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Senate and then holding everybody
hostage and demanding the language
you want, Senator CARDIN wants, ev-
erybody wants, in order for that
amendment to even possibly be consid-
ered. That is as far from an open
amendment process as you can get.

If that is what they are discussing,
they might as well stop now because 1
will object. I want a vote on my
amendment. I want votes on other sig-
nificant amendments. If this is just a
game to come to some unanimous con-
sent agreement, some managers’ pack-
age which they bless, they can stop
those discussions right now because I
will object.

Again, Mr. President, I think it is
reasonable that a Senator get to mod-
ify his own amendment. I think that is
a pretty minimal request. I will repeat
it.

I ask unanimous consent that when
the Senate resumes consideration of
H.R. 1191, that I be allowed to modify
amendment No. 1186 with the changes
that are at the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

The Senator from Maryland.

Mr. CARDIN. Mr. President, reserv-
ing the right to object, let me point
out that but for the fact that Senator
CoTTON filed an amendment—he had
every right to do so, and I am not say-
ing he did not—without Senator
CORKER or the leadership or my know-
ing that he was going to go through
that process, Senator VITTER could
have modified his amendment. He is
being blocked and needs consent be-
cause of actions taken by a Republican
Senator.

Prior to that action being taken,
Senator CORKER and I, working with—
I think there were somewhere around
60 amendments filed by Republicans
and none by Democrats. This is a bill
which passed the Senate Foreign Rela-
tions Committee 19 to 0, one which in-
corporated many amendments of the
members of the Senate Foreign Rela-
tions Committee, including the Pre-
siding Officer, who is working with us
on this. We worked those out. We are
in the process of presenting an addi-
tional four amendments for floor ac-
tion.

When that action was taken by a
Senator—who had every right to do it
because he was trying to get his
amendment considered on the floor—in
effect, it blocked other amendments
from being considered on the floor.
When you have one party filing all of
the amendments, it is necessary to
have an orderly process for these con-
siderations. We were in the process of
doing that, and that was blocked.

Senator CORKER and I regret that we
did not have a chance to bring more
amendments in an orderly way for con-
sideration on the floor. But the request
made by Senator VITTER is to try to
get his amendment in a different posi-
tion than other amendments, and for
that reason, I object.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion is heard.
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The Senator from Louisiana.

Mr. VITTER. Mr. President, this is
not being blocked by Senator COTTON.
Everybody knows that. Senator COTTON
made it clear that he would happily
agree to get amendments up for a vote.
This has been a determined,
choreographed effort to close the door
during an open amendment process and
to demand leverage so that every
amendment has to be worked out. Do
you know what ‘“‘worked out’” means?
That means they get a veto and we
don’t get a vote. That is unreasonable,
and that is the exact opposite of an
open amendment process.

I am not being blocked by Senator
CoTTON. I know that. Everybody knows
that. We are being blocked by the man-
agers of this bill. I think it is highly
regrettable.

As I said, if the end game here is to
work out amendments to Senator
CARDIN’s or anyone else’s satisfaction,
and they get a veto, they can stop their
work on that right now because I am
objecting, and I will object. I want a
vote.

I thank the Presiding Officer.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Maryland.

Mr. CARDIN. Mr. President, I will
point out in response to Senator VIT-
TER that we had two record votes on
the floor on this bill, and both were
amendments that were overwhelmingly
rejected. They were not amendments I
wanted on the bill. I opposed both of
those amendments and Senator CORKER
opposed both of those amendments.

When the amendment was offered by
Senator COTTON, we were in the process
of scheduling another vote on the floor
of an amendment that I equally op-
posed. I have indicated that I will op-
pose several of the other amendments
Members have tried to make pending,
but I did not object to votes on those
amendments.

I just want to respond to Senator
VITTER. Senator CORKER and I did not
attempt to block votes on amendments
that we don’t agree with. We were
seeking an orderly way to proceed be-
cause, quite frankly, this bill is criti-
cally important to our country.

Let’s not lose sight of what we are
trying to achieve, and that is to block
Iran from obtaining a nuclear weapon.
The best way for us to do that is for
this body and the House and the Presi-
dent to speak with a united voice, to
give us the strongest possible position
in negotiations, and for Congress to
carry out its responsibility to review
this agreement because it was Congress
that imposed the sanctions that
brought Iran to the negotiating table.
We have a responsibility—in an orderly
way—to review that agreement.

The legislation we brought forward—
and the Presiding Officer was very
helpful in bringing it forward—allows
us, in an orderly way, to consider that
agreement, if one is reached, so that we
can have open hearings in a delibera-
tive way to determine how Congress
should act, and that is what this bill
does.
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I regret that my friend from Lou-
isiana—and he is my friend—feels that
any amendment he wants to offer—and
there are 60-some other amendments to
be offered—that he should be able to
bring them up at any time he wants.
Quite frankly, this bill is too impor-
tant for us to use anything but an or-
derly way to consider amendments.
That is what this bill does for the con-
sideration of a potential agreement.

I thank Senator CORKER for his lead-
ership, and the two of us will work to-
gether to make sure we complete this
bill in an orderly way.

With that, I yield the floor.

I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

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

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

——

BULLETPROOF VEST PARTNER-
SHIP GRANT PROGRAM REAU-
THORIZATION ACT OF 2015

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I am
surely going to make a unanimous con-
sent request, and I have notified the
Republican leader of this, but before I
do, I wish to make a statement on this
issue. I am talking about the Bullet-
proof Vest Partnership Grant Program
Reauthorization Act of 2015. That is a
lot of words, but it is basically talking
about the bulletproof vest bill Repub-
lican Senator Ben Nighthorse Campbell
and I first put together 17 years ago. It
is a lifesaving grant program.

Senator Nighthorse Campbell and I
both had the privilege of serving in
various forms of law enforcement. We
knew how things had changed. We
knew a number of police officers, men
and women, who died, were shot to
death, who would have lived had they
had bulletproof vests. We also knew a
lot of them—especially small depart-
ments such as those in my State and
many in Senator Nighthorse Camp-
bell’s State—could not afford them.
That could be said of virtually every
single State.

The partnership we put together has
provided 13,000 State and local law en-
forcement agencies with nearly 1.2 mil-
lion bulletproof vests for their officers.
When we pass it today, the Senate will
move a step closer to ensuring that for
the next 5 years thousands of agencies
can purchase bulletproof vests for offi-
cers serving in their communities.

These are not just empty words or an
empty gesture. It is probably the most
tangible support Congress can provide
to law enforcement officers. It will
help put vests on the backs of more
than 200,000 police officers and it will
save lives.

Just ask the chief of the Woodway,
TX, police department, Yost Zakhary.
Chief Zakhary testified at a Senate ju-
diciary hearing last year. He brought
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this vest with him to the hearing. The
officer wearing it was shot at almost
pointblank range during a roadside
stop. The officer lost a lot of blood—we
can see it on his vest—but he did not
lose his life because this vest, pur-
chased through this partnership grant
program, caught the bullet aimed at
his heart.

Officer Ann Carrizales of the Staf-
ford, TX, police department also testi-
fied at the hearing last year. She told
us that her vest—because we are now
beginning to buy vests that recognize
the obvious differences between male
and female officers—was uniquely
fitted for her body. It saved her life
when she was shot twice during a rou-
tine traffic stop. Her testimony was
some of the most moving testimony I
have heard in 40 years in the Senate.
She brought with her nearly 200 letters
from her daughter’s elementary school.
They saw how a daughter’s mother’s
life was saved, and they all called for
the Senate to act.

This bill is important to law enforce-
ment around the Nation. It is certainly
important to my little State of
Vermont. Vermont law enforcement
agencies have received nearly 4,400 pro-
tective vests from this program, and
those officers throughout Vermont, as
well as around the Nation, are better
protected and better able to do their
jobs. I am proud to share that recent
recipients in Vermont include agencies
in Addison County, Barre City, Barre
Town, Bennington County, Berlin,
Brattleboro, Burlington, Caledonia
County, Chester, Dover, Essex County,
Essex Junction, Franklin County,
Grand Isle County, Hardwick, Hartford,
Ludlow, Middlebury, Milton, Montpe-
lier, Morristown, Newport, Northfield,
Norwich, Orange County, Orleans
County, Richmond, Rutland,
Shelburne, South Burlington, Spring-
field, St. Albans, St. Johnsbury, Stowe,
Waterbury Village, Weathersfield,
Williston, Windsor County, Windsor,
and WinoosKki.

It has helped to make protective
vests standard equipment for law en-
forcement agencies across the country.
Yet, for far too many jurisdictions—es-
pecially smaller and rural agencies
such as those in Vermont—they know
the vests still cost too much and wear
out too soon. They actually work.

I remember to this day a young po-
lice officer who was in and testified be-
fore our Senate Judiciary Committee.
He had his mother and his father, his
wife and his children lined up behind
him. He said to us: I love police work.
The only thing I love more than that is
my family. He said: There was a day
when I thought I would never see my
family again. Again, it was a routine
traffic stop, but the man stepped out
and shot him twice, pointblank. He
reached under and pulled up the bullet-
proof vest, and we could see the two
slugs embedded in the vest.

He said: My mother and father and
my wife and my children came to the
hospital to see me. I had cracked ribs
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that day, but they knew they could
bring me home to be with them the
next day.

They are not going to save every offi-
cer, of course, but they have saved
more than 3,000 law enforcement offi-
cers since 1987. I have met with police
officers such as the one I just de-
scribed, who are alive today because of
vests purchased through this program.
They will tell us the program saves
lives. But it is also for the members of
their families, seeing them going off to
work knowing they have put it on.
That makes a difference.

This bill also contains a number of
improvements to the grant program. I
want to thank Senator FEINSTEIN for
helping to improve the bill so that it
provides incentives for agencies to pro-
vide uniquely fitted vests for female of-
ficers. The bill also ensures that agen-
cies have mandatory-wear policies to
ensure that the vests are used regu-
larly.

This is not a partisan issue. I remem-
ber walking down the street in Denver,
CO, where Ben Nighthorse Campbell
and I first started this. A police officer
walked up to me and said: Are you
PATRICK LEAHY of Vermont? And I said:
Yes. He tapped his chest and said
thank you and moved on.

Senator GRAHAM is a lead cosponsor
of this legislation. I wish to thank Sen-
ator GRAHAM for his important efforts
to help pass this legislation.

I am also thankful to the law en-
forcement community. They have long
spoken with a single voice on this
issue. They don’t care whether we are
Republicans or Democrats; they just
care about this issue.

So if we pass this bill today and move
it to the House of Representatives, I
would urge the Speaker to quickly
take up the bill so the President can
sign it next week as we approach Na-
tional Police Week. Now is the time to
honor the brave men and women of law
enforcement who have lost their lives
serving their communities. Let’s put
real meaning behind our words and
tributes. It is time to pass this bill.

I see my friend from OKklahoma on
the floor.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the Senate proceed to the
consideration of Calendar No. 32, S. 125;
that a Lee amendment which is at the
desk be agreed to; that the bill, as
amended, be read a third time, and the
Senate vote on passage of the bill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will report the bill by title.

The bill clerk read as follows:

A Dbill (S. 125) to amend title I of the Omni-
bus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of
1968 to extend the authorization of the Bul-
letproof Vest Partnership Grant Program
through fiscal year 2020, and for other pur-
poses.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the request of the Senator
from Vermont?

Mr. LANKFORD. Mr. President, re-
serving the right to object.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oklahoma.

The
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Mr. LANKFORD. Mr. President, this
is a great bill in many ways. There is
a tremendous need. I have family mem-
bers who are police officers, actually,
in small, rural police forces. I have
staff members who are former police
officers. I understand the situation
very well, how much of a difference it
makes to so many people. But we have
two different programs dealing with
bulletproof vests, two different systems
of actually distributing bulletproof
vests from the Federal Government
that in many ways are complementary
and in some ways competing. We have
two sets of applications with two dif-
ferent sets of personnel to actually ap-
prove those applications and two dif-
ferent processes to apply.

My goal is that where we find dupli-
cation of effort, even if it is a good ef-
fort, that we as the Federal Govern-
ment find ways to be able to stream-
line that process. Every dollar we
spend on bureaucracy here, on a dupli-
cative program, is a dollar less that we
actually spend to buy the bulletproof
vests and be able to get them out the
door.

I have had multiple conversations
that have been very productive with
Senator LEAHY and with Senator GRA-
HAM to talk about this particular issue
of how we can combine the application
process, how we can combine the ad-
ministrative process to make sure a
good program doesn’t lose dollars. We
have numerous reports all over the
Federal Government on duplication in
government.

I look forward to the ongoing con-
versations. I have some assurances
that we will deal with some of these
issues as we go through the appropria-
tions process in the days ahead, so I am
willing to withdraw my objection. I
know that we will resolve some of
these issues in the days ahead to allow
us to be able to move forward.

So with that, I withdraw my objec-
tion.

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

Thereupon, the Senate proceeded to
consider the bill.

The amendment(No. 1214) was agreed
to, as follows:

(Purpose: To modify the authorization of

appropriations)

On page 2, line 11, strike ‘‘$30,000,000”’ and
insert ‘$25,000,000".

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
for a third reading and was read the
third time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If there
is no further debate, the bill having
been read the third time, the question
is, Shall it pass?

The bill (S. 125),
passed, as follows:

S. 125

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Bulletproof
Vest Partnership Grant Program Reauthor-
ization Act of 2015,

as amended, was
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SEC. 2. EXTENSION OF AUTHORIZATION OF AP-
PROPRIATIONS FOR BULLETPROOF
VEST PARTNERSHIP GRANT PRO-
GRAM.

Section 1001(a)(23) of title I of the Omnibus
Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968
(42 U.S.C. 3793(a)(23)) is amended to read as
follows:

‘(23) There is authorized to be appro-
priated to carry out part Y, $25,000,000 for
each of fiscal years 2016 through 2020.”.

SEC. 3. EXPIRATION OF APPROPRIATED FUNDS.

Section 2501 of title I of the Omnibus
Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968
(42 U.S.C. 379611) is amended by adding at the
end the following:

“(h) EXPIRATION OF APPROPRIATED
FUNDS.—

‘(1) DEFINITION.—In this subsection, the
term ‘appropriated funds’ means any

amounts that are appropriated for any of fis-
cal years 2016 through 2020 to carry out this
part.

‘(2) EXPIRATION.—AIll appropriated funds
that are not obligated on or before December
31, 2022 shall be transferred to the General
Fund of the Treasury not later than January
31, 2023.”.

SEC. 4. SENSE OF CONGRESS ON 2-YEAR LIMITA-
TION ON FUNDS.

It is the sense of Congress that amounts
made available to carry out part Y of title I
of the Omnibus Crime Control and Safe
Streets Act of 1968 (42 U.S.C. 379611 et seq.)
should be made available through the end of
the first fiscal year following the fiscal year
for which the amounts are appropriated and
should not be made available until expended.
SEC. 5. MATCHING FUNDS LIMITATION.

Section 2501(f) of title I of the Omnibus
Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968
(42 U.S.C. 379611(f)) is amended—

(1) by redesignating paragraph (3) as para-
graph (4); and

(2) by inserting after paragraph (2) the fol-
lowing:

‘(3) LIMITATION ON MATCHING FUNDS.—A
State, unit of local government, or Indian
tribe may not use funding received under
any other Federal grant program to pay or
defer the cost, in whole or in part, of the
matching requirement under paragraph (1).”.
SEC. 6. APPLICATION OF BULLETPROOF VEST

PARTNERSHIP GRANT PROGRAM RE-
QUIREMENTS TO ANY ARMOR VEST
OR BODY ARMOR PURCHASED WITH
FEDERAL GRANT FUNDS.

Section 521 of title I of the Omnibus Crime
Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968 (42
U.S.C. 3766a) is amended by adding at the end
the following:

“(c)(1) Notwithstanding any other provi-
sion of law, a grantee that uses funds made
available under this part to purchase an
armor vest or body armor shall—

““(A) comply with any requirements estab-
lished for the use of grants made under part

‘(B) have a written policy requiring uni-
formed patrol officers to wear an armor vest
or body armor; and

‘(C) use the funds to purchase armor vests
or body armor that meet any performance
standards established by the Director of the
Bureau of Justice Assistance.

‘(2) In this subsection, the terms ‘armor
vest’ and ‘body armor’ have the meanings
given such terms in section 2503.”".

SEC. 7. UNIQUELY FITTED ARMOR VESTS.

Section 2501(c) of title I of the Omnibus
Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968
(42 U.S.C. 379611(c)) is amended—

(1) in paragraph (2), by striking ‘‘and” at
the end;

(2) in paragraph (3), by striking ‘‘; or”” and
inserting ‘‘; and’’;

(3) by redesignating paragraph (4) as para-
graph (5); and
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(4) by inserting after paragraph (3) the fol-
lowing:

‘“(4) provides armor vests to law enforce-
ment officers that are uniquely fitted for
such officers, including vests uniquely fitted
to individual female law enforcement offi-
cers; or’”’.

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the motion to
reconsider be considered made and laid
upon the table with no intervening ac-
tion or debate.

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

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I thank
all of the Senators who have cospon-
sored this bill. I thank the Senator
from Oklahoma for withdrawing his ob-
jection. I am hoping the other body
will soon take this up so that we can
try to have it passed before the police
meet here at the Capitol for a memo-
rial to fallen police officers and we can
move forward.

This has been underfunded over the
years, and we have not been able to fill
all of the requests. We have filled a lot
of them, and we have saved a lot of
lives. Of course, I will be willing to
work with the Senator from Oklahoma
or with any other Senator on this or
any other law enforcement program.
But I have always considered my years
in law enforcement in many ways the
high point of my career. I want to
make sure we approve it as soon as we
can.

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. CRUZ. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

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

ENSURING TAX EXEMPT ORGANI-
ZATIONS THE RIGHT TO APPEAL
ACT—MOTION TO PROCEED—Con-
tinued

IRAN NUCLEAR AGREEMENT REVIEW ACT

Mr. CRUZ. Mr. President, I rise to
sound a note of warning about the na-
tion of Iran. Consider the following
facts: The Supreme Leader, Ayatollah
Khamenei, has accused America of
lying. We learned that the Iranian re-
gime has been actively arming and sup-
porting the anti-American Houthi
rebels in Yemen since 2009. The Iranian
regime held a parade of military equip-
ment that featured chants of ‘“Death to
America’ and ‘‘Death to Israel.” The
Iranian regime unjustly detained
American citizen, Washington Post re-
porter Jason Rezaian and charged him
with espionage and other crimes, in-
cluding ‘‘propaganda against the estab-
lishment.”” The Defense Minister of
Iran declared that IAEA inspectors
would be barred from all military sites,
even those known to have nuclear fa-
cilities. The Iranian Navy threatened a
cargo ship sailing under the flag of the
United States in the Strait of Hormuz.
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The Iranian Navy seized another cargo
ship in the Strait of Hormuz sailing
under the flag of our ally, the Marshall
Islands. The Foreign Minister of Iran
accused the United States and our al-
lies of being the biggest danger to the
international community. Great Brit-
ain informed a U.N. sanctions panel
that Iran has an active nuclear pro-
curement network linked to two
blacklisted firms. The Iranian Navy
harassed a U.S. warship and military
plane off the coast of Yemen.

These are not events from 1979 or 1983
or 1996. These are, in chronological
order, the aggressive anti-American ac-
tions of the Islamic Republic of Iran in
the last month. Every one of those oc-
curred in the last month, at least these
are the ones we know of that have been
covered in the media.

This relentless drumbeat of hostility
has gone on unabated for 36 years, and
it makes the legislation before this
body, the Iran Nuclear Agreement Re-
view Act, all the more critical. The
bill’s supporters insist it is the only
way to ensure that Congress has its due
say over President Obama’s proposed
Iran deal.

I agree that it is of paramount im-
portance to give Congress its proper
role in an international agreement of
this magnitude and to make clear that
President Obama must persuade Con-
gress and the American people to sup-
port his deal if he wants it to be bind-
ing, which is why I have been sup-
portive of this process so far. But I am
here to tell you that as the legislation
stands, this legislation is unlikely to
stop a bad Iran deal.

The problem is an all-too-familiar
one here in Washington, DC, which is
that the Iran Nuclear Agreement Re-
view Act contains a provision inserted
at the insistence of Senate Democrats
which will allow Congress to appear to
vote against the deal while tacitly al-
lowing it to go into effect. The bill al-
lows Congress to adopt a ‘‘resolution of
disapproval” of President Obama’s Iran
deal. On the surface that sounds rea-
sonable.

From what we know publicly of the
deal, I certainly disapprove of it
strongly. But a resolution of dis-
approval under this legislation, even if
it passed a 60-vote threshold, with
grand claims of bipartisanship, would
not be the end of the matter.

The President would certainly veto
it. Once he did, it would require 67
votes in the Senate and 290 votes in the
House to override that veto. No wonder
the White House has lifted its objection
to this legislation. All the President
would have to do to force a bad Iran
deal on America is hold 34 Senators in
the Democratic Party or 145 Members
of Congress.

If he could do that, a bad deal that
undermines the national security of
this country, that endangers our friend
and ally, the nation of Israel, would go
into effect. He could claim he was sim-
ply following the process Congress re-
quired. That is not an oversight. That
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