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The result was announced—yeas 91,
nays 0, as follows:
[Rollcall Vote No. 155 Ex.]

YEAS—91

Ayotte Franken Nelson
Baldwin Gardner Paul
Barrasso Gillibrand Perdue
Bennet Grassley Peters
Blumenthal Hatch Portman
Booker Heinrich Reed
Boozman Heitkamp Reid
Boxer H('aller Risch
Brown Hirono Roberts
Burr Hoeven

Rounds
Cantwell Inhofe
Capito Isakson Sanders
Cardin Johnson Sasse
Carper Kaine Schatz
Casey King Schumer
Cassidy Kirk Scott
Cochran Klobuchar Sessions
Collins Lankford Shaheen
Coons Leahy Shelby
Corker Lee Stabenow
Cornyn Manchin Tester
Cotton Markey Thune
Crapo McCain Tillis
Daines McCaskill Udall
Donnelly McConnell Vitter
Durbin Menendez Warner
Engzi Merkley
Ernst Mikulski gi?ﬁ:ﬁouse
Feinstein Moran .
Fischer Murphy Wicker
Flake Murray Wyden

NOT VOTING—9

Alexander Cruz Rubio
Blunt Graham Sullivan
Coats Murkowski Toomey

The nomination was confirmed.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the motion to re-
consider is considered made and laid
upon the table, and the President will
be immediately notified of the Senate’s
action.

———————

LEGISLATIVE SESSION

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senate will re-
sume legislative session.

The Senator from Wyoming.

————

MORNING BUSINESS

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

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

The Senator from Rhode Island.

————
CONGRATULATING THE PROVI-
DENCE COLLEGE MEN’'S ICE

HOCKEY TEAM FOR WINNING
THE 2015 NCAA DIVISION I NA-
TIONAL CHAMPIONSHIP

Mr. REED. Mr. President, I stand
with great pleasure and pride, along
with Senator WHITEHOUSE, to congratu-
late the Providence College men’s
hockey team in winning the 2015 NCAA
Division I National Championship, and
I am pleased to have worked with my
colleague Senator WHITEHOUSE in
adopting a resolution last week to
honor this great accomplishment.

This is the first national champion-
ship in the history of PC’s men’s hock-
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ey club, and I am sure this season will
be long remembered by Providence Col-
lege players, coaches, staff, and fans.

The championship game featured
phenomenal plays and contributions
from many Friars players, including a
career-high 49 saves by goaltender Jon
Gillies, and one goal each from An-
thony Florentino, Mark JankowskKi,
Tom Parisi, and Brandon Tanev.

I would like to congratulate all of
the Friars players whose season-long
hard work and dedication made this
successful season possible. The 2015 PC
men’s hockey team consisted of: Rhode
Island’s own Noel Acciari, Mark
Adams, Brooks Behling, Alex Crom-
well, Logan Day, Stefan Demopoulos,
Nick Ellis, Anthony Florentino, Jon
Gillies, John Gilmour, Robbie
Hennessey, Mark Jankowski, Brendan
Leahy, Shane Luke, Conor MacPhee,
Ross Mauermann, Kyle McKenzie, Ste-
ven McParland, Trevor Mingoia, Josh
Monk, Tom Perisi, Brian Pinho, Tru-
man Reed, Kevin Rooney, Niko Rufo,
Nick Saracino, Brandon Tanev, and
Jake Walman. I will apologize for my
Rhode Island accent.

I would also like to extend my best
wishes to PC player Drew Brown, who
missed this season while battling a
rare form of bone cancer and is thank-
fully now reported to be cancer-free.
But he contributed in many ways to
the success of the team.

Additionally, I want to recognize the
coaches and staff whose commitment
and preparation was essential to win-
ning this national championship, espe-
cially head coach Nate Leaman, who
won the championship in only his
fourth season at PC. The other coaches
and staff of the 2015 PC men’s hockey
team were: associate head coach Steve
Miller, assistant coach Kris Mayotte,
coordinator of Men’s Hockey oper-
ations Kyle Murphy, and goaltending
coach Jim McNiff.

I also commend Providence College
President Father Brian Shanley and
athletic director Robert Driscoll on
their accomplishments and extraor-
dinary dedication to the school and to
the community of Rhode Island.

Again, I join many in the State of
Rhode Island and around the hockey
world in congratulating the Providence
College men’s ice hockey team on their
incredible national championship sea-
son and wish them continued success in
the future.

I am proud to yield the floor to my
colleague Senator WHITEHOUSE.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Rhode Island.

Mr. WHITEHOUSE. Mr. President, I
am very pleased and also very proud to
follow the senior Senator and my col-
league and to join Senator REED in
congratulating our Providence College
men’s ice hockey team on winning its
first-ever national championship. The
Friars edged out Boston University 4 to
3 a week ago Saturday night in PC’s
first trip to the Frozen Four in 30
years. The BU-PC event was a southern
New England showdown that brought
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more than 18,000 hockey fans to Bos-
ton’s TD Garden. Playing so close to
home, PC had plenty of support from
the stands. They also had a little bit of
good luck, but it was more than luck
that put Providence College over the
top.

Those kids played their hearts out,
and forward Brandon Tanev’s go-ahead
score in the third period to seal the win
was no fluke. The Friars earned that
victory, and Rhode Islanders couldn’t
be more proud of them.

Head coach Nate Leaman said that
when it gets to be that late in the sea-
son and when there is that kind of
championship pressure, ‘“You win,”” he
said, “‘with guys that are gritty. . . .”

Well, Senator REED and I are excited
to join Providence College president
Father Brian Shanley and the entire
PC community in celebrating this his-
toric win. Congratulations to Coach
Leaman and his staff, to goalie Jon
Gillies, who was named Frozen Four
Most Outstanding Player, and to all
the PC players who fought so hard all
season to this wonderful result.

As junior forward Noel Acciari, a na-
tive of Johnston, RI, put it, “We might
be a small State, but we’re hard work-
ers.”

Well done, Friars. You are, indeed,
hard workers and your hard work paid
off.

I yield the floor.

Mr. President, I suggest the absence
of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The senior assistant legislative clerk
proceeded to call the roll.

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

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

———
INSPECTORS GENERAL

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, the
ability of Congress to be a check on the
actions of the executive branch is being
endangered. One of the tools that we in
Congress have created to help the gov-
ernment identify and correct its mis-
takes is being obstructed. That tool is
the vital work of inspectors general.

Inspectors general work in nearly 80
Federal agencies. They perform audits,
conduct investigations, and issue pub-
lic reports of their findings and rec-
ommendations. They combat waste,
fraud, and abuse. Their work is being
frustrated, and that is why I am here.
To keep an eye on what is happening
inside a government agency, the in-
spector general must be able to access
the agency’s records. This is exactly
what the law calls for.

The Inspector General Act of 1978 di-
rects that all inspectors general have a
right to access all records, documents,
and other materials. ‘‘All” is not the
same as ‘‘some.”” If the inspector gen-
eral deems a document necessary to do
his job, then the agency should turn it
over immediately—immediately. But
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the clear command of that law is being
ignored far too often.

Agencies partially comply or refuse
to turn over materials after a lengthy
review and screening process by law-
yers for the agency. That is a step not
included in the IG law. The examples
range from the Environmental Protec-
tion Agency to the FBI, and can you
believe it, even to the Peace Corps.

The excuses vary, but the pattern is
very clear. For example, the Depart-
ment of Justice Office of Inspector
General is reviewing the Department’s
use of the material witness statute.
That statute authorizes detaining cer-
tain witnesses for testimony before a
grand jury.

The inspector general was looking
into allegations that the civil rights
and the civil liberties of certain mate-
rial witnesses may have been abused.
This is just the kind of issue that Con-
gress relies on inspectors general to in-
vestigate. If the problems are found,
the inspector general helps our govern-
ment identify the problem and helps
Department leadership fix these prob-
lems.

Naturally, the inspector general
needed to review the grand jury testi-
mony to decide if the value of that tes-
timony was reasonable, given the bur-
den imposed on the witnesses. Three
U.S. attorneys offices and the Depart-
ment’s National Security Division pro-
vided the inspector general with the
grand jury information concerning ma-
terial witnesses, but the FBI refused to
cooperate. The FBI claimed the grand
jury testimony could not be shared
with the inspector general.

This FBI decision to withhold infor-
mation was a brandnew practice, begin-
ning sometime in 2010. The law was not
changed in 2010 so the FBI could do it.
The FBI claimed it had the right to
refuse to provide the inspector general
information in over a dozen other cat-
egories as well.

Remember, the law says the inspec-
tor general shall have access to all—
not some—records, documents, and
other materials that they deem nec-
essary to conduct their investigations.
Yet the FBI says its attorneys will re-
view material first and then decide
what it would and would not release to
the inspector general.

It even gets worse. The FBI claimed
it needed the approval of the Attorney
General or the Deputy Attorney Gen-
eral to provide the information to the
inspector general. This is exactly up-
side down. Under the law, an inspector
general must be independent. Agencies
cannot be trusted to investigate them-
selves. If an inspector general had to
ask for permission from senior leader-
ship, he would not be truly inde-
pendent.

The Inspector General Act of 1978
does allow the Attorney General, not
the FBI, to prohibit the inspector gen-
eral from carrying out or completing
an investigation but only in certain
limited circumstances.

When that extraordinary step is
taken, it must be done in writing to
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the inspector general, and the inspec-
tor general must forward that written
notice to the Congress. The FBI would
have us believe that instead of written
notice being required to block an IG in-
vestigation, it needs written permis-
sion to comply with an investigation.
This is simply not how the law is de-
signed to work.

After this controversy took place,
Congress took action. We essentially
bolded and underlined the provision in
the Inspector General Act that ensures
access to documents. We didn’t lit-
erally do that, but this year’s Justice
Department appropriation declares
that no funds shall be used to deny the
inspector general timely access to all
records.

The new law also directed the inspec-
tor general to report to Congress with-
in 5 days whenever there was a failure
to comply with this requirement. Since
February of this year, we have already
received four of those reports that the
FBI is still refusing to comply, regard-
less of the actions Congress took on
the appropriations bill last year.

One notice said the FBI was with-
holding evidence in two whistleblower
cases. I have written to the FBI twice
about these notices and just received a
reply from the FBI Wednesday. Unfor-
tunately, the FBI ignores most of the
questions I asked and simply reasserts
their original position.

That tells me the FBI thinks they
are above the law. It has an obligation
to comply not only with the Inspector
General Act but also with restrictions
Congress placed on its appropriations.
That means FBI employees cannot le-
gally be spending their time with-
holding and reviewing documents be-
fore providing those same documents
to the inspector general. We must stay
vigilant and we must insist all govern-
ment agencies, including the FBI, work
with the inspectors general, not
against them.

I applaud my colleagues on the Ap-
propriations Committee for standing
up for inspectors general. I also urge
them to follow through and help make
sure the funding restrictions they put
in place are obeyed.

As I noted earlier, the problem is not
confined to the FBI or to the Depart-
ment of Justice, similar attempts to
limit the work of an inspector general
have occurred at the EPA and the
Peace Corps. Just last year, 47 inspec-
tors general signed a letter to the Con-
gress warning of these problems across
government. We all lose when inspec-
tors general are delayed or prevented
in doing their work. In every agency
where I1G’s work, they help agency
management become aware of prob-
lems and opportunities to improve gov-
ernment service. We must support the
work of inspectors general and remind
government agencies that blocking
their investigations is not acceptable.
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COMPREHENSIVE JUSTICE AND
MENTAL HEALTH ACT

Mr. BOOKER. Mr. President, I am
proud to be an original cosponsor of
legislation offered by Senators CORNYN
and FRANKEN, the Comprehensive Jus-
tice and Mental Health Act. This crit-
ical piece of bipartisan legislation
would promote alternatives to incar-
ceration by helping identify and treat
Americans suffering from mental ill-
ness. For far too long our criminal jus-
tice system has been a substitute for a
mental health system. That practice is
costly, wastes limited resources, and is
contrary to evidence-based practices
proven to make our communities safer.
I thank Senators CORNYN and FRANKEN
for their hard work on this important
criminal justice reform bill.

Today, law enforcement is ill-
equipped and not properly trained to
deal with individuals suffering from se-
vere mental disorders whose conditions
can cause them to commit crimes. The
mentally ill are too often treated as
common criminals and are not given
access to the critical treatment they
need.

The Comprehensive Justice and Men-
tal Health Act would save taxpayers’
money and effectively use limited re-
sources by ensuring our prisons con-
tain violent offenders as opposed to
those who suffer from mental illnesses.
When more than four of five inmates
with a mental illness are not treated in
jail, we waste resources by incarcer-
ating them. This bill would make the
public safer and save taxpayers’ money
by ensuring that we continue to sup-
port vital programs, such as mental
health courts, veterans’ courts, and
crisis intervention teams.

The bill would also improve public
safety. Persons with complicated psy-
chiatric problems that are thrown in
jail can have their mental state dete-
riorate even further. If incarcerated
without treatment, some mental ill-
nesses can lead people to be a danger to
the public once released. But with
proper treatment, they can lead ordi-
nary, law-abiding lives even absent in-
carceration.

The bill would help to reduce jail
overcrowding caused by warehousing
people for Ilow-level crimes, which
often includes the mentally ill. For ex-
ample, from 2009 to 2013 in New York
City, about 400 people were sent to jail
on at least 18 occasions each. That
amounts to more than 10,000 jail admis-
sions and 300,000 days in jail. In Chi-
cago, from 2007 to 2011, 21 percent of
the people sent to jails accounted for 50
percent of jail admissions. Because a
significant number of people in jail are
mentally ill, reducing recidivism for
this population is critical. By sup-
porting state and local efforts to iden-
tify and direct them to the appropriate
mental health services, this bill would
reduce recidivism and, in turn, help re-
duce jail over-crowding.

The bill would also encourage the de-
velopment of curricula on mental
health conditions for police academies
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