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The Senate met at 1:03 p.m. and was
called to order by the Chief Justice of
the United States.

———

TRIAL OF DONALD J. TRUMP,
PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED
STATES

The CHIEF JUSTICE. The Senate
will convene as a Court of Impeach-
ment.

The Chaplain will lead us in prayer.

PRAYER

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

Let us pray.

O God, You are our rock of safety.
Protect us in an unsafe world. Guard us
from those who smile but plan evil in
their hearts. Use our Senators to bring
peace and unity to our world. May they
permit Godliness to make them bold as
lions. Give them a clearer vision of
your desires for our Nation. Remind
them that they borrow their heart-
beats from You each day. Provide them
with such humility, hope, and courage
that they will do Your will.

Lord, grant that this impeachment
trial will make our Nation stronger,
wiser, and better.

We pray in Your strong Name. Amen.

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

The Chief Justice 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.

THE JOURNAL

The CHIEF JUSTICE. If there is no
objection, the Journal of proceedings of
the trial is approved to date.

Without objection, it is so ordered.

The Sergeant at Arms will make the
proclamation.

The Sergeant at Arms, Michael C.
Stenger, made proclamation as follows:

Hear ye! Hear ye! Hear ye! All persons are
commanded to keep silence, on pain of im-
prisonment, while the Senate of the United
States is sitting for the trial of the articles
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of impeachment exhibited by the House of
Representatives against Donald John Trump,
President of the United States.

The CHIEF JUSTICE. The majority
leader is recognized.

ORDER OF PROCEDURE

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. Chief Justice,
we expect several hours of session
today, with probably one quick break
in the middle.

The CHIEF JUSTICE. Pursuant to
the provisions of S. Res. 483, the coun-
sel for the President have 15 hours and
33 minutes remaining to make the
presentation of their case, though it
will not be possible to use the remain-
der of that time before the end of the
day.

The Senate will now hear you.

Mr. Counsel CIPOLLONE. Mr. Chief
Justice, Members of the Senate, just to
give you a very quick, brief overview of
today, we do not intend to use much of
that time today. Our goal is to be fin-
ished by dinnertime and well before.
We will have three presentations. First
will be Pat Philbin, Deputy White
House counsel. Then, Jay Sekulow will
give a presentation. We will take a
break, if that is OK with you, Mr.
Leader. And then, after that, I will fin-
ish with a presentation. That is our
goal for the day. With that, I will turn
it over to Pat Philbin.

Mr. Counsel PHILBIN. Mr. Chief Jus-
tice, Members of the Senate, Majority
Leader MCCONNELL, Minority Leader
SCHUMER, I would like to start today
by making a couple of observations re-
lated to the abuse of power charge in
the first Article of Impeachment. I
wouldn’t presume to elaborate on Pro-
fessor Dershowitz’ presentation from
yesterday evening, which I thought
was complete and compelling, but I
wanted to add a couple of very specific
points in support of the exposition of
the Constitution and the impeachment
clause that he set out.

It begins from a focus on the point in
the debate about the impeachment
clause at the Constitutional Conven-

tion where maladministration was of-
fered by George Mason as a grounds for
impeachment, and James Madison re-
sponded that that was a bad idea, and
he said: ““So vague a term will be
equivalent to a tenure during the
pleasure of the Senate.” That evinced
the deep-seated concern that Madison
had, and it is part of the whole design
of our Constitution for ways that can
lead to exercises of arbitrary power.

The Constitution was designed to put
limits and checks on all forms of gov-
ernment power. Obviously, one of the
great mechanisms for that is the sepa-
ration of powers—the structural sepa-
ration of powers in our Constitution.
But it also comes from defining and
limiting powers and responsibilities
and a concern that vague terms, vague
standards are themselves an oppor-
tunity for the expansion of power and
the exercise of arbitrary power. We see
that throughout the Constitution and
in the impeachment clause as well.
This is why, as Gouverneur Morris ar-
gued in discussing the impeachment
clause, that only few offenses—he said
few offenses—ought to be impeachable,
and the cases ought to be enumerated
and defined.

Many terms had been included in ear-
lier drafts, when it was narrowed down
to treason and bribery, and there was a
suggestion to include maladministra-
tion, which had been a ground for im-
peachment in English practice. The
Framers rejected it because it was too
vague; it was too expansive. It would
allow for arbitrary exercises of power.

We see throughout the Constitution,
in terms that relate and fit in with the
impeachment clause, the same con-
cern. One is in the definition of ‘‘trea-
son.” The Framers were very con-
cerned that the English practice of
having a vague concept of treason that
was malleable and could be changed
even after the fact to define new con-
cepts of treason was dangerous. It was
one of the things that they wanted to
reject from the English system. So
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they defined in the Constitution very
specifically what constituted treason
and how it had to be proved, and then
that term was incorporated into the
impeachment clause.

Similarly, in the rejection of mal-
administration, which had been an im-
peachable offense in England, the
Framers rejected that because it was
vague. A vague standard, something
that is too changeable, that can be re-
defined, that can be malleable after the
fact, allows for the arbitrary exercise
of power, and that would be dangerous
to give that power to the legislature as
a power to impeach the executive.

Similarly—and it relates again to the
impeachment clause—one of the great-
est dangers from having changeable
standards that existed in the English
system was bills of attainder. Under a
bill of attainder, the Parliament could
pass a specific law saying that a spe-
cific person had done something unlaw-
ful—they were being attainted—even
though it wasn’t unlawful before that.

The Framers rejected that entire
concept. In article I, section 9, they
eliminated both bills of attainder and
all ex post facto laws for criminal pen-
alties at the Federal level, and they
also included a provision to prohibit
States from using bills of attainder.

In the English system, there was a
relationship, to some extent, between
impeachment and bills of attainder be-
cause both were tools of the Par-
liament to get at officials in the gov-
ernment. You could impeach them for
an established offense or you could
pass a bill of attainder.

It was because the definition of ‘‘im-
peachment’” was being narrowed that
George Mason at the debates sug-
gested—he pointed out—that in the
English system there is a bill of attain-
der. It has been a great, useful tool for
the government, but we are elimi-
nating that, and now we are getting a
narrow definition of ‘“‘impeachment,”
and we ought to expand it to include
“maladministration.” Madison said no,
and the Framers agreed: We have to
have enumerated and defined offenses—
not a vague concept, not something
that can be blurry and interpreted
after the fact and that could be used,
essentially, to make policy differences
or other differences like that the sub-
ject of impeachment.

All of the steps that the Framers
took in the way they approached the
impeachment clause were in terms of
narrowing, restricting, constraining,
and enumerating offenses and not a
vague and malleable approach, as they
had been in the English system.

I think the minority views of Repub-
lican Members of the House Judiciary
Committee at the time of the Nixon
impeachment inquiry summed this up
and reflected it well because they ex-
plained—and I am quoting from the mi-
nority views in the report:

The whole tenor of the Framers’ discus-
sions, the whole purpose of their many care-
ful departures from English impeachment
practice, was in the direction of limits and of
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standards. An impeachment power exercised
without extrinsic and objective standards
would be tantamount to the use of bills of
attainder and ex post facto laws, which are
expressly forbidden by the Constitution and
are contrary to the American spirit of jus-
tice.

What we see in the House managers’
charges and their definition of abuse of
power is exactly antithetical to the
Framers’ approach because their very
premise for their abuse of power charge
is that it is entirely based on subjec-
tive motive—not objective standards,
not predefined offenses, but the Presi-
dent can do something that is perfectly
lawful, perfectly within his authority.
But if the real reason, as Professor
Dershowitz pointed out—that is the
language from their report—the reason
in the President’s mind is something
that they ferret out and decide is
wrong, that becomes impeachable, and
that is not a standard at all. It ends up
being infinitely malleable.

It is something that I think—a tell-
ing factor that reflects how malleable
it is and how dangerous it is in the
House Judiciary’s report because after
they define their concept of abuse of
power and they say that it involves
your exercising government power for
personal interest and not the national
interest and it depends on your subjec-
tive motives, they realize that is infi-
nitely malleable.

There is not really a clear standard
there, and it is violating a fundamental
premise of the American system of jus-
tice that you have to have notice of
what is wrong. You have to have notice
of an offense. This is something Pro-
fessor Derschowitz pointed out last
night. There has to be a defined offense
in advance. The way they try to re-
solve this is to say: Well, in addition to
our definition, high crimes and mis-
demeanors involve conduct that is rec-
ognizably wrong to a reasonable per-
son. And that is their kind of add-on to
deal with the fact that they have an
unconstitutionally vague standard.

They don’t have a standard that real-
ly defines a specific offense. They don’t
have a standard that really defines, in
coherent terms that are going to be
identifiable, what the offenses are, so
they just add on. It has to be recogniz-
ably wrong.

They say they are doing this to re-
solve a tension, they call it, within the
Constitution because they point out—
and this is quoting from the report—
“The structure of the Constitution, in-
cluding its prohibition on bills of at-
tainder and the ex post facto clause,
implies that peaceable offenses should
not come as a surprise.”

That is exactly what Professor
Derschowitz pointed out. And every-
thing about the terms of the Constitu-
tion, speaking of an offense and a con-
viction, that crime should be tried by
jury except impeachments. They all
talk about impeachment in those
criminal offense terms.

But the tension here isn’t within the
Constitution; it is between the House
managers’ definition, which lacks any
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coherent definition of an offense that
would catch people by surprise and the
Constitution. That is the tension that
they are trying to resolve between
their malleable standards that actually
states no clear offense and the Con-
stitution and the principles of justice
embodied in the Constitution that re-
quires some clear offense.

I wanted to point that out in relation
to the standards for impeachable of-
fenses because it is another piece of the
constitutional puzzle that fits in with
the exposition that Professor
Derschowitz set out. And it also shows
an inherent flaw in the House man-
agers’ theory of abuse of power, regard-
less of whether or not one accepts the
view that an impeachable offense has
to be a defined crime. There is still the
flaw in their definition of abuse of
power; that it is so malleable, based on
purely subjective standards, that it
does not provide any recognizable no-
tice of an offense. It is so malleable
that it, in effect, recreates the offense
of maladministration that the Framers
expressly rejected, as Professor
Derschowitz explained.

The second point that I wanted to
make is, how do we tell, under the
House managers’ standard, what the il-
licit motive is; when is there illicit mo-
tive? How are we supposed to get the
proof of what is inside the President’s
head because, of course, motive is in-
herently difficult to prove when you
are talking about, as they conceded
they are talking about, perfectly law-
ful actions, on their face, within the
constitutional authority of the Presi-
dent? They want to make it impeach-
able if it is just the wrong idea inside
the President’s head. And they explain
in the House Judiciary Committee re-
port that the way we will tell if the
President had the wrong motive is we
will compare what he did to what staff-
ers in the executive branch said he
ought to do. They say that the Presi-
dent ‘‘disregarded United States for-
eign policy towards Ukraine’’ and that
he ignored ‘‘official” policy that he had
been briefed on and that ‘“‘he ignored,
defied, and confounded every . . . agen-
cy within the Executive Branch.”

That is not a constitutionally coher-
ent statement. The President cannot
defy agencies within the executive
branch. Article II, section 1 of the Con-
stitution vests all of the Executive
power in a President of the United
States. He alone is an entire branch of
government. He sets policy for the ex-
ecutive branch. He is given vast power.
And, of course, within limits set by
laws passed by Congress and within
limits set by spending priorities—
spending laws passed by Congress—he,
within those constraints, sets the poli-
cies of the government. And in areas of
foreign affairs, military affairs, na-
tional security—which is what we are
dealing with in this case—in foreign af-
fairs and head of state communica-
tions, he has vast powers.

As Professor Derschowitz explained,
for over two centuries, the President
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has been regarded as the sole organ of
the Nation in foreign affairs. So the
idea that we are going to find out when
the President has a wrong subjective
motive by comparing what he did to
the recommendations of some inter-
agency consensus among staffers is
fundamentally anti-constitutional. It
inverts the constitutional structure,
and it is also fundamentally anti-
democratic because our system is rath-
er unique in the amount of power that
it gives to the President.

The Executive here has much more
power than in a parliamentary system,
but part of the reason that the Presi-
dent can have that power is if he is di-
rectly democratically accountable to
the people. There is an election every 4
years to ensure that the President
stays democratically accountable to
the people. Those staffers in these sup-
posed interagencies who have their
meetings and make recommendations
to the President are not accountable to
the people. There is no democratic le-
gitimacy or accountability to their de-
cisions or recommendations. And that
is why the President, as head of the ex-
ecutive branch, has the authority to
actually set policies and make deter-
minations, regardless of what his staff-
ers may recommend. They are there to
provide information and recommenda-
tions, not to set policy.

The idea that we are going to start
impeaching Presidents by deciding that
they have illicit motives if we can
show they disagree with some inter-
agency consensus is fundamentally
contrary to the Constitution and fun-
damentally anti-democratic. Those
were the two observations I wanted to
add to supplement specific points on
Professor Derschowitz’ comments from
last night.

I want to shift gears and respond to a
couple of points that the House man-
agers have brought up that are really
completely extraneous to this pro-
ceeding. They involve matters that are
not charged in the Articles of Impeach-
ment. They do not relate directly to
the President and his actions, but they
are accusations that were brought up
somewhat recklessly, in any event, and
we can’t close without some response
to them. The first has to do with the
idea that somehow the White House
and White House lawyers were involved
in some sort of coverup related to the
transcript of the July 25 call because it
was stored on a highly classified sys-
tem.

Let me start with that. The House
managers made this accusation of
something nefarious going on. Let’s see
what the witnesses actually had to say.
LTC Alexander Vindman—remember
Lieutenant Colonel Vindman is the
person who was listening in on the call
and who raised a concern. He was the
only person who went and raised a con-
cern with NSC lawyers that he thought
there was something improper, some-
thing wrong with the call. Even though
he later conceded under cross-examina-
tion it was really a policy concern, but
he thought there was something wrong.
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And he had to say: ““I do not think
there was malicious intent or anything
of that nature . .. to cover anything
up.n

He is the one who went and talked to
the lawyers. He is the one whose com-
plaint spurred the idea that, wait,
there might be something that is really
sensitive here. Let’s make sure this is
not going to leak. He thought there
was nothing covering it up.

His boss, Senior Director Tim Morri-
son, had similar testimony.

(Text of Videotape presentation:)

Mr. CASTOR. So to your knowledge, there
was no malicious intent in moving the tran-
script to the compartmented server?

Mr. MORRISON. Correct.

Mr. Counsel PHILBIN. The idea that
there was some sort of coverup is fur-
ther destroyed by the simple fact that
everyone who as part of their job need-
ed access to that transcript, still had
access to it, including Lieutenant Colo-
nel Vindman. The person who raised
the complaint still had access to the
transcript the entire time.

This is the way Mr. Morrison’s testi-
mony explained that.

(Text of Videotape presentation:)

Mr. CASTOR. And even on the code word
server, you had access to it?

Lieutenant Colonel VINDMAN. Yes.

Mr. CASTOR. So at no point in time in
your official duties were you denied access to
this information, is that correct?

Lieutenant Colonel VINDMAN. Correct.

Mr. CASTOR. And to your knowledge, any-
body on NSC staff that needed access to
their official duties always was able to ac-
cess it, correct, people that had a need to
know and a need to access it?

Mr. MORRISON. Once it was moved to the
departmental system? Yes.

Mr. CASTOR. OK.

Mr. Counsel PHILBIN. Now, Mr. Mor-
rison testified that he recommended
restricting access to the transcript, not
because he was concerned there was
anything improper or illegal, but he
was concerned about a potential leak
and, as he put it, how that “would play
out in Washington’s polarized environ-
ment”’ and would ‘‘affect bipartisan
support our UKkrainian partners are
currently experiencing in Congress.”’

He was right to be concerned, poten-
tially, about leaks because the Trump
administration has faced national secu-
rity leaks at an alarming rate. Lieu-
tenant Colonel Vindman, himself, said
concerns about leaks seemed justified,
and it was not unusual that something
would be put in a more restricted cir-
culation.

Now, what else is in the record evi-
dence? Mr. Morrison explained his un-
derstanding of how the transcript
ended up on that server.

(Text of Videotape presentation:)

Mr. MORRISON. I spoke with the NSC ex-
ecutive secretariat staff, asked them why,
and they did their research and they in-
formed me that it had been moved to the
higher classification system at the direction
of John Eisenberg, whom I then asked why.
I mean, if that was the judgment he made,
that’s not necessarily mine to question, but
I didn’t understand it. And he essentially
told me: I gave no such direction. He did his
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own inquiry, and he represented back to me
that it was his understanding that it was
kind of an administrative error, that when
he also gave direction to restrict access, the
executive secretariat staff also understood
that as an apprehension that there was
something in the content of the Memcon
that could not exist on the lower classifica-
tion system.

Mr. CASTOR. To the best of your knowl-
edge, there was no malicious intent in mov-
ing the transcript to the compartmented
server?

Mr. MORRISON. Correct.

Mr. Counsel PHILBIN. Everyone who
knew something about it and who tes-
tified agreed there was no malicious in-
tent. The call was still available to ev-
eryone who needed it as part of their
job, and it certainly wasn’t covered up
or deep-sixed in some way. The Presi-
dent declassified it and made it public.
So why we are even here talking about
these accusations about a coverup,
when it is a transcript that was pre-
served and made public, is somewhat
absurd.

The other point I would like to turn
to—another accusation from the House
managers—is that the whistleblower
complaint was not forwarded to Con-
gress. They have said that lawyers at
the Department of Justice, this time,
they accused OLC, the Office of Legal
Counsel, of providing a bogus opinion
for why the Director of National Intel-
ligence did not have to advance the
whistleblower’s complaint to Congress.

Manager JEFFRIES said that OLC
opined ‘‘without any reasonable basis
that the Acting DNI did not have to
turn over the complaint to Congress.”

The way he portrayed this—mow,
there is a statute that says if the in-
spector general of the intelligence
community finds a matter of urgent
concern, it must be forwarded to Con-
gress. And Manager JEFFRIES portrayed
this as if the only thing to decide was
were these claims urgent. He said:
“What can be more urgent than a sit-
ting President trying to cheat in an
American election by soliciting foreign
interference?”’

Except that is not the only question.
The statute doesn’t just say, if it is ur-
gent, you have to forward it. It talks
about ‘‘urgent concern’” as a defined
term. If the House managers want to
come and cast accusations that the po-
litical and career officials at the Office
of Legal Counsel, which we all know is
a very respected office of the Depart-
ment of Justice, provides opinions for
the executive branch on what gov-
erning law is, they should come backed
up with analysis.

So let’s look at what the law actu-
ally says, and I think we have the slide
of that.

“Urgent concern is defined as a seri-
ous or flagrant problem, abuse, viola-
tion of law relating to the funding, ad-
ministration, or operation of an intel-
ligence activity within the responsi-
bility and authority of the Director of
National Intelligence involving classi-
fied information.”

So the Office of Legal Counsel was
consulted by the General Counsel at



S622

the DNI’s office, and they looked at
this definition, and they did an anal-
ysis. They determined that the alleged
misconduct was not an urgent concern
within the meaning of the statute be-
cause they were not just talking about
“Do we think it is urgent?” “Do we
think it is important?”’ No. They were
analyzing the law, and they looked at
the terms of the statute.

“The alleged misconduct is not an
urgent concern within the meaning of
the statute because it does not concern
the funding, administration, or oper-
ation of an intelligence activity under
the authority of the DNI.”

Remember, what we are talking
about here is a head-of-state commu-
nication between the President of the
United States and another head of
state. This isn’t some CIA operation
overseas. This isn’t the NSA’s doing
something. This isn’t any intelligence
activity going on within the intel-
ligence community under the super-
vision of the DNI. It is the head of the
executive branch, in the exercising of
his constitutional authority, engaging
in foreign relations with a foreign head
of state.

So, in reaching that conclusion, the
Office of Legal Counsel looked at the
statute, case law, and the legislative
history. It concluded that this phrase
‘“‘urgent concern’ included matters re-
lating to an intelligence activity sub-
ject to the DNI’s supervision, but it did
not include allegations of wrongdoing
arising outside of any intelligence ac-
tivity or outside the intelligence com-
munity itself.

That makes sense. This statute was
meant to provide for an ability of the
inspector general’s of the intelligence
community, in overseeing the activi-
ties of the intelligence community, to
receive reports about what was going
on at intelligence agencies, those who
were members of the intelligence com-
munity, and if there were fraud, waste,
abuse—something unlawful—in those
activities. It was not meant to create
an inspector general of the Presidency,
an inspector general of the Oval Office,
to purport to determine whether the
President, in exercising his constitu-
tional authorities, had done something
that should be reported.

This law is narrow, and it does not
cover every alleged violation of law,
the OSC explained, or other abuse that
comes to the attention of a member of
the intelligence community. Just be-
cause you are in the intelligence com-
munity and happen to see something
else doesn’t make this law apply. The
law does not make the inspector gen-
eral for the intelligence community re-
sponsible for investigating and report-
ing on allegations that do not involve
intelligence activities or the intel-
ligence community.

Nonetheless, the President, of course,
released the July 25 call transcript, and
it was also not the end of the matter
that the whistleblower complaint and
the ICIG’s letter were not sent directly
to Congress. As the OLC explained, if
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the alleged complaint does not involve
an urgent concern but if there is any-
thing else there that you want to have
checked out, the appropriate action is
to refer the matter to the Department
of Justice, and that is what the DNI’s
office did.

They sent the ICIG’s letter, with the
complaint, to the Department of Jus-
tice, and the Department of Justice
looked at it. This was all made public
some time ago. The Department of Jus-
tice examined the exact allegations of
the whistleblower’s and the exact fram-
ing and concern raised by the inspector
general, which had to do with the po-
tential of, perhaps, a campaign finance
law violation. The DOJ looked at it—
looked at the statutes, analyzed it—
and determined there was no violation,
and it closed the matter. It announced
that months ago.

When something gets sent over to the
Department of Justice to examine, you
can’t call that a coverup. Everything
here was done correctly. The lawyers
analyzed the law. The complaint was
sent to the appropriate person for re-
view. It was not within the statute
that it required transmission to Con-
gress. Everything was handled entirely
properly.

Again, actually extraneous to the
matters before you, there is nothing
about these two points in the Articles
of Impeachment, but it merits a re-
sponse when reckless allegations are
made against those at the White House
and at the Department of Justice.

With that, Mr. Chief Justice, I yield
my time to Mr. Sekulow.

Mr. Counsel SEKULOW. Thank you,
Mr. Chief Justice, Majority Leader
McCONNELL, Democratic Leader SCHU-
MER, House managers, Members of the
Senate.

What we are involved in here, as we
conclude, is perhaps the most solemn
of duties under our -constitutional
framework—the trial of the leader of
the free world and the duly elected
President of the United States. It is
not a game of leaks and unsourced
manuscripts. That is politics, unfortu-
nately, and Hamilton put impeachment
in the hands of this body—the Senate—
precisely and specifically to be above
that fray. This is the greatest delibera-
tive body on Earth.

In our presentation so far, you have
now heard from legal scholars from a
variety of schools of thought, from a
variety of political backgrounds, but
they do have a common theme with a
dire warning—danger, danger, danger.
To lower the bar of impeachment based
on these Articles of Impeachment
would impact the functioning of our
constitutional Republic and the frame-
work of that Constitution for genera-
tions.

I asked you to put yourselves—in
quoting Mr. SCHIFF’s statement that
his father made—in the shoes of some-
one else, and I said I would like you to
put yourselves in the shoes of the
President. I think it is important, as
we conclude today, that we are re-
minded of that fact.
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The President of the United States,
before he was the President, was under
an investigation. It was called Cross-
fire Hurricane. It was an investigation,
led by the FBI, the Federal Bureau of
Investigation. James Comey eventu-
ally told the President a little bit
about the investigation and referenced
the Steele dossier. James Comey, the
then-Director of the FBI, said it was
salacious and unverified—so salacious
and unverified that they used it as a
basis to obtain FISA warrants. Mem-
bers—managers here, managers at this
table right here—said that any discus-
sions on the abuse from the Foreign In-
telligence Surveillance Act, utilized to
get the FISA warrants from the court,
were conspiracy theories.

At the very beginning, I asked you to
put yourselves in the shoes of not just
this President but of any President
who would have been under this type of
attack. FISA warrants were issued on
people affiliated with his campaign—
American citizens affiliated with the
people of his campaign, citizens of the
United States being surveilled pursu-
ant to an order that has now been ac-
knowledged by the very court that
issued the order that it was based on a
fraudulent presentation.

In fact, evidence specifically
changed—changed by the very FBI law-
yer who was in charge of this, changed
to such an extent that the Foreign In-
telligence Surveillance Court—as I said
earlier, and I will not repeat it again—
issued two orders, saying that when
this agent—this lawyer—made these
misrepresentations to the National Se-
curity Division, they also made a mis-
representation to a Federal court—the
Federal court—the Foreign Intel-
ligence Surveillance Court. This is a
court where there are no defense wit-
nesses and is a court where there is no
cross-examination. It is a court based
on trust. That trust was violated.

Then the Director of the Federal Bu-
reau of Investigation, James Comey,
decides he will leak a memo of a con-
versation he had with the President of
the United States. He is leaking the
memo for a purpose, he said—to obtain
the appointment of a special counsel.
Lo and behold, a special counsel is ap-
pointed. It just so happens that that
FBI agent—lawyer—who committed
the fraud on the FISA Court, became a
lawyer for the Mueller investigation,
only to be removed because of political
animus and bias found by the inspector
general.

Then we have a special counsel inves-
tigation. Lisa Page, Agent Strzok—I
am not going to go into the details.
You know them. They are not in con-
troversy. They are uncontroverted. The
facts are clear. But does it bother your
sense of justice even a little bit—even
a little bit—that Bob Mueller allowed
the evidence on the phones of those
agents to be wiped clean while there
was an investigation going on by the
inspector general?
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Now, if you did it, or if you did it,
Manager SCHIFF, or if you did it, Man-
ager JEFFRIES, or if I did that—de-
stroyed evidence—if anyone in this
Chamber did this, we would be in seri-
ous trouble. Their serious trouble is
their getting fired. Bob Mueller’s ex-
planation for it is, I don’t know what
happened. I don’t know what happened.
I can’t recall conversations.

You can’t view this case in a vacuum.
You are being asked—and I say this
with the utmost respect—to remove a
duly elected President of the United
States. We have referenced the law
school exams, and I love that. I
thought there was great analysis yes-
terday. I appreciate all of that, but I
want to focus today on my section, on
what you are being asked to do. You
are being asked to remove a duly elect-
ed President of the United States, and
you are being asked to do it in an elec-
tion year—in an election year.

There are some of you in this Cham-
ber right now who would rather be
someplace else, and that is why we will
be brief. I understand. You would rath-
er be someplace else. Why would you
rather be someplace else? Because you
are running for President, for the nom-
ination of your party. I get it, but this
is a serious, deliberative situation. You
are being asked to remove a duly elect-
ed President of the United States. That
is what the Articles of Impeachment
call for—removal.

So we had a special counsel, and we
got the report. Just for a moment, put-
ting yourselves in the shoes of this
President—or of any President who
would be under this situation—you are
No. 4 at the Department of Justice. His
wife is working for the firm that is
doing the opposition research on him
and is communicating with the foreign
former spy, Christopher Steele, who
put together the dossier. It is being
handled by Christopher Steele, through
Nellie Ohr, to her husband—then, the
fourth ranking member at the Depart-
ment of Justice, Bruce Ohr. All of this
is going on, and he doesn’t want to tell
everybody—and he has testified to
this—what he is doing because he is
afraid he might have to stop.

Might have to stop?

How did this happen? This is the Fed-
eral Bureau of Investigation. And then
we ask why the President is concerned
about advice he is being given?

Put yourself in his shoes. Put your-
self in his shoes.

We have given you—and our approach
has been to give—an overview, and to
be very specific, to remove a duly
elected President, which is what you
are being asked to do, for essentially
policy disagreements—you heard a lot
about policy, although the one that I
still—it still troubles me, this idea
that the President—it was said by sev-
eral of the managers—is only doing
these things for himself.

Understanding what is going on in
the world today, as we are here—they
raised it, by the way. I am not trying
to be disrespectful. They raised it: This
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President is only doing things for him-
self while the leaders of opposing par-
ties, by the way, at the highest level,
to obtain peace in the Middle East—to
say you are only doing that for your-
self? I think the irony is that those
statements were made while all of that
was going on and other acts that this
body has passed, some of them bipar-
tisan, to help the American people.

Policy differences—those policy dif-
ferences cannot be used to destroy the
separation of powers. House managers
spoke for—I know we have had dis-
agreements on the time. It was 21
hours or 23 hours. They spoke during
their time—a lot of time—most of it
attacking the President, policy deci-
sions. They didn’t like what they
heard. They didn’t like there was a
pause on foreign aid.

I have laid out before that there were
pauses on all kinds of foreign aid. He is
not the first President to do it.

But the one thing I am still trying to
understand from the managers’ per-
spective—and maybe it is not fair to
ask the managers because you are not
the leader of the House. But remember
the whole idea that this was a dire na-
tional security threat, a danger to our
Nation, and we had to get this over
here right away. It had to be done be-
fore Christmas. It was so important; it
was so significant; the country was in
such jeopardy; the jeopardy was so se-
rious that it had to be done imme-
diately.

Let’s hold on to the Articles of Im-
peachment for a month to see if the
House could force the Senate to adopt
rules that they wanted, which is not
the way the Constitution is set up.

But it was such a dire emergency, it
was so critical for our Nation’s na-
tional interests, that we could hold
them for 33 days. Danger, danger, dan-
ger. That is politics.

As I said, you are being called upon
to remove the duly elected President of
the United States. That is what these
Articles of Impeachment call for.

They never really answered the ques-
tion of why they thought there was
such a national emergency. Maybe
they will during questions; I don’t
know. If there was such a national
emergency, they never did explain why
it was that they waited. They certainly
didn’t wait to have the proceedings, as
my colleagues have laid out; I mean,
those proceedings moved in record
time. I suspect that we have been here
more than the House actually consid-
ered the actual Articles of Impeach-
ment.

Is that the way the Constitution is
supposed to work? Is that the design of
the Constitution?

And then their question, of course,
came up yesterday on the whole situa-
tion with Burisma and the Bidens and
that whole issue, and my colleague
went through that a great deal, and I
am not going to do that.

But do we have a—we used to call
this, in free speech cases, like a free
speech zone. You could have your free
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speech activities over here; you can’t
have them over there. Do you we have
like a Biden-free zone? Was that was
this was? You mention someone or you
are concerned about a company, and it
is now off limits? You can impeach the
President of the United States for ask-
ing a question? I think we significantly
showed the question.

I am not going to go through a de-
tail-by-detail analysis of the facts, but
there are some that we just have to go
through.

You heard a lot of new facts yester-
day in our presentation. On Saturday,
what we were pointing to was a very
quick overview, and then yesterday we
spent the day—and we appreciate
everybody’s patience on that—going
through the facts: They showed you
this, but they didn’t show you that.

The facts are important, though, be-
cause facts have legal ramifications;
legal ramifications impact the deci-
sions you make. So I don’t take facts
lightly, and I certainly don’t take the
constitutional mandate lightly, and we
can’t.

The facts we demonstrated yesterday
and briefly on Saturday demonstrate
that there was, in fact, a proper gov-
ernmental interest in the questions
that the President asked and the issues
that the President raised on that phone
call.

A phone call—now, let’s—again, put
your feet in the shoes of the President.
Put yourself in the President’s posi-
tion. Do you think he thought, when he
was on the call, it was him and Presi-
dent Zelensky he was talking to, and
that was it? Or as I heard one commen-
tator say it was—people listening in on
the call—the President and 3,000 of his
closest friends.

Let’s be realistic. The President of
the United States knew, when he was
on that call, there were a lot of people
listening from our side and from their
side. So he knew what he was saying.
He said it. We released a transcript of
it.

The facts on the call that have been
kind of the focus of all of this really fo-
cused on foreign policy initiatives both
in Ukraine and around the globe. They
talked about other countries. The
President has been very concerned
about other countries carrying some of
the financial load here, not just the
United States. That is a legitimate po-
sition for a President to take. If you
disagree with it, you have the right to
do that, but he is the President. As my
colleague Deputy White House Counsel
Philbin just said, that is the executive
branch prerogative. That is their con-
stitutional, appropriate role.

So the call is well documented. There
were lots of people on the call. The per-
son that would be on the other end of
the quid pro quo, if it existed, would
have been President Zelensky. But
President Zelensky—and we already
laid out the other officials from
Ukraine—has repeatedly said there was
no pressure. It was a good call. They
didn’t even know there was a pause in



S624

the aid. All of that is well documented.
I am not going to go through each and
every one of those facts. We did that
over the last several days.

President Zelensky’s senior adviser,
Andriy Yermak, was asked if he ever
felt there was a connection between
military aid and the request for inves-
tigations, and he was adamant that
“We never had that feeling” and ‘“We
did not have the feeling that this aid
was connected to any one specific
issue.” This is coming from the people
who were receiving the aid.

So we talk about this whole quid pro
quo, and that was a big issue. That is
how this—actually, before it became an
impeachment proceeding, there was—
as the proceedings were beginning in
the House Permanent Select Com-
mittee on Intelligence under Chairman
SCHIFF’s role, there were all these dis-
cussions: Is it a quid pro quo? Was it
extortion? Was it bribery? What was it?

And we are clear in our position that
there was no quid pro quo. But then
yesterday, my cocounsel, Professor
Alan Dershowitz, explained last night
that these articles must be rejected—
he was talking about from a constitu-
tional framework—even if it was a quid
pro quo, which we have clearly estab-
lished there was not.

And this is what he said, and I am
going to quote it verbatim:

The claim that foreign policy decisions can
be deemed abuses of power based on subjec-
tive opinions about mixed or sole motives
that the President was interested only in
helping himself demonstrate the dangers of
employing the vague, subjective, and politi-
cally malleable phrase ‘‘abuse of power’ as a
constitutionally permissible criteria for the
removal of a President.

He went on to say:

Now, it follows from this that if a Presi-
dent—any President—were to have done
what ‘“The Times’ reported about the con-
tent of John Bolton’s manuscript, that would
not constitute an impeachable offense.

I am quoting exactly from Professor
Dershowitz. He said:

Let me repeat it. Nothing in the Bolton
revelations, even if true—

Even if true.
would rise to the level of abuse of power or
an impeachable offense. That is clear from
history. That is clear from the language of
the Constitution. You cannot turn conduct
that is not impeachable into impeachable
conduct simply by using words like ‘‘quid
pro quo’’ and ‘‘personal benefit.”

It is inconceivable that the Framers would
have intended so politically loaded and pro-
miscuously deployed a term as ‘‘abuse of
power’”’ to be weaponized—

Again, Professor Dershowitz.
as a tool of impeachment. It is precisely the
kind of vague, open-ended, and subjective
term Framers feared and rejected.

Now, to be specific: You cannot im-
peach a President on an unsourced alle-
gation. But what Professor Dershowitz
was saying is that even if everything in
there is true, it constitutionally
doesn’t rise to that level.

But I want to be clear on this be-
cause there is a lot of speculation out
there with regard to what John Bolton
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has said, which referenced a number of
individuals. We will start with the
President. Here is what the President
said in response to that New York
Times piece:

I NEVER told John Bolton that the aid to
Ukraine was tied to investigations into
Democrats, including the Bidens. In fact, he
never complained about this at the time of
his very public termination. If John Bolton
said this, it was only to sell a book.

The Department of Justice.

While the Department of Justice has not
reviewed Mr. Bolton’s manuscript, the New
York Times’ account of his conversation
grossly mischaracterizes what Attorney Gen-
eral Barr and Bolton discussed.

There was no discussion of ‘‘personal fa-
vors” or ‘‘undue influence” on investiga-
tions, nor did Attorney General Barr state
that the President’s conversations with for-
eign leaders were improper.

The Vice President’s chief of staff
issued a statement:

In every conversation with the President
and the Vice President, in preparation for
our trip to Poland—

Remember, that was the trip that
was being planned for the meeting with
President Zelensky.
the President consistently expressed his
frustration that the United States was bear-
ing the lion’s share of responsibility for aid
to Ukraine and that European nations
weren’t doing their part.

The President also expressed concerns
about corruption in Ukraine, and at no time
did I hear him tie Ukraine aid to investiga-
tions into the Biden family or Burisma.

That was the response responding to
an unpublished manuscript that maybe
some reporters have an idea of maybe
what it says. I mean, that is what the
evidence—if you want to call that evi-
dence. I don’t know what you call that.
I would call it inadmissible, but that is
what it is.

To argue that the President is not
acting in our national interest and is
violating his oath of office, which the
managers have put forward, is wrong
based on the facts and the way the
Constitution is designed.

When you look at the fullness of the
record of their witnesses—their wit-
nesses—the witnesses’ statements, the
transcripts—there is one thing that
emerged: There is no violation of law.
There is no violation of the Constitu-
tion. There is a disagreement on policy
decisions.

Most of those who spoke at your
hearings did not like the President’s
policy. That is why we have elections.
That is where policy differentials and
differences are discussed. But to have a
removal of a duly elected President
based on policy differences is not what
the Framers intended.

If you lower the bar that way, dan-
ger, danger, danger, because the next
President or the one after that—he or
she would be held to that same stand-
ard. I hope not. I pray that is not what
happens, not just for the sake of my
client but for the Constitution. Pro-
fessor Dershowitz gave a list of Presi-
dents, from Washington to where we
are today, who, under the standard
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that they are proposing, could be sub-
ject to abuse of power or obstruction of
Congress.

We know that this is not about a
President pausing aid to Ukraine. It is
really not about the law. It is about a
lot of attempts on policy disagree-
ments that are not being debated here.
My goodness, how much time—how
much time has been spent in the House
of Representatives hoping? They were
hoping that the Mueller probe would
result in—I mean, I am not going to
play all the—I was thinking about it,
playing all the clips from all the com-
mentators the day after Bob Mueller
testified. Bob Mueller was unable to
answer, under his examination, basic
and fundamental questions. He had to
correct himself, actually. He had to
correct himself before the Senate for
something that he said before the
House. So that is what the President
has been living with.

And we are today arguing about
what? A phone call to Ukraine or
Ukraine aid being held or a question
about corruption or a question about
corruption that happened to involve a
high-profile public figure? Is that what
this is? Is that where we are?

Then what do we find out? The aid
was released. It was released in an or-
derly fashion. The reform President,
President Zelensky, wins, but there
was a question on whether his party
would take the Parliament. It did.
They worked late into the evening with
the desire to put forward reforms. So
everybody was waiting, including—and
you heard the testimony from, I will
say, their witnesses—you heard the
testimony—everybody was concerned
about Ukraine. Everybody was con-
cerned about whether these reforms
could actually take place. Everybody
was concerned about it. So you hold
back.

It didn’t affect anything that was
going on in the field. We heard Mr.
CROW worrying about the soldiers. I un-
derstand that, I appreciate that, but
none of that aid was affecting what was
going on in the battlefield right then
or for the next 4 months because it was
future aid. Are we having an impeach-
ment proceeding because aid came out
3 weeks before the end of the fiscal
year, for a 6-minute phone call? You
boil it down, that is what this is.

It is interesting to me that every-
body said: Well, the aid was finally re-
leased September 11 only because of
the committee and the whistleblower
we have never seen. Mr. Philbin dealt
with that in great detail. I am not
going to go over that again. But, you
know, the new high court, the anti-cor-
ruption court, wasn’t established and
did not sit until September 5, 2019. So
while the President of Ukraine was try-
ing to get reforms put in place, the
court that was going to decide corrup-
tion issues was not set until September
5.

I want you to think about this for a
moment too. They needed a high court
of corruption for corruption. Think
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about that for a moment. Now, it is
good that they recognized it, but re-
member when I said the other day that
you don’t wave a magic wand and now
Ukraine doesn’t have a corruption
problem? The high court of corruption,
which they have to have because it is
not just past corruption—they are con-
cerned about ongoing corruption
issues.

You could put all of your witnesses
back under oath in the next hearings
you will have when this is all over, and
you are going to be back in the House
and you are going to be doing this
again, putting them all back under
oath, and ask them, Mr. SCHIFF, is
there a problem with corruption in
Ukraine? If they get up there and say:
No. Everything is great now, halle-
lujah—but I suspect they are going to
say: We are working really hard on it.
But this idea that it has just vanished
and now we are back into ‘‘everything
is fine’’ is absurd.

Mr. Morrison testified that while the
developments were taking place, the
Vice President also met with President
Zelensky in Warsaw. That was the
meeting of September 1—the one, by
the way, where the Vice President’s Of-
fice said in response to this New York
Times article that nobody told him
about aid being held or linked to inves-
tigations.

Are you going to stop—are you going
to allow proceedings on impeachment
to go from a New York Times report
about someone that says what they
hear is in a manuscript? Is that where
we are? I don’t think so. I hope not.

What did Morrison say? You heard
firsthand that the new Ukraine admin-
istration was taking concrete steps to
address corruption. That is good. He
advised the President that the rela-
tionship with Zelensky is one that
could be trusted. Good.

President Zelensky also agreed with
Vice President PENCE—this is inter-
esting—that the Europeans should be
doing more and related to Vice Presi-
dent PENCE conversations he had been
having with European leaders about
getting them to do more.

In sum, the President raised two
issues he was concerned with to get
them addressed.

Now I have already gone over—again,
this is just the closing moments here of
our portion of this proceeding. Aid was
withheld or paused, put on a pause but-
ton not just for Ukraine but for Af-
ghanistan, South Korea, El Salvador,
Guatemala, Lebanon, and Pakistan. I
am sure I am leaving countries out.
But do you think the American people
are concerned if the President says:
You know, before we give a country, I
don’t know, $5650 million—some coun-
tries, only $400 million—we would like
to know what they are doing with it.
You are supposed to be the guardians
of the trust here. It is the taxpayers’
money we are spending.

There was a lot of testimony from
Dr. Fiona Hill, John Bolton’s deputy.
Here is what she said about aid that
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was being held. This was her testi-
mony: There was a freeze put on all
kinds of aid and assistance because it
was in the process at the time of an
awful lot of reviews of foreign assist-
ance.

Oh, you mean there was a policy
within the administration to review
foreign assistance and how we are
doing it because we spend a lot of
money?

By the way, I am not complaining
about the money. I don’t think any-
body doesn’t want to help. But we do
need to know what is going on, and
those are valid and important ques-
tions.

Manager CROW told you that the
President’s Ukraine policy was not
strong against Russia, but Ambassador
Yovanovitch stated the exact opposite.
She said in her deposition that our
country’s Ukraine policy under Presi-
dent Trump actually—her words—‘‘got
stronger’ than it was under President
Obama.

So, again, policy disagreements. Dis-
agreements on approach. Have elec-
tions. That is what we do in our Repub-
lic.

For 3 long days, House managers pre-
sented their case by selectively show-
ing parts of testimony. Good lawyers
show parts of testimony. You don’t
have to show the whole thing. But
other good lawyers show the rest of the
testimony. And that is what we sought
to do to give you a fuller view of what
we saw as the glaring omissions by my
colleagues, the House managers.

The legal issues here are the con-
stitutional ones, and I have been I
think pretty clear over the last week,
starting when we had the motions ar-
guments, in my concern about the con-
stitutional obligations that we are op-
erating under. I have been critical of
Manager NADLER’S ‘‘executive privilege
and other nonsense.”

I want you to look at it this way.
Take out executive privilege; First
Amendment free speech and other non-
sense; the free exercise of religion and
other nonsense; the right to due proc-
ess and other nonsense; the right of
equal protection under the law and
other nonsense. You can’t start doing
that. You would not do that. No admin-
istration has done that, in fact, since
the first administration, George Wash-
ington. They wanted information. He
thought it was privileged. He said it
was executive privilege.

Let’s not start calling constitutional
rights ‘‘other nonsense” and lumping
them together. This is from the House
of Representatives that actually be-
lieves the attorney/client privilege
doesn’t apply, which should scare every
lawyer in Washington, DC, but more
scary for their clients. They say that
in writing, in letters. They don’t hide
it.

I would ask them—I am not going to;
it is not my privilege to do that—do
you really believe that? Do you really
believe that the attorney/client privi-
lege does not apply in a congressional
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hearing? Do you really believe that?
Because if that is what is believed or
implied, then there is no attorney/cli-
ent privilege—or is that the attorney/
client privilege and other nonsense?
Danger, danger, danger.

We believe that article I fails con-
stitutionally. The President has con-
stitutional authority to engage in and
conduct foreign policy and foreign af-
fairs. It is our position legally—the
President at all times acted with per-
fect legal authority, inquired of mat-
ters in our national interest, and, hav-
ing received assurances of those mat-
ters, continued his policy that his ad-
ministration put forward of what real-
ly is unprecedented support for
Ukraine, including the delivery of a
military aid package that was denied
to the Ukrainians by the prior adminis-
tration.

Some of the managers right here, my
colleagues at the other table, voted in
favor of those—wanted Javelin anti-
tank missiles for Ukraine. Some of the
Members here did not, didn’t want to
do that, voted against that. I am glad
we gave it to them. I am glad we al-
lowed them to purchase Javelins.

I never served in the military. I have
tremendous, tremendous respect for
the men and women who protect our
freedom. I have tremendous respect for
what they are doing and continue to
do.

This President actually allowed the
Javelins to go. Some of you liked that
idea; some of you did not. Policy dif-
ference. Were you going to impeach
President Obama because he did not
give them lethal aid? No. Nor should
you. You should not do that. It is a pol-
icy difference. Policy differences do not
rise to the level of constitutionally
mandated or constitutional applica-
tions for removal from office. It is pol-
icy differences.

By the way, it is not just on lethal
weapons; President Obama, as I said,
withheld aid. He had the right to do
that. You have allowed him to do that.

Oh, but we don’t like that this Presi-
dent did it, so the rules change. So this
President’s rules are different than—he
has a different set of standards he has
to apply than what you allowed the
previous administrations to apply. And
you know what—or the future adminis-
trations to apply. That is the problem
with these articles.

We have laid out, I believe, a compel-
ling case on what the Constitution re-
quires. When they were in the House of
Representatives putting this together,
did they go through a constitutionally
mandated accommodation process to
see if there was a way to come up with
something? No, they did not. Did they
run to court? No. And the one time it
was about to happen, they ran the
other way.

Separation of powers means some-
thing. It is not separation of powers
and other nonsense. If we have reached
now, at this very moment in the his-
tory of our Republic, a bar of impeach-
ment because you don’t like the Presi-
dent’s policies or you don’t like the



S626

way he undertook those policies—be-
cause we heard a lot about policy. If
partisan impeachment is now the rule
of the day, which these Members and
Members of this Senate said should
never be the rule of the day—my good-
ness, they said it—some of them—5
months ago, but then we had the na-
tional emergency, a phone call. It is an
emergency, except we will just wait.

But if partisan impeachment based
on policy disagreements, which is what
this is, and personal presumptions or
newspaper reports and allegations in
an unsourced—maybe this is in some-
body’s book who is no longer at the
White House—if that becomes the new
norm, future Presidents, Democrats
and Republicans, will be paralyzed the
moment they are elected, before they
can even take the oath of office. The
bar for impeachment cannot be set this
low.

Majority Leader MCCONNELL, Demo-
cratic Leader SCHUMER, House man-
agers, Members of the Senate—danger,
danger, danger. These articles must be
rejected. The Constitution requires it.
Justice demands it.

We would ask the majority leader for
a short recess, if we can, about 15 min-
utes.

The CHIEF JUSTICE. The majority
leader is recognized.

RECESS

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. Chief Justice,
we will be in recess for 15 minutes.

There being no objection, at 2:18
p.m., the Senate, sitting as a Court of
Impeachment, recessed until 2:44 p.m.;
whereupon the Senate reassembled
when called to order by the CHIEF JUS-
TICE.

The CHIEF JUSTICE. The Senate
will come to order. Please be seated.

Mr. Cipollone.

Mr. Counsel CIPOLLONE. I thank
Mr. Chief Justice and Members of the
Senate.

Well, I had kind of a lengthy presen-
tation prepared, but I think you have
heard a lot from our side, and I think
we have made our case.

I just want to leave you with a cou-
ple of points. First of all, I thank the
majority leader and thank Democratic
Leader SCHUMER and all of you for the
privilege of speaking on the floor of the
Senate and for your time and atten-
tion. We really appreciate it.

We made three basic points. One, all
you need in this case is the Constitu-
tion and your common sense. If you
just look at the Articles of Impeach-
ment, the Articles of Impeachment fall
far short of any constitutional stand-
ard, and they are dangerous. If you
look to the words from the past that I
think are instructive, as I said last
night, they are instructive because
they were right then and they are right
now, and I will leave you with some of
those words.

(Text of Videotape presentation:)

Mr. NADLER. There must never be a nar-
rowly voted impeachment or an impeach-
ment supported by one of our major political
parties and opposed by the other. Such an
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impeachment will lack legitimacy, will
produce divisiveness and bitterness in our
politics for years to come, and will call into
question the very legitimacy of our political
institutions.

Ms. LOFGREN. This is unfair to the Amer-
ican people. By these actions you would undo
the free election that expressed the will of
the American people in 1996. In so doing, you
will damage the faith the American people
have in this institution and in the American
democracy. You will set the dangerous prece-
dent that the certainty of Presidential
terms, which has so benefited our wonderful
America, will be replaced by the partisan use
of impeachment. Future Presidents will face
election, then litigation, then impeachment.
The power of the President will diminish in
the face of the Congress, a phenomena much
feared by the Founding Fathers.

Mr. MARKEY. This is a constitutional
amendment that we are debating, not an im-
peachment resolution. The Republicans are
crossing out the impeachment standard of
high crimes and misdemeanors, and they are
inserting the words ‘‘any crime or mis-
demeanor.” We are permitting a constitu-
tional coup d’etat which will haunt this body
and our country forever.

Mr. MENENDEZ. I warn my colleagues
that you will reap the bitter harvest of the
unfair partisan seeds you sow today. The
constitutional provision for impeachment is
a way to protect our government and our
citizens, not another weapon in the political
arsenal.

Mr. SCHUMER. I suspect history will show
that we have lowered the bar on impeach-
ment so much we have broken the seal on
this extreme penalty so cavalierly that it
will be used as a routine tool to fight polit-
ical battles. My fear is that when a Repub-
lican wins the White House Democrats will
demand payback.

Mr. Counsel CIPOLLONE. You were
right, but I am sorry to say you were
also prophetic, and I think I couldn’t
say it better myself, so I will not. You
know what the right answer is in your
heart. You know what the right answer
is for our country. You know what the
right answer is for the American peo-
ple.

What they are asking you to do is to
throw out a successful President on the
eve of an election with no basis and in
violation of the Constitution. It would
dangerously change our country and
weaken—weaken—forever all of our
democratic institutions. You all know
that is not in the interest of the Amer-
ican people. Why not trust the Amer-
ican people with this decision? Why
tear up their ballots? Why tear up
every ballot across this country? You
can’t do that. You know you can’t do
that.

So I ask you to defend our Constitu-
tion, to defend fundamental fairness, to
defend basic due process rights, but
most importantly—most importantly—
to respect and defend the sacred right
of every American to vote and to
choose their President. The election is
only months away. The American peo-
ple are entitled to choose their Presi-
dent.

Overturning the last election and
massively interfering with the upcom-
ing one would cause serious and lasting
damage to the people of the United
States and to our great country. The
Senate cannot allow this to happen. It
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is time for this to end, here and now.
So we urge the Senate to reject these
Articles of Impeachment for all of the
reasons we have given you. You know
them all. I don’t need to repeat them.

They have repeatedly said, over and
over again, a quote from Benjamin
Franklin: “It is a republic, if you can
keep it.” And every time I heard it, I
said to myself: It is a republic, if they
let us keep it.

I have every confidence—every con-
fidence—in your wisdom. You will do
the only thing you can do, what you
must do, what the Constitution com-
pels you to do: Reject these Articles of
Impeachment for our country and for
the American people.

It will show that you put the Con-
stitution above partisanship. It will
show that we can come together on
both sides of the aisle and end the era
of impeachment for good. You know it
should end. You know it should end. It
will allow you all to spend all of your
energy and all of your enormous talent
and all of your resources on doing what
the American people sent you here to
do: to work together, to work with the
President, to solve their problems.

So this should end now, as quickly as
possible. Thank you again for your at-
tention. I look forward to answering
your questions.

With that, that ends our presen-
tation. Thank you very much.

The CHIEF JUSTICE. The majority
leader is recognized.

UNANIMOUS CONSENT AGREEMENT

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. Chief Justice,
I have reached an agreement with the
Democratic leader on how to proceed
during the question period. Therefore, 1
ask unanimous consent that the ques-
tion period for Senators start when the
Senate reconvenes on Wednesday; fur-
ther, that the questions alternate be-
tween the majority and minority sides
for up to 8 hours during that session of
the Senate; and finally, that on Thurs-
day, the Senate resume time for Sen-
ators’ questions, alternating between
sides for up to 8 hours during that ses-
sion of the Senate.

The CHIEF JUSTICE. Is there objec-
tion? Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. Chief Justice,
we will complete the question period
over the next 2 days. I remind Senators
that their questions must be in writing
and will be submitted to the Chief Jus-
tice. During the question period of the
Clinton trial, Senators were thoughtful
and brief with their questions, and the
managers and counsel were succinct in
their answers. I hope we can follow
both of these examples during this
time.

The CHIEF JUSTICE. During the im-
peachment trial of President Clinton,
Chief Justice Rehnquist advised ‘‘coun-
sel on both sides that the Chair will op-
erate on a rebuttable presumption that
each question can be fully and fairly
answered in 5 minutes or less.” The
transcript indicates that the statement
was met with ‘‘laughter.”
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Nonetheless, managers and counsel
generally limited their responses ac-
cordingly. I think the late Chief’s time
limit was a good one and would ask
both sides to abide by it.

———————

MORNING BUSINESS

NATIONAL SLAVERY AND HUMAN

TRAFFICKING PREVENTION
MONTH
Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President,

today, I join my colleagues on an im-
portant resolution condemning human
trafficking both at home and around
the world.

Congress made human trafficking a
federal crime 20 years ago with passage
of the Trafficking Victims Protection
Act. Since then, I have worked with
my colleagues on several pieces of leg-
islation to strengthen existing protec-
tions and continue putting victims
first.

President Trump has also made ad-
dressing human trafficking one of his
top priorities. He signed my bill, the
Trafficking Victims Protection Act of
2017 into law, as well as other measures
that I cosponsored, such as the Stop
Enabling Sex Traffickers Act, the
Abolish Human Trafficking Act and
the Frederick Douglass Trafficking
Victims Prevention and Reauthoriza-
tion Act. He also proclaimed January
as National Slavery and Human Traf-
ficking Prevention Month.

——
IOWA CAUCUSES

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, this
coming Monday, the first in the Nation
Iowa caucuses kick off the Presidential
nomination process. The Presidential
preference part of the caucus is just
one part, however. In truth, the Iowa
caucuses are an example of grassroots
democracy. Iowa voters for each polit-
ical party gather in each of the 1681
precincts across my State. At these
neighborhood meetings, voters discuss
issues of local and national importance
and elect party officers and convention
delegates. The platform planks ap-
proved and the officers and delegates
elected often have a longer lasting im-
pact on the political parties than the
Presidential preference votes.

Mr. President, in a week, all political
focus will be set on my home State of
Iowa for the first in the Nation pre-
cinct caucuses. Many pundits ask why
Iowa should be awarded this much im-
pact in the Presidential nomination
process? Iowans take this job seriously.
They study the candidates’ back-
grounds and positions on issues and
they thoughtfully listen to the debates.
In Iowa, Presidential candidates must
explain and discuss their positions and
answer tough questions directly to citi-
zens instead of relying on advertising.
Candidates who have done this success-
fully will be rewarded with momentum
and excitement that could launch the
rest of their candidacy.
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SUPPORT FOR AMERICAN VICTIMS
OF TERRORISM

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, this past
December, H.R. 1865, the Further Con-
solidated Appropriations Act, 2020, was
enacted into law as Public Law 116-94.
I want to take a moment to offer some
clarity regarding section 903 of division
J of the Act, which is a modified
version of the Promoting Security and
Justice for Victims of Terrorism Act of
2019.

I commend the Republican and
Democratic Senators who have dedi-
cated their time to pursuing justice for
American victims of terrorism. We all
want these victims to have their day in
court and to be appropriately com-
pensated. It is also important that we
do so in a manner that does not do
more harm than good. That is the bal-
ance that was sought in section 903 on
a bipartisan basis.

One component of section 903 is a
provision that enables the Palestinian
Authority and the Palestinian Libera-
tion Organization, PA and PLO, to con-
duct certain activities in the United
States ‘“‘exclusively for the purpose of
conducting official business’” and ac-
tivities ‘“‘ancillary’ to those listed in
the provision without consenting to
personal jurisdiction in civil cases. The
provision was included because Sen-
ators of both parties understand that it
is in our national interest to permit
certain activities related to the official
representation of the PA and PLO.
Having been part of the negotiation
that resulted in this language, I believe
it is important that we have a clear un-
derstanding of the types of activities
that are considered ‘‘ancillary’ to the
conduct of official business.

While the official business of any for-
eign mission necessarily includes meet-
ings with Members of Congress and
their staff, representatives of the exec-
utive branch, and other public officials,
ancillary activities are those which
may not be essential for the minimal
functioning of the mission but which
support the mission’s primary oper-
ations. By way of example, I am con-
fident that every Member of this body
would, as I do, consider a public state-
ment, the issuance of a press release,
or a meeting or public appearance—
while not essential—to be ancillary to
his or her primary functions as a U.S.
Senator and would reject any attempt
to define such activities otherwise.

That is also why, with regard to the
PA and PLO, while we may or may not
agree with the statements of its rep-
resentatives, the law contemplates
that its representatives may meet with
advocates regarding relevant issues,
make public statements, and otherwise
engage in public advocacy and civil so-
ciety activities that are ancillary to
the conduct of official business without
consenting to personal jurisdiction.
Such jurisdiction is provided for else-
where in section 903.

The message in this bill is clear: Con-
gress is committed to pursuing justice
for American victims of terrorism
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while ensuring appropriate standards
regarding the ability of foreign mis-
sions to conduct official business in the
United States. This is a solution that
protects U.S. national interests, and I
thank the Senators on both sides of the
aisle who have worked together to find
a way forward on this measure.

————

THE PHILIPPINES

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President I want to
take a few moments to discuss an issue
that has garnered some attention in re-
cent months, which is our relations
with the Government of the Phil-
ippines, including President Duterte’s
counter-drug strategy and his govern-
ment’s treatment of those who have
openly criticized that strategy.

It is important to first recount the
long history of friendship and strategic
cooperation between the United States
and the Philippines. Family and cul-
tural ties that extend back many gen-
erations bind us together, as do our
shared goals in East Asia and the Pa-
cific. Our Armed Forces regularly en-
gage in joint exercises to enhance re-
gional security. Despite our dif-
ferences, relations between our two
countries are strong and based on mu-
tual respect.

We should also extend our deepest
sympathies to those harmed by the re-
cent eruption of the Taal volcano in
Luzon. It has displaced tens of thou-
sands of families and destroyed the
livelihoods of many. The U.S. Agency
for International Development and
international organizations that re-
ceive U.S. funding like the World Food
Programme are responding with hu-
manitarian aid to those in need, which
I and others in Congress strongly sup-
port.

One of the manifestations of our
longstanding, close relations with the
Philippines is the assistance we provide
annually to promote a wide range of in-
terests there, from humanitarian and
economic assistance to military assist-
ance, which in fiscal year 2019 totaled
more than $150 million. However, as is
the case for other recipients of U.S. as-
sistance, those funds are not an enti-
tlement and they are not a blank
check. For example, in the Philippines
they may not be used to support police
counter-drug operations. We condemn
the thousands of extrajudicial execu-
tions of suspected drug users and drug-
traffickers by police and their collabo-
rators. Such a strategy is not con-
sistent with due process and the rule of
law, nor an effective way to combat the
trafficking and abuse of illegal drugs
that every country, including the
United States, is struggling with. We
do support treatment programs for
Filipinos suffering from drug addic-
tion.

We also stand strongly in support of
freedom of expression, whether in the
Philippines or anywhere else, including
in our own country, and that, as well
as President Duterte’s counter-drug
strategy, is what underlies our current
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disagreement with his government that
is illustrated, most recently, by the
passage without opposition of S. Res.
142, which condemns the imprisonment
of Senator Leila De Lima and calls for
her immediate release. It also calls on
the Government of the Philippines to
guarantee freedom of the press and to
drop charges against Maria Ressa and
the online news network Rappler.

As said by Senator DURBIN who, like
I, cosponsored that resolution, ‘“‘[iln
the end, [De Lima’s] freedom and the
end of government harassment against
journalists like Maria Ressa will be im-
portant tests of whether cherished
democratic norms we share with our
long-standing Filipino allies will be re-
spected by President Duterte.”

The response of the Duterte govern-
ment was regrettable, albeit not
uncharacteristic. Like Senator DURBIN,
I have become accustomed to being on
the receiving end of baseless personal
attacks by President Duterte’s spokes-
man, as if those attacks might intimi-
date us or boost domestic support for
his government. Rather than respond
substantively to legitimate concerns
about extrajudicial killings, impunity,
and freedom of expression that I, Sen-
ator DURBIN, Senator MARKEY, our
Democratic and Republican colleagues,
the U.S. State Department, the United
Nations, and respected human rights
organizations have raised over the
years, we are told that S. Res. 142 is
based on ‘‘bogus narratives . . . pro-
moted by Duterte’s usual antagonists.”
We are accused of being ‘‘prejudiced”
and ‘‘misguided,” our support for Sen-
ator De Lima ‘‘a direct and shameless
affront to the Republic of the Phil-
ippines, which has long ceased to be a
colony of the United States.” Our ac-
tions are called ‘‘brazen and intrusive
to the dignity of an independent, demo-
cratic and sovereign state” which
would ‘‘not be bullied by any foreign
country or by its officials, especially
by misinformed and gullible politicians
who grandstand at our expense.” Going
a step further, the Duterte government
inexplicably threatened to deny visas
to Americans who seek to visit the
Philippines and who have nothing to do
with these concerns.

Such vitriolic hyperbole is barely de-
serving of a response, but suffice it to
say that none of us remotely regards
the Philippines as a colony of the
United States, nor are our concerns
about the treatment of Senator De
Lima and Maria Ressa an intrusion of
the Philippines’ sovereignty, which we
respect. S. Res. 142 is based on con-
sistent reporting by the Trump admin-
istration’s State Department, the
United Nations, and other credible ob-
servers, including in the Philippines,
who share the conviction that defend-
ing freedom of expression has nothing
to do with sovereignty. To the con-
trary, it is everyone’s responsibility,
wherever it is denied. If there is any
“intrusion of dignity’’ or ‘‘shameless
affront’ in this instance, it is the har-
assment, threats, false charges, and
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imprisonment of those who have dared
to criticize the Duterte government’s
lawless counter-drug strategy.

None of us here, nor in the Phil-
ippines, has an interest in prolonging
this dispute. To the contrary, we want
to enhance our cooperation in a mul-
titude of areas of common interest—
from maritime security to human traf-
ficking to climate change. What 100
U.S. Senators—Republicans and Demo-
crats—have urged is succinctly spelled
out in the resolution. Rather than deny
visas to Americans, many of whom
have family in the Philippines, and
rather than resort to ad hominem at-
tacks, there is, as Senator DURBIN has
said, ‘‘an easy and honorable way for-
ward.”” As I have said for months, we
are not aware of any credible evidence
that Senator De Lima, who has been
detained for nearly 3 years, is guilty of
the crimes she has been accused of. If
such evidence exists, it should be
promptly produced in a public trial,
and she should be provided the oppor-
tunity to refute it. Otherwise she
should be released. As a former pros-
ecutor, I know that is the minimum to
which anyone accused of a crime is en-
titled.

And respected, courageous investiga-
tive journalists 1like Maria Ressa
should be able to publish without fear
of retaliation. There is no surer way to
destroy the underpinnings of democ-
racy than by using threats and unlaw-
ful arrest to silence the press.

————

IMPRISONMENT OF LOUJAIN AL-
HATHLOUL

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I have
spoken repeatedly about the unlawful
imprisonment and abuse of human
rights activists by the Saudi Govern-
ment, which continue despite promises
of reform by Crown Prince Mohammed
bin Salman. In fact, the murder of
Jamal Khashoggi, the botched coverup
and sham investigation, and the ongo-
ing, systematic repression of Saudi ac-
tivists have only served to confirm
what we already knew, which is that
the Crown Prince is no reformer but,
instead, a ruthless autocrat intimi-
dated by non-violent dissent from his
own people.

One such activist being unlawfully
detained by the Saudi royal family—
which for all intents and purposes is
the government—is Loujain al-
Hathloul, a prominent and outspoken
women’s rights defender known for her
activism against the women’s driving
ban and the male guardianship system.
In 2014, Ms. al-Hathloul, who had a
driver’s license from the United Arab
Emirates, UAE, was detained for 73
days after attempting to drive into
Saudi Arabia from the UAE.

She was arrested again in May 2018
along with several other women’s
rights activists, weeks before the Saudi
Government lifted the ban on female
drivers. She was detained and forcibly
deported via private Saudi jet from the
UAE and remains in a Saudi prison
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today. According to Ms. al-Hathloul’s
family and several human rights orga-
nizations, she has been tortured, sexu-
ally harassed, and threatened with rape
and murder by Saudi officials.

For the first 10 months of her deten-
tion, Ms. al-Hathloul was held without
charges or trial and for the first 3
months, without access to her family
or lawyer. In her first trial session on
March 13, 2019, she was charged with
promoting women’s rights; calling for
an end to the male guardianship sys-
tem; and contacting international or-
ganizations, foreign media, and other
activists. It is hard to believe that in
the year 2020, advocacy that has been
protected under international law for
nearly half a century is grounds for im-
prisonment and prosecution in Saudi
Arabia, a country whose leaders enjoy
the best of what oil revenues can buy
while subjecting their critics to treat-
ment reminiscent of the 1800s.

Imprisoned, tortured, and charged
with multiple ‘‘crimes,” Ms. al-
Hathloul’s last court appearance was
on April 3, 2019, more than 250 days
ago. She remains in prison without any
information regarding when her next
court session will take place. The right
of due process simply does not exist in
Saudi Arabia.

This is typical of how Saudi Arabia
treats those who dare to exercise their
rights to free expression, association,
and assembly. We should all be out-
raged, and in fact Republicans and
Democrats in Congress as well as doz-
ens of foreign governments have called
for Ms. al-Hathloul’s release and the
release of others facing politically mo-
tivated charges in Saudi Arabia. Until
there are consequences for these viola-
tions of human rights and misuse of
the judicial process, nothing will
change.

Fortunately, our hands are not tied.
The United States can do more than
simply call for Ms. al-Hathloul’s re-
lease. Section 7031(c) of division G of
the Further Consolidated Appropria-
tions Act, 2020, which applies to all for-
eign countries, states that ‘“‘[o]fficials
of foreign governments and their im-
mediate family members about whom
the Secretary of State has credible in-
formation have been involved, directly
or indirectly, in . . . a gross violation
of human rights shall be ineligible for
entry into the United States.”

Secretary of State Pompeo unques-
tionably has such information. Ms. al-
Hathloul’s prolonged, arbitrary deten-
tion and abuse in custody are gross vio-
lations of human rights. Secretary
Pompeo should apply section 7031(c)
and immediately impose visa restric-
tions on all Saudi Government officials
involved, directly or indirectly, in her
detention and abuse. That is our law.

It is as ironic as it is unconscionable
that the Crown Prince has been praised
for ending the ban on a woman’s abil-
ity to drive a car in Saudi Arabia, at
the same time that his government is
unjustly and cruelly imprisoning a cou-
rageous woman for advocating for that
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very right. The Trump administration
should apply the law as required in this
case.

———

U.S. SENATE SELECT COMMITTEE
ON ETHICS ANNUAL REPORT

Mr. LANKFORD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent, for myself as
chairman of the Select Committee on
Ethics and for Senator CHRISTOPHER A.
CoONS, vice chairman of the com-
mittee, that the Annual Report for the
Select Committee on Ethics for cal-
endar year 2019 be printed in the
RECORD. The Committee issues this re-
port today, January 28, 2020, as re-
quired by the Honest Leadership and
Open Government Act of 2007.

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

ANNUAL REPORT OF THE SELECT COMMITTEE
ON ETHICS

116TH CONGRESS, SECOND SESSION
JANUARY 28, 2020

The Honest Leadership and Open Govern-
ment Act of 2007 (the Act) calls for the Se-
lect Committee on Ethics of the United
States Senate to issue an annual report no
later than January 31lst of each year pro-
viding information in certain categories de-
scribing its activities for the preceding year.
Reported below is the information describing
the Committee’s activities in 2019 in the cat-
egories set forth in the Act:

(1) The number of alleged violations of
Senate rules received from any source, in-
cluding the number raised by a Senator or
staff of the Committee: 251. (In addition, 16
alleged violations from previous years were
carried into 2019.)

(2) The number of alleged violations that
were dismissed—

(A) For lack of subject matter jurisdiction
or in which, even if the allegations in the
complaint are true, no violation of Senate
rules would exist: 135. (This figure includes 4
matters from the previous year carried into
2019.)

(B) Because they failed to provide suffi-
cient facts as to any material violation of
the Senate rules beyond mere allegation or
assertion: 118. (This figure includes 5 matters
from previous years carried into 2019.)

(3) The number of alleged violations for
which the Committee staff conducted a pre-
liminary inquiry: 16. (This figure includes 8
matters from previous years carried into
2019.)

(4) The number of alleged violations for
which the Committee staff conducted a pre-
liminary inquiry that resulted in an adju-
dicatory review: 0.

(56) The number of alleged violations for
which the Committee staff conducted a pre-
liminary inquiry and the Committee dis-
missed the matter for lack of substantial
merit or because it was inadvertent, tech-
nical or otherwise of a de minimis nature: 11.

(6) The number of alleged violations for
which the Committee staff conducted a pre-
liminary inquiry and the Committee issued
private or public letters of admonition: 0.

(7) The number of matters resulting in a
disciplinary sanction: 0.

(8) Any other information deemed by the
Committee to be appropriate to describe its
activities in the previous year:

In 2019, the Committee staff conducted 36
Member and committee office campaign
briefings (includes 6 remedial training ses-
sions); 21 employee code of conduct training
sessions; 11 public financial disclosure clin-
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ics, seminars, and webinars; 19 ethics semi-
nars and customized briefings for Member
DC offices, state offices, and Senate commit-
tees; 4 private sector ethics briefings; and 3
international briefings.

In 2019, the Committee staff handled ap-
proximately 10,998 inquiries (via telephone
and email) for ethics advice and guidance.

In 2019, the Committee wrote approxi-
mately 784 ethics advisory letters and re-
sponses including, but not limited to, 581
travel and gifts matters (Senate Rule 35) and
133 conflict of interest matters (Senate Rule
37).

In 2019, the Committee received 3,586 public
financial disclosure and periodic disclosure
of financial transactions reports.

————

TRIAL OF PRESIDENT DONALD J.
TRUMP

Mrs. BLACKBURN. Mr. President,
the impeachment trial of President
Trump has devolved into a parade of
last-minute red herrings meant to dis-
tract this body from the issue at hand.
The near-hysteria over books, bore-
dom, and beef jerky has provided a con-
venient vehicle for the House man-
agers, who are trying their best to ped-
dle outrage as evidence.

We learned nothing new from the
House managers’ presentations, but
outside the Senate Chamber, they have
been doing their best to convince us
that we are one ‘‘bombshell” away
from, at last, having all the elements
needed for a speedy conviction. These
efforts to keep unfounded allegations
in the limelight have not gone unno-
ticed by those who should be com-
manding our attention: the American
people.

Outside the beltway, Americans have
grown weary of trials and talking
points. They have heard enough, and
they have had enough.

Taking that feedback into consider-
ation, I thought it might be helpful to
offer an update on what we could be fo-
cusing on instead of this farcical par-
tisan grudge match.

Behind the scenes, we are limping
along as best we can, but our focus is
necessarily distracted from regular
business. Before our time was monopo-
lized by impeachment, the Senate was
making wonderful progress on filling
the Federal bench with well-qualified,
constitutionalist judges.

When we weren’t interviewing those
nominees, members of the Judiciary
Committee spent time hearing testi-
mony on privacy, competition, and the
crisis on our southern border.

Before impeachment, Senators serv-
ing on the Veterans’ Affairs Committee
were hard at work considering a com-
prehensive mental health bill that
would strengthen veteran mental
health and suicide prevention pro-
grams. My own IMPROVE Act is part
of this effort. We were also working on
the IT Reform Act, which would im-
prove information technology projects
at the VA, and the Network of Support
Act, which would help VA officials
guide veterans through the emotional
upheaval of transitioning between Ac-
tive Duty and civilian life. We were
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doing all of this in addition to our con-
tinued oversight of the VA MISSION
Act, and check-ins on struggling clin-
ics such as the one in Murfreesboro,
TN, which just reduced bed space for
veterans struggling with opiate addic-
tion and thoughts of suicide.

This Thursday, we have an Armed
Services Committee hearing on the
U.S.” role in AFRICOM. When I visited
with our troops in Djibouti and Soma-
lia at the end of last year, I saw first-
hand the importance of our advisory
support on the African continent.
Drawing down resources or personnel
in AFRICOM would harm our position
as we compete with Russia and China—
but we won’t have much time to dis-
cuss this potentially disastrous change.
Every day, work grinds to a halt at 1:00
p.m., so that we can sit in our seats in
the Senate Chamber and focus on the
impeachment trial.

We could be paying attention to the
full-blown health crisis plaguing our
rural communities. Since 2010, 118 rural
hospitals have shut their doors. Four-
teen of those facilities were in my
home State of Tennessee. Between
these hospital closures, and high drug
prices, there is enough work to be done
in the health care sector alone to keep
us busy through Christmas.

Mister President, if Tennessee is a
good test group for the rest of the Na-
tion—and it usually is—I can tell you
that when asked to choose between dis-
cussing impeachment politics and real
world problems, the American people
are much more worried about trade,
transportation, and manufacturing,
and how evolving policy initiatives will
affect prices at the grocery store.

I would encourage my colleagues to
remember the cost of indulging these
proceedings and to listen to their con-
stituents back home and not the
breathless coverage that dominates the
24 hour news cycle.

——
H. CON. RES. 83

Mr. MENENDEZ. Mr. President, H.
Con. Res. 83 directs the President to
terminate the use of U.S. Armed
Forces to engage in hostilities against
Iran, unless Congress has authorized
the use of military force against Iran
or such use is necessary to defend
against an imminent armed attack. H.
Con. Res. 83 was agreed to in the House
of Representatives on January 9, 2020
and received in the Senate and referred
to the Senate Committee on Foreign
Relations on January 13, 2020.

The War Powers Resolution, PL 93-
148, has special procedures under-
scoring the privileged nature of a con-
current resolution like H. Con. Res. 83.
Section 1546(c) of the War Powers Reso-
lution requires that once a privileged
concurrent resolution such as H. Con.
Res. 83 has been passed by the House, it
must be referred to the Senate Foreign
Relations Committee, and ‘‘shall be re-
ported out by such committee together
with its recommendations within fif-
teen calendar days.”’” Fifteen calendar
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days from January 13 is today, January
28, 2020. Under the law, the concurrent
resolution may be reported out with a
favorable or unfavorable recommenda-
tion, or no recommendation at all, but
it must be reported out.

Unfortunately, it appears that the
Senate Foreign Relations Committee
majority leadership has decided to
allow the 15 calendar days to lapse
without taking action on H. Con. Res.
83. This failure to act leaves a statu-
tory obligation unfulfilled.

I understand that the chairman is
basing this inaction primarily on the
contention that a concurrent resolu-
tion under 50 U.S.C. 1544(c) may be
privileged only if it uses the word ‘‘re-
move’’ or the phrase ‘‘removal of
United States Armed Forces engaged in
hostilities,” rather than ‘‘terminate”
or ‘‘terminate the use of United States
Armed Forces to engage in hostilities”
as used in H. Con. Res. 83. The argu-
ment appears to be that the use of ‘“‘re-
moved” in 1544(c) of the War Powers
Resolution eliminates the possibility
of privilege if any other terminology is
used, regardless of functional equiva-
lency. This argument suggests that
“removal’ is a term of art required for
privilege.

The approach is unjustifiably restric-
tive. Treating ‘‘removal’” as a term of
art required for privilege is incon-
sistent with the overarching purpose of
the War Powers Resolution and with-
out support in either the statutory
framework or legislative history. It
also undermines Senate and congres-
sional prerogatives.

The purpose of the War Powers Reso-
lution was for Congress to reconfirm
and reassert its constitutional powers
over ‘‘undeclared’” wars. The avail-
ability of a privileged and binding reso-
lution to force a President to stop
using U.S. Armed Forces in hostilities
is central to that purpose. Limiting
such privilege to a single phrase or
word is inconsistent with this reasser-
tion of congressional powers and is nei-
ther a feature of the statute nor its
legislative history.

The statutory framework of the War
Powers Resolution does not support
the assertion that ‘‘removal’” or ‘‘re-
moval from hostilities” are terms of
art that are required for and exclusive
to the availability of privilege. To the
contrary, those terms are not defined
in law; nor is there any reference in the
statute to a military or other usage of
those phrases to suggest that they are
terms of art.

The absence of statutorily mandated
language for privilege in the War Pow-
ers Resolution directly contrasts with
many other statutes in which Congress
expressly requires specific language for
privilege to attach. For example, in
contrast to the War Powers Resolution,
section 130(f) of the Atomic Energy Act
of 1954, PL 83-703, section 101 of the
Arms Export Control Act, PL 90-629,
and section 216(c) of the Countering
America’s Adversaries Through Sanc-
tions Act, PL 115-44 all require specific
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text for privileged resolutions and pro-
vide that text in quotations in the
statute. Clearly, as evidenced by laws
enacted before and after the War Pow-
ers Resolution, Congress knows how to
require the use of unique, statutorily
mandated language for privilege to
apply. The fact that it did not do so in
the War Powers Resolution dem-
onstrates that there was no intent to
limit privilege to use of a single word
or phrase.

Further, the legislative record of the
War Powers Resolution does not sup-
port the assertion that there is an ex-
clusive connection between the use of
“removal” and the availability of
privilege. To the contrary, the record
indicates that ‘‘remove” and ‘‘termi-
nate’” were used synonymously. The
record is replete with the interchange-
able usage of synonymous terms con-
sistent with a cessation of the use of
U.S. forces in hostilities. For example,
House Report 93-287 uses no less than
seven terms in this regard, including
‘“‘conclude,” ‘‘disengage,” ‘‘remove,”
“terminate,” ‘‘abandon such action,”
and ‘‘stop.” In fact, the conferees even
used ‘‘terminate’ to describe the privi-
leged resolution envisioned in 1544(c),
clearly demonstrating that these terms
were considered to be functionally
equivalent for purposes of War Powers.
“The House joint resolution provided
that use of United States Armed
Forces by the President without a dec-
laration of war or specific statutory
authorization could be terminated by
Congress through the use of a concur-
rent resolution. The Senate amend-
ment provided for such termination by
a bill or joint resolution.” H. Rept. 93—
547, Conference Report to H.J. Res. 542.
This legislative history, in tandem
with a statutory construct that does
not require a term of art, demonstrates
that the insistence on such a term for
privilege is misguided.

Finally, strictly limiting privilege to
a resolution that uses ‘‘remove” is in-
consistent with Senate and congres-
sional perogatives. The purpose of the
War Powers Resolution—reasserting
the power of Congress over undeclared
wars—can be vindicated only if the ex-
ecutive branch and its supporters in
the Senate cannot use committee or
floor procedure to bottle up a resolu-
tion consistent with both the purpose
and construct of the War Powers Reso-
lution. Reading into the statute a re-
quirement for specific terminology
where no such requirement exists
unjustifiably restricts Senate action
and limits the reassertion of congres-
sional authority over War Powers.

For the reasons stated above, I urge
the chairman to immediately take the
necessary steps to ensure full compli-
ance with the law.

———————

REMEMBERING RETIRED ARMY

COLONEL (DR.) ROBERT J.T. JOY

Mr. REED. Mr. President, today I pay
tribute to a pioneer in the field of mili-
tary medicine, retired Army COL Dr.
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Robert J.T. Joy. Colonel Joy was
founding professor of military medi-
cine and commandant of the School of
Medicine at the Uniformed Services
University, USU. Most recently, he
served as professor emeritus of USU’s
Section of Military Medical History.
He passed away last year at the age of
90.

Born in Rhode Island and raised be-
tween Narragansett, RI, and St. Peters-
burg, FL, he studied pre-med and pre-
law at the University of Rhode Island,
before attending Yale University Med-
ical School on a Reserve medical offi-
cers training scholarship.

From there, his service to his coun-
try began. After assignments stateside,
Dr. Joy volunteered to lead the Walter
Reed Army Institute of Research,
WRAIR, team to Vietnam, where he re-
ceived his first—of four—Legion of
Merit medals and his team received a
Meritorious Unit Citation for their
field research. After becoming Deputy
Director and then Director of WRAIR,
many thought he had found his dream
job.

However, after a meeting with Dr.
Jay Sanford, the first dean of USU, in
1976, Colonel Joy received a transfer to
take the position of professor of mili-
tary medicine and commandant of the
School of Medicine at the newly cre-
ated USU. While there, he was instru-
mental in the creation of the field of
military medical history, and his
teachings, lectures, and leadership
were integral to the development of to-
day’s “‘joint”’ concept of military medi-
cine.

Dr. Joy retired from Active Duty in
1981 and was awarded the Distinguished
Service Medal for his Army career. He
continued to teach as a civilian pro-
fessor until 2005, and his legacy lives on
through his students—the physicians
and surgical teams that continue to
provide world-class care for our wound-
ed, ill, and injured service members.

I would like to close with a quote
about Dr. Joy from retired Army BG
Robert Doughty, professor and chair of
history at the United States Military
Academy at West Point: ‘“His contribu-
tion has influenced, and will continue
to influence, students, historians, and
soldiers for decades to come.”

I salute Dr. Joy and extend my con-
dolences to his family.

————
TRIBUTE TO CARY JONES

Mr. WYDEN. Mr. President, I want to
take a few minutes today to honor
Cary Jones, an Oregonian retiring after
a long career in the Coast Guard and
the Department of Veterans Affairs.
The bottom line is Mr. Jones has em-
braced and embodied the essence of
public service throughout his distin-
guished career.

He joined the Coast Guard in 1976 and
was stationed in Honolulu, Seattle, and
Coos Bay. He served for several years
aboard the USCGC Boutwell, a high-en-
durance cutter used to intercept smug-
gling vessels.



January 28, 2020

Mr. Jones left the Coast Guard in 2001
as a senior chief yeoman, and he could
have sailed off into an easy retirement.
Instead, he went to work for the VA,
where he would spend nearly two dec-
ades helping Oregon veterans. He
served in a number of roles at the Port-
land VA Medical Center, but in every
capacity he sought to do right by vet-
erans. He worked with my Portland
staff for years, and if you ever want to
get one of them going, just ask how
helpful Cary Jones was. They will tell
you he worked on more than 10,000 con-
gressional inquiries, each of which rep-
resented an attempt to help an Oregon
veteran or military family.

Cary Jones is a shining example of
what public service is supposed to be
all about. He has always been one of
the good guys, in it for the right rea-
sons, and always laser-focused on lift-
ing up people who need a little bit of
help.

Mr. Jones’ career reminds me of a
quote by the famous naturalist John
Burroughs: ‘‘For anything worth hav-
ing one must pay the price; and the
price is always work, patience, love,
self-sacrifice—no paper currency, no
promises to pay, but the gold of real
service.”

And so today I say thank you to Sen-
ior Chief Yeoman Cary Jones for his
work, patience, love and self-sacrifice.

I say thank you for leading by exam-
ple, for showing countless Oregonians
that public service is a noble calling,
and for paying the gold of real service.

I wish you the best as you embark on
your well-deserved retirement.

———
TRIBUTE TO CARL ADRIAN

Ms. CANTWELL. Mr. President, I
rise today to recognize the career and
service of Carl Adrian, who is retiring
this month after more than 16 years as
the president of the Tri-Cities Eco-
nomic Development Council in my
home State of Washington.

Carl has devoted his career to mak-
ing the Tri-Cities an economic power-
house, and throughout his time as the
longest serving president of TRIDEC,
Carl Adrian accomplished so many im-
portant things for the region. Thanks
in part to his work, the Tri-Cities of
today is very different from the Tri-
Cities of 16 years ago.

Under Carl’s leadership, more than
1,300 businesses set up shop in the Tri-
Cities and more than 35,000 new jobs
were created. These business leaders
weren’t drawn to the Tri-Cities just be-
cause of the weather or the excellent
Washington wine; they came because
Carl helped create new opportunities
and supported significant investments
for employers in the region.

I have been so pleased to partner
with Carl and TRIDEC on so many en-
deavors over the years. When it comes
to Hanford, Carl saw the site as history
that should be celebrated and remem-
bered. We worked together to establish
the Manhattan Project Historical Park
in Richland, which honors the more
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than 51,000 Hanford workers who helped
drive our country’s nuclear program
and remembers those whose lands were
taken when the facilities were built.
The site is helping to educate new gen-
erations and bringing new visitors to
the Tri-Cities. More than 10,000 people
visit every year from all 50 States and
more than 80 countries.

Carl also knows how important it is
that we get Hanford cleaned up. He has
been a stalwart advocate for the fund-
ing we need to clean up the site. And I
share his strong belief that the Federal
Government has a moral obligation to
the Tri-Cities and our State to make
sure the Hanford cleanup and its work-
ers receive Federal funding they need.

Throughout his time at TRIDEC,
Carl has worked on so many other
projects of importance to the Tri-Cit-
ies. He has been one of the Pacific
Northwest National Laboratory’s
strongest supporters, working tire-
lessly to make sure Congress and the
Department of Energy recognize the
importance of the lab to our region and
country. As a result of his advocacy,
the lab has experienced significant
growth, particularly in energy innova-
tion including grid security, battery
storage and clean energy technologies.

I was also proud to work with Carl
and TRIDEC to expand the Tri-City Re-
gional Airport. His leadership enabled
the airport to bring non-stop daily
flights from San Francisco, Min-
neapolis, and Chicago to the region,
along with many other destinations.
These flights have helped grow the
attractiveness of southeastern Wash-
ington and allowed many more people
to see what the Tri-Cities have to offer.

For more than 16 years, Carl Adrian’s
leadership of the Tri-Cities Economic
Development Council has made an im-
pact throughout Southeastern Wash-
ington and our entire State. We are all
grateful for his hard work and many
contributions.

Congratulations on your retirement,
Carl. I wish you and Rheta great suc-
cess as you transition to the next chap-
ter of your life.

——————

TRIBUTE TO COLONEL ROBERT
DESOUSA

Mr. TOOMEY. Mr. President, today I
rise to honor the service of COL Robert
DeSousa upon his retirement from the
Army on February 29, 2020. For over 26
years, Colonel DeSousa has served with
distinction and dedication in the U.S.
Army Reserve and the Pennsylvania
National Guard. Many Pennsylvanians
may know Colonel DeSousa in his civil-
ian capacity as the widely respected
State director for my offices in the
Commonwealth.

A native of New Jersey but an adopt-
ed son of Pennsylvania, Colonel
DeSousa holds a bachelor’s degree from
Bucknell University, a law degree from
the Dickinson School of Law, and a
master’s degree from the U.S. Army
War College. He began his military ca-
reer as a judge advocate with the U.S.
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Army Reserve in 1993 and quickly es-
tablished himself as an outstanding de-
fense lawyer and soldier. Following the
September 11 terror attacks, Colonel
DeSousa aided in the mobilization of
our troops and then deployed to Iraq in
2007. While deployed, he simulta-
neously held three distinct positions
for the Pennsylvania National Guard,
the U.S. Air Force, and the U.S. Army
Reserve.

In 2008, Colonel DeSousa returned to
serve in the 28th Infantry Division
Headquarters of the Pennsylvania Na-
tional Guard. The following year, he
was tasked as the first ever regional
defense counsel in what would become
the Army’s first fully integrated trial
defense service for Reserve, Active
Duty, and National Guard soldiers. As
a result of Colonel DeSousa’s leader-
ship in this role, thousands of Army
soldiers in nine different States gained
greater access to legal defense services.
He was subsequently appointed as the
State judge advocate for the Pennsyl-
vania National Guard’s Joint Force
Headquarters in 2013. In this position,
from which he will retire this Feb-
ruary, Colonel DeSousa advised the
Pennsylvania National Guard’s adju-
tant general and his command staff on
legal and ethical matters while super-
vising nearly 50 judge advocates.

Colonel DeSousa has built an exem-
plary career on service and leadership.
His selflessness and competency, un-
doubtedly aided by his positive can-do
attitude and infectious smile, have
earned him numerous honors in the
U.S. Army Reserve and Pennsylvania
National Guard. These honors include a
Bronze Star Medal, Meritorious Serv-
ice Medal, Army Commendation Medal,
and over a dozen other commendations.
His dedication to public service is
evinced by his civilian career, too, hav-
ing previously been a Federal law
clerk, an assistant U.S. attorney, the
chief counsel for Pennsylvania’s De-
partment of State, and the inspector

general for the Commonwealth of
Pennsylvania.
Thankfully, Colonel DeSousa’s re-

tirement is not the end of his service to
Pennsylvanians. He will continue in his
current role as State director for my
Senate office, where he oversees the
daily operations of my seven State-
based offices. In this role, Colonel
DeSousa is famous for his bits of wis-
dom he passes down. In particular, he
reminds his colleagues often that ‘“‘an
email sent or a phone call made does
not mean mission accomplished.”” Colo-
nel DeSousa meets this mission every
day, as he can generally be found out
on the road, crisscrossing our great
Commonwealth to meet with constitu-
ents.

Colonel DeSousa, who is known to
appreciate a good cigar, the occasional
whiskey, and, unrelatedly, sporting
dapper bow-ties, is a true friend to
Pennsylvanians anywhere. I offer Colo-
nel DeSousa my heartfelt congratula-
tions on his military retirement and
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am grateful for his counsel, his contin-
ued service to the Commonwealth of
Pennsylvania, and his friendship.

———————

ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS

150TH ANNIVERSARY OF MISSOURI
UNIVERSITY OF SCIENCE AND
TECHNOLOGY

e Mr. BLUNT. Mr. President, today I
stand to recognize the 150th anniver-
sary of Missouri University of Science
and Technology. Part of the University
of Missouri System, Missouri S&T was
founded in 1870 in Rolla, MO, as one of
the first technological institutions
west of the Mississippi and continues
to be one of the top technological re-
search institutions in the nation.

Originally established as the Univer-
sity of Missouri School of Mines and
Metallurgy, Missouri S&T has grown
from its original mining focus to offer
99 degree programs, while maintaining
its leadership in engineering and the
sciences. In fact, Missouri S&T is con-
sistently ranked as one of the top engi-
neering schools in the nation.

Missouri S&T was chartered on Feb-
ruary 24, 1870, and classes were first
called to order on November 6, 1871.
Since that time, more than 60,000 men
and women have gone on to carry their
status as ‘“‘miners” into successful en-
deavors all over the world. Missouri
S&T alumni consistently achieve some
of the highest average starting salaries
in the Midwest, and the university is
ranked sixth in the Nation for annual
return on investment.

The campus boasts a Center for Infra-
structure Engineering Systems, a Ma-
terials Research Center, a Center for
Biomedical Research, and several other
centers generating world-class discov-
eries. Faculty, staff, and students
produce research on everything from
bioactive glass and bioactive ceramic
scaffolds for regenerating bone to ad-
vancing treatments for traumatic
brain injury. Partnerships with hos-
pitals, the U.S. Army, and local busi-
nesses that are industry leaders have
strengthened and grown already suc-
cessful programs and put Missouri S&T
at the forefront of solving difficult
problems.

The commitment of Missouri Univer-
sity of Science and Technology to edu-
cate young men and women and push
for solutions to some of our most dif-
ficult problems is to be commended. I
extend my sincere thanks for every-
thing the faculty, staff, and adminis-
trators have accomplished over the last
150 years. Congratulations to Chan-
cellor Mohammad Dehghani and all
Missouri S&T faculty, staff, students,
and alumni on this important occa-
sion.e

——————

RECOGNIZING THE BONNEVILLE
HOTEL
e Mr. CRAPO. Mr. President, along

with my colleagues Senator JAMES E.
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RiscH and Representative MIKE SIMP-
SON, I congratulate the city of Idaho
Falls and Bonneville County on the
preservation of the historic Hotel Bon-
neville.

The Bonneville County Heritage As-
sociation provided historical back-
ground about the area and the original
naming and purpose of the hotel that
has stood in Idaho Falls for nearly a
century. The association notes this re-
markable structure was named for Cap-
tain Bonneville, who led an expedition
from 1832 to 1834 through the vast
country between the Missouri and Co-
lumbia Rivers. Idaho later became part
of the United States through the Or-
egon Treaty in 1846. Then, on March 4,
1863, President Abraham Lincoln
signed a bill establishing the Idaho
Territory, and Idaho became the 43rd
State on July 3, 1890. Further, the Bon-
neville County Heritage Association
explained that on February 7, 1911,
Governor James Henry Hawley put an
end to a fight for county division by
signing a bill designating Bonneville
County and naming Idaho Falls the
county seat.

The Bonneville County Heritage As-
sociation found a May 1927 Times Reg-
ister article providing an account of
the historical significance of the Hotel
Bonneville in Idaho Falls at the time of
its construction that states the hotel
““is the result of the desire on the part
of a number of the people of Idaho
Falls, and community, to have the use
of a strictly first class hotel, with ade-
quate accommodations and quality of
service which would enable Idaho Falls,
as a community, to invite public gath-
erings and conventions and to be pre-
pared to take care of them in a way
and manner, which would reflect on the
community.”” The name Hotel Bonne-
ville was selected for the original hotel
to honor the founder of this part of the
country, and the hotel opened its doors
for business on June 1, 1927.

The Bonneville Hotel has recently
undergone extensive renovations trans-
forming it into an affordable housing
complex that includes retail space. We
commend the visionaries and partners
who came together to provide a new
life for this local landmark. A plaque
at the building notes the original Hotel
Bonneville was built by 481 citizens.
Through the leadership of Idaho Falls
Mayor Rebecca Casper, the Idaho Falls
City Council, the Idaho Falls Redevel-
opment Agency, and the hard work and
vison of many Idahoans, the renewal of
this landmark honors the founders of
the county and those who worked to
build and renovate the hotel and pre-
serves this historic building for genera-
tions to come. Congratulations on this
local transformation.e

————————

TRIBUTE TO BRANDON ROBERTS
AND STACIA FUZESY

e Mr. DAINES. Mr. President, this
week I have the honor of recognizing
Brandon Roberts and Stacia Fuzesy of
Chouteau County for their hard work
and entrepreneurial spirit.
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Brandon and Stacia opened the Gold-
en Triangle Brewing Co. in Fort Ben-
ton. Their craft beers showcase the
rich history of Montana ag and the
grain growers of the Golden Triangle.
Working with local farmers, Brandon
and Stacia are energizing the local
economy and crafting beers that Mon-
tanans can call their own.

They have also worked with local
historians to help create unique names
for their craft beer that highlight Mon-
tana history such as Shepweizen and
Bentonbier.

It is my honor to recognize Brandon
and Stacia for opening up this thriving
Montana small business that promotes
our rich history and values. Small
craft breweries like the Golden Tri-
angle Brewing Co. are helping drive the
economy across Big Sky Country. Keep
on brewing.e

———

TRIBUTE TO ANNA, GRACE, AND
JOY WILLIAMS

e Mr. DAINES. Mr. President, this
week I have the honor of recognizing
Anna, Grace, and Joy Williams of Dan-
iels County, for their hard work in
planning Hands Across Scobey, an
event that raised money for Montana
foster children.

These three Montana sisters took the
initiative to give back to their commu-
nity and organize an effort to help
those most vulnerable in our society—
foster children.

Their mother,
mother of five,
child, was the motivation for
‘Hands Across Scobey’ event.

It is my honor to recognize Anna,
Grace, and Joy for their selflessness
and willingness to serve others. Their
charitable effort is exemplary of the
Montana spirit.

I look forward to following the future
accomplishments of these three young
ladies.®

Ruth Williams, a
including one foster
the

———

TRIBUTE TO PASTOR DOUGLAS P.
JONES

e Mr. PETERS. Mr. President, I rise
today to recognize Pastor Douglas P.
Jones of Welcome Missionary Baptist
Church of Pontiac, MI, as the con-
gregation and the Pontiac community
celebrate his 30th pastoral anniversary.

Pastor Jones moved from his native
Cincinnati in 1989 to Pontiac, MI, to as-
sume leadership of Welcome Mis-
sionary Baptist Church. Under his
guidance, membership at Welcome Mis-
sionary Baptist Church grew from a
few hundred to more than 4,000 wor-
shippers. From the very beginning of
his tenure at the church, Pastor Jones
has worked tirelessly to implement a
vision of unity and kindness, bringing
worshippers together so that they may
find strength in their community and,
with that strength, work toward posi-
tive change throughout the Pontiac
area.

His focus on ensuring that church
members’ needs are met can be seen in
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the number and diversity of ministries
established at Welcome. In support of
his younger members, Pastor Jones
created both the Young Men Making a
Difference Ministry for preteen and
teenage boys, as well as the Teen Hs-
teem Ministry for preteen and teenage
girls. Pastor Jones has endeavored to
create resources for the most vulner-
able members of the Welcome commu-
nity such as the T.I.P.—Tots, Infants,
and Preschoolers—ministry, which
looks after the congregation’s young-
est members, the Exodus Dependency
Program, which assists those con-
tending with problems relating to sub-
stance abuse and HIV, and the Domes-
tic Violence Ministry.

Pastor Jones has not limited his
dedication to service to the members of
Welcome Missionary Baptist Church
but, rather, extended his unwavering
faith and generosity to the broader
Pontiac community. He has been fun-
damental in the positive growth seen
throughout the city over the last 30
years. He has served on committees,
boards, and partnerships in support of
the community, including the Pontiac
Youth Assistance, the NAACP North
Oakland Medical Center, and the Wood-
ward Dream Cruise, Inc., to name only
a few. Seeing a lack of unity among
those trying to create change, Pastor
Jones founded the Greater Pontiac
Community Coalition, a federation of
over 190 Oakland County individuals,
community groups, clergy, elected offi-
cials, and businesses that work to-
gether to encourage positive change on
the individual, social, and institutional
level through advocacy and community
action. Pastor Jones has further been a
driving force behind helping the stu-
dents of Pontiac achieve their goals of
pursuing higher education. Under his
guidance the Pontiac Promise Zone
Scholarship Program was created,
which has given many Pontiac stu-
dents the chance to obtain the finan-
cial aid necessary to pursue their
dreams of higher education in the
State of Michigan.

Since his arrival in 1989, Pastor
Jones has been a source of strength and
good will for all those in the Pontiac
community. He is often called upon to
act as a consensus builder among
groups and people of different perspec-
tives, preaching partnership and co-
operation in order to inspire success
and transformation. He has worked
tirelessly in pursuit of what he thinks
is best for the community and has done
so while spreading a message of moral-
ity and kindness.

I have no doubt that the congrega-
tion at Welcome Missionary Baptist
Church is proud to call Pastor Jones
their leader and celebrate his many ac-
complishments over the last 30 years. I
am grateful to Pastor Jones for his
friendship and for his selflessness in
serving the residents of Pontiac and
surrounding area. I wish Pastor Jones,
First Lady JoAnn, and their family
continued happiness and success as
they continue to work for the better-
ment of the community.e
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TRIBUTE TO NATHANIEL JONES
e Mr. PORTMAN. Mr. President, I rise
to honor the memory of one of our
country’s great civil rights leaders and
judges, the Honorable Nathaniel Jones,
who passed away on January 26 at the

age of 93.
Judge Jones was a native of Youngs-

town in my home State of Ohio, a vet-
eran who served in the Air Force dur-
ing World War II, and a tireless advo-
cate for justice and equality. After his
time in the military, he earned an un-
dergraduate degree and a JD from

Youngstown State University.
For much of the 1960s, Judge Jones

was the assistant U.S. attorney for the
Northern District of Ohio at the ap-
pointment of Attorney General Robert
F. Kennedy. In 1969, he became the gen-
eral counsel for the National Associa-
tion for the Advancement of Colored
People, NAACP, where he argued nu-
merous cases before the Supreme

Court.

In 1979 he moved to the Cincinnati
area upon being appointed as an ap-
peals judge for the Sixth Circuit by
President Carter, and he served admi-
rably in that role for decades. With all
of his experience, and his reputation
for integrity and problem-solving,
Judge Jones was an active member of
the Cincinnati community and widely
respected in legal circles. As an exam-
ple, he was asked to deliver the inau-
gural Judge A. Leon Higginbotham
Distinguished Memorial Lecture at
Harvard Law School.

His work also included helping to end
the apartheid regime in South Africa,
working to promote a free and inde-
pendent Namibia, participating in the
U.S.-Egypt Judicial Exchange Pro-
gram, and advocating for human rights
within the Soviet Union. Among his
many accomplishments, he received
the Distinguished Service Citation
from the National Conference for Com-
munity Justice and the State Depart-
ment’s Millennium International Vol-
unteer Award. For all of his accom-
plishments, worked in the House of
Representatives to write and pass leg-
islation to rename the U.S. courthouse
in Youngstown after Judge Jones—the
courthouse stands only a few miles
down the road from where he was
raised as a child. It now bears the name
of this proud son of Youngstown.

Back home in Cincinnati, Judge
Jones was just as important a figure in
the fight for a more equitable society,
having taught law at the University of
Cincinnati, among other schools. I was
proud to work with him on launching
the National Underground Railroad
Museum, housed in my hometown of
Cincinnati. It is there in large part be-
cause of the efforts of Judge Jones,
who also served as a co-chair of the
board of trustees for the museum. I was
honored to work with him over the
years to further its mission. Just last
fall, the University of Cincinnati Col-
lege of Law renamed its Center for
Race, Gender, and Social Justice in his
honor.

Judge Jones was a model public serv-
ant, working to better his community
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and his fellow man. I will remember
him as a friend who brought people to-
gether to support racial healing, equal-
ity and to improve the community. His
legacy of justice and equality before
the law should inspire all of us to con-
tinue to seek positive change.

Today, my thoughts are with his
family—his sister, Allie Jean, his
daughters Stephanie and Pamela, his
sons Rick, William, and Marc, and the
many others whose lives he touched.e

——

REMEMBERING CARMELLA WOOD

e Ms. ROSEN. Mr. President, I rise
today to pay tribute to a great Ne-
vadan, American, and member of the
Greatest Generation, Carmella Wood,
who passed away on January 26, 2020 at
the age of 97 in Las Vegas, the city she
called home in the Silver State since
2003.

Carmella, like many others of her
generation, answered her country’s call
during World War II, volunteering to
serve in the fight against tyranny.
When the U.S. Army would not take
her because of her 4-foot 11-inch height,
she joined the war effort, working in a
factory on the east coast building Cor-
sair Bombers. Carmella’s dedication to
serving her country is reflected in the
fact that even though the factory she
was assigned to was 20 miles from her
home, she never missed a day, some-
times having to walk in the snow the
rest of the way to work when the bus
she rode on could not completely reach
the factory. She and the women she
worked with day in and day out kept
our troops in the fight, and these
women would eventually come to be
collectively and affectionately known
as Rosie the Riveters. Rosies like
Carmella produced over 297,000 air-
planes, 102,000 tanks, 88,000 warships,
and countless other pieces of wartime
equipment which helped American and
Allied troops defeat enemy forces both
in the European and Pacific Theaters,
winning the war and bringing an end to
the terror Nazi Germany and Japan
had inflicted upon countless countries.

After the war Carmella, like many
other Rosies and members of the
“‘greatest generation’, returned to liv-
ing their lives. They married, had kids
of their own, and worked outside the
home. However, Carmella never forgot
her time as a Rosie. Over 20 years ago,
she started attending national Rosie
the Riveter Association reunions and
other events where she was able to
share her experiences and teach cur-
rent generations about how these dedi-
cated women kept America fighting in
the war so their sacrifices and work are
not forgotten or overlooked.

Mr. President, please join me in hon-
oring and remembering Carmella
Wood, one of our legendary Rosie the
Riveters of World War II, a true Ne-
vadan and American patriot who an-
swered her Nation’s call to service,
someone who reflects the high ideals of
this country. Her spirit, perseverance,
and dedication are an inspiration to all
Americans, and she will be truly
missed.e®
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RECOGNIZING HULL’S SEAFOOD

e Mr. RUBIO. Mr. President, as chair-
man of the Senate Committee on Small
Business and Entrepreneurship, each
week I honor a small business that
demonstrates America’s unique entre-
preneurial spirit. I am pleased to rec-
ognize a business for its participation
in Florida’s integral economy and its
involvement in the community. Today,
it is my pleasure to name Hull’s Sea-
food of Ormond Beach, FL, as the Sen-
ate Small Business of the Week.

Jimmy Hull, owner of Hull’s Seafood,
spent his childhood exploring and
catching fresh fish at Ponce Inlet. At
20 years old, he obtained his captain’s
license, began running fishing charters,
and selling the day’s catch to local
markets. Eventually, Hull’s Seafood
opened its doors in 1984. This res-
taurant and market makes a conscious
effort to support sustainability by only
selling fresh-caught, 1local seafood.
They guarantee each of their cus-
tomer’s seafood is of the highest qual-
ity. Over the years, Jimmy and his
team have continued to expand the
business. Led by Jimmy’s strategic vi-
sion, Hull’s Seafood has evolved from a
small take-out kitchen into a full-serv-
ice restaurant and market. In 2018,
Hull’s Seafood received support from
the city of Ormond Beach, which pro-
vided a building improvement grant de-
signed to assist local small businesses.
Jimmy was able to more than triple
the size of the restaurant and double
the number of employees, adding an ad-
ditional forty workers.

Today, Hull’s Seafood Market and
Restaurant continues to supply cus-
tomers and other local restaurants
with the freshest seafood available.
After operating in Ormond Beach for
nearly 40 years, the restaurant has be-
come a landmark within the commu-
nity and a gathering place for local
residents. Located on Ormond Beach’s
downtown Main Street, Hull’s Seafood
is active within its community, par-
ticipating in many city events and sup-
porting local artists by hosting con-
certs and displaying art in the res-
taurant dining room. Additionally,
Hull’s Seafood makes a point of show-
casing other local businesses on their
social media pages. Jimmy stays true
to his passion and is a commercial fish-
erman who also operates the res-
taurant’s charter boat to take pas-
sengers on fishing trips. In 2018, Jimmy
was awarded the Governor’s Business
Ambassador Award for the restaurant’s
continuous effort to create local jobs.
Jimmy and his team was commended
for his advocacy for fisheries and help-
ing to maintain their sustainability in
Florida.

Hull’s Seafood is an excellent exam-
ple of a community and family ori-
ented small business. The entire team’s
efforts toward sustainability and pro-
viding high quality seafood do not go
unnoticed. I am proud to recognize
Jimmy and everyone at Hull’s Seafood
for their hard work, and I look forward
to seeing their future successes. Con-
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gratulations again on being named the
Senate Small Business of the Week.e®

TRIBUTE TO ORLY MUNZING

e Mr. SANDERS. Mr. President, I rise
today in recognition of Orly Munzing,
an extraordinary Vermonter and long-
time advocate for family farms and re-
silient communities.

Orly founded Strolling of the Heifers
in 2002 in Brattleboro, VT, to help
bring awareness to the plight of small
dairy farms. During Orly’s tenure as
executive director of Strolling of the
Heifers, she transformed a small town
parade into a widely renowned event
celebrating sustainable agriculture and
family farms. I am proud to have
marched in many of these parades over
the last 17 years to celebrate our farms
and our communities in Vermont and
around the country. Under Orly’s lead-
ership, Strolling of the Heifers has con-
tinued to expand, now including the
farm-to-table culinary apprenticeship
program to provide underserved com-
munity members with the vital skills
necessary for obtaining good quality
jobs in the food sector.

In addition to Strolling of the Heif-
ers, Orly founded the nationally recog-
nized Locavore Index, the first tool to
measure the growth of the local food
movement. She also created Windham
Grows, a program to provide valuable
skills and resources to farm and food
entrepreneurs. Just this past year, Orly
received the Innovation & Spirit Award
from the Vermont Businesses for So-
cial Responsibility as recognition of
this work.

Prior to all these important accom-
plishments, Orly worked for 24 years as
a learning specialist in the public
school system and consulted with
teachers on cutting-edge educational
techniques. For decades, she has been a
truly tireless champion who has made
significant strides to create more
healthy and prosperous rural commu-
nities. At a time of increased recogni-
tion of the profound impact agriculture
and food have on the vibrancy of rural
lands, our health, and the health of the
planet, it is heartening to know that
dedicated, passionate people like Orly
are making a real difference in our
communities.

Mr. President, I am not only enor-
mously grateful for all of Orly’s many
contributions over the years, but I am
also proud to call her a good friend. I
wish her all the best in her retirement
and know she will continue to fight for
more environmentally sound and fun-
damentally just communities.®

———

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT

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

EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED

As in executive session the Presiding
Officer laid before the Senate messages
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from the President of the TUnited
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.)

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE
RECEIVED DURING ADJOURNMENT

Under the authority of the order of
the Senate of January 3, 2019, as modi-
fied by the order of January 22, 2020,
the Secretary of the Senate, on Janu-
ary 28, 2020, during the adjournment of
the Senate, received a message from
the House of Representatives announc-
ing that the House had passed the fol-
lowing bill, without amendment:

S. 153. An act to promote veteran involve-
ment in STEM education, computer science,
and scientific research, and for other pur-
poses.

Under the authority of the order of
the Senate of January 3, 2019, as modi-
fied by the order of January 22, 2020,
the Secretary of the Senate, on Janu-
ary 28, 2020, during the adjournment of
the Senate, received a message from
the House of Representatives announc-
ing that the House had passed the fol-
lowing bills, in which it requests the
concurrence of the Senate:

H.R. 943. An act to authorize the Director
of the United States Holocaust Memorial
Museum to support Holocaust education pro-
grams, and for other purposes.

H.R. 4704. An act to direct the Director of
the National Science Foundation to support
multidisciplinary research on the science of
suicide, and to advance the knowledge and
understanding of issues that may be associ-
ated with several aspects of suicide including
intrinsic and extrinsic factors related to
areas such as wellbeing, resilience, and vul-
nerability.

H.R. 5671. An act to award a Congressional
Gold Medal, collectively, to the United
States Merchant Mariners of World War II,
in recognition of their dedicated and vital
service during World War II.

———

MEASURES REFERRED

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

H.R. 943. An act to authorize the Director
of the United States Holocaust Memorial
Museum to support Holocaust education pro-
grams, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Energy and Natural Resources.

H.R. 4704. An act to direct the Director of
the National Science Foundation to support
multidisciplinary research on the science of
suicide, and to advance the knowledge and
understanding of issues that may be associ-
ated with several aspects of suicide including
intrinsic and extrinsic factors related to
areas such as wellbeing, resilience, and vul-
nerability; to the Committee on Commerce,
Science, and Transportation.

H.R. 5671. An act to award a Congressional
Gold Medal, collectively, to the United
States Merchant Mariners of World War II,
in recognition of their dedicated and vital
service during World War II; to the Com-
mittee on Banking, Housing, and Urban Af-
fairs.
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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-3801. A communication from the Con-
gressional Review Coordinator, Animal and
Plant Health Inspection Service, Department
of Agriculture, transmitting, pursuant to
law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘User Fees
for Agricultural Quarantine and Inspection
Services” ((RIN0579-AD77) (Docket No.
APHIS-2013-0021)) received during adjourn-
ment of the Senate in the Office of the Presi-
dent of the Senate on January 17, 2020; to the
Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and
Forestry.

EC-3802. A communication from the Gen-
eral Counsel of the Federal Housing Finance
Agency, transmitting, pursuant to law, the
report of a rule entitled ‘‘Rules of Practice
and Procedure; Civil Money Penalty Infla-
tion Adjustment’” (RIN2590-AB07) received in
the Office of the President of the Senate on
January 21, 2020; to the Committee on Bank-
ing, Housing, and Urban Affairs.

EC-3803. A communication from the Sec-
retary of the Treasury, transmitting, pursu-
ant to law, a report relative to operation of
the Exchange Stabilization Fund (ESF) for
fiscal year 2019; to the Committee on Bank-
ing, Housing, and Urban Affairs.

EC-3804. A communication from the Assist-
ant Secretary for Export Administration,
Bureau of Industry and Security, Depart-
ment of Commerce, transmitting, pursuant
to law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Control
of Firearms, Guns, Ammunition and Related
Articles the President Determines No Longer
Warrant Control Under the United States
Munitions List (USML)” (RIN0694-AF47) re-
ceived during adjournment of the Senate in
the Office of the President of the Senate on
January 17, 2020; to the Committee on Bank-
ing, Housing, and Urban Affairs.

EC-3805. A communication from the Acting
Director, Office of Management and Budget,
Executive Office of the President, transmit-
ting, pursuant to law, a report on appropria-
tions legislation within seven days of enact-
ment; to the Committee on the Budget.

EC-3806. A communication from the Direc-
tor of Congressional Affairs, Office of the
General Counsel, Nuclear Regulatory Com-
mission, transmitting, pursuant to law, the
report of a rule entitled ‘‘Adjustment of Civil
Penalties for Inflation for Fiscal Year 2020
(RIN3150-AK11) received in the Office of the
President of the Senate on January 21, 2020;
to the Committee on Environment and Pub-
lic Works.

EC-3807. A communication from the Direc-
tor of Congressional Affairs, Office of the
General Counsel, Nuclear Regulatory Com-
mission, transmitting, pursuant to law, the
report of a rule entitled ‘‘Revision of the
NRC Enforcement Policy” (NRC-2019-0242)
received in the Office of the President of the
Senate on January 21, 2020; to the Com-
mittee on Environment and Public Works.

EC-3808. A communication from the Direc-
tor of Congressional Affairs, Office of Nu-
clear Reactor Regulations, Nuclear Regu-
latory Commission, transmitting, pursuant
to law, the report of a rule entitled ‘“Supple-
mental Guidance Regarding the Chromium-
Coated Zirconium Alloy Fuel Cladding Acci-
dent Tolerant Fuel Concept” (NUREG-0800)
received in the Office of the President of the
Senate on January 21, 2020; to the Com-
mittee on Environment and Public Works.

EC-3809. A communication from the Regu-
lations Coordinator, Centers for Medicare
and Medicaid Services, Department of
Health and Human Services, transmitting,
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pursuant to law, the report of a rule entitled
‘““Medicare, Medicaid, and Children’s Health
Insurance Programs; Program Integrity En-
hancements to the Provider Enrollment
Process’ (RIN0938-AS84) received during ad-
journment of the Senate in the Office of the
President of the Senate on January 17, 2020;
to the Committee on Finance.

EC-3810. A communication from the Assist-
ant Secretary, Legislative Affairs, Depart-
ment of State, transmitting, pursuant to
section 36(c) of the Arms Export Control Act,
the certification of a proposed license for the
export of firearms, parts, and components
abroad controlled under Category I of the
U.S. Munitions List of 5.56mm and 7.62mm
automatic rifles, sound suppressors, and
major components to Estonia in the amount
of $1,000,000 or more (Transmittal No. DDTC
19-101); to the Committee on Foreign Rela-
tions.

EC-3811. A communication from the Assist-
ant Secretary, Legislative Affairs, Depart-
ment of State, transmitting, pursuant to
section 36(c) of the Arms Export Control Act,
the certification of a proposed license
amendment for the export of defense arti-
cles, including technical data and defense
services, to Italy to support the manufac-
ture, production, test, and inspection of wing
assemblies and sub-assemblies for the F-35
aircraft in the amount of $100,000,000 or more
(Transmittal No. DDTC 19-062); to the Com-
mittee on Foreign Relations.

EC-3812. A communication from the Assist-
ant Secretary, Bureau of Legislative Affairs,
Department of State, transmitting, pursuant
to law, the Uniform Resource Locator (URL)
for the Department’s Agency Financial Re-
port for fiscal year 2019; to the Committee on
Homeland Security and Governmental Af-
fairs.

EC-3813. A communication from the Chief
of Staff, Media Bureau, Federal Communica-
tions Commission, transmitting, pursuant to
law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Reexam-
ination of the Comparative Standards and
Procedures for Licensing Noncommercial
Educational Broadcast Stations and Low
Power FM Stations, Report and Order’”’ (MB
Docket No. 19-3) (FCC 19-127)) received in the
Office of the President of the Senate on Jan-
uary 21, 2020; to the Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation.

EC-3814. A communication from the Chair-
man of the Office of Proceedings, Surface
Transportation Board, Department of Trans-
portation, transmitting, pursuant to law, the
report of a rule entitled ‘‘Civil Monetary
Penalties - 2020 Adjustment’ (Docket No. EP
716) received in the Office of the President of
the Senate on January 21, 2020; to the Com-
mittee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation.

EC-3815. A communication from the Sec-
retary of Energy, transmitting, pursuant to
law, a report entitled ‘‘Sustainability Plan
for the Solar Regional Test Centers’’; to the
Committee on Appropriations.

EC-3816. A communication from the Acting
General Counsel of the National Credit
Union Administration, transmitting, pursu-
ant to law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘In-
flation Adjustment of Civil Monetary Pen-
alties” (RIN3133-AF09) received during ad-
journment of the Senate in the Office of the
President of the Senate on January 23, 2020;
to the Committee on Banking, Housing, and
Urban Affairs.

EC-3817. A communication from the Sec-
retary of Energy, transmitting, pursuant to
law, a report entitled ‘“‘Hydrogen and Fuel
Cell Activities, Progress and Plans: Sep-
tember 2016 to August 2019’; to the Com-
mittee on Energy and Natural Resources.

EC-3818. A communication from the Chief
of the Publications and Regulations Branch,
Internal Revenue Service, Department of the
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Treasury, transmitting, pursuant to law, the
report of a rule entitled ‘‘Student Loan Debt
Forgiveness” (Rev. Proc. 2020-11) received
during adjournment of the Senate in the Of-
fice of the President of the Senate on Janu-
ary 22, 2020; to the Committee on Finance.

EC-3819. 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 ‘‘Transfers of Cer-
tain Property by U.S. Persons to Partner-
ships with Related Foreign Partners”
(RIN1545-BM95) received during adjournment
of the Senate in the Office of the President
of the Senate on January 22, 2020; to the
Committee on Finance.

EC-3820. A communication from the Assist-
ant Secretary, Legislative Affairs, Depart-
ment of State, transmitting, pursuant to
law, the Department’s Annual Report of
Interdiction of Aircraft Engaged in Illicit
Drug Trafficking; to the Committee on For-
eign Relations.

EC-3821. A communication from the Acting
Administrator, Federal Emergency Manage-
ment Agency, Department of Homeland Se-
curity, transmitting, pursuant to law, a re-
port relative to the cost of response and re-
covery efforts for FEMA-3426-EM in the
Commonwealth of Puerto Rico having ex-
ceeded the $5,000,000 limit for a single emer-
gency declaration; to the Committee on
Homeland Security and Governmental Af-
fairs.

EC-3822. A communication from the Dis-
trict of Columbia Auditor, transmitting, pur-
suant to law, a report entitled, ‘‘Enrollment
Projections in D.C. Public Schools: Controls
Needed to Ensure Funding Equity’’; to the
Committee on Homeland Security and Gov-
ernmental Affairs.

EC-3823. A communication from the Dep-
uty Assistant Administrator, National Ma-
rine Fisheries Service, Department of Com-
merce, transmitting, pursuant to law, the re-
port of a rule entitled ‘‘“Taking and Import-
ing Marine Mammals; Taking Marine Mam-
mals Incidental to the U.S. Navy Training
and Testing Activities in the Atlantic Fleet
Training and Testing Study Area’ (RIN0648-—
BI85) received during adjournment of the
Senate in the Office of the President of the
Senate on January 23, 2020; to the Com-
mittee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation.

EC-3824. A communication from the Acting
Secretary, Federal Trade Commission, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule
entitled ‘‘Adjustment of Civil Monetary Pen-
alty Amounts” (16 CFR Part 1.98) received
during adjournment of the Senate in the Of-
fice of the President of the Senate on Janu-
ary 23, 2020; to the Committee on Commerce,
Science, and Transportation.

EC-3825. A communication from the Attor-
ney-Advisor, U.S. Coast Guard, Department
of Homeland Security, transmitting, pursu-
ant to law, the report of a rule entitled
“Safety Zone for Fireworks Display; Spa
Creek, Annapolis, MD” ((RIN1625-AA00)
(Docket No. USCG-2019-0846)) received dur-
ing adjournment of the Senate in the Office
of the President of the Senate on January 22,
2020; to the Committee on Commerce,
Science, and Transportation.

EC-3826. A communication from the Attor-
ney, U.S. Coast Guard, Department of Home-
land Security, transmitting, pursuant to
law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Safety
Zone; Ohio River, Owensboro, KY”’ (RIN1625—
AA00) (Docket No. USCG-2019-0820)) received
during adjournment of the Senate in the Of-
fice of the President of the Senate on Janu-
ary 22, 2020; to the Committee on Commerce,
Science, and Transportation.

EC-3827. A communication from the Attor-
ney-Advisor, U.S. Coast Guard, Department
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of Homeland Security, transmitting, pursu-
ant to law, the report of a rule entitled
‘“Safety Zone; Morro Bay Harbor Entrance;
Morro Bay, California” ((RIN1625-AA00)
(Docket No. USCG-2019-0963)) received dur-
ing adjournment of the Senate in the Office
of the President of the Senate on January 22,
2020; to the Committee on Commerce,
Science, and Transportation.

EC-3828. A communication from the Attor-
ney, U.S. Coast Guard, Department of Home-
land Security, transmitting, pursuant to
law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Safety
Zone; Neches River, Beaumont, TX”
((RIN1625-AA00) (Docket No. USCG-2019-
0614)) received during adjournment of the
Senate in the Office of the President of the
Senate on January 22, 2020; to the Com-
mittee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation.

EC-3829. A communication from the Attor-
ney-Advisor, U.S. Coast Guard, Department
of Homeland Security, transmitting, pursu-
ant to law, the report of a rule entitled
“Safety Zone; Straits of Mackinac, MI”’
((RIN1625-AA00) (Docket No. USCG-2019-
0965)) received during adjournment of the
Senate in the Office of the President of the
Senate on January 22, 2020; to the Com-
mittee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation.

EC-3830. A communication from the Attor-
ney-Advisor, U.S. Coast Guard, Department
of Homeland Security, transmitting, pursu-
ant to law, the report of a rule entitled
“Safety Zones; Waterway Training Areas,
Captain of the Port Maryland - National
Capital Region Zone” ((RIN1625-A A00)
(Docket No. USCG-2019-0765)) received dur-
ing adjournment of the Senate in the Office
of the President of the Senate on January 22,
2020; to the Committee on Commerce,
Science, and Transportation.

EC-3831. A communication from the Attor-
ney-Advisor, U.S. Coast Guard, Department
of Homeland Security, transmitting, pursu-
ant to law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Spe-
cial Local Regulations; Sector Upper Mis-
sissippi River Annual and Recurring Marine
Events Update” ((RIN1625-AA08) (Docket No.
USCG-2018-1008)) received during adjourn-
ment of the Senate in the Office of the Presi-
dent of the Senate on January 22, 2020; to the
Committee on Commerce, Science, and
Transportation.

EC-3832. A communication from the Attor-
ney-Advisor, U.S. Coast Guard, Department
of Homeland Security, transmitting, pursu-
ant to law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Spe-
cial Local Regulation; St. Thomas Lighted
Boat Parade, St. Thomas, U.S. Virgin Is-
land” ((RIN1625-AA08) (Docket No. USCG-
2019-0945)) received during adjournment of
the Senate in the Office of the President of
the Senate on January 22, 2020; to the Com-
mittee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation.

EC-3833. A communication from the Attor-
ney-Advisor, U.S. Coast Guard, Department
of Homeland Security, transmitting, pursu-
ant to law, the report of a rule entitled
‘“Regulated Navigation Area; Thea Foss and
Wheeler-Osgood Waterways EPA Superfund
Cleanup Site, Commencement Bay, Tacoma,
WA” ((RIN1625-AA11) (Docket No. USCG—
2018-0970)) received during adjournment of
the Senate in the Office of the President of
the Senate on January 22, 2020; to the Com-
mittee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation.

EC-3834. A communication from the Attor-
ney, U.S. Coast Guard, Department of Home-
land Security, transmitting, pursuant to
law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Regulated
Navigation Area; Monongahela, Allegheny,
and Ohio Rivers, Pittsburgh, PA” ((RIN1625-
AA1l) (Docket No. USCG-2019-0118)) received
during adjournment of the Senate in the Of-
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fice of the President of the Senate on Janu-
ary 22, 2020; to the Committee on Commerce,
Science, and Transportation.

EC-3835. A communication from the Attor-
ney-Advisor, U.S. Coast Guard, Department
of Homeland Security, transmitting, pursu-
ant to law, the report of a rule entitled
‘“‘Regulated Navigation Area; Lake Wash-
ington, Seattle, WA”’ ((RIN1625-AA11) (Dock-
et No. USCG-2019-0296)) received during ad-
journment of the Senate in the Office of the
President of the Senate on January 22, 2020;
to the Committee on Commerce, Science,
and Transportation.

EC-3836. A communication from the Chief
of Staff, Media Bureau, Federal Communica-
tions Commission, transmitting, pursuant to
law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Amend-
ment of Section 73.3555 Multiple Ownership”’
((MB Doc. No. 14-50) (47 CFR Part 73.3555)) re-
ceived in the Office of the President of the
Senate on January 21, 2020; to the Com-
mittee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation.

———

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES

The following reports of committees
were submitted:

By Ms. MURKOWSKI, from the Committee
on Energy and Natural Resources:

Report to accompany S. 2393, a bill to pro-
mote a 21st century energy workforce, and
for other purposes (Rept. No. 116-208).

Report to accompany S. 2425, a bill to
amend the Energy Policy and Conservation
Act to establish the CHP Technical Assist-
ance Partnership Program, and for other
purposes (Rept. No. 116-209).

Report to accompany S. 2508, a bill to re-
quire the Secretary of Energy to establish a
council to conduct a survey and analysis of
the employment figures and demographics in
the energy, energy efficiency, and motor ve-
hicle sectors of the United States, and for
other purposes (Rept. No. 116-210).

———

INTRODUCTION OF BILLS AND
JOINT RESOLUTIONS

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

By Mr. SANDERS (for himself, Mr.
MERKLEY, and Mr. MARKEY):

S. 3227. A bill to require the Administrator
of the Environmental Protection Agency to
designate per- and polyfluoroalkyl sub-
stances as hazardous substances under the
Comprehensive Environmental Response,
Compensation, and Liability Act of 1980, and
for other purposes; to the Committee on En-
vironment and Public Works.

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

S. 3228. A bill to amend section 249 of title
18, United States Code, relating to hate
crimes, to clarify the motive requirement; to
the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Ms. CORTEZ MASTO (for herself
and Ms. ROSEN):

S. 3229. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to provide for an extension
of the energy credit, and for other purposes;
to the Committee on Finance.

By Ms. CORTEZ MASTO (for herself
and Mr. PORTMAN):

S. 3230. A bill to amend title XVIII of the
Social Security Act to provide for an exten-
sion of funding for technical assistance to
small practices and practices in health pro-
fessional shortage areas under the Merit-
based Incentive Payment System (MIPS); to
the Committee on Finance.

January 28, 2020

By Mr. SCHATZ (for himself, Mr.
BLUMENTHAL, Mr. VAN HOLLEN, Mr.
MERKLEY, Ms. HIRONO, Mr. WARNER,
and Mr. CARDIN):

S. 3231. A bill to increase the rates of pay
under the General Schedule and other statu-
tory pay systems and for prevailing rate em-
ployees by 3.5 percent, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Homeland Secu-
rity and Governmental Affairs.

By Mr. SCHATZ:

S. 3232. A bill to promote and support the
local arts and creative economy in the
United States; to the Committee on Finance.

By Mr. MENENDEZ (for himself, Mr.
ENzI, and Mr. WHITEHOUSE):

S. 3233. A Dbill to amend title XVIII of the
Social Security Act to improve access to
skilled nursing facility services for hemo-
philia patients; to the Committee on Fi-
nance.

By Mr. PAUL:

S. 3234. A bill to adjust the normal and
early retirement ages for receipt of benefits
under the Social Security program, increase
the maximum age for delayed retirement
credit, and provide for progressive price in-
dexing of benefits; to the Committee on Fi-
nance.

By Ms. MCSALLY (for herself and Mr.
KAINE):

S. 3235. A bill to direct the Secretary of
Veterans Affairs to conduct a pilot program
on posttraumatic growth, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Veterans’ Af-
fairs.

By Mr. CRAMER (for himself, Mr.
DAINES, Mrs. HYDE-SMITH, Mr. COT-
TON, Mr. INHOFE, and Mrs. BLACK-
BURN):

S. 3236. A bill to amend part D of title IV
of the Social Security Act to ensure that
child support for unborn children is collected
and distributed under the child support en-
forcement program, and for other purposes;
to the Committee on Finance.

By Mr. KING:

S. 3237. A Dbill to amend title XVIII of the
Social Security Act to improve the annual
wellness visit under the Medicare program;
to the Committee on Finance.

By Mr. KING:

S. 3238. A bill to amend title XVIII of the
Social Security Act to provide coverage of
preventive home visits under Medicare, and
for other purposes; to the Committee on Fi-
nance.

By Mr. WICKER (for himself, Ms. CANT-
WELL, Mr. BARRASSO, Mr. CARPER,
Mr. ScorT of South Carolina, Ms.
HARRIS, Mr. TOOMEY, Mr. CASEY, and
Mr. BOOKER):

S. 3239. A bill to designate the head-
quarters building of the Department of
Transportation located at 1200 New Jersey
Avenue, SE, in Washington, DC, as the “Wil-
liam T. Coleman, Jr., Federal Building” ; to
the Committee on Environment and Public
Works.

By Mrs. GILLIBRAND (for herself and
Mr. PORTMAN):

S. 3240. A bill to provide for the vacating of
certain convictions and expungement of cer-
tain arrests of victims of human trafficking;
to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. HEINRICH (for himself and Mr.

UDALL):
S. 3241. A bill to amend the John D. Din-
gell, Jr. Conservation, Management, and

Recreation Act to establish the Cerro de la
Olla Wilderness in the Rio Grande del Norte
National Monument, New Mexico; to the
Committee on Energy and Natural Re-
sources.
By Mr. WYDEN (for himself and Mr.
DAINES):
S. 3242. A bill to amend the Foreign Intel-
ligence Surveillance Act of 1978 to protect
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privacy rights, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.
By Mrs. SHAHEEN:

S. 3243. A bill to increase students’ and bor-
rowers’ access to student loan information
within the National Student Loan Data Sys-
tem; to the Committee on Health, Edu-
cation, Labor, and Pensions.

By Ms. ROSEN (for herself and Mrs.
FISCHER):

S. 3244. A Dbill to require the Secretary of
Health and Human Services to improve the
detection, prevention, and treatment of men-
tal health issues among public safety offi-
cers, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Health, Education, Labor, and
Pensions.

By Ms. CORTEZ MASTO (for herself
and Mr. JONES):

S. 3245. A bill to advance STEM education,
provide for improved worker training, reten-
tion, and advancement, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Health, Edu-
cation, Labor, and Pensions.

By Mr. KENNEDY (for himself, Mr.
SCHATZ, and Ms. CANTWELL):

S. 3246. A bill to amend the Communica-
tions Act of 1934 to direct the Federal Com-
munications Commission to conduct a public
auction of the C-band, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Commerce,
Science, and Transportation.

By Mr. SANDERS (for himself and Mr.
MERKLEY):

S. 3247. A bill to ban the practice of hy-
draulic fracturing, and for other purposes; to
the Committee on Energy and Natural Re-
sources.

———

SUBMISSION OF CONCURRENT AND
SENATE RESOLUTIONS

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

By Mr. BLUMENTHAL (for himself,
Mrs. MURRAY, Mr. MARKEY, Mrs.
FEINSTEIN, Ms. HARRIS, Ms.
DUCKWORTH, Mr. VAN HOLLEN, Mr.
SANDERS, Mrs. GILLIBRAND, Ms. WAR-
REN, Mr. DURBIN, Ms. HIRONO, Mr.
CARDIN, Mr. MERKLEY, Mr. BOOKER,
Ms. KLOBUCHAR, and Mr. COONS):

S. Res. 484. A resolution recognizing Janu-
ary 27, 2020, as the anniversary of the first
refugee and Muslim ban, calling on Congress
to defund the Migrant Protection Protocols,
and urging the President to restore refugee
resettlement to historic norms; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. WHITEHOUSE (for himself, Mr.
BLUNT, Mr. BLUMENTHAL, Mr. BOOK-
ER, Mr. BOOZMAN, Mr. BRAUN, Mr.
BROWN, Mrs. CAPITO, Mr. CORNYN, Ms.
DUCKWORTH, Mr. DURBIN, Ms. ERNST,
Mr. HAWLEY, Mr. JONES, Ms. KLoO-
BUCHAR, Mr. LANKFORD, Mr. MARKEY,
Mr. MURPHY, Mr. PERDUE, Mr.
PETERS, Mr. REED, Ms. ROSEN, Mr.
SANDERS, Ms. SMITH, Mr. SULLIVAN,
Ms. WARREN, Mr. WYDEN, Mr. LEAHY,
Mr. VAN HOLLEN, and Mr. BARRASSO):

S. Res. 485. A resolution recognizing Janu-
ary 2020 as ‘‘National Mentoring Month” ; to
the Committee on Health, Education, Labor,
and Pensions.

By Mrs. FEINSTEIN (for herself, Ms.
MURKOWSKI, Ms. CORTEZ MASTO, Mr.
GRASSLEY, Mr. BLUMENTHAL, Mr.
TESTER, Mr. BROWN, Mr. MARKEY, Mr.
LEAHY, Mr. SULLIVAN, Mr. CORNYN,
Mr. RUBIO, Ms. KLOBUCHAR, Mr.
TOOMEY, Ms. ERNST, Mr. WYDEN, and
Mrs. SHAHEEN):

S. Res. 486. A resolution supporting the ob-
servation of National Trafficking and Mod-
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ern Slavery Prevention Month during the pe-
riod beginning on January 1, 2020, and ending
on February 1, 2020, to raise awareness of,
and opposition to, human trafficking and
modern slavery; to the Committee on the Ju-
diciary.

By Mr. TILLIS (for himself, Mrs. FEIN-
STEIN, Mr. MCCONNELL, Mr.
BLUMENTHAL, Mr. CRAPO, Ms. HARRIS,
Mr. RUBIO, Mr. BOOKER, Mr. CORNYN,
Ms. KLOBUCHAR, and Mr. MARKEY):

S. Res. 487. A resolution supporting the
goals and ideals of Countering International
Parental Child Abduction Month and ex-
pressing the sense of the Senate that Con-
gress should raise awareness of the harm
caused by international parental child ab-
duction; to the Committee on Foreign Rela-
tions.

By Ms. SINEMA (for herself,
ERNST, Ms. ROSEN, and Mr. KING):

S. Con. Res. 35. A concurrent resolution
providing for a joint hearing of the Com-
mittee on the Budget of the Senate and the
Committee on the Budget of the House of
Representatives to receive a presentation
from the Comptroller General of the United
States regarding the audited financial state-
ment of the executive branch; to the Com-
mittee on the Budget.

———

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS

S. 69

At the request of Mr. CORNYN, the
name of the Senator from Georgia
(Mrs. LOEFFLER) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 69, a bill to allow reciprocity
for the carrying of certain concealed
firearms.

Ms.

S. 208
At the request of Mr. TESTER, the
name of the Senator from New York
(Mr. SCHUMER) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 208, a bill to amend title 10,
United States Code, to permit certain
retired members of the uniformed serv-
ices who have a service-connected dis-
ability to receive both disability com-
pensation from the Department of Vet-
erans Affairs for their disability and ei-
ther retired pay by reason of their
years of military service or Combat-
Related Special Compensation, and for
other purposes.
S. 285
At the request of Ms. ERNST, the
name of the Senator from Florida (Mr.
ScoTT) was added as a cosponsor of S.
285, a bill to require U.S. Immigration
and Customs Enforcement to take into
custody certain aliens who have been
charged in the United States with a
crime that resulted in the death or se-
rious bodily injury of another person,
and for other purposes.
S. 318
At the request of Mrs. MURRAY, the
name of the Senator from Connecticut
(Mr. BLUMENTHAL) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 318, a bill to authorize the
Secretary of Veterans Affairs to fur-
nish medically necessary transpor-
tation for newborn children of certain
women veterans.
S. 402
At the request of Mrs. MURRAY, the
name of the Senator from Ohio (Mr.
BROWN) was added as a cosponsor of S.
402, a bill to plan, develop, and make
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recommendations to increase access to
sexual assault examinations for sur-
vivors by holding hospitals accountable
and supporting the providers that serve
them.

S. 505

At the request of Ms. DUCKWORTH,
the names of the Senator from Oregon
(Mr. MERKLEY) and the Senator from
New York (Mrs. GILLIBRAND) were
added as cosponsors of S. 505, a bill to
ensure due process protections of indi-
viduals in the United States against
unlawful detention based solely on a
protected characteristic.

S. 578

At the request of Mr. WHITEHOUSE,
the name of the Senator from Hawaii
(Mr. SCHATZ) was added as a cosponsor
of S. 578, a bill to amend title IT of the
Social Security Act to eliminate the
five-month waiting period for dis-
ability insurance benefits under such
title for individuals with amyotrophic
lateral sclerosis.

S. 633

At the request of Mr. MORAN, the
names of the Senator from Tennessee
(Mr. ALEXANDER), the Senator from
Texas (Mr. CORNYN), the Senator from
Arkansas (Mr. COTTON), the Senator
from New York (Mrs. GILLIBRAND), the
Senator from Alabama (Mr. JONES), the
Senator from Idaho (Mr. RISCH) and the
Senator from Vermont (Mr. SANDERS)
were added as cosponsors of S. 633, a
bill to award a Congressional Gold
Medal to the members of the Women’s
Army Corps who were assigned to the
6888th Central Postal Directory Bat-
talion, known as the ‘Six Triple
Eight”’.

S. 642

At the request of Mr. ALEXANDER, the
name of the Senator from Kansas (Mr.
MORAN) was added as a cosponsor of S.
642, a bill to award a Congressional
Gold Medal to Master Sergeant
Rodrick ‘“Roddie”” Edmonds in recogni-
tion of his heroic actions during World
War II.

S. 651

At the request of Mr. CASEY, the
name of the Senator from Oregon (Mr.
MERKLEY) was added as a cosponsor of
S. 651, a bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1986 to increase the
age requirement with respect to eligi-
bility for qualified ABLE programs.

S. 696

At the request of Mr. MERKLEY, the
name of the Senator from Delaware
(Mr. CooNs) was added as a cosponsor
of S. 696, a bill to designate the same
individual serving as the Chief Nurse
Officer of the Public Health Service as
the National Nurse for Public Health.

S. 781

At the request of Ms. BALDWIN, the
name of the Senator from Massachu-
setts (Mr. MARKEY) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 781, a bill to amend the
Internal Revenue Code of 1986 to pro-
vide for the proper tax treatment of
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personal service income earned in pass-
thru entities.
S. 785
At the request of Mr. MORAN, the
names of the Senator from Tennessee
(Mrs. BLACKBURN) and the Senator
from South Dakota (Mr. ROUNDS) were
added as cosponsors of S. 785, a bill to
improve mental health care provided
by the Department of Veterans Affairs,
and for other purposes.
S. 803
At the request of Mr. TOOMEY, the
names of the Senator from Louisiana
(Mr. KENNEDY) and the Senator from
Tennessee (Mr. ALEXANDER) were added
as cosponsors of S. 803, a bill to amend
the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 to re-
store incentives for investments in
qualified improvement property.
S. 805
At the request of Mr. TESTER, the
name of the Senator from Minnesota
(Ms. KLOBUCHAR) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 805, a bill to amend title
38, United States Code, to improve the
processing of veterans benefits by the
Department of Veterans Affairs, to
limit the authority of the Secretary of
Veterans Affairs to recover overpay-
ments made by the Department and
other amounts owed by veterans to the
United States, to improve the due proc-
ess accorded veterans with respect to
such recovery, and for other purposes.
S. 817
At the request of Mr. CRAPO, the
names of the Senator from North Da-
kota (Mr. CRAMER) and the Senator
from Georgia (Mrs. LOEFFLER) were
added as cosponsors of S. 817, a bill to
amend the Internal Revenue Code of
1986 to remove silencers from the defi-
nition of firearms, and for other pur-
poses.
S. 850
At the request of Mr. SULLIVAN, the
name of the Senator from Arizona (Ms.
SINEMA) was added as a cosponsor of S.
850, a bill to extend the authorization
of appropriations to the Department of
Veterans Affairs for purposes of award-
ing grants to veterans service organiza-
tions for the transportation of highly
rural veterans.
S. 887
At the request of Mr. GRASSLEY, the
name of the Senator from Texas (Mr.
CORNYN) was added as a cosponsor of S.
887, a bill to revise counseling require-
ments for certain borrowers of student
loans, and for other purposes.
S. 888
At the request of Mr. GRASSLEY, the
name of the Senator from Texas (Mr.
CORNYN) was added as a cosponsor of S.
888, a bill to require a standard finan-
cial aid offer form, and for other pur-
poses.
S. 889
At the request of Mr. GRASSLEY, the
name of the Senator from Texas (Mr.
CORNYN) was added as a cosponsor of S.
889, a bill to amend the Higher Edu-
cation Act of 1965 to make technical
improvements to the Net Price Calcu-
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lator system so that prospective stu-
dents may have a more accurate under-
standing of the true cost of college.
S. 892
At the request of Mr. CASEY, the
names of the Senator from Nevada (Ms.
ROSEN) and the Senator from Ten-
nessee (Mr. ALEXANDER) were added as
cosponsors of S. 892, a bill to award a
Congressional Gold Medal, collectively,
to the women in the United States who
joined the workforce during World War
II, providing the aircraft, wvehicles,
weaponry, ammunition, and other ma-
terials to win the war, that were re-
ferred to as ‘‘Rosie the Riveter’”, in
recognition of their contributions to
the United States and the inspiration
they have provided to ensuing genera-
tions.
S. 903
At the request of Ms. MURKOWSKI, the
name of the Senator from North Caro-
lina (Mr. TiLLIS) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 903, a bill to direct the
Secretary of Energy to establish ad-
vanced nuclear goals, provide for a
versatile, reactor-based fast neutron
source, make available high-assay,
low-enriched uranium for research, de-
velopment, and demonstration of ad-
vanced nuclear reactor concepts, and
for other purposes.
S. 1123
At the request of Mr. COONS, the
name of the Senator from Nevada (Ms.
CORTEZ MASTO) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 1123, a bill to transfer and
limit Executive Branch authority to
suspend or restrict the entry of a class
of aliens.
S. 1190
At the request of Mrs. CAPITO, the
names of the Senator from Arkansas
(Mr. COTTON) and the Senator from
Delaware (Mr. COONS) were added as co-
sponsors of S. 1190, a bill to amend title
XVIII of the Social Security Act to
provide for payments for certain rural
health clinic and Federally qualified
health center services furnished to hos-
pice patients under the Medicare pro-
gram.
S. 1249
At the request of Mr. DURBIN, the
name of the Senator from California
(Mrs. FEINSTEIN) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 1249, a bill to prioritize
funding for an expanded and sustained
national investment in basic science
research.
S. 1644
At the request of Mr. TOOMEY, the
name of the Senator from Florida (Mr.
ScoTT) was added as a cosponsor of S.
1644, a bill to ensure that State and
local law enforcement may cooperate
with Federal officials to protect our
communities from violent criminals
and suspected terrorists who are ille-
gally present in the United States.
S. 1757
At the request of Ms. ERNST, the
name of the Senator from Iowa (Mr.
GRASSLEY) was added as a cosponsor of
S. 1757, a bill to award a Congressional
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Gold Medal, collectively, to the United
States Army Rangers Veterans of
World War II in recognition of their ex-
traordinary service during World War
II1.
S. 1781
At the request of Mr. RUBIO, the
name of the Senator from Michigan
(Mr. PETERS) was added as a cosponsor
of S. 1781, a bill to authorize appropria-
tions for the Department of State for
fiscal years 2020 through 2022 to provide
assistance to El Salvador, Guatemala,
and Honduras through bilateral com-
pacts to increase protection of women
and children in their homes and com-
munities and reduce female homicides,
domestic violence, and sexual assault.
S. 1827
At the request of Mr. WYDEN, the
name of the Senator from Massachu-
setts (Mr. MARKEY) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 1827, a bill to amend the
Internal Revenue Code of 1986 to ex-
clude corporations operating prisons
from the definition of taxable REIT
subsidiary.
S. 1908
At the request of Ms. MURKOWSKI, the
name of the Senator from Maine (Ms.
CoLLINS) was added as a cosponsor of S.
1908, a bill to amend the Richard B.
Russell National School Lunch Act to
improve the efficiency of summer
meals.
S. 1954
At the request of Mr. ScoTT of South
Carolina, the name of the Senator from
Arizona (Ms. SINEMA) was added as a
cosponsor of S. 1954, a bill to require
the Secretary of the Treasury to mint
commemorative coins in recognition of
the 75th anniversary of the integration
of baseball.
S. 2321
At the request of Mr. CRUZ, his name
was added as a cosponsor of S. 2321, a
bill to require the Secretary of the
Treasury to mint a coin in commemo-
ration of the 100th anniversary of the
establishment of Negro Leagues base-
ball.
S. 2417
At the request of Mr. KENNEDY, the
names of the Senator from South Da-
kota (Mr. THUNE), the Senator from
Maine (Ms. COLLINS) and the Senator
from South Carolina (Mr. SCOTT) were
added as cosponsors of S. 2417, a bill to
provide for payment of proceeds from
savings bonds to a State with title to
such bonds pursuant to the judgment
of a court.
S. 2427
At the request of Ms. CORTEZ MASTO,
the name of the Senator from Delaware
(Mr. CooNs) was added as a cosponsor
of S. 2427, a bill to amend title 31,
United States Code, to require the Sec-
retary of the Treasury to mint and
issue quarter dollars in commemora-
tion of the 19th Amendment to the
Constitution of the United States, and
for other purposes.
S. 2570
At the request of Ms. SINEMA, the
names of the Senator from Illinois (Mr.
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DURBIN), the Senator from South Caro-
lina (Mr. ScOoTT), the Senator from New
Jersey (Mr. MENENDEZ) and the Sen-
ator from New York (Mrs. GILLIBRAND)
were added as cosponsors of S. 2570, a
bill to award a Congressional Gold
Medal to Greg LeMond in recognition
of his service to the United States as
an athlete, activist, role model, and
community leader.
S. 2602

At the request of Mr. BURR, the name
of the Senator from Arizona (Ms.
McCSALLY) was added as a cosponsor of
S. 2602, a bill to exclude vehicles to be
used solely for competition from cer-
tain provisions of the Clean Air Act,
and for other purposes.

S. 2661

At the request of Ms. BALDWIN, the
name of the Senator from Massachu-
setts (Mr. MARKEY) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 2661, a bill to amend the
Communications Act of 1934 to des-
ignate 9-8-8 as the universal telephone
number for the purpose of the national
suicide prevention and mental health
crisis hotline system operating
through the National Suicide Preven-
tion Lifeline and through the Veterans
Crisis Line, and for other purposes.

At the request of Mr. GARDNER, the
names of the Senator from Idaho (Mr.
CRAPO), the Senator from North Caro-
lina (Mr. TILLIS) and the Senator from
Arizona (Ms. MCSALLY) were added as
cosponsors of S. 2661, supra.

S. 2705

At the request of Mrs. MURRAY, the
names of the Senator from New York
(Mrs. GILLIBRAND) and the Senator
from Rhode Island (Mr. REED) were
added as cosponsors of S. 2705, a bill to
amend title 10, United States Code, to
modify the requirements relating to
the use of construction authority in
the event of a declaration of war or na-
tional emergency, and for other pur-
poses.

S. 2715

At the request of Mr. BLUNT, the
name of the Senator from Massachu-
setts (Mr. MARKEY) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 2715, a bill to develop and
implement policies to advance early
childhood development, to provide as-
sistance for orphans and other vulner-
able children in developing countries,
and for other purposes.

S. 2743

At the request of Mr. GARDNER, the
names of the Senator from Texas (Mr.
CORNYN) and the Senator from Florida
(Mr. RUBIO) were added as cosponsors
of S. 2743, a bill to establish the China
Censorship Monitor and Action Group,
and for other purposes.

S. 27713

At the request of Mr. CARDIN, the
name of the Senator from Massachu-
setts (Mr. MARKEY) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 2773, a bill to require non-
Federal prison, correctional, and deten-
tion facilities holding Federal pris-
oners or detainees under a contract
with the Federal Government to make
the same information available to the

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

public that Federal prisons and correc-
tional facilities are required to make
available.
S. 2807
At the request of Mr. PORTMAN, the
name of the Senator from West Vir-
ginia (Mrs. CAPITO) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 2807, a bill to amend title
XVIII of the Social Security Act to im-
prove the quality of care furnished by
hospice programs under the Medicare
program.
S. 2809
At the request of Mr. VAN HOLLEN,
the name of the Senator from Oregon
(Mr. MERKLEY) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 2809, a bill to amend the Inter-
nal Revenue Code of 1986 to impose a
surtax on high income individuals.
S. 2836
At the request of Mrs. MURRAY, the
name of the Senator from Maine (Mr.
KING) was added as a cosponsor of S.
2836, a bill to prohibit the Secretary of
Health and Human Services from tak-
ing any action to implement, enforce,
or otherwise give effect to the final
rule, entitled ‘‘Protecting Statutory
Conscience Rights in Health Care; Del-
egations of Authority”’.
S. 2864
At the request of Ms. SINEMA, the
names of the Senator from Montana
(Mr. DAINES) and the Senator from
Georgia (Mrs. LOEFFLER) were added as
cosponsors of S. 2864, a bill to require
the Secretary of Veterans Affairs to
carry out a pilot program on informa-
tion sharing between the Department
of Veterans Affairs and designated rel-
atives and friends of veterans regarding
the assistance and benefits available to
the veterans, and for other purposes.
S. 2881
At the request of Mr. WICKER, the
name of the Senator from Wyoming
(Mr. BARRASSO) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 2881, a bill to require the Fed-
eral Communications Commission to
make not less than 280 megahertz of
spectrum available for terrestrial use,
and for other purposes.
S. 2898
At the request of Mr. INHOFE, the
name of the Senator from New York
(Mrs. GILLIBRAND) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 2898, a bill to amend title
5, United States Code, to provide for a
full annuity supplement for certain air
traffic controllers.
S. 2050
At the request of Mr. SULLIVAN, the
names of the Senator from Arizona
(Ms. SINEMA) and the Senator from
Alabama (Mr. JONES) were added as co-
sponsors of S. 2950, a bill to amend title
38, United States Code, to concede ex-
posure to airborne hazards and toxins
from burn pits under certain cir-
cumstances, and for other purposes.
S. 2970
At the request of Ms. ERNST, the
name of the Senator from Kansas (Mr.
MORAN) was added as a cosponsor of S.
2970, a bill to improve the fielding of
newest generations of personal protec-
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tive equipment to the Armed Forces,
and for other purposes.
S. 2973
At the request of Mr. ScoTT of South
Carolina, the name of the Senator from
Kentucky (Mr. PAUL) was added as a
cosponsor of S. 2973, a bill to amend the
Fair Labor Standards Act of 1938 to
harmonize the definition of employee
with the common law.
S. 2991
At the request of Mr. SULLIVAN, the
name of the Senator from Tennessee
(Mrs. BLACKBURN) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 2991, a bill to direct the
Secretary of Veterans Affairs to con-
duct an independent review of the
deaths of certain veterans by suicide,
and for other purposes.
S. 3017
At the request of Mr. GRASSLEY, the
name of the Senator from Florida (Mr.
ScoTT) was added as a cosponsor of S.
3017, a bill to increase transparency
and accountability with respect to
World Bank lending for the People’s
Republic of China, and for other pur-
poses.
S. 3018
At the request of Mr. GRASSLEY, the
name of the Senator from Florida (Mr.
ScoTT) was added as a cosponsor of S.
3018, a bill to require the United States
Executive Director of the International
Bank for Reconstruction and Develop-
ment to oppose assistance by the Bank
for any country that exceeds the grad-
uation threshold of the Bank and is of
concern with respect to religious free-
dom.
S. 3023
At the request of Ms. ERNST, the
name of the Senator from New York
(Mrs. GILLIBRAND) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 3023, a bill to amend the
Public Health Service Act to authorize
the Director of the National Institutes
of Health to make awards to out-
standing scientists, including physi-
cian-scientists, to support researchers
focusing on pediatric research, includ-
ing basic, clinical, translational, or pe-
diatric pharmacological research, and
for other purposes.
S. 3056
At the request of Mr. DURBIN, the
names of the Senator from Illinois (Ms.
DUCKWORTH) and the Senator from
Massachusetts (Mr. MARKEY) were
added as cosponsors of S. 3056, a bill to
designate as wilderness certain Federal
portions of the red rock canyons of the
Colorado Plateau and the Great Basin
Deserts in the State of Utah for the
benefit of present and future genera-
tions of people in the United States.
S. 3067
At the request of Mrs. CAPITO, the
name of the Senator from South Caro-
lina (Mr. ScoTT) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 3067, a bill to amend title
XVIII of the Social Security Act to
combat the opioid crisis by promoting
access to non-opioid treatments in the
hospital outpatient setting.
S. 3086
At the request of Mr. MORAN, the
name of the Senator from Arizona (Ms.
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McSALLY) was added as a cosponsor of
S. 3086, a bill to provide for the conver-
sion of temporary judgeships to perma-
nent judgeships, and for other pur-
poses.
S. 3099
At the request of Ms. MURKOWSKI, the
name of the Senator from Alaska (Mr.
SULLIVAN) was added as a cosponsor of
S. 3099, a bill to provide for the convey-
ance of certain property to the South-
east Alaska Regional Health Consor-
tium located in Sitka, Alaska, and for
other purposes.
S. 3100
At the request of Ms. MURKOWSKI, the
name of the Senator from Alaska (Mr.
SULLIVAN) was added as a cosponsor of
S. 3100, a bill to convey land in Anchor-
age, Alaska, to the Alaska Native Trib-
al Health Consortium, and for other
purposes.
S. 3139
At the request of Mr. DAINES, the
name of the Senator from Georgia
(Mrs. LOEFFLER) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 3139, a bill to amend chapter
44 of title 18, United States Code, to
more comprehensively address the
interstate transportation of firearms
or ammunition.
S. 3167
At the request of Mr. BOOKER, the
name of the Senator from Maryland
(Mr. VAN HOLLEN) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 3167, a bill to prohibit dis-
crimination based on an individual’s
texture or style of hair.
S. 3174
At the request of Mr. BROWN, the
name of the Senator from Delaware
(Mr. CooNs) was added as a cosponsor
of S. 3174, a bill to amend the Federal
Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act with re-
spect to the sale and marketing of to-
bacco products, and for other purposes.
S. 3176
At the request of Mr. RUBIO, the
names of the Senator from Maine (Ms.
CoLLINS), the Senator from Virginia
(Mr. KAINE), the Senator from Missouri
(Mr. BLUNT), the Senator from Ala-
bama (Mr. JONES), the Senator from
West Virginia (Mrs. CAPITO), the Sen-
ator from Illinois (Ms. DUCKWORTH),
the Senator from North Carolina (Mr.
TILLIS), the Senator from Connecticut
(Mr. BLUMENTHAL), the Senator from
Arkansas (Mr. BOOZMAN), the Senator
from Massachusetts (Mr. MARKEY), the
Senator from Iowa (Mr. GRASSLEY), the
Senator from Minnesota (Ms. KLO-
BUCHAR) and the Senator from North
Dakota (Mr. CRAMER) were added as co-
sponsors of S. 3176, a bill to amend the
Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 and the
United States-Israel Strategic Partner-
ship Act of 2014 to make improvements
to certain defense and security assist-
ance provisions and to authorize the
appropriations of funds to Israel, and
for other purposes.
S. 3190
At the request of Mr. DURBIN, the
name of the Senator from Maryland
(Mr. CARDIN) was added as a cosponsor

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

of S. 3190, a bill to authorize dedicated
domestic terrorism offices within the
Department of Homeland Security, the
Department of Justice, and the Federal
Bureau of Investigation to analyze and
monitor domestic terrorist activity
and require the Federal Government to
take steps to prevent domestic ter-
rorism.
S. 3206

At the request of Mr. CASEY, the
names of the Senator from Oregon (Mr.
WYDEN), the Senator from New Jersey
(Mr. MENENDEZ) and the Senator from
Oregon (Mr. MERKLEY) were added as
cosponsors of S. 3206, a bill to amend
the Help America Vote Act of 2002 to
increase voting accessibility for indi-
viduals with disabilities and older indi-
viduals, and for other purposes.

S. 3217

At the request of Ms. STABENOW, the
name of the Senator from Connecticut
(Mr. BLUMENTHAL) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 3217, a bill to standardize
the designation of National Heritage
Areas, and for other purposes.

S. 3220

At the request of Mr. PORTMAN, the
name of the Senator from New York
(Mrs. GILLIBRAND) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 3220, a bill to amend title
XIX of the Social Security Act to clar-
ify that the provision of home and
community-based services is not pro-
hibited in an acute care hospital, and
for other purposes.

S.J. RES. 60

At the request of Mrs. GILLIBRAND,
the name of the Senator from Massa-
chusetts (Mr. MARKEY) was added as a
cosponsor of S.J. Res. 60, a joint resolu-
tion to amend the War Powers Resolu-
tion to improve requirements and limi-
tations in connection with authoriza-
tions for use of military force and
narrowings and repeals of such author-
izations, and for other purposes.

S.J. RES. 68

At the request of Ms. HARRIS, her
name was added as a cosponsor of S.J.
Res. 68, a joint resolution to direct the
removal of United States Armed Forces
from hostilities against the Islamic Re-
public of Iran that have not been au-
thorized by Congress.

At the request of Mr. KAINE, the
name of the Senator from Virginia (Mr.
WARNER) was added as a cosponsor of
S.J. Res. 68, supra.

S. CON. RES. 34

At the request of Mr. DAINES, the
name of the Senator from North Da-
kota (Mr. HOEVEN) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. Con. Res. 34, a concurrent
resolution affirming the importance of
religious freedom as a fundamental
human right that is essential to a free
society and protected for all people of
the United States under the Constitu-
tion of the United States, and recog-
nizing the 234th anniversary of the en-
actment of the Virginia Statute for Re-
ligious Freedom.

S. RES. 234

At the request of Mr. MERKLEY, the

name of the Senator from Ohio (Mr.
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BROWN) was added as a cosponsor of S.
Res. 234, a resolution affirming the
United States commitment to the two-
state solution to the Israeli-Pales-
tinian conflict, and noting that Israeli
annexation of territory in the West
Bank would undermine peace and
Israel’s future as a Jewish and demo-
cratic state.
S. RES. 420
At the request of Mr. BROWN, the
names of the Senator from Rhode Is-
land (Mr. WHITEHOUSE) and the Senator
from Maryland (Mr. VAN HOLLEN) were
added as cosponsors of S. Res. 420, a
resolution encouraging the President
to expand the list of the Department of
Veterans Affairs of presumptive med-
ical conditions associated with expo-
sure to Agent Orange to include
Parkinsonism, bladder cancer, hyper-
tension, and hypothyroidism.
S. RES. 458
At the request of Mr. LANKFORD, the
name of the Senator from Iowa (Mr.
GRASSLEY) was added as a cosponsor of
S. Res. 4568, a resolution calling for the
global repeal of blasphemy, heresy, and
apostasy laws.
S. RES. 469
At the request of Mr. GRAHAM, the
names of the Senator from Arkansas
(Mr. BoozMAN) and the Senator from
Florida (Mr. ScoTT) were added as co-
sponsors of S. Res. 469, a resolution
supporting the people of Iran as they
engage in legitimate protests, and con-
demning the Iranian regime for its
murderous response.
S. RES. 481
At the request of Ms. ROSEN, the
names of the Senator from Alabama
(Mr. JONES), the Senator from West
Virginia (Mrs. CAPITO), the Senator
from South Carolina (Mr. ScoTT), the
Senator from Mississippi (Mrs. HYDE-
SMITH), the Senator from Maine (Ms.
CoLLINS), the Senator from Missouri
(Mr. HAWLEY), the Senator from Ne-
vada (Ms. CORTEZ MASTO), the Senator
from Utah (Mr. ROMNEY), the Senator
from Maryland (Mr. VAN HOLLEN), the
Senator from New York (Mrs. GILLI-
BRAND), the Senator from Virginia (Mr.
KAINE), the Senator from Washington
(Ms. CANTWELL), the Senator from New
Jersey (Mr. BOOKER), the Senator from
New York (Mr. SCHUMER), the Senator
from Connecticut (Mr. BLUMENTHAL),
the Senator from Delaware (Mr. CAR-
PER), the Senator from Rhode Island
(Mr. WHITEHOUSE), the Senator from
Rhode Island (Mr. REED), the Senator
from New Hampshire (Mrs. SHAHEEN),
the Senator from Massachusetts (Mr.
MARKEY), the Senator from Illinois
(Ms. DUCKWORTH), the Senator from
Delaware (Mr. COONS), the Senator
from Oregon (Mr. WYDEN), the Senator
from Indiana (Mr. BRAUN), the Senator
from Pennsylvania (Mr. CASEY), the
Senator from Illinois (Mr. DURBIN), the
Senator from Vermont (Mr. SANDERS),
the Senator from Colorado (Mr. BEN-
NET), the Senator from Arizona (Ms.
MCSALLY), the Senator from Minnesota
(Ms. KLOBUCHAR), the Senator from
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Missouri (Mr. BLUNT), the Senator from
Washington (Mrs. MURRAY), the Sen-
ator from Wisconsin (Ms. BALDWIN), the
Senator from California (Mrs. FEIN-
STEIN), the Senator from New Hamp-
shire (Ms. HASSAN), the Senator from
Arizona (Ms. SINEMA), the Senator
from Ohio (Mr. BROWN), the Senator
from Pennsylvania (Mr. TOOMEY), the
Senator from Florida (Mr. ScoTT) and
the Senator from South Dakota (Mr.
ROUNDS) were added as cosponsors of S.
Res. 481, a resolution commemorating
the 756th anniversary of the liberation
of the Auschwitz extermination camp
in Nazi-occupied Poland.

At the request of Mr. WARNER, his
name was added as a cosponsor of S.
Res. 481, supra.

At the request of Mr. GARDNER, his
name was added as a cosponsor of S.
Res. 481, supra.

S. RES. 482

At the request of Mr. TOOMEY, the
name of the Senator from Pennsyl-
vania (Mr. CASEY) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. Res. 482, a resolution sup-
porting the contributions of Catholic
schools.

———

SUBMITTED RESOLUTIONS

SENATE RESOLUTION 484—RECOG-
NIZING JANUARY 27, 2020, AS THE
ANNIVERSARY OF THE FIRST
REFUGEE AND MUSLIM BAN,
CALLING ON CONGRESS TO
DEFUND THE MIGRANT PROTEC-
TION PROTOCOLS, AND URGING
THE PRESIDENT TO RESTORE
REFUGEE RESETTLEMENT TO
HISTORIC NORMS

Mr. BLUMENTHAL (for himself, Mrs.
MURRAY, Mr. MARKEY, Mrs. FEINSTEIN,
Ms. HARRIS, Ms. DUCKWORTH, Mr. VAN
HOLLEN, Mr. SANDERS, Mrs. GILLI-
BRAND, Ms. WARREN, Mr. DURBIN, Ms.
HIrRONO, Mr. CARDIN, Mr. MERKLEY, Mr.
BOOKER, Ms. KLOBUCHAR, and Mr.
CoONS) submitted the following resolu-
tion; which was referred to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary:

S. RES. 484

Whereas the world is in the midst of the
worst global displacement crisis in history,
with more than 25,900,000 refugees worldwide,
according to United Nations High Commis-
sioner for Refugees (UNHCR) estimates;

Whereas UNHCR reports that global reset-
tlement needs have doubled in recent years,
reaching over 1,440,000 refugees in 2020;

Whereas the United States Refugee Admis-
sions Program (USRAP) is a life-saving solu-
tion critical to global humanitarian efforts,
which serves to strengthen global security,
leverage United States foreign policy goals,
and support regional host countries while
serving individuals and families in need;

Whereas the United States has been a glob-
al leader in responding to displacement cri-
ses around the world and promoting the safe-
ty, health, and well-being of refugees and
displaced persons;

Whereas refugees are the most vetted trav-
elers to enter the United States and are sub-
ject to extensive screening checks, including
in-person interviews, biometric data checks,
and multiple interagency checks;
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Whereas the United States Government
leverages resettlement to encourage other
countries to keep their doors open to refu-
gees, allow refugee children to attend school,
and allow adults to work;

Whereas the USRAP emphasizes early self-
sufficiency through employment, and most
adult refugees are employed within their
first six months of arriving to the United
States;

Whereas refugees contribute to their com-
munities by starting businesses, paying
taxes, sharing their cultural traditions, and
being involved in their neighborhoods, and
reports have found that refugees contribute
more than they consume in State-funded
services—including for schooling and health
care;

Whereas, for over 40 years, the United
States has resettled up to 200,000 refugees per
year, with an average admissions goal of
95,000 refugees per year;

Whereas the United States Government
has abdicated its leadership by setting a
record-low refugee admissions goal in fiscal
year 2020 at 18,000;

Whereas, on January 27, 2017, President
Donald J. Trump released an executive order
banning individuals from seven Muslim-ma-
jority countries and all refugees from enter-
ing the country;

Whereas, since that time, the President
has taken further executive and administra-
tive actions to ban people from Muslim-ma-
jority countries and to dismantle the United
States refugee program, resulting in signifi-
cantly lowered capacity and loss of institu-
tional memory and experience in the histori-
cally successful USRAP;

Whereas the President issued a Proclama-
tion on November 9, 2018, that wrongfully
and illegally blocks people who cross be-
tween ports of entry from applying for asy-
lum, and since then has taken further ag-
gressive steps to dismantle the United States
asylum system;

Whereas the Department of Homeland Se-
curity started implementation of the Mi-
grant Protection Protocols on January 29,
2019, and it has exposed tens of thousands of
asylum seekers to torture, kidnapping, traf-
ficking, and exploitation by returning them
to dangerous border cities in Mexico;

Whereas the 2018 Department of State
country report for Mexico acknowledges se-
rious and targeted risks faced by migrants
and asylum seekers in, and transiting
through, Mexico, such that it remains an un-
safe place for many;

Whereas the United States has returned
more than 24,000 asylum seekers alone to
Nuevo Laredo and Matamoros, widely recog-
nized as among the most violent cities in the
world, located in the state of Tamaulipas,
which is the subject of a Department of
State ‘“Level 4: Do Not Travel”’ advisory;

Whereas sending asylum seekers to an-
other country limits and may completely
eliminate their opportunity to identify and
meet with counsel, thereby lowering their
chances of obtaining relief; and

Whereas all individuals seeking asylum in
the United States are entitled to due process
and access to an attorney: Now, therefore, be
it

Resolved, That the Senate—

(1) reaffirms the United States’ proud his-
tory of refugee resettlement and protection
of asylum seekers;

(2) recognizes January 27, 2020, as the anni-
versary of the first refugee and Muslim ban;

(3) reaffirms the strong bipartisan commit-
ment of the United States to promote the
safety, health, and well-being of refugees, in-
cluding through resettlement and the asy-
lum seeking process to the United States for
those who cannot return home;
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(4) underscores the importance of the
United States Refugee Admissions Program
and a robust asylum system as critical tools
for United States global leadership;

(5) recognizes the profound consequences
faced by refugees, asylum seekers, and their
families who have been stranded, separated,
and scarred by current United States poli-
cies, leaving thousands mid-process and
more with little hope of protection in the
United States; and

(6) calls upon the United States Govern-
ment—

(A) to resettle a robust number of refugees
to meet global need in fiscal years 2020 and
2021 with an emphasis on rebuilding the re-
settlement program and returning to his-
toric norms;

(B) to operate the program in good faith in
an attempt to meet their own stated objec-
tives, restore historic refugee arrivals, im-
prove consultation with Congress, and ad-
here to the clear congressional intent within
the Refugee Act of 1980 (Public Law 96-212);

(C) to ensure that no funds be made avail-
able by any Act to implement or enforce the
Migrant Protection Protocols announced by
the Secretary of Homeland Security on De-
cember 20, 2018, or any subsequent revisions
to those protocols;

(D) to enact the National Origin-Based
Antidiscrimination for Nonimmigrants Act,
introduced in the Senate as S.1123 (116th
Congress) and in the House of Representa-
tives as H.R.2214 (116th Congress), which
would terminate the Muslim, refugee, and
asylum bans; and

(E) to recommit to offering freedom to in-
dividuals fleeing from persecution and op-
pression regardless of their country of origin
or religious beliefs.

———

SENATE RESOLUTION 485—RECOG-
NIZING JANUARY 2020 AS “NA-
TIONAL MENTORING MONTH”

Mr. WHITEHOUSE (for himself, Mr.
BLUNT, Mr. BLUMENTHAL, Mr. BOOKER,
Mr. BOOZMAN, Mr. BRAUN, Mr. BROWN,

Mrs. CAPITO, Mr. CORNYN, Ms.
DUCKWORTH, Mr. DURBIN, Ms. ERNST,
Mr. HAWLEY, Mr. JONES, Ms. KLO-

BUCHAR, Mr. LANKFORD, Mr. MARKEY,
Mr. MURPHY, Mr. PERDUE, Mr. PETERS,
Mr. REED, Ms. ROSEN, Mr. SANDERS,
Ms. SMITH, Mr. SULLIVAN, Ms. WARREN,
Mr. WYDEN, Mr. LEAHY, Mr. VAN HOL-
LEN, and Mr. BARRASSO) submitted the
following resolution; which was re-
ferred to the Committee on Health,
Education, Labor, and Pensions:
S. RES. 485

Whereas the goals of National Mentoring
Month are to raise awareness of mentoring,
recruit individuals to mentor, celebrate the
powerful impact of caring adults who volun-
teer time for the benefit of young people, and
encourage organizations to engage and inte-
grate quality in mentoring into the efforts of
the organizations;

Whereas there are young people across the
United States who make everyday choices
that lead to the big decisions in life without
the guidance and support on which many
other young people rely;

Whereas a mentor is a caring, consistent
presence who devotes time to a young person
to help that young person discover personal
strength and achieve the potential of that
young person;

Whereas quality mentoring encourages
positive life and social skills, promotes self-
esteem, bolsters academic achievement and
college access, supports career exploration,
and nurtures youth leadership development;
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Whereas mentoring happens in various set-
tings, including community-based programs,
elementary and secondary schools, colleges,
government agencies, religious institutions,
and the workplace, and in various ways, in-
cluding formal mentoring matches and infor-
mal relationships with teachers, coaches,
neighbors, faith leaders, and others;

Whereas mentoring programs have been
shown to be effective in helping young people
make positive choices;

Whereas studies have shown that incor-
porating culture and heritage into men-
toring programs can improve academic out-
comes and increases community engage-
ment, especially for Alaskan Native and
American Indian youth;

Whereas young people who meet regularly
with mentors are 46 percent less likely than
peers to start using illegal drugs;

Whereas research shows that young people
who were at risk for not completing high
school but who had a mentor were, as com-
pared with similarly situated young people
without a mentor—

(1) 55 percent more likely to be enrolled in
college;

(2) 81 percent more likely to report partici-
pating regularly in sports or extracurricular
activities;

(3) more than twice as likely to say they
held a leadership position in a club or sports
team; and

(4) 78 percent more likely to pay it forward
by volunteering regularly in the commu-
nities of young people;

Whereas students who are chronically ab-
sent are more likely to fall behind academi-
cally, and mentoring can play a role in help-
ing young people attend school regularly, as
research shows that students who meet regu-
larly with a mentor are, as compared with
the peers of those students—

(1) 52 percent less likely to skip a full day
of school; and

(2) 37 percent less likely to skip a class;

Whereas youth development experts agree
that mentoring encourages positive youth
development and smart daily behaviors, such
as finishing homework and having healthy
social interactions, and has a positive im-
pact on the growth and success of a young
person;

Whereas mentors help young people set ca-
reer goals and use the personal contacts of
the mentors to help young people meet in-
dustry professionals and train for and find
jobs;

Whereas each of the benefits of mentors de-
scribed in this preamble serves to link youth
to economic and social opportunity while
also strengthening communities in the
United States; and

Whereas, despite those described benefits,
an estimated 9,000,000 young people in the
United States feel isolated from meaningful
connections with adults outside the home,
constituting a ‘“‘mentoring gap’’ that dem-
onstrates a need for collaboration and re-
sources: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved, That the Senate—

(1) recognizes January 2020 as ‘‘National
Mentoring Month”’;

(2) recognizes the caring adults who serve
as staff and volunteers at quality mentoring
programs and help the young people of the
United States find inner strength and reach
their full potential;

(3) acknowledges that mentoring is bene-
ficial because mentoring supports edu-
cational achievement and self-confidence,
supports young people in setting career goals
and expanding social capital, reduces juve-
nile delinquency, improves positive personal,
professional, and academic outcomes, and
strengthens communities;

(4) promotes the establishment and expan-
sion of quality mentoring programs across
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the United States to equip young people with
the tools needed to lead healthy and produc-
tive lives; and

(5) supports initiatives to close the ‘‘men-
toring gap’’ that exists for the many young
people in the United States who do not have
meaningful connections with adults outside
the home.

———

SENATE RESOLUTION  486—SUP-
PORTING THE OBSERVATION OF
NATIONAL TRAFFICKING AND
MODERN SLAVERY PREVENTION
MONTH DURING THE PERIOD BE-
GINNING ON JANUARY 1, 2020,
AND ENDING ON FEBRUARY 1,
2020, TO RAISE AWARENESS OF,

AND OPPOSITION TO, HUMAN
TRAFFICKING AND MODERN
SLAVERY

Mrs. FEINSTEIN (for herself, Ms.

MURKOWSKI, Ms. CORTEZ MASTO, Mr.
GRASSLEY, Mr. BLUMENTHAL, Mr.
TESTER, Mr. BROWN, Mr. MARKEY, Mr.
LEAHY, Mr. SULLIVAN, Mr. CORNYN, Mr.
RUBIO, Ms. KLOBUCHAR, Mr. TOOMEY,
Ms. ERNST, Mr. WYDEN, and Mrs. SHA-
HEEN) submitted the following resolu-
tion; which was referred to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary:

S. RES. 486

Whereas the United States abolished the
transatlantic slave trade in 1808 and abol-
ished chattel slavery and prohibited involun-
tary servitude in 1865;

Whereas, because the people of the United
States remain committed to protecting indi-
vidual freedom, there is a national impera-
tive to eliminate human trafficking and
modern slavery, which is commonly consid-
ered to mean—

(1) the recruitment, harboring, transpor-
tation, provision, or obtaining of an indi-
vidual through the use of force, fraud, or co-
ercion for the purpose of subjecting that in-
dividual to involuntary servitude, peonage,
debt bondage, or slavery; or

(2) the inducement of a commercial sex act
by force, fraud, or coercion, or in which the
individual induced to perform that act is
younger than 18 years of age;

Whereas forced labor and human traf-
ficking generates revenues of approximately
$150,000,000,000 annually worldwide, and there
are an estimated 40,000,000 victims of human
trafficking across the globe;

Whereas victims of human trafficking are
difficult to identify and are subject to ma-
nipulation, force, fraud, coercion, and abuse;

Whereas the Department of Justice has re-
ported that human trafficking and modern
slavery has been reported and investigated in
each of the 50 States and the District of Co-
lumbia;

Whereas the Department of State has re-
ported that the top 3 countries of origin of
federally identified human trafficking vic-
tims in fiscal year 2018 were the United
States, Mexico, and the Philippines;

Whereas, to help businesses in the United
States combat child labor and forced labor in
global supply chains, the Department of
Labor has identified 148 goods from 76 coun-
tries that are made by child labor and forced
labor;

Whereas, since 2007, the National Human
Trafficking Hotline has identified nearly
52,000 cases of human trafficking;

Whereas, of the more than 23,500 endan-
gered runaways reported to the National
Center for Missing and Exploited Children in
2019, 1 in 6 were likely child sex trafficking
victims;
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Whereas the Administration for Native
Americans of the Department of Health and
Human Services reports that American In-
dian, Alaska Native, and Pacific Islander
women and girls have a heightened risk for
sex trafficking;

Whereas the Department of Justice found
that studies on the topic of human traf-
ficking of American Indians and Alaska Na-
tives suggest there are—

(1) high rates of sexual exploitation of Na-
tive women and girls;

(2) gaps in data and research on trafficking
of American Indian and Alaska Native vic-
tims; and

(3) barriers that prevent law enforcement
agencies and victim service providers from
identifying and responding appropriately to
Native victims;

Whereas, according to the Government Ac-
countability Office, from fiscal year 2013
through fiscal year 2016, there were only 14
Federal investigations and 2 Federal pros-
ecutions of human trafficking offenses in In-
dian country;

Whereas, to combat human trafficking and
modern slavery in the United States and
globally, the people of the United States, the
Federal Government, and State and local
governments must be—

(1) aware of the realities of human traf-
ficking and modern slavery; and

(2) dedicated to stopping the horrific enter-
prise of human trafficking and modern slav-
ery;

Whereas the United States should hold ac-
countable all individuals, groups, organiza-
tions, and countries that support, advance,
or commit acts of human trafficking and
modern slavery;

Whereas, through education, the United
States must also work to end human traf-
ficking and modern slavery in all forms in
the United States and around the world;

Whereas victims of human trafficking de-
serve a trauma-informed approach that inte-
grates the pursuit of justice and provision of
social services designed to help them escape,
and recover from, the physical, mental, emo-
tional, and spiritual trauma they endured;

Whereas combating human trafficking re-
quires a whole-of-government effort that
rests on a unified and coordinated response
among Federal, State, and local agencies and
that places equal value on the identification
and stabilization of victims, as well as the
investigation and prosecution of traffickers;

Whereas laws to prosecute perpetrators of
human trafficking and to assist and protect
victims of human trafficking and modern
slavery have been enacted in the United
States, including—

(1) the Trafficking Victims Protection Act
of 2000 (22 U.S.C. 7101 et seq.);

(2) title XII of the Violence Against Women
Reauthorization Act of 2013 (Public Law 113—
4; 127 Stat. 136);

(3) the Justice for Victims of Trafficking
Act of 2015 (Public Law 114-22; 129 Stat. 227);

(4) sections 910 and 914(e) of the Trade Fa-
cilitation and Trade Enforcement Act of 2015
(Public Law 114-125; 130 Stat. 239 and 274);

(5) section 1298 of the National Defense Au-
thorization Act for Fiscal Year 2017 (22
U.S.C. T114);

(6) the Abolish Human Trafficking Act of
2017 (Public Law 115-392; 132 Stat. 5250);

(7) the Trafficking Victims Protection Act
of 2017 (Public Law 115-393; 132 Stat. 5265);

(8) the Frederick Douglass Trafficking Vic-
tims Prevention and Protection Reauthor-
ization Act of 2018 (Public Law 115-425; 132
Stat. 5472); and

(9) the Trafficking Victims Protection Re-
authorization Act of 2017 (Public Law 115-42T7;
132 Stat. 5503);

Whereas the Justice for Victims of Traf-
ficking Act of 2015 (Public Law 114-22; 129
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Stat. 227) established the United States Ad-
visory Council on Human Trafficking to pro-
vide a formal platform for survivors of
human trafficking to advise and make rec-
ommendations on Federal anti-trafficking
policies to the Interagency Task Force to
Monitor and Combat Trafficking established
by the President;

Whereas the Department of Defense, the
General Services Administration, and the
National Aeronautics and Space Administra-
tion issued a final rule (80 Fed. Reg. 4967) to
implement Executive Order 13627, entitled
‘“Strengthening Protections Against Traf-
ficking in Persons in Federal Contracts’,
that clarifies the policy of the United States
on combating trafficking in persons as out-
lined in the Federal Acquisition Regulation
by strengthening the prohibition on contrac-
tors from charging employee recruitment
fees;

Whereas, although such laws and regula-
tions are currently in force, it is essential to
increase public awareness, particularly
among individuals who are most likely to
come into contact with victims of human
trafficking and modern slavery, regarding
conditions and dynamics of human traf-
ficking and modern slavery precisely because
traffickers use techniques that are designed
to severely limit self-reporting and evade
law enforcement;

Whereas January 1 is the anniversary of
the effective date of the Emancipation Proc-
lamation;

Whereas February 1 is—

(1) the anniversary of the date on which
President Abraham Lincoln signed the joint
resolution sending the 13th Amendment to
the Constitution of the United States to the
States for ratification to forever declare,
“Neither slavery nor involuntary servitude

. shall exist within the United States, or
any place subject to their jurisdiction’; and

(2) a date that has long been celebrated as
National Freedom Day, as described in sec-
tion 124 of title 36, United States Code; and

Whereas, under the authority of Congress
to enforce the 13th Amendment to the Con-
stitution of the United States ‘‘by appro-
priate legislation’, Congress, through the
Trafficking Victims Protection Act of 2000
(22 U.S.C. 7101 et seq.), updated the post-Civil
War involuntary servitude and slavery stat-
utes and adopted an approach of victim pro-
tection, vigorous prosecution, and preven-
tion of human trafficking, commonly known
as the “3P”’ approach: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved, That the Senate supports—

(1) observing National Trafficking and
Modern Slavery Prevention Month during
the period beginning on January 1, 2020, and
ending on February 1, 2020, to recognize the
vital role that the people of the United
States have in ending human trafficking and
modern slavery;

(2) marking the observation of National
Trafficking and Modern Slavery Prevention
Month with appropriate programs and activi-
ties, culminating in the observance on Feb-
ruary 1, 2020, of National Freedom Day, as
described in section 124 of title 36, United
States Code;

(3) urging continued partnerships with
Federal, State, and local agencies, as well as
social service providers and nonprofit orga-
nizations to address human trafficking with
a collaborative, victim-centered approach;
and

(4) all other efforts to prevent, eradicate,
and raise awareness of, and opposition to,
human trafficking and modern slavery.
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SENATE RESOLUTION  487—SUP-
PORTING THE GOALS AND
IDEALS OF COUNTERING INTER-
NATIONAL PARENTAL CHILD AB-
DUCTION MONTH AND EXPRESS-
ING THE SENSE OF THE SENATE
THAT CONGRESS SHOULD RAISE
AWARENESS OF THE HARM
CAUSED BY INTERNATIONAL PA-
RENTAL CHILD ABDUCTION

Mr. TILLIS (for himself, Mrs. FEIN-
STEIN, Mr. MCCONNELL, Mr.
BLUMENTHAL, Mr. CRAPO, Ms. HARRIS,
Mr. RUBIO, Mr. BOOKER, Mr. CORNYN,
Ms. KLOBUCHAR, and Mr. MARKEY) sub-
mitted the following resolution; which
was referred to the Committee on For-
eign Relations:

S. REs. 487

Whereas thousands of children in the
United States have been abducted from the
United States by parents, separating those
children from their parents who remain in
the United States;

Whereas it is illegal under section 1204 of
title 18, United States Code, to remove, or
attempt to remove, a child from the United
States or retain a child (who has been in the
United States) outside of the United States
with the intent to obstruct the lawful exer-
cise of parental rights;

Whereas more than 11,500 children were re-
ported abducted from the United States be-
tween 2008 and 2018;

Whereas, during 2018, 1 or more cases of
international parental child abduction in-
volving children who are citizens of the
United States were identified in 107 coun-
tries around the world;

Whereas the United States is a party to the
Convention on the Civil Aspects of Inter-
national Child Abduction, done at The
Hague, October 25, 1980 (TIAS 11670) (referred
to in this preamble as the ‘‘Hague Conven-
tion on Abduction’’), which—

(1) supports the prompt return of wrongly
removed or retained children; and

(2) calls for all participating parties to re-
spect parental custody rights;

Whereas the majority of children who were
abducted from the United States have yet to
be reunited with their custodial parents;

Whereas, during 2018, Argentina, Brazil,
Ecuador, Egypt, India, Jordan, Lebanon,
Peru, and the United Arab Emirates were
identified under the Sean and David Gold-
man International Child Abduction Preven-
tion and Return Act of 2014 (22 U.S.C. 9101 et
seq.) as engaging in a pattern of noncompli-
ance (as defined in section 3 of that Act (22
U.S.C. 9101));

Whereas the Supreme Court of the United
States has recognized that family abduc-
tion—

(1) is a form of child abuse with potentially
‘‘devastating consequences for a child”,
which may include negative impacts on the
physical and mental well-being of the child;
and

(2) can cause a child to ‘‘experience a loss
of community and stability, leading to lone-
liness, anger, and fear of abandonment’’;

Whereas, according to the 2010 Report on
Compliance with the Hague Convention on
the Civil Aspects of International Child Ab-
duction by the Department of State, re-
search shows that an abducted child is at
risk of significant short- and long-term prob-
lems, including ‘‘anxiety, eating problems,
nightmares, mood swings, sleep disturb-
ances, [and] aggressive behavior’’;

Whereas international parental child ab-
duction has devastating emotional con-
sequences for the child and for the parent
from whom the child is separated;
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Whereas the United States has a history of
promoting child welfare through institutions
including—

(1) in the Department of Health and
Human Services, the Children’s Bureau of
the Administration for Children and Fami-
lies; and

(2) in the Department of State, the Office
of Children’s Issues of the Bureau of Con-
sular Affairs;

Whereas Congress has signaled a commit-
ment to ending international parental child
abduction by enacting the International
Child Abduction Remedies Act (22 U.S.C. 9001
et seq.), the International Parental Kidnap-
ping Crime Act of 1993 (Public Law 103-173),
which enacted section 1204 of title 18, United
States Code, and the Sean and David Gold-
man International Child Abduction Preven-
tion and Return Act of 2014 (22 U.S.C. 9101 et
sedq.);

Whereas the Senate adopted Senate Reso-
lution 543, 112th Congress, on December 4,
2012, condemning the international abduc-
tion of children;

Whereas the Senate adopted Senate Reso-
lution 431, 115th Congress, on April 19, 2018,
to raise awareness of, and opposition to,
international parental child abduction;

Whereas all 50 States and the District of
Columbia have enacted laws criminalizing
parental kidnapping;

Whereas, in 2018, the Prevention Branch of
the Office of Children’s Issues of the Depart-
ment of State—

(1) fielded more than 5,200 inquiries from
the general public relating to preventing a
child from being removed from the United
States; and

(2) enrolled more than 4,700 children in the
Children’s Passport Issuance Alert Program,
which—

(A) is one of the most important tools of
the Department of State for preventing
international parental child abductions;
and

(B) allows the Office of Children’s Issues
to contact the enrolling parent or legal
guardian to verify whether the parental
consent requirement has been met when a
passport application has been submitted
for an enrolled child;

Whereas the Department of State cannot
track the ultimate destination of a child
through the use of the passport of the child
issued by the Department of State if the
child is transported to a third country after
departing from the United States;

Whereas a child who is a citizen of the
United States may have another nationality
and may travel using a passport issued by
another country, which—

(1) increases the difficulty in determining
the whereabouts of the child; and

(2) makes efforts to prevent abductions
more critical;

Whereas, during 2018, 232 children were re-
turned to the United States and an addi-
tional 174 cases were resolved in other ways;
and

Whereas, in 2018, the Department of Home-
land Security, in coordination with the Pre-
vention Branch of the Office of Children’s
Issues of the Department of State, enrolled
236 children in a program aimed at pre-
venting international parental child abduc-
tion: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved, That the Senate—

(1) recognizes and observes ‘‘Countering
International Parental Child Abduction
Month” during the period beginning on April
1, 2020, and ending on April 30, 2020, to raise
awareness of, and opposition to, inter-
national parental child abduction; and
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(2) urges the United States to continue
playing a leadership role in raising aware-
ness about the devastating impacts of inter-
national parental child abduction by edu-
cating the public about the negative emo-
tional, psychological, and physical con-
sequences to children and parents victimized
by international parental child abduction.

———

SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLU-
TION  35—PROVIDING FOR A
JOINT HEARING OF THE COM-
MITTEE ON THE BUDGET OF THE
SENATE AND THE COMMITTEE
ON THE BUDGET OF THE HOUSE
OF REPRESENTATIVES TO RE-
CEIVE A PRESENTATION FROM
THE COMPTROLLER GENERAL OF
THE UNITED STATES REGARD-
ING THE AUDITED FINANCIAL
STATEMENT OF THE EXECUTIVE
BRANCH

Ms. SINEMA (for herself, Ms. ERNST,
Ms. ROSEN, and Mr. KING) submitted
the following concurrent resolution;
which was referred to the Committee
on the Budget:

S. CoN. RES. 35

Resolved by the Senate (the House of Rep-
resentatives concurring),
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This resolution may be cited as the ‘‘Fiscal
State of the Nation Resolution”.

SEC. 2. ANNUAL JOINT HEARING OF BUDGET
COMMITTEES TO RECEIVE A PRES-
ENTATION BY THE COMPTROLLER
GENERAL.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 45 days
(excluding Saturdays, Sundays, and holi-
days) after the date on which the Secretary
of the Treasury submits to Congress the au-
dited financial statement required under
paragraph (1) of section 331(e) of title 31,
United States Code, on a date agreed upon by
the chairmen of the Budget Committees and
the Comptroller General of the TUnited
States, the chairmen shall conduct a joint
hearing to receive a presentation from the
Comptroller General—

(1) reviewing the findings of the audit re-
quired under paragraph (2) of such section;
and

(2) providing, with respect to the informa-
tion included by the Secretary in the report
accompanying such audited financial state-
ment, an analysis of the financial position
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and condition of the Federal Government, in-
cluding financial measures (such as the net
operating cost, income, budget deficits, or
budget surpluses) and sustainability meas-
ures (such as the long-term fiscal projection
or social insurance projection) described in
such report.

(b) PRESENTATION OF STATEMENT IN AC-
CORDANCE WITH GAO STRATEGIES AND
MEANS.—The Comptroller General of the
United States shall ensure that the presen-
tation at each joint hearing conducted under
subsection (a) is made in accordance with
the Strategies and Means of the Government
Accountability Office, to ensure that the
presentation will provide professional, objec-
tive, fact-based, nonpartisan, nonideological,
fair, and balanced information to the Mem-
bers attending the hearing.

(¢) RULES APPLICABLE TO HEARING.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Each joint hearing con-
ducted by the chairmen of Budget Commit-
tees under subsection (a) shall be conducted
in accordance with Standing Rules of the
Senate and the Rules of the House of Rep-
resentatives which apply to such a hearing,
including the provisions requiring hearings
conducted by committees to be open to the
public, including to radio, television, and
still photography coverage.

(2) PERMITTING PARTICIPATION BY SENATORS
AND MEMBERS NOT SERVING ON BUDGET COM-
MITTEES.—Notwithstanding any provision of
the Standing Rules of the Senate or the
Rules of the House of Representatives, any
Senator and any Member of the House of
Representatives (including a Delegate or
Resident Commissioner to the Congress) may
participate in a joint hearing under sub-
section (a) in the same manner and to the
same extent as a Senator or Member of the
House of Representatives who is a member of
either of the Budget Committees.

(d) DEFINITION.—In this section, the term
‘“Budget Committees” means the Committee
on the Budget of the Senate and the Com-
mittee on the Budget of the House of Rep-
resentatives.

(e) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The requirement
under subsection (a) shall apply with respect
to any audited financial statement under
section 331(e)(1) of title 31, United States
Code, submitted on or after the date of adop-
tion of this resolution.

———

ADJOURNMENT UNTIL 1 P.M.
TOMORROW

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. Chief Justice,
I ask unanimous consent that the trial

January 28, 2020

adjourn until 1 p.m., Wednesday, Janu-
ary 29, and that this order also con-
stitute the adjournment of the Senate.

There being no objection, the Senate,
at 2:54 p.m., adjourned until Wednes-
day, January 29, 2020, at 1 p.m.

————

NOMINATIONS

Executive nominations received by
the Senate:

FARM CREDIT ADMINISTRATION

CHARLES A. STONES, OF KANSAS, TO BE A MEMBER OF
THE BOARD OF DIRECTORS OF THE FEDERAL AGRICUL-
TURAL MORTGAGE CORPORATION, VICE BRUCE J.
SHERRICK.

SECURITIES INVESTOR PROTECTION
CORPORATION

THOMAS M. MISTELE, OF FLORIDA, TO BE A DIRECTOR
OF THE SECURITIES INVESTOR PROTECTION CORPORA-
TION FOR A TERM EXPIRING DECEMBER 31, 2022, VICE
GREGORY KARAWAN, TERM EXPIRED.

FEDERAL RESERVE SYSTEM

JUDY SHELTON, OF CALIFORNIA, TO BE A MEMBER OF
THE BOARD OF GOVERNORS OF THE FEDERAL RESERVE
SYSTEM FOR THE UNEXPIRED TERM OF FOURTEEN
YEARS FROM FEBRUARY 1, 2010, VICE JANET L. YELLEN,
RESIGNED.

CHRISTOPHER WALLER, OF MINNESOTA, TO BE A MEM-
BER OF THE BOARD OF GOVERNORS OF THE FEDERAL
RESERVE SYSTEM FOR A TERM OF FOURTEEN YEARS
FROM FEBRUARY 1, 2016, VICE SARAH BLOOM RASKIN, RE-
SIGNED.

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

FINCH FULTON, OF ALABAMA, TO BE AN ASSISTANT
SECRETARY OF TRANSPORTATION, VICE CARLOS A.
MONJE, JR.

FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION

JOHN CHASE JOHNSON, OF OKLAHOMA, TO BE INSPEC-
TOR GENERAL, FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMIS-
SION. (NEW POSITION)

DEPARTMENT OF STATE

WILLIAM ELLISON GRAYSON, OF CALIFORNIA, TO BE
AMBASSADOR EXTRAORDINARY AND PLENIPOTENTIARY
OF THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA TO THE REPUBLIC
OF ESTONIA.

UNITED STATES AGENCY FOR INTERNATIONAL
DEVELOPMENT

JENNY A. MCGEE, OF TEXAS, TO BE AN ASSOCIATE AD-
MINISTRATOR OF THE UNITED STATES AGENCY FOR
INTERNATIONAL DEVELOPMENT, VICE R. DAVID
HARDEN.

DEPARTMENT OF LABOR

JULIE ELIZABETH HOCKER, OF PENNSYLVANIA, TO BE
AN ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF LABOR, VICE KATHLEEN
MARTINEZ, RESIGNED.

UNITED STATES PAROLE COMMISSION

ALMO J. CARTER, OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA, TO
BE A COMMISSIONER OF THE UNITED STATES PAROLE
COMMISSION FOR A TERM OF SIX YEARS, VICE CRAN-
STON J. MITCHELL, TERM EXPIRED.
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