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NOMINATION OF SARAH R. 

SALDANA TO BE AN ASSISTANT 
SECRETARY OF HOMELAND SE-
CURITY 
Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Chair re-
port the Saldana nomination, Calendar 
No. 1084. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 
The legislative clerk read the nomi-

nation of Sarah R. Saldana, of Texas, 
to be an Assistant Secretary of Home-
land Security. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Illinois. 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, my col-
league from Texas has just stepped off 
the floor. He has spoken at some length 
about his position on this nomination. 
With the utmost respect for my col-
league from Texas, I wish to address 
the same issue. 

We disagree on many political issues, 
but we are truly friends, and we work 
together on the Senate Judiciary Com-
mittee. I respect him very much, even 
though we disagree on this issue. I just 
wanted to express my respect for the 
senior Senator from Texas before I 
speak about the nominee to be Assist-
ant Secretary of Homeland Security. 

I am at a loss to explain the position 
of the Senator from Texas and the Re-
publican Party of America when it 
comes to the issue of immigration. 
What are we to make of what they tell 
us when we talk about immigration? 
Without fail, they say to us: First and 
foremost, we must have enforcement at 
our borders. Once we have secured our 
borders from the inflow of illegal im-
migrants, then—and only then—can we 
discuss fixing our broken immigration 
system. 

How often have we heard that? I have 
heard it every time the Republicans ad-
dress the issue of immigration: First, 
fix the border, and then we will talk. 

It was about 540 days ago—on the 
floor of the Senate—when we called up 
an immigration reform bill for consid-
eration. That immigration reform bill 
was put together—a comprehensive 
bill—by Democrats and Republicans. I 
was one of eight who helped to put that 
bill together. We sat down for months 
and negotiated that bill. 

The Republican side of the table had 
JOHN MCCAIN of Arizona, former Re-
publican candidate for President; JEFF 
FLAKE of Arizona, a border State Sen-
ator with passionate feelings about 
this issue; MARCO RUBIO, one of the two 
Hispanic Members of the Republican 
Senate caucus; and LINDSEY GRAHAM of 
South Carolina, a man who is an attor-
ney, works in the Air Force Reserve in 
the Judge Advocate General’s Corps, 
and is a conservative by every meas-
ure. Those were our four on the Repub-
lican side. On the Democratic side we 
had Senator CHARLES SCHUMER, chair-
man of the Senate immigration sub-
committee of the Judiciary Com-
mittee; BOB MENENDEZ, of the Pre-
siding Officer’s State of New Jersey 

and a Hispanic leader; MICHAEL BENNET 
of Colorado; and myself. 

We negotiated not for weeks but for 
months. We laboriously went through 
every aspect of immigration in Amer-
ica, and, to the amazement of ourselves 
as well as the public, we reached an 
agreement, a compromise. I was not 
happy with parts of the bill. Some of it 
I didn’t like at all, and I thought other 
parts were excellent. That is the na-
ture of a compromise. 

We brought this bill to the Senate 
Judiciary Committee and opened it up 
for amendment. We said to Republicans 
and Democrats alike: Improve it if you 
can. There were scores of amendments 
that were offered in that committee. 

The bill was favorably reported from 
the Senate Judiciary Committee and 
came to the floor of the Senate, where 
once again it was amended. One amend-
ment, offered by Senator CORKER of 
Tennessee and Senator HOEVEN of 
North Dakota, Republicans, dramati-
cally increased border enforcement. 

We currently spend more on immi-
gration enforcement than on all other 
Federal law enforcement efforts com-
bined. We have made a huge commit-
ment, and the Hoeven-Corker amend-
ment increased it with 700 miles of 
fences, more personnel than ever, to 
the point where they could literally 
have an agent every 1,000 feet along the 
southern border. 

Are we serious about border enforce-
ment in our comprehensive bill? Yes, 
we are. We adopted the Hoeven-Corker 
amendment. Although some said we 
were overdoing it, we adopted it in the 
spirit of compromise and offered it on 
the floor for passage. On the final vote, 
we had 68 Senators who voted in favor 
of comprehensive immigration reform. 
There were 14 Republicans who voted 
for it, along with the Democrats, which 
made a majority of 68, and we passed 
the comprehensive immigration reform 
bill. 

Sadly, the senior Senator from Texas 
voted no. He voted no on comprehen-
sive immigration reform. We did our 
job. We had a bill endorsed by the U.S. 
Chamber of Commerce and the AFL– 
CIO. This bill was endorsed by faith 
leaders all across the United States 
and had the support of the civil rights 
community as well as conservatives 
such as Grover Norquist. We passed it. 
It is what the Constitution said we had 
to do. 

We sent it through the Rotunda and 
across the Capitol to the House of Rep-
resentatives, where it fell into this 
dark and gloomy pit never to be seen 
again. We have waited about 540 days 
now for the House of Representatives 
to at least acknowledge it, maybe even 
debate it, perhaps change it or even 
offer it on the floor of the House of 
Representatives, but no, they chose to 
do nothing. In the view of the House of 
Representatives, we have a broken im-
migration system. Yet they decided to 
leave it untouched. 

So the President said time and again 
to Speaker BOEHNER: When are you 

going to accept your responsibility 
when it comes to fixing this broken im-
migration system? 

The Speaker kept saying: Give me 
some time. Give me some time. Give 
me some time. 

Eighteen months passed, and the 
President said: I am sorry. I have to do 
something. If you are going to do noth-
ing in the House of Representatives 
when it comes to immigration, I must 
do something as President. 

He went into an effort—I know be-
cause we spoke—of research to deter-
mine what previous Presidents had 
done when it came to immigration by 
Executive action. He started off some-
what skeptical, and he said as much 
publicly, as to the limits of what he 
could do. 

He said: I need to carefully research 
this, and he did. He found that some 11 
Presidents have engaged in Executive 
action on immigration, and so he set 
out to do the same, to carefully con-
struct Executive action to deal with 
our broken immigration system, all 
the while knowing the Republicans in 
the House of Representatives, and 
many here in the Senate, were going to 
do nothing when it came to immigra-
tion. 

He issued his Executive action a few 
weeks ago. What did it say? It said: If 
you have been in the United States at 
least 5 years and come forward and reg-
ister with this government by giving us 
your name, your address, and vital in-
formation, we will then submit you to 
an extensive criminal background 
check to determine whether you have 
done anything while in the United 
States or before that makes you ineli-
gible to stay. If you fail that initial 
criminal review, you are gone—no 
questions asked. But if you pass it and 
are prepared to register with this gov-
ernment and pay your fair share of 
taxes for working in the United States, 
you will be given a temporary work 
permit that must be renewed, as we re-
view every several years whether you 
are still eligible to stay. That is the 
Executive action that has driven the 
Republicans to distraction. 

The notion is that this President is 
going to try to fix a broken immigra-
tion system by at least guaranteeing 
that those who are here working le-
gally have no criminal background 
problems and are paying their fair 
share of taxes. They are so distraught 
over this that they have come up with 
a strategy that is incredible. 

The Republican Party, which has in-
sisted time and time again that border 
enforcement is their highest priority, 
have—in protest to this Executive ac-
tion by the President—decided to do 
two things. First, they passed a spend-
ing bill in the House of Representatives 
which funded all of the Federal Govern-
ment with a budget for the next year 
except for one agency. Which agency 
would that have been? It turned out to 
be the Department of Homeland Secu-
rity, which is responsible for border en-
forcement. The party that is dedicated 
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to border enforcement as the starting 
point for an immigration discussion 
starts off by tying the hands of the 
agency responsible for border enforce-
ment when it comes to their budget. 

Why would you do that? If you truly 
want the border enforced and you want 
people there doing their job, why would 
you limit their resources? Why would 
you make it more difficult for them to 
operate? But the Republicans—in pro-
test of the President’s decision—in-
sisted on it. That was the first thing 
they did, and now we are seeing the 
second part of the Republican strategy, 
which is in protest to the President’s 
Executive action. 

They are prepared to stop the nomi-
nation of Sarah Saldana to become an 
Assistant Secretary leading U.S. Immi-
gration and Customs Enforcement. 
That title describes what she would do, 
but for the record she would be respon-
sible for making certain that the peo-
ple who are protecting our border are 
doing their job right and spending their 
money well, and it turns out she is 
eminently qualified to do it. 

I will read a quote from Sarah 
Saldana’s confirmation hearing: 

Ms. Saldana [is] the first Latina United 
States Attorney in Texas history, and only 
the second woman to hold that position in 
the 135-year history of Texas’ Northern Dis-
trict. . . . In her role as U.S. Attorney and 
prosecutor over the past decade, Ms. Saldana 
has served our state with honor—fighting 
corrupt public officials, organized crime, sex 
traffickers, and other dangerous criminals. 
Throughout her career, Ms. Saldana has de-
veloped a reputation for her decisive and fair 
temperament and her commitment to excel-
lence. 

What is the source of this glowing 
tribute to Ms. Saldana? It turns out 
the source is the Senator who just left 
the floor, the senior Senator from 
Texas who announced today he is vot-
ing against her. 

After making this statement, he is 
voting against her. Why? He said be-
cause she would aid and abet this 
President of the United States in im-
plementing his Executive action. 

Elections have consequences. I noted 
that President Obama was reelected by 
the people of the United States of 
America and given the responsibility 
to lead this great Nation. He has asked 
for a team to do that, and whether I 
agree or disagree with any given policy 
of this President, it is clear the Amer-
ican people said: Mr. Obama, lead this 
Nation. 

He has asked for help to lead this Na-
tion, and it is help long overdue. Do my 
colleagues know how long it has been 
since we filled this critical spot to pro-
tect our border from unlawful immi-
gration? Over 2 years. July of 2012 was 
the last time this spot was filled. There 
have been objections to those people 
who have been suggested by the Presi-
dent over and over again, by the same 
political party that insists border en-
forcement is their highest priority. Yet 
they will not fund the agency respon-
sible for it in a systematic, orderly 
way, and they refuse to fill the vacancy 

of the person responsible for admin-
istering this border enforcement. 

I am at a loss to explain this. It ap-
pears to me their feelings about this 
President have reached a point where 
they are not thinking clearly. They 
cannot announce on one hand that first 
we must have border enforcement and 
then fail to fund the agency. They can-
not announce that first we need to 
make sure we stop the flow of undocu-
mented immigrants and then refuse to 
fill the position responsible for admin-
istering that responsibility. Yet that is 
exactly what they want to do today. 

I hope good sense will prevail. I hope 
Ms. Saldana is given her chance to 
serve this Nation. I am certainly going 
to support her in that process. It is 
time we have a Senate-confirmed head 
of this agency, and it is overdue for us 
as a Senate and a House of Representa-
tives to address comprehensive immi-
gration reform. 

The Republicans who are critical of 
the President’s Executive action when 
it comes to immigration, in the words 
we learned in law school, do not have 
clean hands. They have failed to sup-
port immigration reform. They have 
failed to call on the House of Rep-
resentatives. They have failed to fund 
the agency responsible for border en-
forcement, and they want to fail today 
in even filling the spot to administer 
it. Leadership requires that we step 
forward with the President and do 
what is necessary. 

I see the minority leader and my col-
league from Utah are on the floor. I 
will close by saying that President 
Obama, when he announced his Execu-
tive action, said to his critics on the 
other side of the aisle: There is a way 
to deal with this issue and to stop this 
Executive action. Pass a bill. 

We have waited over 500 days for the 
House of Representatives. I hope we 
don’t have to wait much longer. 

I yield the floor. 
RECOGNITION OF THE MINORITY LEADER 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Re-
publican leader is recognized. 

HONORING OUR ARMED FORCES 

STAFF SERGEANT DANIEL T. LEE 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, 
today I rise to honor the life of a brave 
soldier in the U.S. Army Special Forces 
from Kentucky who gave his life to de-
fend his country. SSG Daniel T. Lee of 
Fort Wright, KY, was killed on Janu-
ary 15, 2014, in Afghanistan from 
wounds received during combat action 
in the Parwan Province while search-
ing for militants wanted for recent at-
tacks on Bagram Air Base. He was 28 
years old. 

For his service in uniform, Staff Ser-
geant Lee received many awards, med-
als, and decorations, including the 
Bronze Star Medal, the Purple Heart, 
the Meritorious Service Medal, the 
Army Commendation Medal, the Army 
Achievement Medal, the Army Good 
Conduct Medal, the National Defense 
Service Medal, the Afghanistan Cam-
paign Medal, the Iraq Campaign Medal, 

the Global War on Terrorism Service 
Medal, two Noncommissioned Officers 
Professional Development Ribbons, the 
Army Service Ribbon, two Overseas 
Service Ribbons, the NATO Medal, the 
Combat Infantryman Badge, the Basic 
Parachutist Badge, and a Special 
Forces Tab. 

Danny’s mother Frances Lee has this 
to say about her son: 

Danny became consumed with being all 
that he could be; not only in Special Forces 
but as a father, husband, brother, and son. 
He never lost his sense of humor and was 
rarely without a smile. His smile was infec-
tious even in dire times. 

A northern Kentucky native, Danny’s 
childhood was filled with friends, fam-
ily, and sports. He was a member of the 
Beechwood diving team from the age of 
5. In the eighth grade, he transferred to 
Turkeyfoot Junior High School and 
began playing football. He also played 
basketball, baseball, and softball. 

Danny graduated from Dixie Heights 
High School in 2003 and moved to Ten-
nessee ‘‘for a fresh start,’’ says Danny’s 
mother. He began working for a Knox-
ville electrical company but soon 
moved to Lowe’s hardware chain, 
where he got a job as a manager in 
Crossville, TN. 

His mother said: 
While in Crossville, he enlisted in the U.S. 

Army, a move that took all of us by surprise. 
We packed up the house and off he went to 
Fort Benning. He is the only person I have 
ever heard say that he loved basic training! 

After enlisting in the U.S. Army in 
October of 2007, Danny completed basic 
training at Fort Benning. His first as-
signment was with the 2nd Squadron, 
1st Cavalry Regiment at Fort Lewis, 
WA. While serving in the 1st Cavalry 
Regiment, Danny deployed to Iraq in 
support of Operation Iraqi Freedom in 
2009. 

Daniel’s service in Iraq compelled 
him to join the elite ranks of some of 
our finest fighters in the Armed 
Forces. Danny’s mother said: 

Upon his return from Iraq, he became a 
man with a mission. That mission was to be-
come a Special Forces Green Beret. 

Danny began his Special Forces 
training in March of 2011 and ulti-
mately earned his Green Beret when he 
graduated as a Special Forces commu-
nication sergeant. To earn that Green 
Beret, Danny attended Airborne School 
at Fort Benning and went to Qualifica-
tion School at Fort Bragg, NC. For ap-
proximately 20 months he completed a 
series of rigorous classes covering 
skills and tactics such as languages, 
leadership, navigation, survival, eva-
sion, resistance, and escape. 

While in Qualification School, Danny 
also married his wife Suzanne, whom 
he met while stationed at Fort Lewis. 
Danny graduated from Special Forces 
training in May 2013, and he and Su-
zanne had a child, Daniel Roderick, in 
July of that same year. 

In August 2013, Danny was assigned 
to C Company, 2nd Battalion, 3rd Spe-
cial Forces Group, Airborne, based in 
Fort Bragg. In September of that year, 
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he was deployed to Afghanistan in sup-
port of Operation Enduring Freedom. 

After Danny’s death, the Kentucky 
General Assembly appropriately des-
ignated a portion of Kentucky Route 
1072 in northern Kentucky’s Kent 
County as the ‘‘Sergeant Daniel Tyler 
Lee Memorial Highway.’’ 

We are thinking of Danny’s loved 
ones today as I recount his story for 
my colleagues in the Senate, including 
his wife, Suzanne; his son, Daniel; his 
parents, Frances and Daniel Patrick 
Lee; his sister, Jamie Hahn; and many 
other beloved family members and 
friends. 

The motto of the U.S. Army Special 
Forces, of which Daniel T. Lee was a 
proud member, is ‘‘de oppresso liber’’ 
or ‘‘to liberate the oppressed.’’ 

As an elite member of the Nation’s 
Armed Forces, with service in both 
Iraq and in Afghanistan, Staff Sergeant 
Lee certainly fulfilled a mission to the 
best of his ability. The Commonwealth 
of Kentucky and the U.S. Senate are 
both grateful for his service and for his 
sacrifice. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Utah. 
Mr. LEE. Mr. President, I rise in op-

position to the nomination of Sarah 
Saldana to be in charge of Immigration 
and Customs Enforcement within the 
U.S. Department of Homeland Secu-
rity. 

As we all know, the President of the 
United States recently announced he 
will take unilateral Executive action 
on immigration. In so doing, he has cir-
cumvented the democratic process, and 
he has broken the law and subverted 
our constitutional order. 

It is incumbent on every Member of 
this body, no matter what their poli-
tics or what immigration policies they 
might prefer to enact, to oppose that 
usurpation of legislative power and to 
defend the rule of law. Fulfilling that 
duty—the duty to defend the rule of 
law and our constitutional order—leads 
me to oppose Ms. Saldana’s nomination 
to be the Director of Immigration and 
Customs Enforcement, or ICE, as it is 
commonly known. Although I respect 
her and respect her record of public 
service, including an admirable and 
independent streak she demonstrated 
as U.S. attorney, I am concerned that 
she has also demonstrated that her 
commitment to the rule of law may 
falter where the Immigration and Na-
tionality Act is concerned. 

In response to a question raised by 
several members of the Senate Judici-
ary Committee, including me, Ms. 
Saldana said that she agreed with DHS 
Secretary Jeh Johnson that immi-
grants who enter the country illegally 
and have now been targeted for the so- 
called deferred action program have 
‘‘earned the right to be citizens.’’ That 
is bold. This is an extraordinarily bold 
assertion on her part. 

No doubt Congress could and many 
people think Congress should ease the 
path to citizenship for some aliens, 

some immigrants who are currently 
here unlawfully, but to assert that citi-
zenship—not just the right to remain 
here for a time but full-blown citizen-
ship—is a matter of right and that it 
has been earned by the very act of 
breaking our immigration laws is an 
unacceptable view for a person who has 
been nominated to be the head of our 
Nation’s immigration enforcement of-
fice, but, as I told the Senate last 
week, this seems to be precisely the 
mentality of this administration. 

Although President Obama has re-
peatedly denied clearing a path to citi-
zenship for those who have crossed our 
borders illegally, his denial is false, 
and he knows it. A 2010 Department of 
Homeland Security memorandum ex-
plicitly contemplated this very thing. 
We see some evidence of this. There 
was a 2010 memorandum within the 
U.S. Department of Homeland Secu-
rity—one that made it all the way up 
to then-Secretary of Homeland Secu-
rity Janet Napolitano—that explicitly 
contemplated using a legal device 
called parole to enable aliens who 
crossed our border unlawfully to be-
come citizens. 

Now, the law makes it possible for 
aliens with U.S. citizen children who 
have been paroled into the United 
States to adjust their immigration sta-
tus and become green card holders, but 
parole is supposed to be very rare. In 
other words, there is a way to get here 
but not by use of parole. 

Federal law—specifically INA S. 212 
(d)(5)(a)—forbids the President, forbids 
the executive branch of government 
from paroling aliens into the country 
except for under very limited cir-
cumstances, including ‘‘urgent human-
itarian reasons or significant public 
benefit.’’ That is the text of the statute 
enacted into law by Congress. But now, 
despite denying having cleared the 
path to citizenship, the administration 
has begun granting parole to bene-
ficiaries of deferred action under the 
very thinnest of pretexts: The Presi-
dent’s policies now allow deferred ac-
tion recipients to get advanced parole 
so long as they have a client meeting 
or an interview or some academic re-
search to perform overseas—hardly an 
urgent humanitarian crisis. When they 
get back from their trips, these same 
individuals would then be paroled into 
the country and will eventually be-
come eligible to adjust their status and 
get green cards—exactly as the 2010 
DHS memo suggested. 

All of this, of course, is illegal. But it 
is worse than illegal; it is illegitimate. 
If Congress decides to make it easier 
for illegal immigrants who have chil-
dren here to obtain citizenship, then so 
be it, but that is a decision for the 
American people through their elected 
officials in the legislative branch of the 
Federal Government to make. If the 
President dislikes the law, he, as any 
other citizen, must ask this body to 
change the law—must ask Congress to 
change that law. He has no more right 
than anyone else who lives in this 

country to ignore or change the law 
outside the constitutional process. 

But the President and this adminis-
tration have talked themselves into 
doing just that. They can try to ration-
alize that action—to us and perhaps 
themselves—only by donning the man-
tle of moral indignation. It isn’t just 
that it would be prudent or merciful to 
reform our immigration regime. In-
stead, the administration’s argument 
is that those who flout our laws have, 
by the very act of flouting them and by 
the very act of breaking them, earned 
some kind of moral entitlement to 
have the law changed or at least to 
have the law ignored. If Congress will 
not oblige them, they will do it them-
selves. They will draft a law called an 
Executive order that overturns na-
tional immigration policy as estab-
lished by law and passed by Congress, 
and they will announce it at a press 
conference. There will be no debate; 
there will be no amendments; there 
will be no vote. In short, there will be 
no democracy. 

We have passed through the looking 
glass. And to see how far we have gone 
inside, observe: Today, the President 
asks us to install as custodian of our 
border a person who evidently believes 
that crossing our border illegally earns 
you the right to vote. The Constitution 
gives the Senate the responsibility to 
give the President advice about his Ex-
ecutive nominations and ultimately 
consent. 

My advice is this: The President 
should not proffer a nominee for the 
job of executing our immigration laws 
who affirmatively supports subverting 
those very same laws, those same laws 
she would be called upon to enforce and 
implement and execute if, in fact, she 
were confirmed to this position. But 
that is exactly what the President 
does. That is exactly what the Presi-
dent has done by submitting this name 
to the Senate for confirmation. I can-
not and will not give my consent. 

With that, I yield the floor. 
I suggest the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

SCHATZ). The clerk will call the roll. 
The legislative clerk proceeded to 

call the roll. 
Mr. MENENDEZ. Mr. President, I ask 

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

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

CYPRUS 
Mr. MENENDEZ. Mr. President, I 

come to the floor to speak on two sepa-
rate and distinct topics. The first is 
about Cyprus. 

This year marks the 40th anniversary 
of the Turkish invasion. We hoped it 
would have brought a fair settlement 
to the Cyprus question; that would 
have brought an end to a 40-year-long 
occupation and division of the island 
by Turkey. 

There is always cause for optimism 
and room for faith that the realization 
of a reunified Cyprus is in the near fu-
ture. Global and regional dynamics 
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have made the reunification of Cyprus 
a priority, driven in part by Cyprus’s 
newly found energy resources. This is 
particularly true in light of Russia’s 
Machiavellian-like power plays in Cen-
tral Europe that have placed Cyprus 
and Israel at the forefront of the dis-
cussion of European energy security. 

The natural resources that have been 
discovered this year in the eastern 
Mediterranean offer both Greek and 
Turkish Cypriots alike a powerful in-
centive to reach an agreement. Cyprus 
can play a pivotal role in regional en-
ergy security. But the dynamics have 
again changed, which is why I rise 
today to express my grave concern over 
the Republic of Turkey’s incursion into 
Cyprus’s exclusive economic zone. 

On October 20, Turkey sent a Russian 
vessel—the Barbaros—into Cyprus’s ex-
clusive economic zone to stop the Gov-
ernment of Cyprus from exercising its 
lawful and sovereign right to explore 
the natural gas within the exclusive 
economic zone. In the days following, 
Turkey dispatched warships to support 
the Barbaros in its illegal activities, 
where they remain to this day. 

The incident is merely the latest in a 
long series of violations on the part of 
Turkey against Cyprus’s sovereign 
right to explore and exploit its natural 
resources within its own exclusive eco-
nomic zone. Turkey, of course, also il-
legally occupies, with 40,000 Turkish 
troops, the northern portion of the is-
land and has for 40 years prevented any 
meaningful reconciliation efforts. 

This map, from the National Oceanic 
and Atmospheric Administration, 
shows the positions of the Turkish 
ships in red. They are sitting between 
the island of Cyprus and its own ships 
in its own exclusive economic zone. 

There is no doubt in my mind that 
Turkey’s actions have endangered 
peace talks between the Greek and 
Turkish Cypriots that began in Feb-
ruary with a joint communique issued 
by the two communities. That commu-
nique committed to finding a durable 
solution based on a bizonal, 
bicommunal federation with political 
equality. But because of Turkey’s bul-
lying practices, peace talks are now on 
hold. For peace talks to resume, Tur-
key must immediately withdraw its 
ships operating in and around Cyprus. 

The international community has 
been abundantly clear in supporting 
Cypriot President Nicos Anastasiades 
in recognizing Cyprus’s right to explore 
the resources within its economic zone 
and in condemning Turkey for this bla-
tant violation. 

On November 13, the European Par-
liament adopted a resolution strongly 
condemning Turkey’s ‘‘illegal and pro-
vocative actions’’ in Cyprus, stressing 
that ‘‘the Republic of Cyprus has the 
full and sovereign right to explore the 
natural resources within its exclusive 
economic zone.’’ 

Turkey’s recent actions in Cyprus 
are only one instance of its belligerent 
and bellicose rhetoric and backsliding 
on peace and democracy. In recent 

weeks, President Erdogan and his Cabi-
net have used unusually belligerent 
and anti-Western rhetoric to attack 
the West. He actually said—and I am 
amazed at the rhetoric: 

Americans look like friends but they want 
us dead—they like seeing our children die. 

He said: They like seeing our chil-
dren die. This is the President of Tur-
key. He also said: 

Women are not equal to men. Our religion 
has defined a position for women: mother-
hood. 

Erdogan said this at a summit in 
Istanbul on justice for women. 

He went on to say: 
Some people can understand this, while 

others can’t. You cannot explain this to 
feminists because they don’t accept the con-
cept of motherhood. 

He then went on so far as to say that 
Muslims discovered America, not Co-
lumbus. 

He has vowed to make lessons in the 
Arabic alphabet Ottoman language 
compulsory in high schools—a highly 
symbolic move which enraged 
secularists who proclaim he is assum-
ing an increasingly extremist agenda. 

These statements, along with Tur-
key’s illegal actions in Cyprus’s exclu-
sive economic zone, are a dramatic es-
calation of Turkey shifting away from 
democracy and its partners in the 
West, and in my view requires an im-
mediate and forceful response. 

The Cypriot people need a strong 
voice on this issue. They need us to de-
mand President Erdogan to imme-
diately withdraw from Cyprus’s exclu-
sive economic zone so reunification 
talks can resume. 

Cyprus’s leaders deserve credit for 
trying to change the dynamics and re-
turn to talks. They also deserve credit 
for being an ally and advocate of Amer-
ica’s interests. 

Cyprus’s active role in supporting 
counterterrorism efforts, terror financ-
ing, and the removal of chemical weap-
ons from Syria have not gone unno-
ticed to this Senator. Cyprus is clearly 
positioning itself as part of the West-
ern security architecture and is a re-
source, advocate, and an ally for our 
interests. 

These developments have led the 
White House to play an active role on 
behalf of Cyprus, and I was very 
pleased to see our former colleague and 
now Vice President—Vice President 
BIDEN—visit in May and to hear of his 
commitment to resolving the Cyprus 
question. I share his support for the 
confidence-building measures in 
Famagusta that would benefit both 
sides and accelerate progress toward a 
final settlement where Cypriots con-
trol their destiny and their territory, 
and where at the end of the day any 
settlement is from the people of Cy-
prus, by the people of Cyprus, and for 
the people of Cyprus, and Cyprus alone. 

To that end, I recently sent a letter 
to President Obama urging his contin-
ued engagement on the issue of reunifi-
cation of the island and the restoration 
of human rights for all its citizens. I 

also wrote to Ambassador Power urg-
ing her active involvement in the ex-
tension of the island’s U.N. peace-
keeping operation, and I was pleased 
when the extension was formalized at 
the end of July. 

I hope President Erdogan, now that 
his election is behind him, will use this 
opportunity to play a renewed role in 
finding a fair settlement. We all appre-
ciate that any progress will depend on 
a true commitment by the Turks to 
the peace process. 

As the chairman of the Foreign Rela-
tions Committee, I believe the United 
States is committed to supporting Cy-
prus as a friend and ally. So as we 
mark the 40th year of a divided Cyprus, 
let us hope and pray that a fair and 
mutually beneficial settlement will be 
reached very soon and that, once again, 
the island will be reunited. Above all, 
let the warship and let the other ships 
that do not belong in Cyprus’s waters 
be removed and removed now. 

Mr. President, at this time, I would 
like to switch the topic to the nomina-
tion of Sarah Saldana, and I want to 
reiterate my strong support for Sarah 
Saldana, a woman eminently qualified 
to serve our country and to lead ICE as 
our next Assistant Secretary of Home-
land Security. 

The junior Senator from Texas began 
this long legislative weekend engaged 
in his own political battle, wholly de-
pendent on a strategy of obstruc-
tionism, delay, and some quixotic fixa-
tion on preventing the Senate from ex-
ercising its constitutional responsi-
bility to legislate and ensure that crit-
ical leadership positions for our Nation 
are filed in a timely manner. 

Unfortunately, some of my friends on 
the other side have joined in the poli-
tics of obstructionism. Now they want 
to prevent a duly elected President 
from filling a position they themselves 
feel is of paramount importance. They 
have railed about the need for strong 
Immigration and Customs Enforce-
ment; and now, given the chance fi-
nally to confirm a Director of ICE to 
give them the strong enforcement they 
have demanded, they refuse, they ob-
struct, they delay, and they reverse 
their positions from when they voted 
for her to be a U.S. attorney. They now 
use her nomination to score political 
points with their base because they dis-
agree with the President’s politics—not 
with the qualifications of the nominee, 
but with the President’s policies. 

Sarah Saldana is qualified, and Sen-
ators CRUZ, CORNYN, SESSIONS, and ev-
eryone on the other side of the aisle 
know it. I think they have said so 
themselves. She currently serves as the 
U.S. Attorney for the Northern District 
of Texas. She is the first Latina U.S. 
Attorney for the Northern District of 
Texas and would be the first Latina to 
head ICE. 

In 2011, she won bipartisan approval 
to serve as the U.S. Attorney in the 
Dallas-based Northern District of 
Texas. Senators JOHN CORNYN and Kay 
Bailey Hutchison at that time of Texas 
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backed her for that post. She has been 
endorsed by the law enforcement com-
munity, including the Major Cities 
Chiefs Association president and the 
Philadelphia Police Department Police 
Commissioner Charles Ramsey. 

She is an effective, qualified, com-
petent, outstanding U.S. attorney. In 
fact, the senior Senator from Texas, 
my friend Senator CORNYN, has praised 
her as being ‘‘tough, smart and fiercely 
independent.’’ Now she is being denied 
confirmation for that same toughness, 
intelligence, and independence. Why? 
Because—surprise of all surprises—she 
happens to agree with the policies of 
the President who nominated her; just 
as Attorney General Herbert Brownell 
agreed with President Eisenhower in 
1956 when he paroled foreign-born or-
phans into the United States for adop-
tion; just as Attorney General Edward 
Levi agreed with President Gerald Ford 
in 1976 when he granted extended vol-
untary departure to Lebanese citizens; 
just as Ed Meese agreed with Ronald 
Reagan in July of 1987 when he shielded 
Nicaraguan refugees from deportation, 
and later when he shielded Polish na-
tionals from deportation; and in Octo-
ber 1987 when President Reagan pro-
tected from deportation the minor 
children of parents legalized in the 1986 
immigration law; just as Attorney 
General Richard Thornburgh agreed 
with George Herbert Walker Bush in 
November of 1989 when he protected 
Chinese nationals from deportation 
after Tiananmen Square, and in Feb-
ruary of 1990 when President Bush ex-
tended President Reagan’s family fair-
ness policy to spouses and unmarried 
children, all undocumented at the 
time; and just as John Ashcroft agreed 
with President George W. Bush when 
he expedited nationalization for green- 
card holders who enlisted in the mili-
tary in 2002. 

So this isn’t a fundamental Repub-
lican policy issue backed by history or 
by the facts, it is a modern-day ex-
treme conservative issue driven by pol-
itics, despite the facts contrary to 
their own history. The fact is they do 
not agree with the President on just 
about anything—certainly not on im-
migration, as proven by the statements 
we have heard on this floor. 

I want to be very clear. We cannot 
judge the qualifications of Sarah 
Saldana to run Immigration and Cus-
toms Enforcement based solely on the 
fact she agrees with the policy deci-
sions of the President who nominated 
her. That is an absurd and completely 
illogical standard. We judge nominees 
based on their qualifications, their in-
tegrity, their record, and their willing-
ness to serve the Nation. 

The fact is we don’t deny confirma-
tion to score political points. We may 
disagree on the issues, but we cannot 
raise the political bar so high in this 
Chamber that we no longer are able to 
carry out our constitutional mandate 
of advice and consent. I don’t believe 
that is what my colleagues will sug-
gest, but that appears to be how they 

are judging this nominee and why they 
have chosen to hold up confirmation of 
so many nominees. They have raised 
the political bar so high as to deny any 
ability for this President to fill key po-
sitions in government and in our em-
bassies abroad—all to score political 
points and diminish the ability of this 
President and this institution of gov-
ernment. 

Sarah Saldana is more than qualified 
to head Immigration and Customs En-
forcement. She is more than qualified 
to oversee the agency my Republican 
colleagues fully support, which is re-
sponsible for enforcement of immigra-
tion laws, national security, drug 
smuggling, human trafficking, cyber 
security, and child exploitation. 

She will direct the agency that 
tracks down people without docu-
mentation—that is what my Repub-
lican friends want. Yet they have set 
the political bar so high that they have 
made it impossible for them to get 
what they claim to want most when it 
comes to immigration policy—that is 
immigration enforcement. The illogic 
of their position is just mind boggling. 

The Senator from Texas comes to 
this floor for one purpose, and one pur-
pose only, in my view—to rail against 
the President, to castigate him for 
doing what his own party’s iconic Ron-
ald Reagan did when he was President, 
George H.W. Bush did when he was 
President, and what every President 
has done to defer deportations when 
keeping people’s lives and families to-
gether were in the balance. 

My friend from Texas wants to join 
his House colleagues and score polit-
ical points with the most extreme ele-
ments of his party. So be it. But I wish 
to remind everyone that this isn’t a 
game. I would say to the junior Sen-
ator from Texas that instead of floor 
theatrics and playing politics, it is 
time to step up and govern. It is time 
to confirm Sarah Saldana and put her 
in charge of Immigration and Customs 
Enforcement. Let’s do the work we 
were sent here to do. 

I say to my friend from Texas what I 
have said before on this floor. There is 
a simple antidote to Executive action. 
It is to have our friends in the House of 
Representatives pass immigration re-
form. Pass it. Call it up for a vote. 
That is the end of it—not 
disinformation and misleading speech-
es about what the President’s action 
does and does not do or blocking this 
nominee. 

Let’s be clear. The President’s Execu-
tive action will not grant anyone legal 
status or citizenship. It is not a free 
pass. But it will clear the way for 
many to come forth out of the shad-
ows, register with the government, 
pass a criminal background check, get 
a work permit, pay taxes, and no 
longer live in fear of having their fami-
lies ripped apart. 

As a result of the President’s ac-
tions—which is replicated actions by 11 
Presidents for the last 60 years on 39 
different times—more Border Patrol 

will be sent to the southern border, 
more felons will be deported, more peo-
ple will pay taxes like the rest of us, 
and more families will stay together. 
Those are all goals and values I think 
we would want to espouse. 

The fact is, the Senate is being pre-
vented from conducting the people’s 
business. For some Members that is the 
goal. For them it is all or nothing. For 
them it is an ideological war that can 
only be won or lost. For them it is not 
about governing; it is about winning. 

So I would say to my colleagues, 
there is a very important difference, 
and that difference is the basis of mil-
lions of Americans who expect us to 
work for them. They don’t care if we 
win or lose political battles. They want 
us to help them with their battles in 
their lives for their families. That is 
what they want. It is what they de-
serve. I ask my friends to help us do 
the people’s business. 

Our agencies have waited long 
enough. They need positions filled by 
qualified appointees, and Sarah 
Saldana is more than qualified. So I 
urge my colleagues to confirm this 
nominee and fill the position that is re-
sponsible for law enforcement activi-
ties that keep our country safe. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Virginia. 
AUTHORIZATION FOR USE OF MILITARY FORCE 
Mr. KAINE. Mr. President, I wish to 

discuss the work that Congress still 
must do regarding America’s ongoing 
war against ISIL, and I am glad to fol-
low my colleague, the chairman of the 
Senate Foreign Relations Committee, 
who has played such a critical role in 
initiating the first major step that 
Congress has taken. I want to talk 
about that step and the steps in which 
we would continue to engage. 

It was my strong hope as of Decem-
ber 2014 that Congress would have spo-
ken by now with a clear voice regard-
ing ISIL and authorizing the military 
action commenced by President Obama 
on August 8. While that has not oc-
curred, action taken by the Senate 
Foreign Relations Committee last 
week finally moves the body into the 
sort of good-faith legislative process 
regarding this ongoing military action, 
and it is my hope the process will be 
completed early in 2015. 

I first began speaking about this 
issue in the spring of 2013. I had grown 
deeply concerned that the administra-
tion, as did the previous administra-
tion, was using the 2001 Al Qaeda au-
thorization and the 2002 Iraq authoriza-
tion to justify military actions signifi-
cantly beyond what Congress had in-
tended when those authorizations 
passed. So during an Armed Services 
hearing in May 2013, I told administra-
tion witnesses that any decision to in-
troduce U.S. forces into Syria would 
require, in my view, a new authoriza-
tion. 

I was pleased when President Obama 
sought congressional approval for mili-
tary action in Syria in August 2013, and 
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I believe the Senate Foreign Relations 
Committee vote at that time helped 
lead to the ultimate destruction of the 
Syrian chemical weapons stockpile— 
one of the largest stockpiles in the 
world. 

There is an important lesson. The 
President’s determination that U.S. 
military action is necessary is made 
more powerful when Congress joins in 
that decision. 

In June of this year, when it became 
apparent that the advances of ISIL in 
Iraq and Syria posed a threat to hu-
manitarian values, to regional allies, 
to U.S. citizens and embassies and to 
our broader national interests, I pub-
licly argued and encouraged the admin-
istration to address the threat—but 
only using military force after con-
sultation and approval by Congress. 

Make no mistake. ISIL is a major 
threat. But Presidents cannot constitu-
tionally start military action without 
Congress unless there is a direct and 
imminent threat to the United States. 

In this instance, with ISIL’s activi-
ties occurring halfway across the globe 
and with the administration admitting 
that the organization poses no immi-
nent threat of attacking the United 
States, a new congressional authoriza-
tion is necessary. 

Now, I regret that the administration 
started military action—what Presi-
dent Obama called going on offense 
against ISIL—in August without con-
gressional approval. The White House 
asserts that the current action is justi-
fied by the 2001 and 2002 authorizations, 
but most outside observers and most 
Members of Congress believe the cur-
rent campaign against ISIL needs its 
own legal authorization. The White 
House has not proposed authorizing 
language, and so it is up to Congress to 
do the job of providing a legal frame-
work for this war. 

I introduced a proposed authorization 
for war against ISIL within days after 
President Obama addressed the Nation 
on television on the evening of Sep-
tember 10. Since then, I have been 
working to have the matter heard— 
first in the Foreign Relations Com-
mittee and then by the full Senate. I 
have been greatly assisted in my effort 
by many colleagues, none more so than 
the chairman, Senator MENENDEZ, who 
has passionately worked to advance 
this item in the business of the Senate. 

The pace of our efforts has been frus-
tratingly slow. But last week, after a 
series of hearings and business meet-
ings, the Senate Foreign Relations 
Committee voted on an authorization 
to authorize the ongoing military ac-
tion. 

The authorization is a sound product 
that does a number of things. First, it 
authorizes and describes the military 
campaign against ISIL. Second, it es-
tablishes a 3-year duration of the au-
thorization, with the ability for reau-
thorization if the Congress determines 
it to be in the national interests. 
Third, the authorization repeals the 
2002 Iraq authorization and sunsets the 

2001 Al Qaeda authorization in 3 years 
as a mechanism for forcing Congress to 
review and revise that Al Qaeda au-
thorization. 

Finally, what we did last week places 
limitations on the use of U.S. ground 
troops in the war on ISIL in accord 
with President Obama’s clear pledges 
to the American public and our consid-
ered judgment that the U.S. role 
should be primarily to assist ground 
troops from the region in battling the 
region’s own extremist violence. 

After reporting the authorization out 
of committee, Senator MENENDEZ filed 
it as an amendment to the omnibus 
budget bill with numerous cosponsors, 
including me. That was entirely appro-
priate because the budget contained 
funding for the ongoing operation 
against ISIL. But the amendment was 
not allowed, and, thus, in all likeli-
hood, we will adjourn our 2014 session 
without taking action beyond the 
SFRC vote. 

But just as the SFRC vote in August 
2013 played a significant role leading to 
the destruction of the Syrian chemical 
weapons stockpile, I believe the au-
thorization we passed last week will 
also have a significant effect. It be-
comes the first formal action by Con-
gress in providing a legal framework 
for the war that, until now, has been 
carried out without any clear legal au-
thority. It will be the basis for our dis-
cussions in January as we complete the 
necessary work of authorizing this 
military action. 

It is my hope that the authorization 
passed in Senator MENENDEZ’s com-
mittee will be introduced early in 2015, 
with dozens of cosponsors, and ulti-
mately enable a full congressional vote 
on this most important matter. 

I do believe the dialogue in Congress 
since August—since the President ini-
tiated unilateral military action on 
August 8—does offer some important 
lessons. 

First, not surprisingly—and espe-
cially as a Virginian I have to say 
this—the Framers of our Constitution 
had it right—Framers such as Mason, 
Madison, and Jefferson. We shouldn’t 
go to war without congressional ap-
proval. Unilateral action by the Execu-
tive without congressional support de-
prives the public of the full debate nec-
essary to educate everybody about 
whether military action is in the na-
tional interest. 

Just as importantly—maybe more 
importantly—it is unfair to send Amer-
ican troops into harm’s way without a 
clear political consensus supporting 
the mission. We have already had three 
Americans who have lost their lives in 
Operation Inherent Resolve. 

Congressional debate and approval 
expresses a support for the mission. 
But the lack of clear congressional sup-
port subjects an ambivalence about 
whether military action is a good idea 
or bad, and that is not healthy when we 
are asking people to risk their lives. 

Second, when a President decides 
that military action is needed, the 

events of the last few months dem-
onstrate it is best for the President to 
propose a draft authorization to Con-
gress. When the President spoke to the 
Nation on September 10, he should 
have sent a draft authorization of the 
war against ISIL to Congress imme-
diately. A clear definition of the pro-
posed mission by the President is the 
best way to encourage full congres-
sional debate and build the national 
consensus in support of the proposed 
mission. 

Now, if a President does not propose 
an authorization, that doesn’t give the 
Article I branch—the legislature—a 
pass from our constitutional obliga-
tions. We cannot let the lack of Presi-
dential action slow us down in doing 
our job. But the process works better if 
the President initiates military action 
with a clear proposed authorization of 
Congress. 

Third, the administration’s reliance 
on the 2001 and 2002 authorizations in 
prosecuting this war on ISIL without 
congressional action demonstrates the 
profound need to revisit those authori-
ties, because using a 13-year-old au-
thorization crafted in different times 
for a different circumstance under a 
different administration for a different 
bit of geography with the support of a 
vastly different Congress to justify a 
new war 13 years later is not the way 
the Nation should make the great deci-
sion about whether to go to war. That 
is why the repeal of the 2002 authoriza-
tion and a significant revision of the 
2001 authorization is so important. 

Finally, the events of the last 
months revealed yet again the weak-
nesses of the War Powers Resolution of 
1973, an act whose provisions have been 
ignored by Presidents and Congresses 
of both parties since the ink was dry on 
the original. This fall, as an example, 
the President provided Congress notice 
of the start of military action as pro-
vided by the 1973 act, but then he com-
pletely ignored the 60- and 90-day 
timeline for ceasing military action 
and instead continued military oper-
ations in a unilateral way. It is time to 
update the 1973 law so it will work, for 
gosh sake. Senator MCCAIN and I have 
introduced a significant revision of the 
law to improve the consultation be-
tween Congress and the President on 
matters of war, to define the mag-
nitude of conflict that should trigger a 
required congressional vote, and to set 
out mandatory timelines for congres-
sional action. 

I am fully aware that a better, more 
consistent process for initiating war 
will not make our security challenges 
easy ones. The world is a difficult 
place. We have bellicose authoritarian 
regimes—North Korea and Russia—we 
have non-State actors such as ISIL or 
Boko Haram or the al-Nusra Front or 
Al Qaeda. It is a complicated security 
situation that we have right now, and 
if we have a better process it will not 
make those security challenges easy, 
but I maintain—and my belief has 
grown stronger with every day I have 
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been in this body—that the absence of 
a process for making decisions about 
war coupled with the twin pathologies 
of Executive overreach and congres-
sional abdication make it harder for us 
to do the right thing with clarity and 
with speed. 

The events of the last month show 
that America can make decisions about 
war in a better way, and it is my hope 
we will address this important issue 
promptly as we reconvene in 2015. 

Thank you. 
I yield the floor and suggest the ab-

sence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Ms. 

HEITKAMP). The clerk will call the roll. 
The bill clerk proceeded to call the 

roll. 
Mr. CARPER. I ask unanimous con-

sent that the order for the quorum call 
be rescinded. 

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

TRIBUTE TO DON MARFISI 
Mr. CARPER. Madam President, over 

the past few years I have had the great 
privilege, along with Dr. TOM COBURN, 
to chair the Committee on Homeland 
Security and Governmental Affairs. 
Our committee has many responsibil-
ities, one of those being oversight of 
the Department of Homeland Security. 

The Department of Homeland Secu-
rity was created just shy of 12 years 
ago—a young organization compared to 
most other agencies. It was established 
in 2003 following the terrorist attacks 
of 9/11. It brought together under one 
umbrella 22 different and disparate 
agencies. Trying to form one unified 
agency has not been easy. There have 
been growing pains aplenty. Our cur-
rent Secretary Jeh Johnson, Deputy 
Secretary Ali Mayorkas, and their 
leadership team have made great 
strides in addressing challenges, and I 
am confident their hard work will con-
tinue and pay off. 

Behind the leadership team at the 
Department of Homeland Security are 
the more than 200,000 men and women 
who go to work each day to fulfill one 
critical mission, to create a safe, se-
cure, and resilient place where the 
American way of life can thrive. 
Whether these employees are encoun-
tering terrorism, securing our borders 
and our airports, responding to natural 
disasters or bolstering our defenses in 
cyber space, few other agencies and 
employees touch the lives of Ameri-
cans on a daily basis more than does 
the Department of Homeland Security. 

As chairman of the Homeland Secu-
rity and Governmental Affairs Com-
mittee, I have had the great honor and 
pleasure of meeting with many of these 
men and women and learning more 
about their work, learning about their 
families, their frustrations, and their 
dedication to the service of our Nation. 
We have also heard the Department of 
Homeland Security leadership from 
across the Department, including Sec-
retary Jeh Johnson, sing their praises 
and describe the mission-critical work 
they perform day in and day out in 

communities across America and 
around the world. 

A young man named Don Marfisi of 
Kansas City, MO, is one of those em-
ployees. I wish to take a few minutes 
to talk about him and to acknowledge 
his service. Don grew up in Omaha, NE. 
He is the son of a civil servant and 
homemaker. His father worked for the 
city of Omaha, his brother worked for 
the Department of Justice, and his son 
currently works for the Metropolitan 
Community College in Kansas City, 
MO. Clearly, public service is a deep 
tradition in his family—and from what 
I hear, it is something Don takes to 
heart. 

Don began his Federal service more 
than 24 years ago as a supply clerk 
with the U.S. Department of Agri-
culture Farm Service Agency in Lin-
coln, NE. Four years later, in August of 
1998, he joined the Immigration and 
Naturalization Service in the Depart-
ment of Justice. After a little over 1 
year there, he was transferred to Citi-
zenship and Immigration Services in 
the new Department of Homeland Se-
curity. Within Citizenship and Immi-
gration Services, Don works at the Na-
tional Records Center where he is re-
sponsible for logistics, procurement, 
and property management. We can still 
find him there today. In fact, his col-
leagues consider him a ‘‘cave pillar,’’ 
having worked at the Center since 
opening day. 

What does the National Records Cen-
ter do exactly? According to the De-
partment, it is the keystone to the rec-
ordkeeping of the agency for which he 
serves. We call it USCIS—housing mil-
lions of paper records that have been 
centralized into a single state-of-the- 
art facility. The Center where Don 
works improves the integrity of 
USCIS’s recordkeeping and dramati-
cally reduces the time it takes to re-
trieve a file or paperwork, meaning 
faster application processing for an 
agency charged with overseeing our 
immigration system. 

Don’s current job title, mission sup-
port specialist, doesn’t do his work jus-
tice. Colleagues say Don is not just a 
support specialist but an integral part 
of the National Records Center’s mis-
sion support team and plays an impor-
tant role in nearly all the logistics-re-
lated projects executed at the center. 
In this position, he develops and ad-
ministers best practices for Federal 
procurement and property manage-
ment. While he avoids the spotlight, he 
is highly valued and sought out for his 
expertise in the asset management 
field. 

Don’s colleagues told me, ‘‘Through 
his painstaking attention to detail and 
timely responsiveness . . . he has pro-
vided a superior level of customer serv-
ice to local employees and other stake-
holders.’’ 

Don’s attention to detail ensures 
that folks within Citizenship and Im-
migration Services have the tools and 
resources they need to get their job 
done. Don’s critical eye and expertise 

in procurement is also credited for sav-
ing the government and the taxpayers 
over $500,000 in fiscal year 2013 and over 
$800,000 to date in fiscal year 2014. Let 
me repeat that: Don has saved the 
American taxpayers in the last 2 fiscal 
years $1.3 million. 

His service and stewardship don’t end 
there. At the same time he is saving 
the Department and taxpayers hun-
dreds of thousands of dollars, he is also 
finding a way to give back. Along with 
the money he has been able to trim off 
the Federal deficit, he has managed to 
arrange the contributions of nearly 
$800,000 in equipment to local schools 
through the GSA Property Disposal 
Program. Through this program he en-
sures that unused or older government 
equipment goes directly to local 
schools. Because of his efforts, com-
puters and other equipment that would 
otherwise be trashed are recycled and 
used to boost education and raise stu-
dent achievement in schools across the 
country. 

As one can imagine, educators, com-
munities, and the students themselves 
who receive the equipment have been 
overjoyed with the generous donations. 
But don’t take my word for it. In 2012 
the Miami R–1 School District, in 
Amoret, MO, a small K–12 school lo-
cated on the Missouri border in the 
middle of cornfields and cow pastures, 
received $45,000 worth of recycled tech-
nology equipment. 

Sharon Knuth, the school’s tech-
nology administrator, wrote to Don 
saying that her district was ‘‘blessed 
by the GSA Property Disposal pro-
gram.’’ She added: 

We are limited in our funds and budgets so 
we do not always have the chance to pur-
chase the latest technology equipment. Be-
cause of your generosity, we will put the 
computers, monitors, speakers and plugs to 
good use. . . . We will grow and prosper only 
because we found some great friends like you 
who gave us support along the way. 

Another school in Chadwick, MO, 
thanked Don for the ‘‘blessing’’—that 
is their term—of this new technology 
they received through his efforts. But 
there is more. Don was also a member 
of the Office of Equal Opportunity and 
Inclusion’s Minority Serving Institu-
tions Program team which facilitated 
more than $1 million in computer 
equipment donations in the past fiscal 
year 2014. 

Don has been recognized for his ex-
traordinary accomplishments in years 
past. In 2013, for example, he was recog-
nized as USCIS Employee of the Year 
and as one of the National Record Cen-
ter’s Employees of the Quarter. Yet de-
spite these great accomplishments and 
high praise from his colleagues and 
from people all over the country, Don 
insisted that every award he has re-
ceived is a team award. When he 
learned he was gathering such high 
praise for his work, his response was: 

Being recognized for your efforts is appre-
ciated, however, I’m the fortunate one, I get 
to reuse items and give—two things I enjoy 
doing. 

Like a true leader, this man is hum-
ble. 
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Don remembers something that I 

learned from Department Secretary 
Jeh Johnson during his confirmation. I 
learned that one of Secretary John-
son’s guiding principles is a lesson 
from Dr. Benjamin—known as Bennie— 
Mays, former president of Morehouse 
College, who said: ‘‘You earn a living 
by what you get; you earn a life by 
what you give.’’ 

Think about that for a second, and 
then think about this man right here 
and all the giving he has done through-
out his career and his service to our 
country. I just have to say to Jeh 
Johnson, the Secretary of the Depart-
ment, that you have a remarkable em-
ployee. You are blessed with a lot of re-
markable employees, and Don is cer-
tainly at the top of the list. 

Don’s service doesn’t end at the De-
partment. He has a couple of other 
critical roles. He is a husband and a 
dad. He and his wife Pam have been 
married for 30 years. He has a son, Jo-
siah, and daughter Anna. When he is 
able to find some well-deserved down-
time, he enjoys watching a Big Ten 
team, the Nebraska Cornhuskers, with 
his family. 

I have to say that as a proud Ohio 
State graduate, we enjoyed playing you 
guys this year and look forward to next 
year—maybe you guys will get some 
revenge next year. 

To Pam, Josiah, and Anna, thank 
you for sharing your husband and dad 
with us. He has done extraordinary 
work for our country and for a lot of 
communities. We are proud of him, and 
I bet that you are as well. 

Finally, I say to Don Marfisi—on be-
half of my colleagues, Democrats, Re-
publicans, and a couple of Independents 
as well, and the folks who work here in 
the Capitol, even the pages who are sit-
ting at the bottom of the Presiding Of-
ficer’s desk—we all thank you for what 
you do for us every day, for your serv-
ice, and for your immeasurable gen-
erosity to our great Nation. 

I also wish to thank Alejandro 
Mayorkas. Ale is the Deputy Secretary 
of the Department of Homeland Secu-
rity. We were meeting with a number 
of employees at the Department of 
Homeland Security. They were dis-
cussing how to raise morale, although 
that is not their day job; it is an addi-
tional responsibility they have under-
taken. The folks at the Department of 
Homeland Security—for the 12 years it 
has been in existence—has suffered 
from low morale, and sadly, still does. 
I think that is starting to change. 

I am an old Navy guy, and I like to 
say that things that are hard to do are 
like changing the course of an aircraft 
carrier. I think the aircraft carrier is 
starting to turn at Homeland Security. 

One of the keys for an organization 
to do well is to have great leadership. 
As the Presiding Officer knows, at the 
beginning of this year, there were gap-
ing holes in the top ranks of the De-
partment of Homeland Security. One of 
the things Dr. COBURN, the committee, 
and I did—when the administration 

would nominate a candidate with good 
leadership skills—was to bring those 
nominations to the Senate and debate 
them and vote them up or down. We 
have made great progress this year, 
and I am grateful to Senator HEITKAMP 
for being so supportive and a big part 
of that process. 

We have a vote this afternoon on an-
other critical nomination. Sarah 
Saldana is a U.S. prosecuting attorney. 
She leads our operation in the northern 
part of Texas and oversees 100 counties 
in her great State. She tries to make 
sure the Federal laws are enforced 
across her counties. 

She has been nominated to be Assist-
ant Secretary at the Office of Immigra-
tion and Customs Enforcement, also 
called ICE. It is a huge job with tens of 
thousands of employees who work all 
across America. 

I hope when we debate her nomina-
tion—she has been supported very gra-
ciously by JOHN CORNYN, the senior 
Senator from Texas, who introduced us 
to her at our committee hearing—our 
colleagues will join together in sup-
porting her nomination. 

We have this photograph here, and I 
said earlier this is Don Marfisi in the 
middle, also known as Pam’s husband. 

I will be coming to the floor about 
once a month to talk about this de-
partment, which doesn’t get the kind 
of credit it deserves, and the people 
who work there don’t get the credit 
they deserve. We are trying to make 
sure that changes, and part of changing 
the course of the aircraft carrier is to 
say thanks to the good people at the 
Department. Don is one of many em-
ployees who deserves our thanks. 

In this photograph to my right, this 
handsome young man is Ethan Cole. 
Ethan is the supervisor for the work 
that Don and these folks do. 

We have here Terry Sloan. She is the 
Deputy Director of the National 
Records Center, and we are proud of 
her and her services. Standing next to 
Terry is another TC—we have TOM 
COBURN, TOM CARPER, and Tom Cioppa. 
I think when this picture was taken, 
Tom was the Director of the National 
Records Center, and now he is the Dis-
trict Director of the Chicago District. 

Not long ago Ale Mayorkas and a 
number of Homeland Security employ-
ees were paying us a visit. The reason 
I mentioned Ale is because of a story 
he told us about a visit someone made 
to NASA headquarters. I can’t recall if 
it was during the evening or weekend, 
but it was during off hours. As they 
were going through one of the big 
buildings at NASA, the visitor came 
across a guy who was a custodian. The 
visitor said to the custodian: What do 
you do here? The janitor looked him 
right in the eye and said: I am helping 
to put a man on the moon. 

The people at Homeland Security, in-
cluding Don, are helping to ensure that 
our country is safe and secure. We are 
in their debt. 

With that, I am looking to see if 
there is anyone else trying to speak. I 

understand the Senator from South 
Dakota may be emerging from the Re-
publican cloakroom and looking for a 
moment to shine. If he doesn’t get out 
here fast, I will just note the absence of 
a quorum and will let him call it off 
when he gets here. 

I yield the floor and suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

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

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

NEW ERA IN THE SENATE 
Mr. THUNE. Madam President, the 

American people made one thing clear 
in November, and it was this. They are 
ready for change in Washington. The 
Senate Republicans are too. In fact, I 
think even some Senate Democrats are 
ready for a change in Washington. 

When the Republicans take the ma-
jority in January, things will look very 
different here in the Senate. The start 
of our majority will mark an end to the 
dysfunction that has characterized the 
Senate under the Democrat’s leader-
ship. Under Republican leadership, the 
Senate will return to regular order. 

We will once again empower the com-
mittee chairmen to start the legisla-
tive process. Bills will be drafted in 
committee with input from Members of 
both parties before the bills are fully 
debated on the Senate floor, and Mem-
bers of both parties will be able to offer 
amendments, which is in strong con-
trast to the Democratic Senate, where 
the minority party has been almost en-
tirely prevented from getting amend-
ment votes. 

History shows us that the Senate 
functions best when all Members are 
allowed to have amendments and votes. 
In the early years of the Reagan ad-
ministration, President Reagan aggres-
sively pursued tax cuts that faced op-
position from Republicans as well as 
Democrats. However, after 2 weeks of 
debate and consideration of 141 amend-
ments, the Senate passed the bill by an 
overwhelming vote of 89 to 11. 

In President Reagan’s second term, 
the Tax Reform Act of 1986 saw 3 weeks 
of debate on the Senate floor. After the 
consideration of 109 amendments and 24 
rollcall votes, the bill received 97 votes 
in the Senate. 

These are just a couple of examples 
of a Senate functioning as our Found-
ers intended. An open amendment proc-
ess softens division among Members 
and builds bipartisan support for major 
legislation. The result is reforms which 
are not only historic but longstanding. 

In addition to returning to regular 
order, the Senate will also focus on its 
oversight responsibilities. Our job is 
not just to pass legislation. We also 
have a responsibility to take a look at 
all government programs and existing 
legislation to make sure the govern-
ment is doing its job in the most effi-
cient and effective way possible. 
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Whether it is the IRS targeting con-

servative groups or a Department of 
Veterans Affairs that is failing our vet-
erans, Senate Republicans will conduct 
aggressive oversight to hold unelected 
bureaucrats and executive branch po-
litical appointees accountable for their 
actions. 

Finally, and most importantly, Re-
publicans are going to change the Sen-
ate’s priorities. No longer will the Sen-
ate’s time be tied up with partisan leg-
islation designed to please the Demo-
crats’ far left constituencies. Instead, 
Americans’ priorities will be our prior-
ities—jobs, the economy, and the mid-
dle class. 

As even the third-ranking Democrat 
in the Senate admitted recently, 
Democrats have not done too well at 
focusing on the people’s priorities. 

The senior Senator from New York 
said: 

Unfortunately, Democrats blew the oppor-
tunity the American people gave them. We 
took their mandate and put all of our focus 
on the wrong problem—health-care reform. 

Republicans do not intend to blow 
the opportunity the American people 
have given us. We will get right to 
work on legislation to create jobs, 
grow the economy, and expand oppor-
tunities for hard-working Americans. 
We will take up the dozens of jobs bills 
that have passed the House but have 
been collecting dust on the Democratic 
leader’s desk here in the Senate. 

We will take up legislation to im-
prove the Keystone XL Pipeline and 
the more than 42,000 jobs that it would 
support. We will work with the Presi-
dent to reauthorize trade promotion 
authority to open new markets to 
American farmers and manufacturers 
and make sure that American goods 
are competing on an equal playing field 
internationally. 

We will take up legislation to im-
prove flexibility for working families 
so Americans can meet their respon-
sibilities at work while still having the 
time they need for their families at 
home. And, of course, we will take up 
legislation to address ObamaCare. 

The President’s health care law is 
not only making our health care sys-
tem worse, it is also hurting our al-
ready sluggish economy. Senate Repub-
licans want to repeal and replace this 
law with real health care reforms—re-
forms that will actually lower costs 
and improve America’s access to care. 

In the meantime, however, we will 
chisel away at the law’s most dam-
aging provisions—provisions like the 
medical device tax, which has elimi-
nated thousands of workers’ jobs in 
this industry and is driving up the 
price of lifesaving devices such as pace-
makers and insulin pumps, and the 30- 
hour workweek, which is forcing em-
ployers to cut workers’ hours and 
wages in order to afford ObamaCare- 
mandated health care costs. We will 
also work to repeal the health care 
law’s individual mandate. The Federal 
Government should not be in the busi-
ness of forcing Americans to buy a gov-

ernment-approved health insurance 
product. 

Finally, Republicans will tackle 
some of the big challenges that need to 
be addressed if we are going to put our 
country back on a path to long-term 
prosperity. We want to make our Na-
tion’s costly and inefficient Tax Code 
fairer and simpler for families and 
businesses. We also intend to take up 
regulatory reform. 

Recent regulations released by the 
President’s EPA illustrate just how 
pressing the need is to reform our 
country’s out-of-control bureaucracy. 
Just one of the recently proposed EPA 
regulations—the President’s national 
energy tax—would eliminate tens of 
thousands, if not hundreds of thou-
sands of jobs and devastate entire com-
munities. No executive agency should 
be able to damage our economy in that 
way or to destroy the livelihoods of so 
many hard-working Americans. It is 
time to get America’s regulatory agen-
cies under control. 

Republicans heard what the Amer-
ican people said in November, and we 
are not going to let them down. Janu-
ary 6 marks the start of a new era in 
the Senate. The Republican majority 
will focus on the American people’s pri-
orities: creating jobs, growing the 
economy, and increasing opportunity 
for middle-income American families. 
We hope the Democrats will join us. 

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

ator from Oregon. 
Mr. MERKLEY. Madam President, I 

ask unanimous consent that the Sen-
ator from Ohio be allowed to speak di-
rectly after the conclusion of my re-
marks. 

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

KLAMATH BASIN 
Mr. MERKLEY. Madam President, I 

rise today to address a key unfinished 
piece of business that is extremely im-
portant to the Klamath Basin of south-
ern Oregon. 

The Klamath Basin Act has still not 
been enacted as of the close of this 
Congress. In that failure, Congress is 
missing a critical opportunity to put in 
place a locally developed solution to a 
longtime water dispute. This failure 
creates a substantial risk of cata-
strophic consequences for our ranching 
and farming families—risks that were 
entirely avoidable. 

Let me start by telling my colleagues 
what an amazing place Klamath Basin 
is. Klamath Basin is one of the natural 
wonders of the American West. It has 
one of the biggest salmon runs in the 
Pacific and part of one of the largest 
continuous blocks of wild rivers and 
wildlands on the Pacific coast. It is one 
of the most important migration 
points in the Pacific coast flyway for 
bird migration. It is an important 
place for duck hunters up and down the 
west coast. 

The Klamath River itself charts a 
path to the south of Crater Lake—an 
amazing natural wonder where a crater 

created by a very large cascade vol-
canic mountain that blew its top—and 
the California Redwoods to the south. 
It connects the Great Basin geology, 
the cascading volcanos, and the deep 
and majestic rivers and canyons along 
its way. Amidst this natural wonder, in 
its basin lies some of the most fertile 
and productive agricultural land in the 
northwest, generating $600 million a 
year in barley, potatoes, onions, mint, 
and, as we can see in this photo, beef. 

The settlement of the Klamath Basin 
by pioneers from the east and the sub-
sequent development of farming and 
ranching in the Klamath Basin has a 
storied history. The first White ex-
plorer thought to enter the area was 
John Freeman, on his way to play a no-
torious role in taking control of Cali-
fornia during the Mexican-American 
war. The first White settlers were the 
pioneering Applegate family, scouting 
an easier southern route for the final 
stages of the Oregon Trail. Agriculture 
was, of course, a major focus of settle-
ment efforts, and even some of the 
more recently developed agricultural 
lands played into key moments in 
American history when part of the 
Klamath Reclamation Project was de-
veloped by the Federal Government 
and offered as homesteading opportuni-
ties to veterans returning from World 
War II. 

Of course, this region had a history 
long before settlers from the East came 
to it. It was already inhabited by Na-
tive communities who have lived in the 
Klamath Basin for 10,000 years and who 
have a deep connection to this amazing 
place. The Klamath and Modoc Tribes 
have inherited oral histories of the 
eruption of Mount Mazama 8,000 years 
ago, which formed today’s Crater Lake. 
The tribes on the lower river in Cali-
fornia—the Yurok, the Karuk, and the 
Hoopa—talked about having firepits in 
home sites still in use today that have 
been carbon-dated as being in human 
use many thousands of years ago. In 
the Klamath County Museum, there is 
on display the oldest sandals in the 
world that we have ever discovered 
made of sagebrush. 

The early history of settlement from 
the East led quickly to conflict. John 
Fremont’s expedition led to a violent 
battle with the Klamath Tribes. The 
opening of the Applegate Trail through 
the basin led to conflict between the 
Modoc Tribes and White settlers along 
the Lost River. The resulting Modoc 
War—a dark chapter in our Nation’s 
persecution of tribes—led to a standoff 
where the Army held a few dozen 
Modoc families under siege in barren, 
hostile lava beds for months. 

Unfortunately, for too much of re-
cent history, conflict has continued to 
define the Klamath Basin. 

In the 1950s the Federal Government 
terminated Federal recognition of the 
Klamath Tribes, converting their 2 mil-
lion-acre forested reservation into a 
combination of national forest lands 
and private lands. 
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In the 1970s conflict erupted between 

the lower river tribes and Federal fish-
eries managers of the tribes’ rights to 
harvest fish they have harvested for 
thousands of years. Very soon after, 
farmers, ranchers, and tribes initiated 
litigation over water rights, and that 
litigation has been going intensely 
until very recently. On the one hand, 
tribes want to be assured of their 
rights to continue fishing practices 
they have passed down from generation 
to generation for thousands of years. 
Farmers and ranchers want to be sure 
they will have the water they need to 
sustain the operations their families 
depend on for success. 

For decades the tension over water 
has been accentuated in times of 
drought, culminating most famously in 
a standoff in 2001 that made national 
news. During that 2001 drought irriga-
tion water for the Klamath Reclama-
tion Project was shut off to protect en-
dangered fisheries. Thousands of people 
gathered in Klamath Falls in sympathy 
with the farmers. There was civil dis-
obedience, and people were worried 
about the possibility of violence. 

When Vice President Cheney inter-
vened and guaranteed water deliveries 
rather than fish protections, the result 
was the largest fish kill in U.S. his-
tory. Meanwhile, agriculture was dam-
aged. Families saw major losses, and 
some had to sell their farms. There 
were no real winners. 

At the time, many people thought 
that these issues were intractable and 
that the arguments and lawsuits would 
continue interminably, perhaps for 
generations to come. But a number of 
years ago a group of leaders in the 
community had the boldness to start 
rethinking how they framed their 
quest for water and the water wars. 
Their briefing to me was one of the 
first briefings I received as a U.S. Sen-
ator. I was surprised to see individuals 
representing parts of the community 
who had often been bitter enemies to-
gether. They were talking about sit-
ting down and hammering out a dif-
ferent vision for the future to replace 
the lose-lose water battles of the past 
with something different: greater reli-
ability of water for farmers and ranch-
ers and protection for the tribes and 
their fishing rights and better health 
for the stream. We had leaders from 
many different parts of the community 
sitting down together because—they 
said to me: Senator, the only folks who 
are winning right now are the lawyers. 
They wanted to change that. 

I was skeptical that groups who had 
battled for so long could sit down and 
work out an agreement. As we say in 
the West, whiskey, that is for drinking, 
and water, that is for fighting. But 
these folks said: We are going to pursue 
a different path. 

I pledged that if they were able to de-
velop a solution, I would do everything 
I could at the Federal level to help im-
plement it. They defied the expectation 
of every cynic by coming up with a re-
markable plan that solved an array of 

complex problems. The irrigators com-
mitted to reducing the total amount of 
water they take from the river from a 
variety of conservation practices. They 
are working collaboratively with the 
community and the tribes to restore 
habitat. In exchange, they get cer-
tainty and predictability for guaran-
teed amounts of water. The tribes and 
conservation groups and fishing organi-
zations agreed to stop challenging 
these irrigators’ water allocations. In 
exchange, they get a community 
partnering to restore natural resources 
that are of cultural and economic im-
portance to the tribes and to help them 
reacquire some of the land they lost 50 
years ago. 

Complementing all of this and aug-
menting the natural resource restora-
tion is a plan to remove four anti-
quated dams and open up new habitat 
for fish. The private utility that owns 
these dams agrees that the best busi-
ness decision is to remove these dams. 
So this is a win-win situation, or actu-
ally a win-win-win-win situation. 

Let me give an example of this in 
terms of water looked at from the per-
spective of the agricultural commu-
nity. This chart shows, over a variety 
of years—2010 through 2014—what the 
actual deliveries were in acre-feet, 
thousands of acre-feet, 189,000 acre-feet, 
and what they would receive in the set-
tlement: substantially more; substan-
tially more in 2011 and substantially 
more in 2013. So this also provides 
more water for the refuge, and we can 
see a change of positive water for the 
refuge as well. 

This is why everyone is coming to 
the table and finding a path that works 
better during difficult times for all of 
the major goals of water management 
in the region. 

The deal is a lifeline for farming and 
for ranching: tens of thousands of addi-
tional acre-feet added and in some 
cases 100,000 acre-feet of water in some 
areas; at the same time, stream flows 
for fish, removing obstacles for migra-
tion of the fish, improving habitat. It 
is a truly remarkable deal. 

Community leaders not only devel-
oped a visionary agreement, they also 
remained dedicated to this agreement 
during some difficult drought years in 
2010 and 2013 and low water in 2014. So 
they could have been shattered, the co-
alition could have been blown up by 
these difficult drought years, but in-
stead they viewed it as reinforcing why 
they needed to come to an agreement 
to save the ranching and the farming 
and improve the fish and restore im-
portant provisions for the tribes. They 
have continued to work together while 
we here in Congress have not acted. 
Also, they worked on an additional 
agreement to bring in additional 
ranchers from the upper basin into the 
agreement, and that worked as well. 
They worked to dramatically reduce 
the cost of the habitat restoration in-
vestments that the original plan called 
for. They drafted a bill with no new 
spending. The entire agreement was 

challenged by the litigation of the 
water rights in that the adjudication of 
these water rights was finally com-
pleted and, for the most part, the 
Klamath tribes were awarded water 
rights to time immemorial. 

That is a powerful tool. The tribes 
could have walked away from the 
table. They could have taken this enor-
mous control over water rights and 
said the agreement hasn’t been imple-
mented; we are walking away and 
going to use these water rights with 
maximum leverage. 

They created partnerships. They 
pledged to work together, as all of 
these groups have, advocating not just 
for themselves but for the collective 
future of the community and collective 
stakeholders. 

Quite frankly, this is a remarkable 
development in what is happening with 
all of these stakeholder leaders stick-
ing together. Congress is key, however, 
to passing legislation that implements 
the provisions of this plan. 

It is time for Congress to act. The 
Senate did its work. The Energy and 
Natural Resources Committee held 
hearings under the leadership first of 
Senator WYDEN and Senator MUR-
KOWSKI, then under the leadership of 
Senator LANDRIEU and Senator MUR-
KOWSKI. Senator MURKOWSKI, Senator 
WYDEN, and I were able to negotiate bi-
partisan revisions of the bill addressing 
significant and legitimate concerns 
that had been raised. 

We modified Federal authority re-
lated to dam removal and requiring 
Governors to sign off and giving Con-
gress a 1-year period to veto a decision 
to take out a particular dam. We re-
moved provisions that the Congres-
sional Budget Office said might con-
tribute to the deficit. The Energy and 
Natural Resources Committee voted 
the bill out of committee on a bipar-
tisan basis. 

The community leaders have gone to 
work getting even broader statements 
of support. The Klamath County Cham-
ber of Commerce endorsed the bill. The 
Klamath County Farm Bureau has en-
dorsed the bill. The Klamath County 
Cattlemen’s Association and the state-
wide Oregon Cattlemen’s Association 
have endorsed the bill. The Klamath 
Falls City Council has endorsed the 
bill, and the Oregon Water Resources 
Congress has endorsed the bill. 

The Senate has been ready to act, 
but the U.S. House of Representatives 
has not. Here we are in the last days of 
this Congress unable to complete this 
bill. So today I am calling upon our 
leaders in the House and in the Senate 
to work together to make this an item 
of immediate action when we start our 
new session in January. 

The tribe is held back on enforcing 
its water rights, and the stakeholders 
have stayed together, saying they were 
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going to support the multiple provi-
sions for themselves and their part-
ners. But that cannot last forever. Con-
gress has to act to seal the deal. With-
out cooperation, this vision, so care-
fully, diligently, and painfully con-
structed over years of involvement of 
community stakeholders, will fall 
apart. What that will do is put the en-
tire farming and ranching community 
in great jeopardy. We can see hundreds 
of families lose their water in a matter 
of months due to Congress’s failure to 
act. 

This community has done everything 
right. They have put aside long-
standing tensions and conflicts. They 
sat down time and time again to work 
out these complicated provisions. They 
sought the help of the Interior Depart-
ment which came and signed off on the 
agreement. They sought the State gov-
ernment and the Governor to sign off 
on the agreements. They solicited local 
support. They put aside damaging rhet-
oric during times of intense drought 
over the last couple of years, and they 
hung together. They have done every-
thing we could have ever asked a group 
to do to prepare for this legislation to 
be passed, yet it has not been passed 
because the House of Representatives 
has not been ready to act. 

We must not let this opportunity es-
cape. We must come back in January 
with support from the Senate and from 
the House and complete this deal. This 
opportunity might not come again. 

I ask my colleagues on both sides of 
the aisle to recognize that when in a 
region great work has been done to re-
solve a longstanding conflict, they 
need Congress to step in and seal the 
deal, make the agreement real, and im-
plement the agreement. We must give 
it the utmost attention and help make 
it happen for the health of the stream, 
for the welfare of the tribes, for the 
success of the farming community, for 
the conditions that make ranching a 
vital component of the Klamath 
Basin—for all of these reasons. 

I certainly pledge to come back and 
work toward that end and look forward 
for us early next year to not be here on 
the floor lamenting the fact we have 
failed to complete this agreement but 
to be here thanking all of those who 
came together to seize this critical op-
portunity. 

I yield the floor to my colleague from 
Ohio. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Ohio. 

Mr. BROWN. I ask unanimous con-
sent that following my remarks, the 
Senator from Hawaii be recognized. 

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

TRIBUTE TO JAY ROCKEFELLER 
Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, I rise 

today to honor one of my best friends 
in the Senate and a long-time public 
servant whom I greatly admire, JOHN 
D. ROCKEFELLER IV. 

In 1964, in Athens, OH, President 
Johnson went to Ohio University, and 
he said: 

Poverty hides its face behind a mask of af-
fluence. But I call upon you to help me to 
get out there and unmask it, take that mask 
off of that face of affluence and let the world 
see what we have, and let the world do some-
thing about it. 

Several months later, JOHN D. 
ROCKEFELLER IV, 27 years old, came to 
West Virginia as a VISTA volunteer. 
Well-educated and well-connected, JAY 
ROCKEFELLER could have chosen any 
career he wanted. But to him, it was 
about public service. 

This year marks JAY’s 50th year in 
public service. He found himself in 
Emmons, WV. Emmons, WV, is a small 
town. JAY didn’t shy away. JAY didn’t 
keep his distance. He wanted to know 
the people he was going to be working 
with, and he set out to do that. For 2 
years, he worked alongside the people 
of Emmons for accessible health care, 
for education, for opportunities. His 
work included dismantling and moving 
a condemned elementary school from a 
neighboring town onto a flatbed truck, 
and establishing it in Emmons as a 
community center. 

JAY never forgot that, JAY, who in 
this Chamber sits across the aisle from 
me at this desk. I was sitting here 2 
weeks ago and JAY was talking about 
Emmons. He said going to Emmons— 
and I will quote from his farewell 
speech 2 weeks ago to the Senate: 

That set my moral compass and gave me 
direction. Where everything in my real life 
began. Where I learned how little I knew 
about the problems people face. I was hum-
bled by that lesson. 

He went on to say: 
My time in Emmons was transformative. It 

explains every policy I pursued and every 
vote I have cast. It was where my beliefs 
were bolted down. And where my passion 
met my principle. 

Fifty years ago, JAY learned those 
lessons. For 50 years, as a VISTA vol-
unteer, as a State legislator, as the 
Secretary of State, as the Governor of 
West Virginia, and as a Senator for 3 
decades from West Virginia, he learned 
those beliefs. They were bolted down, 
and he practiced those beliefs. 

In 1966, he was elected to the West 
Virginia House. Two years later, JAY 
had an opportunity that most people I 
know would not have refused. 

Robert F. Kennedy was assas-
sinated—the Senator from New York at 
that time. In June of 1968, the Gov-
ernor of New York, Nelson Rocke-
feller—JAY ROCKEFELLER’s uncle—of-
fered that appointment to the U.S. 
Senate to JAY ROCKEFELLER. The Gov-
ernor offered that position to JAY 
ROCKEFELLER, and his answer to his 
uncle was: No, thank you. I want to 
earn a seat some day in the U.S. Sen-
ate. 

That is what JAY set out to do. He re-
minded us a few weeks ago: 

Important undertakings can’t be half-
hearted. You have to commit your whole 
self—almost like pushing a heavy rock up-
hill. With both of your hands you push, be-
cause if you let up for a split second with ei-
ther hand, you and the rock go tumbling 
backwards into the abyss. 

JAY had a chance to prove that in 
this body over 20 years ago. He pushed 
that rock uphill to fight to protect re-
tired coal miners’ promised health care 
benefits. It is easy for Members of this 
Senate who have good titles, who are 
well paid, who dress like this, who 
don’t really need to go out and listen 
to the public very much, to forget peo-
ple like union coal miners or nonunion 
coal miners. 

He called this ‘‘the greatest moment 
of my career.’’ JAY threatened to keep 
the Senate in session. He was going to 
do whatever it took—22 years ago, over 
Christmas, over New Year’s, whatever 
it took—to make sure his colleagues 
didn’t leave town before passing the 
1992 Coal Act. Because of his legisla-
tion, more than 200,000 coal miners and 
their families have kept the benefits 
they were promised. 

He spearheaded efforts to ensure 
workplace safety. I have talked to JAY 
after coal-mining disasters when min-
ers are killed in one of the most 
treacherous, difficult, and dangerous 
jobs we can imagine. I can see the pain 
in his face because he knows people 
who work in the mines and he has lis-
tened to them. 

When Lincoln’s staff wanted him to 
stay in the White House and win the 
war and free the slaves and preserve 
the Union, Lincoln used to say, I have 
to go out and get my public opinion 
bath. That is what JAY did. A son and 
grandson of privilege, JAY understood 
that he served the public best when he 
got his public opinion bath and when 
he went out and listened to people. He 
fought against unfair trade practices, 
and he fought against tax policies that 
shipped jobs overseas. He reinvigorated 
the steel caucus, fighting for an indus-
try that clearly has been victimized by 
unfair trade practices. 

Most importantly in JAY’s career— 
and the thing I think he is most proud 
of—was another lesson he learned in 
Emmons, WV. He learned that many of 
the community school-aged children 
had never been to a doctor, they had 
never seen a dentist before because 
their families simply didn’t have the 
money. Because of that, JAY made ac-
cessible, affordable health care for chil-
dren part of his lifelong mission. He be-
lieves that health care is a right and 
not a privilege. 

He championed Medicaid expansion, 
and he championed this new health 
care law. It has JAY ROCKEFELLER’s fin-
gerprints all over it. That is why hun-
dreds of thousands of people in my 
State are grateful to JAY ROCKE-
FELLER, because hundreds of thousands 
of people in Ohio now have health in-
surance who didn’t have it before. Hun-
dreds of thousands of families have 
benefited for a couple of decades be-
cause their children had health insur-
ance. Again, this is because of JAY 
ROCKEFELLER. 

In 1997, he devoted much of his time 
and career at that point to help write 
the Children’s Health Insurance Pro-
gram, CHIP. Because of CHIP, 8 million 
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children across this country—some of 
them in Emmons, WV, and some of 
them in my hometown of Mansfield, 
OH—now have access to health care, 
health care that they would not have 
otherwise. He continues that fight al-
ways on health care. 

I want to close with this. I have seen 
a lot of Senators come and go. I have 
seen a lot of Members come and go. I 
have seen a lot of public officials come 
and go. There can be a shortage of hu-
mility in these jobs. As Members of the 
House and Members of the Senate, 
sometimes we are a little puffed up 
about our titles and about the power 
that many of us have, and we are 
caught up in the way we are treated. 
People are often obsequious to Mem-
bers in Congress, and all of that. 

What stands out to me—it is even 
more remarkable when you consider 
his family and what he came from—is 
JAY ROCKEFELLER’s humility. Here is 
the best example, I think. I found out 
almost by accident what JAY, as a 
member of the Veterans’ Affairs Com-
mittee, would do regularly during his 
time in the Senate is he would send all 
the staff away, he would send the press 
away, and he would go to someone’s 
home or community center or rec cen-
ter or labor hall and he would sit with 
a number of veterans and listen to 
their stories. He would take notes and 
help those individually who might need 
help. Most importantly, he was listen-
ing to their stories. 

It reminds me of another story from 
Abraham Lincoln. Lincoln’s staff 
watched him, during one of his public 
opinion baths, talk to a number of peo-
ple who were pushing him on some-
thing that mattered to them person-
ally. 

His staff wanted to send them away. 
Lincoln said, ‘‘No, I am not going to do 
that.’’ Then Lincoln said—about these 
people who were talking to him, ordi-
nary citizens outside the White House 
or anywhere else the President of the 
United States may have been—Lincoln 
said: They don’t want much. They get 
so little. Each one considers his busi-
ness of great importance. I know how I 
should feel if I were in their place. 

I can see JAY ROCKEFELLER meeting 
with veterans, many of whom had 
never been thanked for their service. 
Many of them were suffering from war-
time injuries from their time in the 
service, coming back to West Virginia 
and eking out a living. I can see JAY 
ROCKEFELLER saying the same thing: 
They don’t want much. They get so lit-
tle. Each one considers his business of 
great importance. I know how I should 
feel if I were in their place. 

Going back 2 weeks ago to JAY’s fare-
well speech across the aisle at this 
desk, he called upon us to remember 
that ‘‘our north star must always be 
the real needs of the people we serve.’’ 
JAY used his farewell speech to exhort 
us to do better on behalf of miners, on 
behalf of veterans, on behalf of single 
parents, on behalf of children, on be-
half of sick people, people who do not 
always get a fair shake in life. 

He found his north star in public 
service, a career he chose because he 
wanted a mission to complete, a cause 
to believe in, a dream to follow. He 
found that mission. He found that 
cause. He found that dream in 
Emmons, WV, in 1964. It never left him. 
That is my friend JAY ROCKEFELLER. 
For all of that we are so grateful. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Hawaii. 

Ms. HIRONO. Madam President, I 
rise today in support of the nomination 
of Sarah Saldana to serve as Director 
of the U.S. Immigration and Customs 
Enforcement, better known as ICE. 

Before I proceed, I would like to 
thank the good Senator from Ohio for 
his tributary remarks regarding JAY 
ROCKEFELLER, an uncommon man of 
the people. 

Prior to supporting Ms. Saldana’s 
nomination in the Judiciary Com-
mittee, I did have a chance to meet 
with her. Growing up in a large family 
near our southern border in Corpus 
Christi, TX, Ms. Saldana managed to 
overcome hardship and become the 
first Latina U.S. Attorney in Texas 
history. 

Sarah Saldana is fully qualified to 
serve as ICE’s Director. She is a senior 
Federal law enforcement official for a 
border State district that spans almost 
100,000 miles. Ms. Saldana has been on 
the ground in Texas and fully under-
stands the complexities and challenges 
we face with our immigration system. 

Republicans and Democrats agree 
that our immigration system is bro-
ken. Until recently, we also agreed, Re-
publicans and Democrats alike, that 
Sarah Saldana needed to be confirmed 
as the Director of ICE. However, now 
Republicans are playing politics with 
this nomination to a critical homeland 
security agency. ICE is responsible for 
important law enforcement issues that 
make us all safer and has been without 
a permanent Director for over a year. 

ICE’s 19,000 people are responsible for 
enforcement of our immigration laws, 
for drug interdiction, for fighting child 
exploitation, and for keeping us safe 
from national security threats. The 
Senate needs to do its job and let 
Sarah Saldana get to work as the per-
manent Director of ICE. I understand 
that some of my colleagues on the Re-
publican side now oppose Sarah 
Saldana because of the President’s Ex-
ecutive order on immigration. 

President Obama’s Executive action 
allows millions of fathers, mothers, 
and students to step out of the shad-
ows, pass background checks, work le-
gally, and pay their taxes. The Presi-
dent’s action is rooted in the reality 
that our immigration system is broken 
and that we need to exercise prosecu-
torial discretion on who to go after 
with our limited resources. 

As Director of ICE, it is Ms. 
Saldana’s responsibility to focus on 
homeland security resources on deport-
ing felons and other criminals who 
have crossed our borders. It is simply 
not possible for the Federal Govern-

ment to remove all 11 million undocu-
mented persons in this country. 

That is another point on which most 
Republicans and Democrats agree. We 
have to prioritize the resources we 
have. That is what the President’s 
order does. It prioritizes deporting fel-
ons, not families. Let me repeat that: 
Deporting felons, that is all we need to 
do, not breaking apart families. Presi-
dent Obama’s action is grounded on 
precedent and Executive powers. 

Every single President since Eisen-
hower has used Executive action to 
provide discretionary relief from depor-
tation. Nonetheless, the President’s 
critics have relentlessly attacked the 
legitimacy of his action. Some of my 
colleagues have emphasized that we 
must enforce our immigration laws and 
secure our borders in their opposition 
to Ms. Saldana. 

Ironically, my Republican colleagues 
are opposing the nomination of the Di-
rector of an agency responsible for 
these very things: securing our border 
and enforcing our immigration laws. 
Some Republicans do not even want to 
fund the Department of Homeland Se-
curity at all. 

Those who are concerned about im-
migration enforcement and border se-
curity should ask themselves: How 
does opposing Sarah Saldana’s nomina-
tion and putting DHS funding in ques-
tion make our borders more secure? 
How do these actions ensure effective 
enforcement of our laws? They do not. 

If you want to truly and permanently 
address our broken immigration sys-
tem, we need Congress to work to-
gether to pass comprehensive immigra-
tion reform, which the American peo-
ple overwhelmingly support. It has 
been over a year since comprehensive 
immigration reform was passed on the 
Senate floor. Congress must continue 
working to pass commonsense, humane 
reform that puts families first. 

As the President himself has said, 
Executive action does not replace con-
gressional action. To those in Congress 
concerned with what he has done, we 
need to step up. We need to pass com-
prehensive reform. But in the mean-
time, we need to confirm Sarah 
Saldana so she can get on with the job 
at ICE. 

I urge my colleagues to vote yes on 
her nomination. 

ORDER OF PROCEDURE 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
Senate now recess until 2:15 p.m.; that 
following the 2:30 p.m. votes, the clerk 
report Executive Calendar No. 1150, the 
Blinken nomination, and the time 
until 5 p.m. be equally divided in the 
usual form, with all other provisions of 
the previous order remaining in effect. 

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

f 

RECESS 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senate stands 
in recess until 2:15 p.m. 
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