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ethos as we continue to reinvigorate
the debate and amendment process.

In the weeks and months ahead, new
disagreements will surely arise. This is
when civility and statesmanship are
most needed. We must each overcome
whatever instincts may drive us away
from civil discourse and toward anger,
bitterness, petulance, or self-pro-
motion.

When this new Congress convened
just over six weeks ago, I spoke of our
collective duty to restore the Senate. I
expressed my confidence that we could
make the Senate work again by return-
ing to regular order, promoting robust
debate, and enabling an inclusive
amendment process. We have made ad-
mirable progress over the last month.
Our actions are backing up our rhet-
oric. Let us sustain this momentum.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

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the quorum call be rescinded.

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

——

PRESIDENT’S NATIONAL SECURITY
STRATEGY

Mrs. FISCHER. Mr. President, this
afternoon the Senate voted to approve
Dr. Carter’s nomination as the next
Secretary of Defense. I supported his
nomination and appreciated the candor
he displayed during both his confirma-
tion hearing and in our private meet-
ing.

I believe the many challenges facing
our Nation require a fresh perspective
and a strong analytical mind. I am con-
fident Dr. Carter possesses both. De-
spite the fact the international land-
scape has changed dramatically over
the past few years, the Obama adminis-
tration has failed to modify its policies
to meet the new challenges facing our
Nation. In fact, top administration of-
ficials have emphasized in recent inter-
views their approach is not changing
and instead offer Americans a laundry
list of things they will continue to do.
This is unacceptable.

I am very concerned this administra-
tion actually believes the correct
course of action is to continue what we
have been doing. In the Senate, the
Armed Services Committee has held a
number of hearings to examine the ef-
fectiveness of the current U.S. national
security strategy.

Witnesses from across the political
spectrum have merged on one point. In
several key areas, U.S. national secu-
rity strategy and our regional goals are
either ambiguous or divorced from
events on the ground. What is needed is
a reevaluation, not a continuation.

In Syria, for example, President
Obama called on Bashar al-Assad to
step down 3 years ago. However, the
President has failed to lay out a strat-
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egy to accomplish his stated goal.
After hundreds of thousands of Syrians
have died, terrorist groups have seized
control of about half of that country.
Further, thanks to assistance provided
by Iran and Russia, Assad has fortified
his control over much of western Syria.

In response to all of this, President
Obama has continued to call for a ne-
gotiated transfer of power without any
articulation of how this would be ac-
complished. The President’s goal was
probably unlikely when it was first
conceived, but now it is thoroughly un-
imaginable.

The Obama administration has also
stated the United States intends to de-
grade and destroy ISIL. While I support
this goal, I am concerned we have yet
again failed to lay out a strategy to ac-
complish it.

Yesterday President Obama sent to
Congress his authorization of military
force. The decision to send young men
and women to war is the most serious
decision that elected officials will
make. This deserves a serious, open,
transparent debate that is worthy of
the American people. I look forward to
a robust committee process on this
issue.

I am also eager to hear more from
the President about the exact contours
of his strategy, particularly when it
comes to achieving very clear goals.
What exactly do we hope to achieve?
Simply stating our objective is to de-
stroy ISIL doesn’t reflect the complex-
ities of actually realizing this goal.

The President has waged a campaign
of airstrikes against this barbaric ter-
rorist group, but we know airpower
alone will not be sufficient to destroy
ISIL. While the White House has pro-
posed arming and training Syrian op-
position fighters, this effort will take
years to produce a force that is strong
enough to dislodge ISIL from its
strongholds in eastern Syria. What is
more, it is unclear how the Syrian
fighters—any of whom view Assad as
the primary target—will be convinced
to first fight ISIL. Questions about the
extent to which the United States will
provide opposition forces direct air
support if they are attacked by ISIL or
Assad—those questions remain unan-
swered. For these reasons, the Presi-
dent has been rightly criticized for not
having a clear and effective strategy.

Again, I support the goal of destroy-
ing ISIL. But this is a multilayered
problem. In Iraq, the administration
seems to embrace a growing Iranian
role, even though this puts our goal of
maintaining a wunified Iraq in even
greater jeopardy.

With respect to Iran itself, the ad-
ministration unequivocally states it
will not allow that nation to develop a
nuclear capability, but we hear reports
repeatedly that are suggesting the U.S.
negotiators are crafting an agreement
that would accept its enrichment pro-
gram and leave Iran as a threshold nu-
clear power 1 year away from a bomb,
at most.

In Ukraine, the United States im-
posed sanctions on Russia in March for
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its intervention. Since that time, Rus-
sia has continued to pour heavy weap-
ons and fighters into that conflict.
Clearly our policy is not working. We
must acknowledge that as Putin con-
tinues to build momentum on the bat-
tlefield, the incentive for him to honor
his diplomatic commitments and end
the conflict diminishes.

Additional measures—including de-
fensive weapons for the Ukrainians—
are necessary, and they must be imple-
mented. The international community
and most Americans are understand-
ably confused by the stark contrast be-
tween what they see and what they
hear from the White House. They hear
vague assertions, but they see no strat-
egy. They hear a goal, but they see no
discussion on how to achieve it. This
damages our global credibility.

In a world where we rely heavily on
partner nations to be our boots on the
ground, we cannot afford to have our
international allies wondering if we
mean what we say.

Dr. Carter will have a lot on his plate
in his new role. I hope his appointment
will help encourage the strategic re-
evaluation that is so desperately need-
ed.

I yield the floor.

I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant bill clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. BOOKER. I ask unanimous con-
sent that the order for the quorum call
be rescinded.

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

(The remarks of Mr. BOOKER per-
taining to the introduction of S. 502 are
printed in today’s RECORD under
“Statements on Introduced Bills and
Joint Resolutions.”’)

Mr. BOOKER. I suggest the absence
of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant bill clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. LEE. Mr. President, I ask unani-
mous consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

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

———

DEPARTMENT OF HOMELAND
SECURITY FUNDING

Mr. LEE. Mr. President, I stand be-
fore this body this afternoon to encour-
age my colleagues—particularly my
colleagues on the other side of the
aisle—to take into account the need to
fund the Department of Homeland Se-
curity.

The House of Representatives acted
responsibly in passing legislation to
keep the Department of Homeland Se-
curity funded, and they did so acting
more than 1 month in advance of the
scheduled expiration of the existing
funding stream for the Department of
Homeland Security. This was a good
move. It was likewise a good move of
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the majority leader to bring up this
bill for consideration nearly 1 month
before the expiration of the existing
funding. I applauded this effort and
still do.

One of the reasons it was so impor-
tant is it would help us avoid the cliff
effect. What I mean by that is the dy-
namic that occurs every time we have
a scheduled expiration of funding and
the House and the Senate wait until
the last minute, sometimes with only 1
or 2 days, sometimes with only 1 or 2
hours to spare before we act.

What this does is effectively shuts
out the voices of most Members of the
House and most Members of the Sen-
ate. It strips us of our right to offer im-
provements, amendments, to legisla-
tion before that legislation has a
chance to become law.

Ultimately this enures to the advan-
tage of just a few people, and it results
in the effective disenfranchisement of
s0 many people throughout America
whose voices don’t have an opportunity
to be considered through their duly-
elected Senators and Representatives.

That is why this time it was going to
be different. That is why this time it
was so great the House and the Senate
acted early in bringing up this legisla-
tion.

Nevertheless, it has been 2 weeks
since we brought up this bill, the bill
passed by the House to keep the De-
partment of Homeland Security fund-
ed. Two weeks, and we have cast vote
after vote trying to get on the bill—
just trying to consider the bill—and we
have seen those efforts to get on the
bill blocked by my colleagues on the
other side of the aisle.

Earlier today I heard colleagues on
the other side of the aisle trying to ex-
plain their reasons for continuing to
block consideration of this bill. I heard
arguments that suggested that al-
though they want to keep the Depart-
ment of Homeland Security funded,
they don’t want to consider this bill
because, as some of them have put it,
they don’t like everything the House of
Representatives put into the bill. They
don’t like the provisions in the bill re-
stricting the administration’s ability
to use those funds to carry out—to im-
plement—the President’s Executive or-
ders issued in November of this last
year, Executive orders that would have
the effect of granting amnesty to mil-
lions of people currently inside the
United States illegally.

Look, people are entitled to their
opinions about how best we should pro-
ceed, how best we should deal with
those who are currently inside the
country illegally. There are a lot of
opinions about this, and everyone is
entitled to their own opinion. But
Americans are overwhelmingly united
behind the uncontroversial proposition
that when Congress has established a
law in a particular area, as it has with
our immigration code, in order for that
law to be changed, it needs to be
changed by congressional action. The
House needs to pass it, the Senate
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needs to pass it, and the President
needs to sign it into law.

As the President has acknowledged
repeatedly, he lacks the authority to
make those changes on his own. He
lacks the authority to act unilaterally.
He lacks the authority under our sys-
tem to behave as if he were a govern-
ment of one. Ours is not a government
of one. In fact, our Founding Fathers,
while they disagreed on a number of
issues, they were united behind one
core principle behind our 227-year-old
governing document that has fostered
the development of the greatest civili-
zation the world has ever known. They
were united behind the proposition
that bad things happen when too much
power gets consolidated into the hands
of the few or, even worse, into the
hands of one person.

That is why they put in place this
system that would split the powers of
government into three coequal
branches, and within the legislative
branch—which many of them tended to
view as wielding potentially the most
dangerous power—they split up that
power into two bodies and then split up
the power within each of those bodies
S0 no one person and no one group of
people could accumulate too much
power.

They certainly never intended a sys-
tem in which we would have a virtual
monarch, albeit a monarch serving for
a term of years who could by the
stroke of a pen change the law accord-
ing to his own will, change the law in
order to suit his own political inter-
ests, change the law without going
through Congress. Yet that is what has
happened, which brings me back to ar-
guments made today and over the last
few days by my colleagues across the
aisle. They say we are fine with fund-
ing the Department of Homeland Secu-
rity, but we don’t like all the provi-
sions put in there by the House of Rep-
resentatives. We don’t like those provi-
sions that would restrict the Presi-
dent’s authority to spend money imple-
menting the President’s Executive am-
nesty program.

Again, Americans, regardless of how
they feel about amnesty, as a matter of
policy, are overwhelmingly of the opin-
ion—and correctly so—that this is a de-
cision that needs to be made by Con-
gress and not the President of the
United States.

Secondly, this is the kind of issue we
deal with, with some regularity, within
Congress.

Within the system as it has evolved,
within the system as dictated by oper-
ation of the rules of the House of Rep-
resentatives, typically—and for more
than a century exclusively—it has been
the role of the House of Representa-
tives to initiate appropriations bills
when we are trying to fund a govern-
ment program that starts in the House,
and that has been the case for well over
a century. So they have the preroga-
tive of starting a bill to fund the gov-
ernment, and that is what they did.

When it comes over here, if you don’t
like it, that is fine. This is a great
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place to be if you don’t like a bill as it
starts out. The U.S. Senate has been
called the world’s greatest deliberative
legislative body with good reason—be-
cause our rules, when properly fol-
lowed, protect the right of every Mem-
ber to make sure his or her views are
adequately aired and protect and pre-
serve the right of each and every Mem-
ber to offer improvements to bills and
offer amendments to make changes to
legislation before it is put into law.
Our rules are very clear on this.

It is unfortunate that in the last few
years under the previous leadership
those rights were trampled. Those
rights were suppressed. We often didn’t
have those rights. We often had legisla-
tion that came up without a fair, open
opportunity for each Member to offer
amendments.

But we have moved on. We have a
new majority leader, a majority leader
who has, to his great credit, stood be-
hind his commitment to protect the
right of each Member to offer amend-
ments to legislation. I thank him for
that and encourage him to continue
following this because it is good for
this body. But because it is good for us
and because our rules already provide
for it and because we are following
those rules now, as evidenced by the
fact that we have now voted on more
amendments on the floor in the form of
a rollcall vote to pending legislation
just in the last few weeks than we did
in the entire last Congress, as evi-
denced by that, we don’t need to fear
the old order anymore. We don’t need
to fear the possibility of legislation
coming into this body, and if we pro-
ceed to it, that that legislation will be
without the opportunity to offer
amendments.

So if Members don’t like something
in this bill, vote at least to proceed to
it, vote at least to allow the debate to
begin, but that, alas, is not what my
colleagues across the aisle have chosen
to do.

What they have chosen to do is to
say: No. No, no, no. They are obstruct-
ing. They are obstructing the process
as it was designed by the Constitution
and as contemplated by the rules of the
Senate and the rules of the House of
Representatives.

They are saying, no, we will not con-
sider this because we don’t like some
provisions of this bill. Yet they are
also saying at the same time we want
to keep the Department of Homeland
Security funded.

I agree with exactly half of that
statement. I agree with them I think
when they say they want to keep the
Department of Homeland Security
funded. At least I will take that at face
value. But if they truly do, then why
on BEarth would they not proceed to it?
And if they don’t like some of the
other provisions, let them offer amend-
ments. Let them change that.

At the end of the day, we have to
come to terms with the fact that not
all of us are going to like every part of
every bill that comes over from the
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House of Representatives. In fact, I
dare say it hardly ever happens that
any one Member of this body imme-
diately, automatically feels great
about every jot and title, about every
section, every syllable, every para-
graph of a bill that comes over from
the House of Representatives.

That is exactly why we have the
rules we do. That is exactly why par-
liamentary procedures, as they have
evolved over the centuries, generally
have as their central feature the pro-
tection of Members of any body such as
this of the right to offer amendments,
to offer helpful suggestions. But under
our rules in the Senate, that cannot
operate, it will not operate, it is not
available, it doesn’t exist unless we
first vote to proceed to the bill.

So I invite my colleagues across the
aisle—I challenge them—if they want
to keep the Department of Homeland
Security funded, vote to get on this
bill. If they care about America’s na-
tional security, there is a way to prove
it. There is a way to prove they mean
what they say when they say they
want to keep it funded. Vote to get on
this bill. It doesn’t mean they have to
agree with me, but it was not only ac-
ceptable but entirely appropriate and
even necessary for the House to act to
protect the constitutional order and to
do so by restricting the President’s
ability to spend money to implement
his Executive amnesty program.

People don’t have to agree with me
on that, but if Members want to keep
the Department of Homeland Security
funded, they can and they must and
they will vote to proceed to this bill.
Now we may disagree on what amend-
ments you offer, but the Senate major-
ity leader has repeated his offer, to
make sure that we have an open
amendment process, and we will.

In light of that, there is no excuse—
there can be no excuse for my Demo-
cratic colleagues to continue to insist
on the one hand that they care about
our Nation’s security and funding the
Department of Homeland Security,
while voting on the other hand against
proceeding to this funding bill to keep
the Department of Homeland Security
funded. There is no excuse and there
can be none.

It is most unfortunate that we have
gone now 2 weeks without being able to
proceed to this bill—2 weeks in which
we could have offered amendments, 2
weeks in which my Democratic col-
leagues may well have succeeded in
getting rid of some or perhaps all of
the provisions they don’t like added by
the House of Representatives. They
may have ended up with a piece of leg-
islation that is exactly what they
would have written had they started it
over here, but they didn’t do that.

Meanwhile, they have the audacity
to accuse Republicans of causing this
problem. This is something I don’t un-
derstand. There are those among them
who insist that Republicans did this
very thing in the last Congress. Well,
there were times when Republicans
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voted in the last Congress not to pro-
ceed to something, but overwhelm-
ingly—and if I recall correctly, perhaps
entirely—when Republicans stopped
their motion to proceed, when Repub-
licans blocked cloture on a motion to
proceed to the legislation, it was on
the basis of a well-founded complaint
that there would be no open amend-
ment process. But there is no such ar-
gument to be made here. That argu-
ment has thankfully been taken off the
table by our majority leader, who has
thankfully opened up the Senate once
again and made an amendment process
possible.

Perhaps my colleagues on the other
side of the aisle are still fearing the
shadow cast by the previous leadership
exercised in the previous Congress in
the Senate that blocked out the
amendment process, that made amend-
ments impossible. If that is what they
are afraid of, they have no need to fear.
The Sun is now shining. The oppor-
tunity to offer up amendments and
have those amendments considered has
been restored to the Senate. There is
no reason to be afraid. No reason to be
afraid, of course, unless we somehow do
the unthinkable—unless we continue to
kick this can down the road farther
and farther until we have no options
left on the table.

We have just a few legislative days
remaining between now and the time
the existing funding for the Depart-
ment of Homeland Security will expire.
Our next vote has been scheduled on
this, as I understand it, a week from
Monday. I would implore each of my
colleagues to reconsider their current
strategy. Whether you like it or not,
the way our system is set up is that the
House of Representatives starts our
spending bills. They have to pass
spending bills first. If you don’t like
everything in the Homeland Security
bill that the House passed—fine, vote
to proceed to it and then change it.
Change it back however you want. Pro-
pose amendments. I might not vote for
all of them, I might not agree to all of
them, but propose them. Have them
aired out, have them considered by this
body, by the American people, and let’s
have the debate, because our clock is
ticking and our Nation’s homeland se-
curity is too important for us to con-
tinue to put this off. But that is what
we have been doing. That is what my
colleagues who have been voting
against cloture on the motion to pro-
ceed have been doing every time they
voted no on this important issue.

The time has come for this body to
accept the fact that a new day has
dawned and we now have the ability
once again to offer amendments, and
because that opportunity now exists
again, there is no reason to be afraid to
move to legislation that has been
passed by the House of Representatives
to keep one of our government’s impor-
tant departments operating—no reason
to fear whatsoever. In fact, if you are
worried about what you should be fear-
ful of, you should be fearful of not pro-
ceeding to this bill.
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The next time we cast a vote on this,
I encourage each of my colleagues to
vote yes. Let’s get on the bill and have
an open, robust debate and whatever
the outcome of that debate, we will get
something passed. We will get it to the
President, and we will make sure we
keep this Department funded.

Thank you, Mr. President.

I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. BAR-
RASSO0). The clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. CAs-
SIDY). Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

————

TRIBUTE TO FEDERAL EMPLOYEE

RAMIRO GARZA, JR.
Mr. CARPER. Mr. President, here in
Congress, as the Presiding Officer
knows, we do a lot of oversight. Over-
sight is focused on what is going right
as well as what is going wrong in our
government. There is a lot of each, ac-
tually. That oversight is critically im-
portant work. It is sometimes over-
looked, but critically important.

I think it is also important to stop
and recognize where things are going
right from time to time and the people
who are doing the right thing. Fol-
lowing in the footsteps of one of our
former colleagues here—I don’t think
the Presiding Officer ever had a chance
to work with him, but Ted Kaufman
was a Senator who served here for 2
years. He succeeded JOE BIDEN who
went off to do some other job—Vice
President, maybe that is what it is.
And then, before Senator CHRIS COONS
was elected 2 years later, Ted Kaufman
was our Senator, a great guy. He used
to be Senator BIDEN’s chief of staff for
20 years or so.

Ted used to come to the floor pretty
regularly and talk about different Fed-
eral employees who are doing exem-
plary work; people who had gone above
and beyond to achieve the mission of
solving problems and giving the U.S.
taxpayer something to be proud of.

When somebody has a good idea, I
like to steal it, and I think Ted Kauf-
man had a great idea. I have not really
stolen it, but we have taken an idea
and we have focused it a little bit, to
focus on some of the people the Pre-
siding Officer and I, along with Senator
RON JOHNSON, met with this last week-
end on the U.S. border with Mexico. I
have decided to take the Ted Kaufman
idea and focus it, put a spotlight on a
number of employees within the De-
partment of Homeland Security.

As many of us know, the Department
of Homeland Security, which does im-
portant work—sometimes heroic work,
dangerous work—they suffer from low
morale, but it is filled with men and
women who, frankly, deserve, I think,
in many cases, a lot more credit than
they receive.
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