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that for whatever their purpose may 
be, whether it is intelligence-gathering 
or whether it is economic harm that 
they can impose on American citizens 
by hacking their identity or stealing 
their bank accounts or what have you. 

So we also have to be worried about 
the 100,000 people whose accounts were 
hacked at the IRS. The suggestion that 
was made by the IRS Commissioner at 
the Finance Committee recently is 
that these identity thieves steal this 
information so they can then file false 
tax returns and then claim the refunds 
or the other credit that those tax-
payers would have otherwise been able 
to receive. Imagine when these 100,000 
or so taxpayers go about the business 
of filing their own tax returns, only to 
find out that a cyber thief has stolen 
their identity and filed a tax return 
and taken their refund or their tax 
credit before they ever had a chance to 
do it. 

At the IRS, we know the breach in-
cluded access to past tax returns. As 
we all know, we have to put a lot of 
sensitive information on tax returns. 
That is why they are not public infor-
mation. But they also include sensitive 
information such as Social Security 
numbers, addresses, birth dates—all 
stolen and potentially in the hands of 
criminals. 

The hypocrisy of the administration 
in this area is just breathtaking. It was 
just June 6—last Saturday—that Josh 
Earnest, the White House Press Sec-
retary, chastised Congress, on behalf of 
the President of the United States, for 
not acting urgently enough on the 
issue of cyber security. Here is what 
Mr. Earnest said: ‘‘We need the United 
States Congress to come out of the 
Dark Ages and actually join us here in 
the 21st century to make sure that we 
have the kinds of defenses that are nec-
essary to protect a modern computer 
system.’’ 

That is what White House Press Sec-
retary Josh Earnest said on June 6, 
2015. 

Then our colleagues on the Demo-
cratic side have the temerity to come 
here and block the very type of legisla-
tion that the White House has called 
for. How hypocritical can you get? How 
cynical can you get? Indeed, the Demo-
cratic leader then says, well, they are 
doing everything the way they should 
be doing it, and it is really a Repub-
lican conspiracy to shut down the gov-
ernment. 

These are just the most recent exam-
ples of a threat that should be keeping 
us up at night—a threat that should 
cause us to quickly act to find solu-
tions to the cyber security threat to 
the American people and to the United 
States Government and, yes, to our na-
tional security. 

Some of our Democratic friends act 
as if the fact that we have decided to 
file an amendment to the Defense au-
thorization bill, which represents an 
almost unanimous vote of the bipar-
tisan vote of the Senate Intelligence 
Committee, was some sort of dirty 

trick—that we pulled a fast one on 
them. Well, this legislation has been 
out there for the world to see for quite 
a while now, and it was negotiated by 
the senior Senator from California, the 
ranking member on the Senate Intel-
ligence Committee, Senator FEINSTEIN, 
and Senator BURR, the chairman of the 
Intelligence Committee, and as I said, 
it only had one dissenting vote in the 
Senate Intelligence Committee. So to 
have the gall to come on the Senate 
floor and act as if this is some sort of 
pulling a fast one or some sort of trick 
is just disingenuous. I could probably 
think of some other words to describe 
it, too, but ‘‘disingenuous’’ will have to 
suffice for now. 

To come out here and to block debate 
on a vote on a cyber security bill at a 
time when the news is chock-full of the 
nature of this threat and its intrusive 
invasion into the privacy of the Amer-
ican people and its danger to our na-
tional security is just flat out irrespon-
sible. These are not threats we can af-
ford to ignore. 

And here is the coup de grace—the 
icing on the cake. Two months ago the 
Democratic leader came to the floor 
and said he was ‘‘committed’’ to get-
ting cyber security legislation done, 
and that was before these most recent 
attacks. So for the Democratic leader 
to claim this morning that Senate Re-
publicans were—these are his words— 
using ‘‘deceitful ploys’’ to ensure our 
Nation is safe from these threats is 
really beyond the pale. 

In addition to the clear and undeni-
able urgency of the problem, I would 
like to also point out that this was the 
same language that was, as I said, 
passed out of the Intelligence Com-
mittee in March. So perhaps you can 
understand why I am so confused by 
our Democratic colleagues’ position 
and actually by the White House’s posi-
tion. 

The White House called for cyber se-
curity legislation. Cyber security legis-
lation gets voted out of the Senate In-
telligence Committee 14 to 1. The 
Democratic leader said we need to act 
on cyber security, and we try to act on 
cyber security legislation, only to be 
blocked by the Democratic leader. All I 
can see is the Democratic leader’s 
‘‘commitment’’ to work on cyber legis-
lation has given way to partisan 
gamesmanship by our Democratic col-
leagues who are promising ‘‘a filibuster 
summer.’’ Well, welcome to the fili-
buster summer. 

But this is not what the American 
people deserve. This isn’t why they 
sent us here, and this is what they af-
firmatively rejected this last election. 
But somehow our Democratic col-
leagues just can’t stand it that we have 
actually turned things around and we 
have been able to make some slow, in-
cremental progress. We passed the first 
budget since 2009. You know, that 
should be a scandal, but I guess it rep-
resents progress that we finally have 
been able to do it with the new major-
ity starting in January. We have 

worked with the White House to pass 
trade promotion authority and some 
things that are tough and are con-
troversial on both sides of the aisle. We 
have taken a number of positive steps 
on child trafficking and on a number of 
other topics. Now we are trying to do 
our most basic duty and deal with our 
Nation’s defense, and that includes pro-
tecting our Nation’s cyber security in-
frastructure while we fund our Armed 
Forces to make sure they have the re-
sources to do what they volunteered to 
do so bravely on our behalf. 

The men and women of this country 
and particularly the men and women 
who wear the uniform of the U.S. mili-
tary deserve better. This National De-
fense Authorization Act, this basic bill 
to which the cyber security language 
was being offered, has strong bipar-
tisan support, and it passed out of the 
Armed Services Committee overwhelm-
ingly. And do you know what? It even 
authorizes funding levels at the figure 
requested by the President of the 
United States. Yet our Senate Demo-
cratic colleagues are still dragging 
their feet, refusing to allow us to vote 
on amendments to this bill and defeat-
ing the very cyber security provision 
that the Democratic leader said we 
ought to get to and that Josh Earnest 
chastised Congress for not passing. Yet 
Members of his own political party— 
the President’s own political party— 
blocked that cyber security legislation. 

So this bill should not be held hos-
tage to political gamesmanship. The 
American people’s security and safety 
should not be held hostage to political 
gamesmanship, and the Senate, which 
used to be known as the world’s great-
est deliberative body, should not be 
used just purely for partisan gain. 

So I hope that the seven Democrats 
who actually voted to proceed on this 
cyber security bill will get some more 
allies. I can tell that not all of our 
friends across the aisle are comfortable 
with the Democratic leader’s direction 
to block this cyber security legislation, 
and perhaps over the weekend, some 
will have second thoughts. I hope as 
they have those second thoughts, they 
will focus on our collective duty to our 
troops and their families and to our 
duty as Members of the Senate to pro-
mote and protect the security of the 
American people. 

So let’s get back to basics. Let’s do 
what the American people elected us to 
do by voting on a bipartisan bill that 
will protect our country and provide 
for our troops. 

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

ator from Pennsylvania. 
Mr. TOOMEY. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent to speak for up to 
20 minutes. 

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

f 

THE FERGUSON EFFECT 

Mr. TOOMEY. Mr. President, last 
month I was here on the Senate floor 
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to address the topic of the riots in Bal-
timore and the unfortunate and com-
pletely misguided scapegoating of po-
lice officers that has been going on far 
too often in parts of our country today. 
So I rise again today on the same topic 
because in just the last month or so 
there have been some more very harm-
ful developments in this area. 

One of those developments is the dra-
matic decline in police arrests and a 
massive increase in violent crime and 
murders in the city of Baltimore. Now, 
some of my friends would say: Why is 
the Senator from Pennsylvania speak-
ing out so often about these tragic cir-
cumstances that are happening in Bal-
timore? Well, first of all, as a U.S. Sen-
ator, I am concerned with what goes on 
in our entire country, not just my 
State. Baltimore is a great American 
city that is going through a very dif-
ficult period, and we should all be con-
cerned about it. Second of all, Balti-
more is, of course, less than 100 miles 
away from Pennsylvania. Most impor-
tantly, what is happening in Baltimore 
is not happening only in Baltimore. 
The scapegoating of police and the rise 
of violent crime is happening in New 
York City and in other places as well. 
And, frankly, it is a threat to public 
safety and security in every city. 

Some, including the police chief of 
St. Louis, MO, have described what has 
come to be known as the Ferguson ef-
fect. This can be traced back to the 
riots and lawlessness that followed the 
unfortunate death of Michael Brown in 
Ferguson, MO, last August. As you will 
remember, in the Ferguson case, Offi-
cer Darren Wilson acted in self-defense 
and shot and killed Brown when Brown 
attacked him while he was resisting ar-
rest. In the weeks and months that fol-
lowed the incident, and after Officer 
Wilson was cleared of wrongdoing, vio-
lent protests erupted. Protesters, po-
lice, and bystanders were injured. 
Buildings were burned to the ground. 
Property was destroyed. But instead of 
placing the onus on those who were ac-
tually causing the havoc, it was por-
trayed by many as if law enforcement 
was somehow responsible for the vio-
lence and unrest. Anti-law enforcement 
sentiments were even expressed by 
some of the local officials in Ferguson. 
This endorsement of violent protesters 
empowered those who wished to turn 
peaceful protests into violent riots, and 
it also left the police feeling powerless. 

What has happened in Ferguson since 
is as tragic as it was predictable. The 
homicide rate in Ferguson increased 47 
percent in the latter portion of 2014, 
and robberies in St. Louis County 
jumped by 82 percent. This really 
should be no surprise. This is what hap-
pens when a city puts these views of 
‘‘police as the problem’’ into practice, 
such as when a city determines that 
police are the cause of the violence as 
opposed to the brave defense against it, 
when a city justifies lawlessness, stops 
law enforcement from doing its job, 
and allows law breakers to go 
unpunished. The results of those prac-

tices are that the innocent members of 
those very communities pay a horrible 
price. 

These tragic circumstances are now 
playing out in the city of Baltimore. 
On April 18 of this year, many Balti-
more residents began peaceful protests 
over the injury and eventual death of 
Mr. Freddie Gray while he was in po-
lice custody. As I mentioned in my 
speech about this last month, in my 
view, Freddie Gray’s death absolutely 
calls out for justice and calls out for a 
thorough investigation, and the judi-
cial process is now proceeding and 
playing out exactly as it should. But 
what has happened in Baltimore since 
then is not about Freddie Gray. 

A week after the Baltimore protests 
began, on April 25, they turned violent. 
Over the next 5 days rioters damaged 
200 businesses. They set fire to a newly 
constructed senior center, burned down 
a CVS drugstore and cut the fire hose 
of the firemen who were trying to put 
out the flames, and set fire to 144 cars. 
And 130 law enforcement officers were 
injured, many seriously. The chaos was 
so extreme that the city had to impose 
a curfew for 5 days and had to call in 
3,000 National Guard troops. 

Now with all that mayhem, how did 
the public officials of Baltimore re-
spond? On the first day of the violence, 
the mayor held a press conference in 
which she legitimized the violence. She 
said: ‘‘We also gave those who wish to 
destroy space to do that as well.’’ 

Seriously, space to destroy? Destroy-
ing other people’s property, setting 
buildings and cars ablaze, attacking 
police officers? These are not legiti-
mate acts, and no mayor should be ac-
commodating those kinds of acts with 
‘‘space.’’ In fact, they are criminal. 
They are harmful. These are exactly 
the kinds of activities that a mayor 
should be all about stopping and pre-
venting. But that is not all. 

Next the Baltimore police were given 
a stand-down order, and they were for-
bidden from arresting the looters and 
the rioters. Then officials announced 
that half of all those arrested for the 
destruction and violence would be re-
leased without charges. Mobs would 
gather around police when they tried 
to enforce the law. All this is a clear il-
lustration of the impact that the Fer-
guson effect is having on Baltimore. 

Lawbreakers are in control, and the 
city’s residents are at the mercy of the 
lawbreakers. Law enforcement has 
been limited because of a lack of sup-
port from the community and the civic 
and the political leaders. 

Baltimore has seen the disastrous ef-
fects of this policy. The riots began to 
subside on April 30 when six police offi-
cers were arrested in the death of Mr. 
Gray, but the violence has continued. 
The month of May that just passed was 
Baltimore’s deadliest month in over 40 
years. There were 43 homicides in the 
month of May alone. Shootings have 
more than doubled compared to May of 
the previous year. These murders have 
nothing to do with anger over the 

death of Freddie Gray; they have ev-
erything to do with public policy that 
disparages police and turns a blind eye 
on criminal activity. You see, in Balti-
more in the month of May, arrests 
were nearly 70 percent lower than the 
same month last year. 

Some attempt to portray this whole 
crisis in racial terms, but tragically all 
too often the victims of this surge in 
violent crime are innocent African 
Americans who live in cities in which 
the police are no longer permitted to 
do their jobs. 

Consider the case of an 8-year-old boy 
police found shot in the head on Thurs-
day, May 28 at 8:20 a.m. He was lying 
dead beside his mother, who had also 
been fatally shot in the head. 

Take the case of 23-year-old Charles 
Dobbins, who was killed on Monday, 
May 25. Charles’ cousin reports that 
Charles was killed in a robbery. 
Charles worked at BWI. He worked 
transporting handicapped people to and 
from the terminals. He loved kids. 
When he graduated from high school, 
he worked for Baltimore city schools 
as a bus aid assisting disabled children. 

Consider the case of 4-year-old Jacele 
Johnson. She was in a car with her 
teenage cousin when someone opened 
fire on the car, seriously wounding 
them both. 

These are not just statistics; these 
are real people who are now lost to us. 
Their lives matter. That 8-year-old boy 
and his mother, 23-year-old Charles 
Dobbins, a little 4-year-old girl, Jacele 
Johnson, and her cousin—their lives 
matter. 

The Ferguson effect, unfortunately, 
is not the only phenomenon that is at 
work here. Unfortunately, our Presi-
dent seems to have bought into the no-
tion that the police are the problem 
and the solution is to deny them valu-
able tools. 

This last month, the President an-
nounced extensive restrictions on when 
local police may access lifesaving Fed-
eral surplus equipment. The gear we 
are talking about is almost all purely 
defensive. It is riot helmets, riot 
shields, armored personnel transport 
vehicles. This is surplus gear. The Fed-
eral Government has already paid for it 
but has decided it has no use for it. It 
has long been the practice that this 
surplus protective gear has been made 
available to local police forces. 

Why is this administration making it 
harder to send this purely defensive 
gear—gear that would otherwise go un-
used—to insufficiently protected police 
officers across the country? Why would 
the administration do that? Well, they 
released a report telling us why. Here 
is what they said in their own report. 
According to this report by the admin-
istration, the Federal equipment 
‘‘could significantly undermine com-
munity trust’’ and that this concern 
outweighs the interest in ‘‘addressing 
law enforcement needs (that could not 
otherwise be fulfilled).’’ President 
Obama likewise opined that Federal 
equipment ‘‘can sometimes give people 
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a feeling like there’s an occupying 
force’’ and ‘‘can send the wrong mes-
sage.’’ 

So this is the concern that justified 
keeping lifesaving gear from police of-
ficers. So, according to the administra-
tion, the need to save police officers’ 
lives in the line of duty is something 
that should be weighed against and, in 
fact, sacrificed to the desire to prevent 
distrust or discomfort on the part of 
others. How many police officers’ lives 
are we going to sacrifice? One? Twen-
ty? One-hundred? This is outrageous. 

Each day across America, there are 
780,000 law enforcement officers who 
put on a badge and uniform, and they 
answer the call of those in need no 
matter the danger. When others run 
away, they run to the problem. The 
rest of us in America rely on these law 
enforcement officers doing their job. 
The people who live in high-crime 
areas, often ethnic minorities living in 
high-poverty areas of our inner cities— 
these are the folks who most depend on 
those officers. When those officers are 
held back, we all pay a steep price, but 
the residents of those communities pay 
the steepest price. 

I just hope we in the Federal Govern-
ment will stop putting obstacles in the 
way of law enforcement and start sup-
porting them. I hope we as a nation 
will stop scapegoating law enforcement 
and start thanking them. If we fail to 
reverse the Ferguson effect, what we 
will see is more violent crime and more 
suffering of our people. 

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

clerk will call the roll. 
The legislative clerk proceeded to 

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

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

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

f 

BIPARTISANSHIP 

Mr. BOOZMAN. Mr. President, over 
the past few years, bipartisanship has 
not always fared well in the Senate. We 
have been able to change the Cham-
ber’s culture for the better in 2015. Now 
that is in jeopardy once again. 

In the first half of the year, we had a 
number of bipartisan accomplishments. 
It kicked off with the passage of the 
Clay Hunt Suicide Prevention for 
American Veterans Act at the begin-
ning of the year. The new law will pro-
vide the VA with the personnel, serv-
ices, and proper tools to help veterans 
facing mental illness struggles, which 
is vital as it is estimated that 22 vet-
erans commit suicide every day. The 
Clay Hunt act will help stop this tragic 
and unacceptable trend. 

Then we were able to pass the Justice 
for Victims of Trafficking Act in a 
unanimous fashion. This law will save 
lives. It will restore dignity to the vic-
tims of these heinous crimes, and it 
will help end modern-day slavery. 

We followed that with legislation 
that will give Congress a voice in the 
President’s negotiations with Iran over 
its illicit nuclear program. There was 
such a strong show of bipartisanship on 
this vote that it forced President 
Obama to drop his initial veto threat. 
Had we not maintained bipartisan 
unity, there would be no review of the 
Iran deal. There would be nothing stop-
ping President Obama from signing a 
bad agreement with Iran. It is because 
we stood together across party lines 
that the American people will now 
have a say in negotiations. 

Before we adjourned for the Memo-
rial Day work period, we approved 
granting the President trade pro-
motion authority. We worked together 
to provide the President with the nec-
essary tools to negotiate a fair trade 
deal while maintaining Congress’s im-
portant role in the process. 

I say all this to highlight what we 
can accomplish when we work to-
gether. Unfortunately, the minority 
leader seems intent on ending that 
streak. 

We are in the midst of discussing an-
other bill which should have substan-
tial bipartisan support, the National 
Defense Authorization Act. Yet, Minor-
ity Leader REID has called this vital, 
traditionally bipartisan bill ‘‘a waste 
of time.’’ This is a bill which, as the 
senior Senator from Arizona has noted, 
Congress has passed for 53 consecutive 
years, including those when the minor-
ity leader controlled the Senate sched-
ule. 

Far from a waste of time, the NDAA 
helps us modernize our military to face 
today’s security challenges. We live in 
a dangerous world. We have to stay 
ahead of those who would seek to harm 
us, not fall behind them. This is no 
time to be dismissive of our national 
security needs. 

It is also about the livelihood of over 
1.4 million men and women on Active 
Duty and 718,000 civilian personnel. We 
are talking about the Nation’s largest 
employer. The NDAA helps us ensure 
that we are doing everything we need 
to do to help them. So I think we can 
all agree there is much in this bill that 
needs to get done. 

Unfortunately, the White House is 
taking what should be a bipartisan bill 
and using it to push for its own polit-
ical end game to increase domestic 
spending. Worse yet, the President has 
somehow convinced Senate Democrats 
to go along with this misguided strat-
egy. 

Instead of approaching this in a bi-
partisan manner, the minority leader 
is forcing his caucus to carry water for 
President Obama, who has indicated he 
would veto the NDAA unless he gets 
the domestic spending increases he is 
demanding. That means the President 
stands ready to block the policy pre-
scriptions and funding levels for the 
Department of Defense unless we give 
other agencies, such as the EPA, as 
they try their additional power grab 
through things like the Clean Water 

Act and extending that, and the IRS, as 
they waste money on bonuses for their 
employees—all of this is very dan-
gerous. 

There will be plenty of time to de-
bate our domestic spending priorities 
and allotments, but now is not the 
time. Let’s get that bipartisan men-
tality back and finish the work that 
needs to be done to protect our Nation. 

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

clerk will call the roll. 
The legislative clerk proceeded to 

call the roll. 
Ms. HEITKAMP. Mr. President, I ask 

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

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

f 

HONORING VIETNAM VETERANS 
AND NORTH DAKOTA’S SOLDIERS 
WHO LOST THEIR LIVES IN VIET-
NAM 

Ms. HEITKAMP. Mr. President, 
today, as I have for a number of weeks, 
I rise to speak about 11 North Dako-
tans who did not come home from the 
Vietnam war. Each of these men gave 
his life for our country. 

Before I begin speaking about the 198 
North Dakotans who died during Viet-
nam, I wish to thank my great friend, 
Bill Anderson of Rutland, ND. Bill is a 
marine, and he is a veteran of the Viet-
nam war. 

Bill grew up in Rutland, attended the 
University of North Dakota, and then 
started law school at the University of 
Colorado. It was the late 1960s, and 
young men with college degrees were 
being drafted. So Bill left law school, 
enlisted in the Marine Corps, and was 
trained to be an officer. In 1970, he ar-
rived in Vietnam and became the com-
mander of the 2nd Platoon of Delta 
Company, 1st Battalion, 5th Marine 
Regiment. 

Bill’s own written words about the 
impact the Vietnam war had on him 
strike me. He didn’t choose to write 
about his blindness caused by the ma-
laria vaccine that he took or his 
lymphoma caused by Agent Orange ex-
posure. Instead, Bill focused on his ex-
perience in Vietnam and on the great-
ness of the 18- and 20-year-old Marines 
with whom he served. Bill writes: 

I am proud, every day, of the Marines I 
served with in Vietnam. They did not shrink 
from danger. They did not flinch at combat. 
They did their duty with steadfast courage 
of United States Marines, and for that Amer-
icans can, and should, be proud and grateful. 

I am grateful for Bill’s service to our 
country. I am also proud of his service 
to my State. After his time in the Ma-
rines, Bill ran his family-owned insur-
ance business. And then, when he was 
40 years old and had lost most of his vi-
sion, he returned to law school. Since 
the 1980s, Bill has served many commu-
nities in southeastern North Dakota as 
a private practice lawyer. In fact, I can 
tell you this, as a lawyer myself: Bill 
Anderson is one of the most brilliant 
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