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with patients and their families and his 
willingness to operate on the most deli-
cate hearts. He used to lie awake at 
night worrying about his patients. He 
was always receiving letters about the 
great care he provided. He wanted to be 
a cardiovascular surgeon from the time 
he was a little boy, which is a pretty 
exceptional thing. As renowned as he 
was as a physician, what he truly will 
be remembered for was for being a fa-
ther to three children, and he and his 
wife were waiting for their fourth to 
arrive, due this April. 

At his funeral nearly 1,000 people 
were there to hear his wife say: 

By now, you’ve all heard that my husband, 
Michael Davidson, was a superb physician. 
Perhaps, most importantly, he cared im-
mensely for his patients and their families. 
That is why the fact that a patient’s family 
member would take Michael away from us 
makes it all the more devastating. 

A brilliant surgeon and a wonderful 
father taken away from us at age 44 in 
Boston, MA. 

Everyone by now has heard the story 
from December 20, where two New 
York City police officers were killed by 
a mentally ill man who drove to New 
York with the intention of killing po-
lice officers. Wenjian Liu had been in 
this country almost 20 years to the 
day—an American dream story personi-
fied. His family came to this country 
from China to seek a better life. He 
came here on Christmas Eve, 1994. He 
wanted to be a police officer because he 
wanted to give back to his community. 
Liu once said: 

I know that being a cop is dangerous but I 
must do it. If I don’t do it and you don’t do 
it, then who is going to do it? 

It is that kind of commitment that 
was shown by him that day by the very 
fact that he was in the car. He wasn’t 
scheduled to work, but he volunteered 
to work a fill-in shift when a fellow of-
ficer was late. That is just how he was. 

Rafael Ramos, otherwise known as 
Ralph Ramos, was in that car as well. 
He wanted to be a police officer so 
badly that when he was preparing to 
join the police academy, he took a pe-
tition door to door throughout his 
whole neighborhood asking for his 
neighbors to testify to his character. 
He is remembered as a good police offi-
cer but also as someone who shoveled 
all the sidewalks in his neighborhood, 
took his two boys to a nearby park 
over and over to play basketball, al-
ways with a smile on his face. He was 
hours away from becoming a lay chap-
lain. One of his dreams was to go into 
the ministry. He is remembered by 
friends and family as someone com-
mitted to his family, committed to his 
job, but also committed to his faith. 

These two police officers were killed 
by a man named Ismaaiyl Brinsley. He 
was a deeply mentally ill man, some-
one who had tried to commit suicide 
and who had become completely iso-
lated from his family and from his 
peers. When I read his story, it struck 
me as not completely dissimilar from 
the story in Newtown, CT, Adam 

Lanza. Adam Lanza was a deeply trou-
bled, deeply mentally ill young man 
who became isolated from his peers and 
from his family. We can’t completely 
understand what caused him to do 
what he did that day, nor what Mr. 
Brinsley was thinking in his head when 
he drove to New York to carry out 
those heinous murders. 

What we know is we have largely 
abandoned the mentally ill in this 
country. We lock them up in prisons 
rather than treating their underlying 
illnesses. Over the course of the last 
half a decade, 4,000 inpatient psy-
chiatric beds have been closed all 
across this country, forcing more of 
the mentally ill out on the streets and 
into prison and into crisis. You know, 
the Federal law authorizing the fund-
ing we send to mental health work in 
this country—SAMHSA, that is the 
agency—has not been reauthorized in a 
decade. We haven’t even debated men-
tal health policy on the floor of this 
Senate for a decade. No wonder we 
have a system that is in crisis. 

It means in the absence of Federal 
leadership, private organizations are 
stepping up to the plate. Sandy Hook 
promised—the group of parents of 
many of those children who were killed 
has taken up a cause called No One 
Eats Alone. It is a wonderful cause in 
which students in high school, middle 
school, and elementary school cafe-
terias are asked to seek out one or two 
children who often eat alone, who are 
socially isolated at school, and to 
reach out and do small things such as 
sitting with them during lunch to re-
move some sense of social isolation 
that comes often with children who 
bring mental illness or learning dis-
abilities to school. 

That effort is admirable, and it will 
make a difference. But it speaks to the 
fact those groups have to step in and 
do things such as the No One Eats 
Alone campaign because Congress isn’t 
stepping up to the plate and doing any-
thing about these numbers: 31,000 a 
year, 2,600 a month, 86 a day. You know 
what my feelings are on this. I don’t 
think it is just about mental health 
programming and funding. I think it is 
ridiculous 90 percent of Americans 
think you should have to go through a 
background check in order to buy a 
gun, yet we still won’t move forward 
with expanded background checks, and 
the majority of Americans think that 
dangerous assault weapons should be 
for the police and for our military and 
not be able to get into the hands of 
young, troubled men such as Adam 
Lanza to be used in mass murder. 

In the absence over the next 2 years 
of our ability to come to an agreement 
on changing our gun laws so they re-
flect where the vast majority of the 
American public is, let’s at least take 
on the mental health crisis in this 
country. Let’s at least decide we are 
going to plus-up resources for commu-
nity mental health providers. We are 
going to rebuild inpatient capacity. We 
are going to recognize that as angry as 

we are at people such as Ismaaiyl 
Brinsley and of young men such as 
Adam Lanza, there is a story there of 
neglect that if we address we can lower 
these numbers even without changes 
over the next 2 years in our—I would 
argue—very backward national back-
ground check laws. 

I thank you for listening and some of 
my colleagues for being on the floor 
today. I know we have a number of peo-
ple who want to speak. I will continue 
to come to the floor so my colleagues 
can hear the stories of people such as 
Officer Ramos, Officer Liu, and heroes 
such as Dr. Michael Davidson so that 
maybe the voices of these victims can 
prompt us to action. 

I yield the floor. 
f 

AUTHORIZATION ON USE OF 
MILITARY FORCE 

Mr. INHOFE. Madam President, 
along with Senator HATCH, we have a 
concern we want to share with this 
body. One of the reasons I do is because 
I had planned to go ahead and intro-
duce the bill having to do with the 
AUMF. In fact, I actually had intro-
duced it a year ago, but I understand 
now we are coming into an agreement 
and Senator HATCH and I stand to-
gether to speak about the need for the 
new AUMF, authorization for use of 
military force, against the terrorist or-
ganization known as ISIS or ISIL, or 
whatever you want to call it, in order 
to answer any legal question as to the 
authority the President has to defend 
the American people and demonstrate 
our commitment to the global coali-
tion in defeating this radical Islamic 
organization. 

I have always contended the Presi-
dent had this authority anyway. In 
fact, I can remember a year ago he said 
he did. I now understand the President 
will be sending to Congress his own 
version of the AUMF this week. I will 
read it with interest. 

Over the past 6 months, ISIS, or 
ISIL, has expanded its control in Iraq 
and Syria. They continue to recruit 
followers worldwide. We saw just the 
other day what happened when we had 
the King of Jordan here and we had the 
opportunity to be with him when he 
got the very sad news of what happened 
to his F–16 pilot being burned alive. I 
happened to be with him in Syria just 
a month before that. I am talking 
about with the King of Jordan. 

We know firsthand what is going on. 
It is my hope the President’s proposed 
AUMF will include all the authorities 
needed to execute his strategy to stop 
ISIS and the President provides Con-
gress with that strategy as part of any 
approval for an AUMF. 

The President’s proposed AUMF 
should not contain restrictions on U.S. 
forces or time or geographic limita-
tions. An AUMF should authorize the 
use of all necessary and appropriate 
force anywhere where ISIS or any suc-
cessor organization is operating until 
we accomplish our strategy. 
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At the State of the Union speech last 

month, President Obama specifically 
said—and I am quoting now: 

I call on this Congress to show the world 
that we are united in this mission by passing 
a resolution to authorize the use of force 
against ISIL. We need that authority. 

That was a quote from his State of 
the Union Message. Quite frankly, he 
had already stated before he had that 
authority. I am not going to argue 
about that. Let’s just make sure to 
eliminate all doubts. 

Subsequent official White House 
statements have called for a ‘‘right- 
sized, modernized AUMF...it would 
send a powerful signal to the citizens of 
this country, the citizens of our allies, 
and to our enemies.’’ 

It was on January 23 that the Chair-
man of the Joint Chiefs of Staff Gen-
eral Dempsey said—and I am going to 
quote General Dempsey’s entire quote 
because I think he is the No. 1 guy. He 
is the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff, the one who should be the best 
qualified to make these decisions. 

He said: 
I think in the crafting of the AUMF, all op-

tions should be on the table, and then we can 
debate whether we want to use them. But the 
authorization should be there...In particular, 
it shouldn’t constrain activities geographi-
cally, because ISIL knows no boundaries, 
[and] doesn’t recognize any boundaries—in 
fact it’s their intention to erase all bound-
aries to their benefit. Constraints on time, 
or a ‘‘sunset clause,’’ I just don’t think it’s 
necessary. I think the nation should speak of 
its intent to confront this radical ideological 
barbaric group and leave the option until we 
can deal with it. 

That is all a quote from General Mar-
tin Dempsey, the Chairman of the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff. I think we need 
to listen to it. I don’t think the imme-
diate need for an AUMF could be put 
more clearly or succinctly than Gen-
eral Dempsey’s words, and it is my 
hope he was intimately involved in the 
drafting of the administration’s AUMF. 

It is my understanding we will see 
this tomorrow. Again, I, along with 
many colleagues—including my good 
friend from Utah—look forward to 
reading President Obama’s AUMF. We 
have to get rid of this monster. 

With that, I yield to my good friend 
from Utah. 

f 

NATIONAL SECURITY CHALLENGES 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Utah. 
MR. HATCH. Madam President, 

today I rise with my friend, the senior 
Senator from Oklahoma, to discuss 
some of the most pressing national se-
curity issues the Senate is poised to 
confront. These matters include the 
confirmation of Ashton Carter as Sec-
retary of Defense, whose nomination I 
strongly support; and Senator 
AYOTTE’s Guantanamo Bay detainee 
transfer bill, of which I am a cospon-
sor. Indeed, I applaud the expeditious 
consideration of Senator AYOTTE’s bill 
in the Armed Services Committee 
under the leadership of Senator 
MCCAIN. 

These moves come at a critically im-
portant time as we continue to witness 
the spectacles of barbarism perpetrated 
by the so-called Islamic State, or 
ISIS—aid workers and journalists grue-
somely beheaded; Christians tortured 
and murdered for refusing to convert; 
and most recently, a captured coalition 
pilot burned alive. 

These acts are just a glimpse of the 
undiluted savagery unleashed by this 
terrorist organization on the large 
swath of territory in Iraq and Syria 
that it controls. Even beyond its hor-
rific human rights violations, the Is-
lamic State threatens to destabilize 
the entire Middle East and it is at-
tempting to undo all that was accom-
plished by our servicemembers in 8 
years of blood and sacrifice in Iraq. 

Most troubling of all, the Islamic 
State serves as a safe haven for ter-
rorist training and planning, similar to 
Afghanistan prior to the September 11 
attacks. With the Islamic State’s stat-
ed intention to ‘‘raise the flag of Allah 
in the White House’’ and kill ‘‘hun-
dreds of millions’’ in a worldwide ‘‘reli-
gious cleansing,’’ there can be no doubt 
this organization poses a clear and 
present danger to the national security 
of the United States and to our allies, 
not only in the Middle East but 
throughout the world. Accordingly, we 
must fight and defeat this dangerous 
terrorist organization. 

It is therefore incumbent upon us as 
legislators to ensure we provide all the 
tools necessary for defeating the 
enemy. Personally, I agree with the 
Obama administration’s previous de-
termination that the President has 
ample powers to conduct operations 
against the Islamic State under article 
II of the Constitution as well as the ex-
isting authorizations for the use of 
military force passed by Congress in 
2001 against Al Qaeda and the Taliban 
in 2002 for Iraq. Nevertheless, I agree 
with the President that Congress 
should authorize the use of force 
against the Islamic State, not only to 
put to rest any legal questions about 
the President’s power to use force, but 
also to demonstrate to the world Amer-
ica’s resolve in this fight against ter-
ror. 

If we are to pass a new authorization 
for use of military force, it is critically 
important to ensure that this new law 
is properly crafted. It will define 
against whom and under what condi-
tions our Nation may direct its na-
tional might. 

Therefore, Senator INHOFE and I feel 
compelled to propose general principles 
that we believe should guide this ef-
fort, especially since it appears the 
President will send his own draft to 
Congress shortly. Senator INHOFE and I 
are offering these thoughts with no in-
tention to undermine careful consider-
ation of the President’s proposal by the 
Senate’s national security committees. 

Furthermore, we do not at all wish to 
complicate the efforts to reach con-
sensus by laying down demands. Far 
from it. Rather, our intent is to facili-

tate the legislative process by out-
lining some of the elements we believe 
to be most crucial for ensuring the suc-
cess of our servicemembers as they 
confront this great evil. 

First, the authorization should clear-
ly articulate that the executive branch 
is authorized to use force—employed in 
accordance with the law of armed con-
flict—against the Islamic State. 

Second, the authorization should be 
flexible enough to be utilized not only 
against the Islamic State as it appears 
today, but also in whatever form the 
organization takes going forward. This 
flexibility should also include the au-
thority to use force against organiza-
tions that are associated with or mate-
rially supporting the Islamic State. 

Finally, and most importantly, the 
authorization should not impose any 
artificial and unnecessary limita-
tions—such as those based on time, ge-
ography, and type of force—that could 
interfere with our strategic objective 
of defeating the Islamic State. 

Unfortunately, many have suggested 
including such artificial limitations on 
the use of force in a future authoriza-
tion. Specifically, many have discussed 
prohibiting the use of ground forces as 
well as providing an expiration date for 
the authorization. These are restric-
tions the Islamic State could use to its 
advantage. If we are telling the Islamic 
State upfront we will not use ground 
forces, will they not tailor their strat-
egy around that fact? If we advertise 
when the authorization expires at an 
arbitrary date and time, will they not 
hunker down and wait for that date? 
Why would we not only unilaterally 
impose limitations as to which types of 
tools and tactics our servicemembers 
can use, but then also broadcast those 
limitations to the enemy? 

Indeed, we believe that Congress and 
the President should heed the advice of 
the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff, General Martin Dempsey, who 
stated in an interview on January 23, 
2015, that: 

I think in the crafting of the AUMF, all op-
tions should be on the table, and then we can 
debate whether we want to use them. But the 
authorization should be there. . . . In par-
ticular, it shouldn’t constrain activities geo-
graphically, because ISIL knows no bound-
aries [and] doesn’t recognize any bound-
aries—in fact it’s their intention to erase all 
boundaries to their benefit. . . . Constraints 
on time, or a ‘‘sunset clause,’’ I just don’t 
think it’s necessary. I think the nation 
should speak of its intent to confront this 
radical ideological barbaric group and leave 
the option until we can deal with it. 

Senators INHOFE and I could not 
agree more. We hope the Congress will 
enact a new authorization based on the 
principles we are outlining here today. 
I want to thank him. I hope our col-
leagues will take this seriously and 
hopefully we can turn this mess 
around. 

I suggest the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. GARDNER). 

The clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 
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