RESOLUTION NO. 326 
Whereas, The Lewis and Clark Expedition 

(Expedition) and the Corps of Discovery are 
nationally significant for their exploration 
of the Louisiana Territory and search for an 
all water route to the Pacific Ocean; and 

Whereas, Under orders by President Thom-
as Jefferson, the expedition was responsible 
for mapping the territory explored, as well 
as documenting new species of plants and 
animals and engaging with the Native Amer-
ican tribes they encountered; and 

Whereas, Although part of the route was 
unmapped territory, the Lewis and Clark Ex-
pedition was able to use maps provided to 
them by Native Americans, European explor-
ers and fur traders; and 

Whereas, Ultimately, the expedition was 
able to link routes and maps together to find 
passage from St. Louis to the Pacific Ocean, 
a feat that had never before been accom-
plished; and 

Whereas, In order to recognize the historic 
significance of the Lewis and Clark Expedi-
tion, the National Park Service previously 
designated a trail that runs from Wood 
River, Illinois, to the West Coast in Oregon 
and Washington; and 

Whereas, Public Law 110–229, passed by the 
Congress of the United States in 2008, au-
thorized the Secretary of the Interior to 
study additional sites associated with the 
preparation and return phases of the expedi-
tion, located in Pennsylvania, Virginia, the 
District of Columbia, Maryland, Delaware, 
West Virginia, Ohio, Kentucky, Tennessee, 
Indiana, Missouri and Illinois; and 

Whereas, Those sites were to be considered 
for inclusion in the ‘‘Eastern Legacy’’ of the 
expedition; and 

Whereas, The National Park Service evalu-
ated 25 distinct route segments used by the 
Corps of Discovery for the expedition to de-
termine if they met the criteria for national 
significance established by the National 
Trails System Act; and 

Whereas, In August 2016, the National Park 
Service published its Draft Lewis and Clark 
National Historic Trail Extension Study, 
finding that three sections met the criteria 
established for inclusion in the Lewis and 
Clark National Historic Trail; and 

Whereas, Those segments include the Ohio 
River, from Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania, to 
Louisville, Kentucky; from Louisville, Ken-
tucky, to the confluence with the Mississippi 
River; and from the Mississippi River’s con-
fluence with the Ohio River at Cairo, Illi-
nois, to Wood River, Illinois; and 

Whereas, A portion of the proposed exten-
sion of the Lewis and Clark National His-
toric Trail includes sites along the Ohio 
River in this Commonwealth; and 

Whereas, The inclusion of this segment 
along the Lewis and Clark National Historic 
Trail is not only historically significant and 
appropriate, but may have a positive eco-
nomic impact on those sites; therefore be it 

Resolved, That the Senate of the Common-
wealth of Pennsylvania urge the Congress of 
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the United States to adopt the National 
Park Service’s recommendation to extend 
the Lewis and Clark National Historic Trail 
to include the additional sites along the 
Lewis and Clark Expedition’s Eastern Leg-
acy; and be it further 

Resolved, That copies of this resolution be 
transmitted to the presiding officers of each 
chamber of Congress and to each member of 
Congress from Pennsylvania. 

POM–273. A resolution adopted by the Gen-
eral Assembly of the State of New Jersey 
condemning the federal government’s policy 
of separating immigrant children from their 
families at the United States’ border; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

ASSEMBLY RESOLUTION NO. 175 
Whereas, On April 6, 2018, the U.S. Depart-

ment of Justice enacted a ‘‘zero tolerance’’ 
policy under which all unauthorized cross-
ings at the Southwestern border of the 
United States will be treated as criminal of-
fenses, instead of civil offenses; and 

Whereas, These policies separate families 
crossing the border without authorization, 
since the parents are placed in criminal de-
tention centers while the children are taken 
into the care of the U.S. Department of 
Health and Human Services; and 

Whereas, These separations may last 
months, or even years, since the U.S. Depart-
ment of Justice and the U.S. Department of 
Health and Human Services have few proce-
dures in place to ensure the reunification of 
separated families; and 

Whereas, It has been reported that the mo-
tivation for these policies is not to maintain 
the safety of the children, but merely to 
deter persons from committing immigration 
violations; and 

Whereas, The American Academy of Pedi-
atrics, the American College of Physicians, 
and the American Psychiatric Association, 
together representing more than 250,000 doc-
tors in the United States, are requesting an 
immediate reversal of the ‘‘zero tolerance’’ 
policy citing irreversible health complica-
tions to the children; and 

Whereas, Experts find this policy is detri-
mental to the health of young children caus-
ing short-term developmental delays and 
long-term health concerns such as heart dis-
ease, cancer, and morbid obesity; and 

Whereas, Parent-child separation also in-
creases symptoms of anxiety and depression 
in adolescents, and young children whose 
parents were detained exhibit multiple be-
havioral changes, including anxiety, with-
drawal, numbing, anger, crying, changes in 
eating, sleeping, toileting, and changes in 
development and learning; and 

Whereas, This ‘‘zero tolerance’’ policy is 
medically unsound and should be considered 
nothing less than government-sanctioned 
child abuse; and 

Whereas, Separating children from their 
parents violates one of our society’s funda-
mental principles which is that, to the ex-
tent possible, children should not be pun-
ished for the sins of their parents; and 

Whereas, These policies also run counter to 
the interests of the State of New Jersey, 
which depends upon immigrants for its cul-
tural and economic growth; now, therefore, 

Be it resolved by the General Assembly of the 
State of New Jersey: 

1. This House condemns the federal govern-
ment’s policy of separating immigrant chil-
dren from their families and contends that 
the federal government’s actions are sanc-
tioned child abuse. 

2. Copies of this resolution, as filed with 
the Secretary of State, shall be transmitted 
by the Clerk of the General Assembly to the 
President and Vice President of the United 
States; the Majority and Minority Leaders of 

the United States Senate; the Speaker and 
Minority Leader of the United States House 
of Representatives; and every member of 
Congress elected from this State. 

POM–274. A resolution adopted by the 
Mayor and City Commission of the City of 
Miami Beach, Florida, condemning the de-
nial of access to government officials to im-
migration detention facilities and shelters 
for children for humanitarian inspections 
and purposes; to the Committee on Home-
land Security and Governmental Affairs. 

POM–275. A resolution adopted by the 
Mayor and City Commission of the City of 
Miami Beach, Florida, urging the President 
of the United States and the United States 
Congress to take immediate steps to reunite 
children separated from their parents due to 
immigration detentions, and to prohibit any 
future parent and child separations by 
United States immigration authorities; to 
the Committee on the Judiciary. 

POM–276. A resolution adopted by the 
Mayor and City Commission of the City of 
Miami Beach, Florida, urging the Depart-
ment of Health and Human Resources to pro-
vide and maintain adequate medical care, 
nutrition, housing, and educational stand-
ards in, and to permit access by elected fed-
eral representatives to, federal immigration 
detention centers and shelters for children; 
to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

f 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES 

The following reports of committees 
were submitted: 

By Mr. THUNE, from the Committee on 
Commerce, Science, and Transportation, 
without amendment: 

S. 3094. A bill to restrict the department in 
which the Coast Guard is operating from im-
plementing any rule requiring the use of bio-
metric readers for biometric transportation 
security cards until after submission to Con-
gress of the results of an assessment of the 
effectiveness of the transportation security 
card program (Rept. No. 115–305). 

f 

EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF 
COMMITTEES 

The following executive reports of 
nominations were submitted: 

By Mr. HATCH for the Committee on Fi-
nance. 

*Charles P. Rettig, of California, to be 
Commissioner of Internal Revenue for the 
term expiring November 12, 2022. 

By Mr. GRASSLEY for the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

Britt Cagle Grant, of Georgia, to be United 
States Circuit Judge for the Eleventh Cir-
cuit. 

David James Porter, of Pennsylvania, to be 
United States Circuit Judge for the Third 
Circuit. 

A. Marvin Quattlebaum, Jr., of South 
Carolina, to be United States Circuit Judge 
for the Fourth Circuit. 

Julius Ness Richardson, of South Carolina, 
to be United States Circuit Judge for the 
Fourth Circuit. 

Roy Kalman Altman, of Florida, to be 
United States District Judge for the South-
ern District of Florida. 

Raul M. Arias-Marxuach, of Puerto Rico, 
to be United States District Judge for the 
District of Puerto Rico. 

Rodolfo Armando Ruiz II, of Florida, to be 
United States District Judge for the South-
ern District of Florida. 

*Nomination was reported with rec-
ommendation that it be confirmed sub-

ject to the nominee’s commitment to 
respond to requests to appear and tes-
tify before any duly constituted com-
mittee of the Senate. 

(Nominations without an asterisk 
were reported with the recommenda-
tion that they be confirmed.) 

f 

INTRODUCTION OF BILLS AND 
JOINT RESOLUTIONS 

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

By Ms. WARREN (for herself, Mr. 
PORTMAN, Mrs. FISCHER, Mr. NELSON, 
and Mr. JONES): 

S. 3241. A bill to amend the 
Servicemembers Civil Relief Act to provide 
for the termination by a spouse of a lessee of 
certain leases when the lessee dies while in 
military service; to the Committee on Vet-
erans’ Affairs. 

By Mr. MERKLEY: 
S. 3242. A bill to establish an American 

Savings Account Fund and create a retire-
ment savings plan available to all employ-
ees, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Finance. 

By Mr. COTTON: 
S. 3243. A bill to impose sanctions with re-

spect to Iranian persons who engage in po-
litically-motivated harassment, abuse, ex-
tortion, or extended detention or trial of in-
dividuals in Iran, and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on Foreign Relations. 

By Mr. WHITEHOUSE: 
S. 3244. A bill to amend chapter 84 of title 

5, United States Code, to provide for a cor-
porate responsibility investment option 
under the Thrift Savings Plan; to the Com-
mittee on Homeland Security and Govern-
mental Affairs. 

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

S. 3245. A bill to require the Secretary of 
Agriculture to transfer certain National For-
est System land in the State of Texas; to the 
Committee on Energy and Natural Re-
sources. 

By Mr. HATCH (for himself, Mr. 
WYDEN, Mr. GRASSLEY, Ms. CANT-
WELL, Mr. ROBERTS, Mr. CARDIN, Mr. 
THUNE, Mr. BENNET, Mr. ISAKSON, Mr. 
WARNER, Mr. SCOTT, Mr. CASSIDY, and 
Mrs. MCCASKILL): 

S. 3246. A bill to provide enhanced protec-
tions for taxpayers from fraud and other ille-
gal activities, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Finance. 

By Mr. BOOZMAN (for himself, Mr. 
CARDIN, Mrs. SHAHEEN, and Mr. 
RUBIO): 

S. 3247. A bill to improve programs and ac-
tivities relating to women’s entrepreneur-
ship and economic empowerment that are 
carried out by the United States Agency for 
International Development, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Foreign Rela-
tions. 

By Mr. CORKER (for himself, Mr. 
MENENDEZ, Mr. LANKFORD, Mr. 
TILLIS, Mrs. SHAHEEN, and Mr. NEL-
SON): 

S. 3248. A bill to restrict the provision by 
international financial institutions of loans 
and financial and technical assistance to the 
Government of Turkey, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Foreign Rela-
tions. 

By Mr. LEE: 
S. 3249. A bill to amend title 28, United 

States Code, to modify the amount in con-
troversy requirement and remove the com-
plete diversity requirement; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary. 
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By Ms. HARRIS (for herself, Mrs. FEIN-

STEIN, Mr. BLUMENTHAL, and Ms. HAS-
SAN): 

S. 3250. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to allow for a credit 
against tax for rent paid on the personal res-
idence of the taxpayer; to the Committee on 
Finance. 

By Mr. PETERS (for himself, Mr. 
LANKFORD, and Mr. PAUL): 

S. 3251. A bill to require executive agencies 
to consider rental in any analysis for equip-
ment acquisition, and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on Homeland Security and 
Governmental Affairs. 

By Mr. HATCH: 
S. 3252. A bill to amend title 23, United 

States Code, to modify requirements relat-
ing to reservation of funds for failure to 
enact or enforce open container laws and re-
peat intoxicated driver laws, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Environment 
and Public Works. 

By Mr. CASEY (for himself, Mr. ISAK-
SON, Mr. CARDIN, and Mr. CASSIDY): 

S. 3253. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to provide authority to add 
additional vaccines to the list of taxable vac-
cines; to the Committee on Finance. 

By Mr. RUBIO (for himself and Ms. 
KLOBUCHAR): 

S. 3254. A bill to amend title 18, United 
States Code, to establish criminal penalties 
for unlawful payments for referrals to recov-
ery homes and clinical treatment facilities; 
to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

f 

SUBMISSION OF CONCURRENT AND 
SENATE RESOLUTIONS 

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

By Mr. MANCHIN (for himself, Mr. 
CASEY, Ms. HEITKAMP, Mr. BROWN, 
Mr. DONNELLY, Mrs. MCCASKILL, Mr. 
TESTER, Ms. CORTEZ MASTO, Mr. CAR-
PER, Ms. BALDWIN, Mr. LEAHY, Mr. 
UDALL, Mr. JONES, Mr. WYDEN, Mr. 
NELSON, Mr. REED, Mr. BLUMENTHAL, 
Ms. CANTWELL, Mr. MENENDEZ, Mr. 
SANDERS, Ms. HARRIS, Ms. HIRONO, 
Mr. VAN HOLLEN, Mr. CARDIN, Mr. 
BOOKER, Ms. HASSAN, Mr. DURBIN, 
Mrs. GILLIBRAND, Mrs. SHAHEEN, Mr. 
MARKEY, Mr. HEINRICH, Ms. WARREN, 
Mr. PETERS, Mr. KAINE, Mr. COONS, 
Mr. WARNER, Mr. MURPHY, Ms. 
DUCKWORTH, Mrs. FEINSTEIN, Mr. 
MERKLEY, Mr. SCHATZ, Mr. SCHUMER, 
Ms. SMITH, Ms. STABENOW, Mr. 
WHITEHOUSE, Ms. KLOBUCHAR, Mrs. 
MURRAY, Mr. KING, and Mr. BENNET): 

S. Res. 581. A resolution authorizing the 
Senate Legal Counsel to represent the Sen-
ate in Texas v. United States, No. 4:18-cv- 
00167-O (N.D. Tex.); to the Committee on 
Rules and Administration. 

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

S. Res. 582. A resolution protecting Amer-
ican democracy; to the Committee on For-
eign Relations. 

By Mr. FLAKE (for himself and Mr. 
COONS): 

S. Res. 583. A resolution commending the 
Department of Justice for its investigation 
into the interference by the Russian Federa-
tion in the 2016 United States presidential 
election, and maintaining that the Russian 
Federation must be held accountable for its 
actions; to the Committee on Foreign Rela-
tions. 

By Mr. SCHUMER (for himself, Mr. 
MENENDEZ, Mr. DURBIN, Mr. SCHATZ, 
Mr. REED, Mr. LEAHY, Mrs. FEIN-

STEIN, Mrs. MURRAY, Mr. WHITE-
HOUSE, Mr. MANCHIN, Mr. CASEY, and 
Mr. BLUMENTHAL): 

S. Res. 584. A resolution expressing the 
sense of the Senate against the making 
available of current and former diplomats, 
officials, and members of the Armed Forces 
of the United States for questioning by the 
government of Vladimir Putin; considered 
and agreed to. 

By Mr. NELSON (for himself, Mr. 
RUBIO, Mr. WARNER, and Mr. KAINE): 

S. Res. 585. A resolution commemorating 
the 50th anniversary of the commissioning of 
the USS John F. Kennedy; to the Committee 
on Armed Services. 

By Mrs. GILLIBRAND (for herself and 
Mr. NELSON): 

S. Res. 586. A resolution honoring the 170th 
anniversary of the first women’s rights con-
vention held in the United States in Seneca 
Falls, New York; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

f 

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS 

S. 26 

At the request of Mr. WYDEN, the 
name of the Senator from California 
(Ms. HARRIS) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 26, a bill to amend the Ethics in 
Government Act of 1978 to require the 
disclosure of certain tax returns by 
Presidents and certain candidates for 
the office of the President, and for 
other purposes. 

S. 266 

At the request of Mr. HATCH, the 
name of the Senator from Iowa (Mrs. 
ERNST) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
266, a bill to award the Congressional 
Gold Medal to Anwar Sadat in recogni-
tion of his heroic achievements and 
courageous contributions to peace in 
the Middle East. 

S. 802 

At the request of Mr. BROWN, the 
names of the Senator from Oregon (Mr. 
WYDEN), the Senator from New Hamp-
shire (Ms. HASSAN), the Senator from 
Maryland (Mr. CARDIN) and the Senator 
from Montana (Mr. TESTER) were added 
as cosponsors of S. 802, a bill to award 
a Congressional Gold Medal in honor of 
Lawrence Eugene ‘‘Larry’’ Doby in rec-
ognition of his achievements and con-
tributions to American major league 
athletics, civil rights, and the Armed 
Forces during World War II. 

S. 1113 

At the request of Mrs. FEINSTEIN, the 
name of the Senator from Maine (Mr. 
KING) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
1113, a bill to amend the Federal Food, 
Drug, and Cosmetic Act to ensure the 
safety of cosmetics. 

S. 1353 

At the request of Mr. LEAHY, the 
name of the Senator from Connecticut 
(Mr. BLUMENTHAL) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 1353, a bill to require 
States to automatically register eligi-
ble voters to vote in elections for Fed-
eral offices, and for other purposes. 

S. 1730 

At the request of Ms. COLLINS, the 
names of the Senator from Arkansas 
(Mr. COTTON) and the Senator from 
New York (Mrs. GILLIBRAND) were 

added as cosponsors of S. 1730, a bill to 
implement policies to end preventable 
maternal, newborn, and child deaths 
globally. 

S. 1880 
At the request of Mr. UDALL, the 

name of the Senator from Connecticut 
(Mr. BLUMENTHAL) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 1880, a bill to reform our 
government, reduce the grip of special 
interest, and return our democracy to 
the American people by increasing 
transparency and oversight of our elec-
tions and government, reforming pub-
lic financing for Presidential and Con-
gressional elections, and requiring 
States to conduct Congressional redis-
tricting through independent commis-
sions, and for other purposes. 

S. 2009 
At the request of Mr. MURPHY, the 

name of the Senator from Hawaii (Mr. 
SCHATZ) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
2009, a bill to require a background 
check for every firearm sale. 

S. 2101 
At the request of Mr. DONNELLY, the 

names of the Senator from Minnesota 
(Ms. SMITH), the Senator from Min-
nesota (Ms. KLOBUCHAR) and the Sen-
ator from Ohio (Mr. BROWN) were added 
as cosponsors of S. 2101, a bill to award 
a Congressional Gold Medal, collec-
tively, to the crew of the USS Indian-
apolis, in recognition of their persever-
ance, bravery, and service to the 
United States. 

S. 2554 
At the request of Ms. COLLINS, the 

names of the Senator from Alaska (Ms. 
MURKOWSKI) and the Senator from New 
Jersey (Mr. MENENDEZ) were added as 
cosponsors of S. 2554, a bill to ensure 
that health insurance issuers and 
group health plans do not prohibit 
pharmacy providers from providing 
certain information to enrollees. 

S. 2568 
At the request of Mr. PORTMAN, the 

name of the Senator from Idaho (Mr. 
RISCH) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
2568, a bill to amend section 5000A of 
the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 to 
provide an additional religious exemp-
tion from the individual health cov-
erage mandate, and for other purposes. 

S. 2593 
At the request of Mr. LANKFORD, the 

names of the Senator from Kansas (Mr. 
MORAN) and the Senator from Maine 
(Mr. KING) were added as cosponsors of 
S. 2593, a bill to protect the adminis-
tration of Federal elections against cy-
bersecurity threats. 

S. 2602 
At the request of Mr. BARRASSO, the 

name of the Senator from West Vir-
ginia (Mr. MANCHIN) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 2602, a bill to support car-
bon dioxide utilization and direct air 
capture research, to facilitate the per-
mitting and development of carbon 
capture, utilization, and sequestration 
projects and carbon dioxide pipelines, 
and for other purposes. 

S. 2780 
At the request of Mr. GARDNER, the 

name of the Senator from Florida (Mr. 
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RUBIO) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
2780, a bill to require a determination 
on designation of the Russian Federa-
tion as a state sponsor of terrorism. 

S. 2843 

At the request of Mr. NELSON, the 
name of the Senator from Michigan 
(Ms. STABENOW) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 2843, a bill to amend title 
XVIII of the Social Security Act to 
provide for the distribution of addi-
tional residency positions to help com-
bat the opioid crisis. 

S. 2945 

At the request of Mr. YOUNG, the 
name of the Senator from Missouri 
(Mr. BLUNT) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 2945, a bill to authorize the Sec-
retary of Housing and Urban Develop-
ment to carry out a housing choice 
voucher mobility demonstration to en-
courage families receiving the voucher 
assistance to move to lower-poverty 
areas and expand access to opportunity 
areas. 

S. 3063 

At the request of Mr. BARRASSO, the 
names of the Senator from Indiana 
(Mr. YOUNG), the Senator from Iowa 
(Mr. GRASSLEY) and the Senator from 
Texas (Mr. CRUZ) were added as cospon-
sors of S. 3063, a bill to delay the reim-
position of the annual fee on health in-
surance providers until after 2020. 

S. 3128 

At the request of Mr. KENNEDY, the 
name of the Senator from Florida (Mr. 
NELSON) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
3128, a bill to reauthorize the National 
Flood Insurance Program. 

S. 3172 

At the request of Mr. PORTMAN, the 
name of the Senator from Nevada (Mr. 
HELLER) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
3172, a bill to amend title 54, United 
States Code, to establish, fund, and 
provide for the use of amounts in a Na-
tional Park Service Legacy Restora-
tion Fund to address the maintenance 
backlog of the National Park Service, 
and for other purposes. 

S. 3233 

At the request of Mr. MENENDEZ, the 
name of the Senator from Louisiana 
(Mr. CASSIDY) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 3233, a bill to impose sanctions 
with respect to persons responsible for 
violence and human rights abuses in 
Nicaragua, and for other purposes. 

S. RES. 525 

At the request of Mr. GRASSLEY, the 
names of the Senator from Kansas (Mr. 
ROBERTS) and the Senator from Vir-
ginia (Mr. KAINE) were added as co-
sponsors of S. Res. 525, a resolution 
designating September 2018 as National 
Democracy Month as a time to reflect 
on the contributions of the system of 
government of the United States to a 
more free and stable world. 

f 

STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED 
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS 

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

S. 3245. A bill to require the Sec-
retary of Agriculture to transfer cer-
tain National Forest System land in 
the State of Texas; to the Committee 
on Energy and Natural Resources. 

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

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

S. 3245 

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 ‘‘Lake Fannin 
Conveyance Act’’. 

SEC. 2. DEFINITIONS. 

In this Act: 
(1) COUNTY.—The term ‘‘County’’ means 

the Fannin County, Texas. 
(2) MAP.—The term ‘‘map’’ means the map 

entitled ‘‘Lake Fannin Conveyance’’ and 
dated November 21, 2013. 

(3) NATIONAL FOREST SYSTEM LAND.—The 
term ‘‘National Forest System land’’ means 
the approximately 2,025 acres of National 
Forest System land generally depicted on 
the map. 

(4) SECRETARY.—The term ‘‘Secretary’’ 
means the Secretary of Agriculture, acting 
through the Chief of the Forest Service. 

SEC. 3. CONVEYANCE OF LAND AND IMPROVE-
MENTS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subject to the require-
ments of this section, if the County submits 
to the Secretary a written request for con-
veyance of the National Forest System land 
not later than 180 days after the date of en-
actment of this Act, the Secretary shall con-
vey to the County all right, title, and inter-
est of the United States in and to the Na-
tional Forest System land. 

(b) MAP.— 
(1) AVAILABILITY OF MAP.—The map shall 

be kept on file and available for public in-
spection in the appropriate office of the For-
est Service. 

(2) CORRECTION OF ERRORS.—The Secretary 
may correct minor errors in the map. 

(c) TERMS AND CONDITIONS.—The convey-
ance under subsection (a) shall be— 

(1) subject to valid existing rights; 
(2) made without consideration; 
(3) made by quitclaim deed; and 
(4) subject to any other terms and condi-

tions the Secretary determines appropriate 
to protect the interests of the United States. 

(d) USE.—As a condition of the conveyance 
under subsection (a), the County shall agree 
to manage the land conveyed under that sub-
section for a public purpose. 

(e) COSTS.—As a condition of the convey-
ance under subsection (a), the County shall 
pay for all costs associated with the convey-
ance, including the costs of— 

(1) the survey required under subsection 
(f); and 

(2) any environmental analysis and re-
source surveys required under Federal law. 

(f) SURVEY.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—The actual acreage and 

legal description of the National Forest Sys-
tem land to be conveyed under subsection (a) 
shall be determined by a survey satisfactory 
to the Secretary. 

(2) CADASTRAL SURVEYS.—The Secretary 
may perform and approve any cadastral sur-
veys required to be conducted as part of a 
survey under paragraph (1). 

SUBMITTED RESOLUTIONS 

SENATE RESOLUTION 581—AU-
THORIZING THE SENATE LEGAL 
COUNSEL TO REPRESENT THE 
SENATE IN TEXAS V. UNITED 
STATES, NO. 4:18–CV–00167–O (N.D. 
TEX.) 

Mr. MANCHIN (for himself, Mr. 
CASEY, Ms. HEITKAMP, Mr. BROWN, Mr. 
DONNELLY, Mrs. MCCASKILL, Mr. 
TESTER, Ms. CORTEZ MASTO, Mr. CAR-
PER, Ms. BALDWIN, Mr. LEAHY, Mr. 
UDALL, Mr. JONES, Mr. WYDEN, Mr. 
NELSON, Mr. REED, Mr. BLUMENTHAL, 
Ms. CANTWELL, Mr. MENENDEZ, Mr. 
SANDERS, Ms. HARRIS, Ms. HIRONO, Mr. 
VAN HOLLEN, Mr. CARDIN, Mr. BOOKER, 
Ms. HASSAN, Mr. DURBIN, Mrs. GILLI-
BRAND, Mrs. SHAHEEN, Mr. MARKEY, Mr. 
HEINRICH, Ms. WARREN, Mr. PETERS, 
Mr. KAINE, Mr. COONS, Mr. WARNER, 
Mr. MURPHY, Ms. DUCKWORTH, Mrs. 
FEINSTEIN, Mr. MERKLEY, Mr. SCHATZ, 
Mr. SCHUMER, Ms. SMITH, Ms. STABE-
NOW, Mr. WHITEHOUSE, Ms. KLOBUCHAR, 
Mrs. MURRAY, Mr. KING, and Mr. BEN-
NET) submitted the following resolu-
tion; which was referred to the Com-
mittee on Rules and Administration: 

S. RES. 581 

Whereas Texas, Wisconsin, Alabama, Ar-
kansas, Arizona, Florida, Georgia, Indiana, 
Kansas, Louisiana, Paul LePage (Governor of 
Maine), Mississippi (by and through Gov-
ernor Phil Bryant), Missouri, Nebraska, 
North Dakota, South Carolina, South Da-
kota, Tennessee, Utah, and West Virginia 
have filed suit in the United States District 
Court for the Northern District of Texas, ar-
guing that the Patient Protection and Af-
fordable Care Act (Public Law 111–148; 124 
Stat. 119), is unconstitutional and should be 
enjoined, by asserting that the Act’s require-
ment to maintain minimum essential cov-
erage (commonly known as the ‘‘individual 
responsibility provision’’) in section 5000A(a) 
of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986, is un-
constitutional following the amendment of 
that provision by the Act to provide for rec-
onciliation pursuant to titles II and V of the 
concurrent resolution on the budget for fis-
cal year 2018 (Public Law 115–97) (commonly 
known as the ‘‘Tax Cuts and Jobs Act’’); 

Whereas these State and individual plain-
tiffs also seek to strike down the entire Pa-
tient Protection and Affordable Care Act as 
not severable from the individual responsi-
bility provision; 

Whereas on June 7, 2018, the Department of 
Justice refused to defend the constitu-
tionality of the amended individual responsi-
bility provision, despite the well-established 
duty of the Department to defend Federal 
statutes where reasonable arguments can be 
made in their defense; and 

Whereas the Department of Justice not 
only refused to defend the amended indi-
vidual responsibility provision, but it affirm-
atively argued that this provision is uncon-
stitutional and that the provisions of the Pa-
tient Protection and Affordable Care Act 
guaranteeing issuance of insurance coverage 
regardless of health status or pre-existing 
conditions (commonly known as the ‘‘guar-
anteed issue provision’’), sections 2702, 2704, 
and 2705(a) of the Public Health Service Act 
(42 U.S.C. 300gg–1, 300gg–3, 300gg–4(a)), and 
prohibiting discriminatory premium rates 
(commonly known as the ‘‘community rating 
provision’’), sections 2701 and 2705(b) of the 
Public Health Service Act (42 U.S.C. 
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300gg(a)(1), 300gg–4(b)) must now be struck 
down as not severable from the individual re-
sponsibility provision: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Senate Legal Counsel is 
authorized to represent the Senate in Texas 
v. United States, No. 4:18–cv–00167–O (N.D. 
Tex.), including seeking to— 

(1) intervene as a party in the matter; and 
(2) defend all provisions of the Patient Pro-

tection and Affordable Care Act, the amend-
ments made by that Act to other provisions 
of law, and any amendments to such provi-
sions, including the provisions ensuring af-
fordable health coverage for those with pre- 
existing conditions. 

f 

SENATE RESOLUTION 582—PRO-
TECTING AMERICAN DEMOCRACY 

Mr. SANDERS (for himself and Mr. 
WHITEHOUSE) submitted the following 
resolution; which was referred to the 
Committee on Foreign Relations: 

S. RES. 582 

Whereas Senator John McCain stated, ‘‘[It] 
was one of the most disgraceful perform-
ances by an American president in memory. 
The damage inflicted by President Trump’s 
naiveté, egotism, false equivalence, and sym-
pathy for autocrats is difficult to calculate. 
But it is clear that the summit in Helsinki 
was a tragic mistake.’’; 

Whereas, on July 17, 2018, in response to 
the international backlash, President 
Trump, while claiming he misspoke and 
blaming the media for reporting what he 
said, still sowed doubt about the electoral in-
terference by the Russian Federation by 
claiming it ‘‘could be other people also’’ and 
not just the Russian Federation; 

Whereas the United States faces an unprec-
edented situation in which the President of 
the United States refuses to acknowledge an 
attack on the democracy of the United 
States; 

Whereas the Russian Federation has been 
interfering not only in the elections of the 
United States, but also in the elections of 
other democracies, such as the United King-
dom, France, and Germany, to name a few; 

Whereas the goal of the Russian Federa-
tion is to advance its own interests by weak-
ening the transatlantic alliance of democ-
racies that arose after the Second World 
War, while also inflaming internal divisions 
in each of those countries; 

Whereas, on July 13, 2018, Special Counsel 
Robert Mueller announced indictments of 12 
members of the military intelligence service 
of the Russian Federation known as the 
Glavnoe Razvedyvatel’noe Upravlenie (re-
ferred to in this preamble as the ‘‘GRU’’); 

Whereas, on July 13, 2018, Director of Na-
tional Intelligence Dan Coats raised the 
alarm on growing cyberattack threats 
against the United States in a range of 
areas, including Federal, State, and local 
government agencies, the military, business, 
and academia, stating that the situation is 
at a ‘‘critical point’’, adding, ‘‘In regards to 
state actions, Russia has been the most ag-
gressive foreign actor. No question. And they 
continue their efforts to undermine our de-
mocracy.’’, and comparing the warning signs 
to the signs the United States faced ahead of 
the September 11, 2001, terrorist attacks; 

Whereas the cyberattacks by the Russian 
Federation represent a threat to the demo-
cratic system of the United States and the 
democratic systems of the allies of the 
United States; 

Whereas, domestically, President Putin 
has undermined democracy in the Russian 
Federation, crushing free speech, jailing po-
litical opponents, harassing and assassi-
nating journalists who criticize him, and in-

creasingly persecuting ethnic and religious 
minorities and lesbian, gay, bisexual, 
transgender, and queer citizens; 

Whereas, in terms of foreign policy, the 
Russian Federation has meddled in the elec-
tions of democratic countries, stoking polit-
ical tensions by promoting hatred and sus-
picion of immigrants and minorities, and 
trying to undermine longstanding alliances 
between democratic allies; 

Whereas, in 2014, in violation of inter-
national law, the Russian Federation in-
vaded neighboring Ukraine, and annexed the 
Crimea region; 

Whereas the Russian Federation has assas-
sinated political opponents abroad, most re-
cently through the use of poison in Salis-
bury, England, on a former spy and his 
daughter, an atrocious chemical attack that 
endangered the lives of hundreds of civilians 
and which, according to news reports, the 
Government of the United Kingdom con-
cluded was likely carried out by the GRU; 
and 

Whereas President Trump had an oppor-
tunity to raise the issues described in the 
preceding clauses with President Putin at 
the July 16, 2018, summit in Helsinki, Fin-
land, but chose not to: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Senate— 
(1) accepts the assessment of the United 

States intelligence community with regard 
to interference by the Russian Federation in 
elections in the United States and in other 
democracies; 

(2) must move aggressively to protect the 
election systems of the United States from 
interference by the Russian Federation or 
any other foreign power, and work closely 
with the democratic partners of the United 
States to do the same for elections in those 
countries; 

(3) demands that the sanctions against the 
Russian Federation that were enacted in the 
Countering America’s Adversaries Through 
Sanctions Act (Public Law 115–44; 131 Stat. 
886) be fully implemented by the President; 

(4) will not accept any interference with 
the ongoing investigation of Special Counsel 
Robert Mueller, such as the offer of preemp-
tive pardons or the firing of Deputy Attor-
ney General Rod Rosenstein; and 

(5) declares that the President must co-
operate with the investigation of Special 
Counsel Mueller. 

f 

SENATE RESOLUTION 583—COM-
MENDING THE DEPARTMENT OF 
JUSTICE FOR ITS INVESTIGA-
TION INTO THE INTERFERENCE 
BY THE RUSSIAN FEDERATION 
IN THE 2016 UNITED STATES 
PRESIDENTIAL ELECTION, AND 
MAINTAINING THAT THE RUS-
SIAN FEDERATION MUST BE 
HELD ACCOUNTABLE FOR ITS 
ACTIONS 

Mr. FLAKE (for himself and Mr. 
COONS) submitted the following resolu-
tion; which was referred to the Com-
mittee on Foreign Relations: 

S. RES. 583 

Whereas, on July 13, 2018, an investigation 
of the Department of Justice resulted in the 
indictment of 12 officials of the Government 
of the Russian Federation for interfering 
with the 2016 United States presidential elec-
tion; 

Whereas, on July 13, 2018, when speaking 
about the digital infrastructure of the 
United States being under attack from for-
eign actors, Director of National Intelligence 
Dan Coats stated, ‘‘In regards to state ac-
tions, Russia has been the most aggressive 

foreign actor. No question. And they con-
tinue their efforts to undermine our democ-
racy.’’; and 

Whereas, on July 16, 2018, in a joint press 
conference in Helsinki, Finland, the Presi-
dent of the Russian Federation, Vladimir 
Putin, denied that the Russian Federation 
interfered in the 2016 United States presi-
dential election: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Senate— 
(1) commends the Department of Justice 

for its thorough investigation into the inter-
ference in the 2016 United States presidential 
election, which resulted in the indictment of 
12 intelligence officers of the Government of 
the Russian Federation; 

(2) agrees with the assessment of the 
United States intelligence community that 
the Russian Federation interfered with the 
2016 United States presidential election, and 
rejects the Russian Federation’s denial of 
such involvement; 

(3) reaffirms its position that the Russian 
Federation must be held accountable for 
interfering in the 2016 United States presi-
dential election; 

(4) calls upon relevant committees of the 
Senate to exercise congressional oversight, 
including prompt hearings and the release of 
relevant notes and information, to better un-
derstand the impact of the recent summit in 
Helsinki, Finland, on the foreign policy and 
national security of the United States; and 

(5) calls for the immediate and full imple-
mentation of mandatory sanctions provided 
for in the Countering America’s Adversaries 
Through Sanctions Act (Public Law 115-44; 
131 Stat. 886), which passed the Senate 98–2, 
to deter and punish election interference by 
the Russian Federation. 

f 

SENATE RESOLUTION 584—EX-
PRESSING THE SENSE OF THE 
SENATE AGAINST THE MAKING 
AVAILABLE OF CURRENT AND 
FORMER DIPLOMATS, OFFICIALS, 
AND MEMBERS OF THE ARMED 
FORCES OF THE UNITED STATES 
FOR QUESTIONING BY THE GOV-
ERNMENT OF VLADIMIR PUTIN 

Mr. SCHUMER (for himself, Mr. 
MENENDEZ, Mr. DURBIN, Mr. SCHATZ, 
Mr. REED, Mr. LEAHY, Mrs. FEINSTEIN, 
Mrs. MURRAY, Mr. WHITEHOUSE, Mr. 
MANCHIN, Mr. CASEY, and Mr. 
BLUMENTHAL) submitted the following 
resolution; which was considered and 
agreed to: 

S. RES. 584 
Resolved, That it is the sense of the Senate 

that the United States should refuse to make 
available any current or former diplomat, 
civil servant, political appointee, law en-
forcement official, or member of the Armed 
Forces of the United States for questioning 
by the government of Vladimir Putin. 

f 

SENATE RESOLUTION 585—COM-
MEMORATING THE 50TH ANNI-
VERSARY OF THE COMMIS-
SIONING OF THE USS JOHN F. 
KENNEDY 

Mr. NELSON (for himself, Mr. RUBIO, 
Mr. WARNER, and Mr. KAINE) submitted 
the following resolution; which was re-
ferred to the Committee on Armed 
Services: 

S. RES. 585 

Whereas the USS John F. Kennedy (CV–67) 
was named in honor of the 35th president of 
the United States; 
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Whereas, on May 27, 1967, President John 

F. Kennedy’s 9-year-old daughter, Caroline 
Kennedy, christened the USS John F. Ken-
nedy at the Newport News Shipbuilding and 
Drydock Company in Newport News, Vir-
ginia; 

Whereas, on September 7, 1968, during the 
height of the Cold War, the USS John F. 
Kennedy entered service at its home port of 
Naval Station Norfolk in Norfolk, Virginia, 
as the only ship of her class and the last con-
ventionally powered carrier built for the 
United States Navy; 

Whereas the USS John F. Kennedy was a 
stalwart for the Atlantic Fleet of the United 
States Navy, sailing to Europe, Africa, and 
the Middle East, and across the Arctic and 
Pacific Oceans; 

Whereas, on March 28, 1977, the USS John 
F. Kennedy became the first United States 
aircraft carrier to make a port call at 
Dubrovnik, Yugoslavia; 

Whereas, on December 4, 1983, the USS 
John F. Kennedy launched 10 aircraft to 
bomb Syrian anti-aircraft and artillery posi-
tions near Hammana, Lebanon, in response 
to attacks against aircraft of the United 
States Armed Forces; 

Whereas, on July 3 and 4, 1986, the USS 
John F. Kennedy hosted more than 8,000 peo-
ple during the International Naval Review 
honoring the 100th anniversary of the Statue 
of Liberty and hosted President Ronald 
Reagan on Independence Day; 

Whereas, on January 4, 1989, the USS John 
F. Kennedy launched two F–14 aircraft from 
Fighter Squadron 32 to intercept and destroy 
2 hostile MiG–23s from the Libyan Air Force; 

Whereas, on December 29, 1990, the USS 
John F. Kennedy entered port in Jeddah, 
Saudi Arabia, as the first United States air-
craft carrier to visit Saudi Arabia; 

Whereas, on January 17, 1991, the USS 
John F. Kennedy launched its first strikes in 
Operation Desert Storm as part of a multi- 
country coalition to drive the military of 
Iraq out of neighboring Kuwait; 

Whereas, from the beginning of hostilities 
on January 16, 1991, to their cessation on 
February 28, 1991, the USS John F. Kennedy 
launched 2,895 aircraft sorties, which struck 
114 targets, delivered 3,500,000 pounds of ord-
nance, and provided 11,263 aircraft combat 
hours; 

Whereas, on September 22, 1995, the USS 
John F. Kennedy was transferred to Naval 
Station Mayport in Jacksonville, Florida, as 
the new home port of the vessel; 

Whereas, on November 1, 1999, the USS 
John F. Kennedy became the first United 
States aircraft carrier to make a port call in 
Al Aqabah, Jordan, and hosted the King of 
Jordan; 

Whereas, on September 11, 2001, the USS 
John F. Kennedy was called upon to secure 
the mid-Atlantic seaboard to ‘‘help calm a 
fearful and shocked nation’’; 

Whereas, from March 11 to July 17, 2002, 
the USS John F. Kennedy deployed and 
launched strikes in support of Operation En-
during Freedom, and those strikes dropped 
64,000 pounds of ordnance on Taliban and Al 
Qaeda targets; 

Whereas, from July 10 to November 20, 
2004, the USS John F. Kennedy deployed in 
support of Operation Iraqi Freedom and 
launched 8,296 aircraft sorties, which dropped 
54,000 pounds of ordnance; 

Whereas, on December 13, 2004, the USS 
John F. Kennedy returned from its 21st and 
final deployment; 

Whereas the USS John F. Kennedy was de-
commissioned at her final homeport of Naval 
Station Mayport in Jacksonville, Florida, on 
March 23, 2007, stricken from the Naval Ves-
sel Register on October 16, 2009, and lays in 
wait at Philadelphia, Pennsylvania, pending 

final disposition or the call to serve again in 
the United States Navy; and 

Whereas, from August 23 to 26, 2018, the 
former crews and supporters of the USS John 
F. Kennedy will meet in Norfolk, Virginia, to 
honor the 50th anniversary of the commis-
sioning of the vessel: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Senate— 
(1) recognizes the 50th anniversary of the 

commissioning of the USS John F. Kennedy 
(CV–67); and 

(2) honors the USS John F. Kennedy, its 
crew, and all of the courageous sailors and 
Marines of the United States who have 
served on board in the past. 

f 

SENATE RESOLUTION 586—HON-
ORING THE 170TH ANNIVERSARY 
OF THE FIRST WOMEN’S RIGHTS 
CONVENTION HELD IN THE 
UNITED STATES IN SENECA 
FALLS, NEW YORK 

Mrs. GILLIBRAND (for herself and 
Mr. NELSON) submitted the following 
resolution; which was referred to the 
Committee on the Judiciary: 

S. RES. 586 

Whereas 2018 marks the 170th anniversary 
of the first women’s rights convention held 
in the United States in Seneca Falls, New 
York, organized by Elizabeth Cady Stanton 
and Lucretia Mott; 

Whereas the momentum created by orga-
nized women in the 1800s led to the first 
women’s rights convention and the passing 
of the Declaration of Sentiments in Seneca 
Falls, New York; 

Whereas, at Seneca Falls, New York, 68 
women and 32 men signed the Declaration of 
Sentiments, a plea for the end of discrimina-
tion against women; 

Whereas the Declaration of Sentiments of-
fered at Seneca Falls, New York, was mod-
eled after the Declaration of Independence 
and declared that ‘‘all men and women are 
created equal’’, linking women’s rights di-
rectly to the founding ideals of the United 
States; 

Whereas women’s suffrage activists tire-
lessly worked together to form organizations 
that raised public awareness, resulting in the 
adoption of the 19th Amendment to the Con-
stitution of the United States in 1920, guar-
anteeing all women of the United States the 
right to vote; 

Whereas, in 2018, women have made giant 
leaps in the cause for gender equality, yet 
still struggle daily for equal treatment; 

Whereas women of the United States earn 
only 80 cents for every dollar earned by men 
of the United States; 

Whereas women constitute 50.8 percent of 
the population of the United States but only 
20 percent of the 115th Congress; and 

Whereas empowering women offers tremen-
dous opportunity for economic and social 
progress: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Senate— 
(1) recognizes the importance of the 170th 

anniversary of the first women’s rights con-
vention held in the United States; 

(2) promotes meaningful participation of 
women in every sector of society; and 

(3) supports policy measures that promote 
gender equality and the empowerment of 
women. 

f 

AUTHORITY FOR COMMITTEES TO 
MEET 

Mr. TILLIS. Mr. President, I have 7 
requests for committees to meet during 
today’s session of the Senate. They 

have the approval of the Majority and 
Minority leaders. 

Pursuant to rule XXVI, paragraph 
5(a), of the Standing Rules of the Sen-
ate, the following committees are au-
thorized to meet during today’s session 
of the Senate: 
COMMITTEE ON BANKING, HOUSING, AND URBAN 

AFFAIRS 
The Committee on Banking, Housing, 

and Urban Affairs is authorized to 
meet during the session of the Senate 
on Thursday, July 19, 2018, at 10 a.m., 
to conduct a hearing on the following 
nominations: Kathleen Laura 
Kraninger, of Ohio, to be Director, Bu-
reau of Consumer Financial Protec-
tion, and Kimberly A. Reed, of West 
Virginia, to be President of the Export- 
Import Bank of the United States. 

COMMITTEE ON ENERGY AND NATURAL 
RESOURCES 

The Committee on Energy and Nat-
ural Resources is authorized to meet 
during the session of the Senate on 
Thursday, July 19, 2018, at 10 a.m., to 
conduct a hearing. 

COMMITTEE ON ENVIRONMENT AND PUBLIC 
WORKS 

The Committee on Environment and 
Public Works is authorized to meet 
during the session of the Senate on 
Thursday, July 19, 2018, at 10 a.m., to 
conduct a hearing on the following 
nominations Mary Bridget Neumayr, of 
Virginia, to be a Member of the Council 
on Environmental Quality, and John 
Fleming, of Louisiana, to be Assistant 
Secretary of Commerce for Economic 
Development. 

COMMITTEE ON FINANCE 
The Committee on Finance is author-

ized to meet during the session of the 
Senate on Thursday, July 19, 2018, at 
10:15 a.m., to conduct a hearing on the 
nomination of Charles P. Rettig, of 
California, to be Commissioner of In-
ternal Revenue, Department of the 
Treasury. 

COMMITTEE ON HOMELAND SECURITY AND 
GOVERNMENTAL AFFAIRS 

The Committee on Homeland Secu-
rity and Governmental Affairs is au-
thorized to meet during the session of 
the Senate on Thursday, July 19, 2018, 
at 10 a.m., to conduct a hearing on fol-
lowing nominations: Dennis Dean Kirk, 
of Virginia, to be a Member of the 
Merit Systems Protection Board, and 
to be Chairman of the Merit Systems 
Protection Board, Julia Akins Clark, of 
Maryland, and Andrew F. Maunz, of 
Ohio, both to be a Member of the Merit 
Systems Protection Board, and Carmen 
Guerricagoitia McLean, to be an Asso-
ciate Judge of the Superior Court of 
the District of Columbia. 

COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY 
The Committee on the Judiciary is 

authorized to meet during the session 
of the Senate on Thursday, July 19, 
2018, at 10 a.m., to conduct a hearing on 
the following nominations: Britt Cagle 
Grant, of Georgia, o be United States 
Circuit Judge for the Eleventh Circuit, 
David James Porter, of Pennsylvania, 
to be United States Circuit Judge for 
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the Third Circuit, A. Marvin 
Quattlebaum, Jr., of South Carolina, 
and Julius Ness Richardson, of South 
Carolina, both to be a United States 
Circuit Judge for the Fourth Circuit, 
Roy Kalman Altman, and Rodolfo 
Armando Ruiz II, both to be a United 
States District Judge for the Southern 
District of Florida, and Raul M. Arias- 
Marxuach, to be United States District 
Judge for the District of Puerto Rico. 

SELECT COMMITTEE ON INTELLIGENCE 

The Select Committee on Intel-
ligence is authorized to meet during 
the session of the Senate on Thursday, 
July 19, 2018, at 2 p.m., to conduct a 
closed hearing. 

f 

APPOINTMENTS 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair announces, on behalf of the ma-
jority leader, pursuant to the provi-
sions of Public Law 114–198, the ap-
pointment of the following individual 
to serve as a member of the Creating 
Options for Veterans’ Expedited Recov-
ery (COVER Commission): Thomas E. 
Harvey of New York. 

The Chair, pursuant to Public Law 
115–123, on behalf of the majority lead-
er of the Senate, appoints the following 
individual as a member of the Commis-
sion on Social Impact Partnerships: 
William S. Simon of Arkansas. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
PERDUE). The majority leader. 

f 

UNANIMOUS CONSENT AGREE-
MENT—EXECUTIVE CALENDAR 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that following 
leader remarks on Monday, July 23, the 
Senate proceed to executive session for 
the consideration of the following nom-
ination: Executive Calendar No. 1000. I 
ask consent that the time until 5:30 
p.m. be equally divided in the usual 
form and that following the use or 
yielding back of time, the Senate vote 
on the nomination with no intervening 
action or debate; that if confirmed, the 
motion to reconsider be considered 
made and laid upon the table; that the 
President be immediately notified of 
the Senate’s action; that no further 
motions be in order; and that any 
statements related to the nomination 
be printed in the RECORD. 

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

f 

UNANIMOUS CONSENT 
AGREEMENT—H.R. 6147 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that following 
the disposition of the Wilkie nomina-
tion, the Senate resume legislative ses-
sion and proceed to the consideration 
of H.R. 6147. 

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

ORDERS FOR MONDAY, JULY 23, 
2018 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that when the 
Senate completes its business today, it 
adjourn until 3 p.m., Monday, July 23; 
further, that following the prayer and 
pledge, the morning hour be deemed 
expired, the Journal of proceedings be 
approved to date, the time for the two 
leaders be reserved for their use later 
in the day, and morning business be 
closed. I ask that following leader re-
marks, the Senate proceed to executive 
session under the previous order. 

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

f 

ORDER FOR ADJOURNMENT 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, if 
there is no further business to come be-
fore the Senate, I ask unanimous con-
sent that it stand adjourned under the 
previous order, following the remarks 
of Senator SULLIVAN. 

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

The Senator from Alaska. 
f 

TRIBUTE TO JEANNE FOLLETT 

Mr. SULLIVAN. Mr. President, it is 
Thursday afternoon, and it is one of 
my favorite times of the week. I know 
for many of my fellow Senators, in-
cluding the Presiding Officer and the 
pages, this is one of their favorite 
times of the week, too, because it is 
the time that we get to talk about the 
Alaskan of the Week. I had a couple of 
people today ask me: Senator, when 
are you giving your speech on the Alas-
kan of the Week? 

I said: Later. 
They said: OK. We will keep an eye 

on it—because people find a lot of in-
terest in what is happening in the 
great State of Alaska. The Alaskan of 
the Week, as many of my colleagues 
know, is somebody whom we like to 
highlight who has done great stuff for 
the State, community, town, maybe 
country. Sometimes it is someone fa-
mous. Oftentimes, it is somebody who 
has been working really hard for much 
of their life and doesn’t get a lot of rec-
ognition. They are the heroes of the 
community. That is why we like to 
talk about the Alaskan of the Week. 

It is also a great opportunity to talk 
to people in the Gallery or people 
watching on TV, on C–SPAN, to get 
them to come on up to Alaska. Come 
on up. It will be the trip of a lifetime. 
Of course, it is a gorgeous, huge State 
with mountains, glaciers, and wildlife, 
but when you get off the plane in Alas-
ka, you get the sense of freedom—lib-
erty. You can almost breathe it in 
ways that you can’t in other places. 

I tell everybody who is watching: 
Come on up. You will love it. It will be 
the trip of a lifetime. You will feel that 
freedom in the air like you do in al-
most no other place in the world. 

Let me introduce you to our Alaskan 
of the Week, Jeanne Follett, who has 

displayed incredible commitment to 
keep our State clean and special. Let’s 
talk about Jeanne. She was born in De-
troit. She moved to Anchorage when 
she was just 6 years old and has called 
Alaska home ever since. 

Like so many Alaskans, she has led a 
very interesting and varied life. She 
began her professional career as a 
court reporter for the Anchorage Daily 
News, our big newspaper, covering all 
kinds of trials when the State was still 
new and our court system had just been 
formed. Remember, we are a very 
young State. 

Eventually, she moved to Girdwood, 
which is a beautiful ski resort town 
outside of Anchorage, where she was a 
breakfast cook and managed condos. 
She got a bit restless. She packed up 
her 1965 Mustang and drove across the 
country but missed Alaska so much she 
came back home again. 

Then she worked on the Trans-Alas-
ka Pipeline, TAPS, as we call it, that 
flows the billions of barrels of oil from 
the North Slope down to Valdez for an 
energy-hungry country like ours. 

She met her husband Ken as she was 
working on the Trans-Alaska Pipeline. 
They bought a lodge in a wonderful, 
small community called Moose Pass—a 
warm, welcoming, and gorgeous Alaska 
community in the heart of the Kenai 
Peninsula, about 100 miles south of An-
chorage. If you are going to fish the fa-
mous Russian River, Moose Pass is a 
great home base. 

Ken and Jeanne worked at the resort 
until they both retired. Jeanne always 
liked to keep her yard and her sur-
roundings clean and organized, free of 
trash, but when her husband Ken, un-
fortunately, got sick—and, tragically, 
she lost him over 13 years ago—Jeanne 
began to spend her days helping clean 
up the State; picking up trash on the 
road by her House, farther and farther 
from her home in Moose Pass. 

Think of this, as the snow melts in 
Alaska, and in all sorts of weather, to 
this day, Jeanne laces up her hiking 
boots, grabs her visors, her gloves, her 
safety vest, drives up the highway to 
the spot where she left off the previous 
day, and she starts cleaning up the 
highway every single day. She gets out 
her bags. She starts walking and clean-
ing up trash on the side of the highway. 
This highway abuts the majestic, beau-
tiful Chugach National Forest. She 
guesses that every summer, she spends 
3 to 6 hours a day volunteering picking 
up trash. Think about that. 

Alaska is a beautiful, pristine place. 
As a matter of fact, that is one of the 
things, when people come to visit, they 
are going to see, but like all States, in 
particular highway areas in States, 
you have some garbage. Jeanne takes 
action every single day. She doesn’t 
get paid. So 3 to 6 hours a day, 5 days 
a week, she is out there cleaning up the 
highway. Remarkable. 

Sometimes friends and neighbors 
come and help out or Boy Scouts join 
her. One summer, she picked up 800 
bags of trash to keep Alaska clean and 
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pristine. People stop on the side of the 
road to talk to her or ask where the 
nearest gas station is. Sometimes peo-
ple donate gas money to her because, 
remember, she is starting where she 
left off the next day, driving up the 
highway 40 miles to continue. It is not 
just time and effort, it is actual 
money. She thinks her presence on the 
side of the highway helps motivate oth-
ers. 

There was a story recently on KTUU, 
Channel 2, our big news station in 
Alaska. She said in that story that she 
thinks she has helped inspire people to 
keep the whole State clean, whether it 
is picking up trash themselves or not 
throwing litter outside your car. 

Why does she do it, several hours a 
day, with no pay, day after day, week 
after week? She does it because she 
loves Alaska. She wants to keep it 
clean. We have hundreds of thousands— 
really millions—of tourists who come 
to our State. She doesn’t want them to 
see trash when it is going to be the trip 
of a lifetime. She said: It embarrasses 
me to think that tourists from the 
lower 48 might show up in Alaska and 
see trash, so I am going to clean it up. 

She does it because it is her way to 
give back to a State that has given her 
so much. She also gets to see things 
that others don’t see often: beautiful 
wildflowers on the road, creeks, secret 
vistas. I am sure she has seen a few 
bears and a lot of bald eagles and 
moose. She even saw a man once walk-
ing a chicken. Yes, you see everything 
in Alaska. 

Jeanne has found lost items on the 
side of the road: fishing licenses, cell 
phones, cameras. She tries her best to 
get these back to their owners. Once 
she found a set of hubcaps that had 
contact information on it for the 
owner. When she called and told him 
she had his hubcaps, he couldn’t be-
lieve it. He was tickled pink to get his 
hubcaps back. 

I think every State has somebody 
like Jeanne. There is no doubt, we all 
owe a debt of gratitude to people like 
Jeanne, working selflessly, volun-
teering thousands of hours to keep our 
States like Alaska clean, to keep 
America clean. 

So, Jeanne, thanks for what you are 
doing for the great State of Alaska, 

and thank you and congratulations on 
being our Alaskan of the Week. 

I yield the floor. 

f 

ADJOURNMENT UNTIL MONDAY, 
JULY 23, 2018, AT 3 P.M. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senate stands 
adjourned until 3 p.m. on Monday, July 
23. 

Thereupon, the Senate, at 5:20 p.m., 
adjourned until Monday, July 23, 2018, 
at 3 p.m. 

f 

NOMINATIONS 

Executive nominations received by 
the Senate: 

THE JUDICIARY 

ERIC D. MILLER, OF WASHINGTON, TO BE UNITED 
STATES CIRCUIT JUDGE FOR THE NINTH CIRCUIT, VICE 
RICHARD C. TALLMAN, RETIRED. 

IN THE NAVY 

THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT 
IN THE UNITED STATES NAVY TO THE GRADE INDICATED 
WHILE ASSIGNED TO A POSITION OF IMPORTANCE AND 
RESPONSIBILITY UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 601: 

To be vice admiral 

REAR ADM. TIMOTHY G. SZYMANSKI 
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