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month. The House is gone. They are 
through for this session. 

Failure to pass this legislation means 
delaying funding for our troops over-
seas. Failure to pass this means delay-
ing funding for Flint, MI. I promised 
Senator STABENOW we would deal with 
that issue, and we have, in the WRDA 
bill and the CR that are here, having 
passed the House. Failure to pass this 
legislation means delaying funding for 
storm recovery in many of our States, 
and of course failure to pass this legis-
lation means creating a shutdown of 
the government. Over what? We have 
funded health care for miners through 
the end of April. We have funding in 
here for the opioid crisis and a whole 
lot of other things that Senators say 
they care about. They want to shut the 
government down to stop this? Really. 
It hardly makes sense to me. In fact, 
passing this CR guarantees that health 
care will be there for miners through 
the end of April. It guarantees it. Fail-
ure to pass it guarantees it goes away 
at the end of the month. 

I think it is time to get serious. I 
think we all don’t want any of these 
consequences to come about. The thing 
to do is to pass this continuing resolu-
tion. After we pass that, we will turn 
to the water resources development 
bill. The House overwhelmingly passed 
the bipartisan water resources develop-
ment bill as well, with more than 
three-fourths in its favor. It was over-
whelming on both sides of the aisle. 

Now it is our turn to act. Remember, 
this bill supports waterways, infra-
structure, enhances commerce, and 
maintains American ecosystems. It 
also authorizes spending in the con-
tinuing resolution, which will help 
families in Flint. Flint is in both of 
these bills. These are the folks who 
have been impacted by the drinking 
water crisis. We will have a vote on 
WRDA after the CR has been approved. 

I encourage my colleagues to work 
together now so we can pass both of 
these as soon as possible. It strikes me 
that delay is not a solution to any of 
these problems I have outlined. 

f 

RECOGNITION OF THE MINORITY 
LEADER 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Democratic leader is recognized. 

f 

REMEMBERING JOHN GLENN 

Mr. REID. Madam President, our Na-
tion and the world lost a historic figure 
yesterday, a legend, John Glenn. 

As a relatively new Senator, I had 
the good fortune to take a trip with 
him. He led the trip with Ted Stevens 
of Alaska. It was a wonderful trip. We 
were in Austria. The Iron Curtain was 
down. We went into Czechoslovakia 
and had all the Russian soldiers check-
ing the train. They had dogs. 

But around the world, everyone knew 
that John Glenn was leading that trip, 
and a number—three, to be exact—of 
the soldiers, when none of the others 

were looking, asked if he would auto-
graph for them just a piece of paper 
they had, and he did that. Everyplace 
we went, in Poland—we were all Sen-
ators, but there was only one John 
Glenn. Everyplace we went, he was be-
loved. He really was an icon. 

In reading the morning newspaper, I 
was disappointed it had a headline, 
John Glenn known for his space ex-
ploits. John Glenn was known for far 
more than that. Of course, he was our 
first to circumvent the globe. He told 
all of us he wore that space capsule, it 
was so small. In all the news last night, 
it showed him climbing into that. If 
you were claustrophobic, you could not 
get in that, it was so tight. He could 
reach out and touch both sides of it. 

Here this great aviator told me and 
whoever else was listening that when 
that came down in the ocean, if they 
had waited another minute to pick him 
up, he would have had to throw up. 
Here was a guy who never got sick any 
time, but he was getting sick then. 

I have so many fond memories of 
John Glenn. He was so nice to me, as 
he was nice to everyone. He was an ace 
in World War II, a fighter pilot. He was 
an ace in the Korean conflict. I think 
he had 90 missions there. This may 
upset some people, but it is a fact of 
war—war is tough. We were having a 
debate here on napalm, and someone 
asked John Glenn: Did you ever use 
that in World War II? 

He said: Yes, we did. 
When would you decide to drop your 

load? 
He said: When we could see the 

whites of the eyes on the people on the 
ground. 

That was John Glenn. He was so 
thoughtful of everyone else—but a sol-
dier, a marine, a pilot. He held that 
record for flying across the United 
States faster than anyone else. He was 
known by far more than his space ex-
ploits. He served in the Senate for 24 
years. In all the years I have been here, 
no one in the Senate had more respect 
than John Glenn. 

His story is legendary. He and Annie, 
who is a wonderful woman, knew each 
other when they were little kids, first 
and second graders. That was a love af-
fair that was ongoing forever. To show 
the strength of this woman, we only 
had to look at what happened yester-
day after John passed away. She is 96 
years old, and she was worried about 
people coming to her home—with John 
having died and well-wishers coming— 
so she went grocery shopping so she 
would have food in her home when peo-
ple came to visit. 

As a child, Annie was stricken with 
an inability to speak. She stammered 
so that no one could hear her—they 
could hear her, but they couldn’t un-
derstand her. As she was growing up, 
John Glenn was her mouthpiece. He 
would take her phone calls because she 
couldn’t talk on the phone, but she 
overcame that and became the Annie 
Glenn we all know who speaks very 
well. 

I am not going to go over the list of 
his many awards. The Distinguished 
Flying Cross is really a big deal in the 
military. He was awarded one six 
times. 

Madam President, I ask unanimous 
consent that a listing of the many 
awards he received, including the Con-
gressional Gold Medal, be printed in 
the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

Distinguished Flying Cross, six different 
times, 

Navy Unit Commendation for service in 
Korea, 

The Asiatic-Pacific Campaign Medal, 
The American Campaign Medal, 
The World War II Victory Medal, 
The China Service Medal, 
The National Defense Service Medal, 
The Korean Service Medal, 
The United Nations Service Medal, 
The Korean Presidential Unit Citation, 
The Navy’s Astronaut Wings, 
The Marine Corps’ Astronaut Medal, 
The NASA Distinguished Service Medal, 
The Congressional Space Medal of Honor, 
The Congressional Gold Medal, 
and the Presidential Medal of Freedom. 

Mr. REID. Madam President, after a 
quarter of a century, Senator Glenn 
left the Senate, and here is what he 
said: ‘‘Yeah, I’ll miss it, sure. But you 
move on to other things. That’s it.’’ 

That was John Glenn. He moved on 
to other things. 

Until a couple of years ago, he flew 
his own airplane. When he was a Mem-
ber of the Senate, he flew back to Co-
lumbus, OH. I think that is where he 
went. Every time he wanted to go, he 
didn’t take commercial; he flew his 
own airplane. 

So I express my condolences to 
Annie. I admire the inspiration she has 
been to everybody who has ever known 
her. Of course, John Glenn, I repeat, is 
an icon of the Senate, an icon of the 
military, an icon of the space program, 
an icon in life, and a wonderful human 
being. 

I yield the floor. 
f 

RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the leadership time 
is reserved. 

f 

ENERGY AND WATER DEVELOP-
MENT AND RELATED AGENCIES 
APPROPRIATIONS ACT, 2016 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senate will re-
sume consideration of the House mes-
sage to accompany H.R. 2028, which the 
clerk will report. 

The senior assistant legislative clerk 
read as follows: 

House Message to accompany H.R. 2028, a 
bill making appropriations for energy and 
water development and related agencies for 
the fiscal year ending September 30, 2016, and 
for other purposes. 

Pending: 
McConnell motion to concur in the amend-

ment of the House to the amendment of the 
Senate to the bill. 
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McConnell motion to concur in the amend-

ment of the House to the amendment of the 
Senate to the bill, with McConnell amend-
ment No. 5139, to change the enactment date. 

McConnell amendment No. 5140 (to amend-
ment No. 5139), of a perfecting nature. 

McConnell motion to refer the message of 
the House on the bill to the Committee on 
Appropriations, with instructions, McCon-
nell amendment No. 5141, to change the en-
actment date. 

McConnell amendment No. 5142 (the in-
structions (amendment No. 5141) of the mo-
tion to refer), of a perfecting nature. 

McConnell amendment No. 5143 (to amend-
ment No. 5142), of a perfecting nature. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The as-
sistant Democratic leader. 

REMEMBERING JOHN GLENN 
Mr. DURBIN. Madam President, I 

wish to join in and echo the comments 
of the Democratic leader, Senator 
REID, about the passing of John Glenn. 
I was just in high school when he was 
the famous astronaut who risked his 
life to prove that we could move for-
ward in the space program. It wasn’t 
just an achievement that came to 
science. It was an achievement Amer-
ica was hungry for. 

We were so afraid, after launching 
the Sputnik and two Russian cosmo-
nauts, that we were falling behind in 
the space race. All of the astronauts, 
especially John Glenn, risked their 
lives to move us forward in the space 
program that ultimately landed a man 
on the Moon. 

I read this morning in the obituary 
columns about the risk that was at-
tendant to this launch after it was 
scrubbed over and over because of me-
chanical problems and weather and the 
fact that 40 percent of the time the ef-
forts to use this rocket had failed. Yet 
John Glenn put his life on the line in 
Friendship 7, in that tiny little capsule 
that was only 7 feet across and was 
launched into space. He almost died on 
the reentry when the tiles that were to 
protect him started failing and, as he 
termed it, there was a fireball as he 
came back into Earth. 

He made it. He was greeted with a 
hero’s welcome all across the United 
States, and he addressed a joint session 
of Congress. That was the man I knew. 

He was also the man who then volun-
teered to come to Springfield, IL, in 
1982 and campaign for me when I ran 
for Congress. I was just awestruck that 
this great man, this American hero and 
then a U.S. Senator, would take the 
time to come to my hometown and 
campaign for me. He did, and he was 
beloved. A large crowd gathered, cheer-
ing him on, as they should have. I was 
just kind of background noise to the 
real arrival of the real American hero— 
John Glenn. 

Many years later, when I was elected 
to the Senate, I was lucky enough to 
serve with John Glenn for 2 years and 
be on his committee. He was the rank-
ing Democrat, and Fred Thompson was 
the Republican chairman of that Ad-
ministration Committee. 

We held some very controversial 
hearings under Chairman Thompson. 

John Glenn would sit there very quiet-
ly, and I wondered if he was going to be 
outflanked by this trial lawyer, Fred 
Thompson, who was so gifted with his 
own oratory. But time and again, John 
Glenn rose to the occasion for our side 
of the aisle and did it in his own quiet, 
persuasive, Midwestern way. 

At the end of that 2-year period that 
I served with him when I first came to 
the Senate, he was launched again into 
space at age 76 or 77. He was the oldest 
astronaut and went up into space and 
came back safely. He always wanted to 
fly, whether it was his own beloved air-
plane or whether it was a space cap-
sule. He loved flight, and he made his-
tory with his flights around the coun-
try and, literally, around the Earth. 

We should remember that he risked 
his life, too, in airplanes for us. In 
World War II, he had some 59 combat 
missions in the Pacific, earning the 
distinguished Flying Cross and many 
other decorations. But that wasn’t the 
end of his service. When the Korean 
war started, he volunteered again and 
flew 90 combat missions there. Inter-
esting footnote: His wingman in those 
Korean missions, at one point, was Ted 
Williams, the famous baseball player 
for the Boston Red Sox. 

His is such a storied career of what 
John Glenn gave to America, including 
restoring our faith in our own space 
program, risking his life to prove that 
we can move forward into space, and 
serving the State of Ohio and the Na-
tion as a Senator for four terms. He 
was just an extraordinary man. 

We can’t mention John without men-
tioning Annie, his wife of 73 years. 
They literally shared the same playpen 
when they were little toddlers. They 
grew up together in the same school. 
They got married at a very early age. 
It was a love affair that went on for 
decades. The two of them were insepa-
rable. 

I am honored to have served with 
John Glenn. He truly did have the right 
stuff, time and again, to make America 
proud. 

(The remarks of Mr. DURBIN per-
taining to the introduction of S. 3542 
are printed in today’s RECORD under 
‘‘Statements on Introduced Bills and 
Joint Resolutions.’’) 

Mr. DURBIN. Madam President, I 
yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Montana. 

(The remarks of Mr. DAINES per-
taining to the introduction of S. 3539 
are printed in today’s RECORD under 
‘‘Statements on Introduced Bills and 
Joint Resolutions.’’) 

WRDA 
Mr. DAINES. Madam President, 

invasive mussels are wreaking havoc 
on our ecosystem in Montana. This is 
negatively impacting our economy, in-
cluding our recreation and tourism in-
dustries. 

Watercraft inspection stations are 
one of the most effective ways to stop 
the spread of these invasive species and 
to protect neighboring and distant bod-

ies of water. I am working to ensure 
that the needed resources are deliv-
ered. 

It is time to act now. 
TRIBUTE TO JESIKA WHITTLE 

Madam President, behind every Sen-
ator is an extraordinary scheduler. 
Since 2012, I have had the privilege of 
having Jesika Whittle as my extraor-
dinary scheduler. 

As one of the very first staff mem-
bers I hired, Jesika has literally been 
with me from my very first day, and I 
could not have asked for a better per-
son for the job or one more willing and 
prepared to help me serve the people of 
Montana. 

Jesika played a critical role in set-
ting up our House freshman office, 
which is not an easy task, helping me 
to learn the ropes of where to go and 
sometimes where not to go. 

Undoubtedly, there were times when 
it felt like a thankless job, but I can 
assure you that the countless meetings 
scheduled, emails sent at all hours of 
the day and night, and gentle remind-
ers to wrap up a meeting did not go 
without notice or appreciation. 

Her love for and dedication to her 
family shines through everything she 
does. It is this love and dedication that 
has propelled Jesika and her husband 
Zak to return to their native State of 
Washington. Knowing the joy this will 
bring Jesika and her family makes the 
bitter pill of losing her easier to swal-
low, but only slightly. 

There isn’t a member of my staff who 
has not benefited somehow from 
Jesika, whether it is a reassuring word, 
a baked good, or sage advice that per-
haps she lifted from Star Wars. Speak-
ing of Star Wars, I would say that 
Jesika has the wisdom of Yoda, the 
work ethic of Luke Skywalker, and the 
class of Princess Leia. Because of her, 
our staff is more than an odd assort-
ment of public servants. We are a fam-
ily, and this Senate family will sorely 
miss the extraordinary Jesika Whittle. 

Jesika, thank you for everything. 
Madam President, I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Vermont. 
CUBA 

Mr. LEAHY. Madam President, the 
election of Donald Trump as our next 
President has ignited a rash of specula-
tion about the future of U.S. policy to-
ward Cuba. 

What we know is that the President- 
elect has said contradictory things 
about President Obama’s decision to 
resume diplomatic relations with Cuba, 
as he has about some other issues. 
Among other things, he has tweeted 
that he plans to reverse the Obama ad-
ministration’s regulatory changes re-
laxing restrictions on U.S. engagement 
with Cuba unless the Cuban Govern-
ment agrees to a ‘‘better deal.’’ 

Despite that, we don’t actually know 
what he will do. I hope, before making 
a decision, he listens to advocates on 
both sides of the issue, including 
Cuban-Americans, a growing majority 
of whom support the resumption of dip-
lomatic relations. As someone who has 

VerDate Sep 11 2014 04:31 Dec 11, 2016 Jkt 069060 PO 00000 Frm 00003 Fmt 4637 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\G09DE6.020 S09DEPT1rf
re

de
ric

k 
on

 D
S

K
B

C
B

P
H

B
2P

R
O

D
 w

ith
 S

E
N

A
T

E



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES6934 December 9, 2016 
traveled to Cuba many times and seen 
firsthand the benefits of the policy of 
engagement for both the Cuban people 
and the American people, I will do 
whatever I can to encourage the Presi-
dent-elect to continue that policy. 

The decision to resume diplomatic 
relations has been enthusiastically 
supported here and around the world. 
One of our closest allies in South 
America—their Ambassador talked to 
my wife Marcelle and me the day our 
flag went up for the first time in over 
50 years at our Embassy in Havana. 

He said: You know, our country has 
always strongly supported the United 
States. But we are also friends of Cuba, 
and the relationship between the 
United States and Cuba was always 
like a stone in our shoe. Today, when 
your flag went up over your Embassy, 
the stone came out of our shoe. 

The number of Americans who travel 
to Cuba has risen dramatically in the 
past two years. U.S. airline companies 
and cruise ships are carrying pas-
sengers there. Hotel deals have been 
signed. 

But the same 5 Members of Con-
gress—3 in the Senate, 2 in the House, 
of the 535 Members of the House and 
the Senate—these 5 Members have 
steadfastly opposed the new opening 
with Cuba. They continually say that 
the only Cubans who have benefited 
from the new opening are Raul Castro 
and the Cuban military. 

Of course the Cuban Government has 
benefited. That is unavoidable. It hap-
pens in any country with state-owned 
enterprises with which we also have 
diplomatic and commercial relations. 
There are many like that. But it is 
false and misleading to say that they 
alone have benefited. In fact, the 
Cuban people, particularly Cuban en-
trepreneurs, have benefited. So have 
the American people, and they over-
whelmingly want this opening to con-
tinue. 

I have met many times with Cuban 
Government officials. I have also met 
with Cuban dissidents who have been 
persecuted and imprisoned. No one is a 
stronger defender of democracy and 
human rights there than I am. I raised 
the issue of dissidents being impris-
oned, first face-to-face with Fidel Cas-
tro many years ago, and later with 
Raul Castro. Like President Obama, we 
all want the Cuban people to be able to 
express themselves freely and to choose 
their own leaders in a free and fair 
election. But I resent the assertions of 
those who remain wedded to the old, 
failed policy that to favor diplomatic 
relations is a form of appeasement to 
the Castro government. 

I am as outraged as anyone when Cu-
bans who peacefully advocate for 
human rights and democracy are har-
assed, threatened, arrested, and 
abused, just as I am when such viola-
tions of human rights occur in other 
countries, including countries by gov-
ernments whose armed forces and po-
lice annually receive hundreds of mil-
lions of dollars in U.S. aid. 

For 55 years we have tried the ap-
proach of isolating and pressuring Cuba 
that is still advocated by a dwindling, 
albeit passionate, minority in Con-
gress. That approach has failed miser-
ably. The Castro family and their 
shrinking circle of aging revolution-
aries are still in power. Cuba is still a 
country where political dissent is not 
tolerated. 

No one who knows the Castro govern-
ment expected the resumption of diplo-
matic relations to quickly result in an 
end to oppression of free elections. 
Those who label the policy of engage-
ment a failure after just 2 years be-
cause the Castro government continues 
to persecute its opponents are either 
naive or not to be taken seriously. 
Change in Cuba will happen incremen-
tally, as it does in most countries. But 
I have no doubt that in a lot fewer than 
55 years, the Cuban people have a lot 
more freedoms than they have had in 
the past 55 years. 

The record is indisputable. Bullying 
the Cuban Government and making 
threats and ultimatums have achieved 
nothing in more than half a century. In 
fact, it isolated the United States and 
damaged our own interests. 

Consider for a moment what it would 
mean if we did what these five Mem-
bers of Congress advocate. Not only 
would we have no Embassy in Cuba, 
but to be consistent we would have to 
withdraw our Ambassadors and impose 
a unilateral embargo against China, 
Vietnam, Russia, Ethiopia, and many 
other countries where human rights 
are routinely violated, where political 
opponents and journalists and defend-
ers of human rights are imprisoned and 
tortured, where there is no such thing 
as a fair trial, where civil society orga-
nizations are threatened and harassed, 
and where dissent is severely punished. 

And when we withdraw, others will 
happily fill the vacuum, as they have 
in Cuba, which trades with countries 
around the world, including with many 
of our closest allies. In fact, I recall a 
meeting I had with the Ambassadors of 
at least a dozen European and Asian 
countries and with representatives of 
major companies from those countries. 
They told me: We love your embargo. 
Keep your embargo. Our companies can 
do business here and they don’t have to 
compete with American businesses. 

Is that what these isolationist Mem-
bers of Congress want, or are they just 
concerned about human rights in Cuba? 
Would they rather have Cubans buy 
rice grown in China or in Louisiana? 
Would they rather have Cubans buy 
milk from New Zealand as they do now 
or from the United States? Would they 
prefer that China and Russia build 
ports and airports in Cuba while we 
lower the flag at our Embassy, pound 
our chest, and demand the Cuban Gov-
ernment to relinquish power? That ar-
gument is as illogical as it is incon-
sistent. 

For 55 years, Americans have been 
free to travel anywhere—Iran, Russia, 
Vietnam, any country in the world— 

but not to Cuba, which is only 90 miles 
away. One of my fellow Senators, a Re-
publican Senator, who has traveled 
often to Cuba, said: It is one thing if a 
Communist country tells me I cannot 
come to their country, but I don’t want 
my country telling me I can’t go there. 

Last year, more than half a million 
Americans visited Cuba. This year, the 
number is even higher. Even from my 
little State of Vermont, so many peo-
ple just drive a few miles to the airport 
in Canada and fly down. These Mem-
bers of Congress want to turn back the 
clock and make it a crime for Ameri-
cans to travel to only one country in 
the world—Cuba. If North Korea will 
let you in, you can go there, but not to 
Cuba. If you go to Egypt, which is 
cracking down on dissent, that is fine, 
but not to Cuba. I could go on and on. 

Fortunately, more Republicans and 
Democrats in both the House and Sen-
ate support the right of Americans to 
travel freely to Cuba, the right of U.S. 
farmers to sell their products on credit 
to Cuban buyers, and the rights of 
Cuban private entrepreneurs who are 
already benefiting directly from the 
new opening with the United States. 
They will benefit even more when the 
U.S. embargo—a failed, self-defeating, 
vindictive policy if there ever was 
one—has finally ended. 

I have talked with the Cuban owners 
of these private businesses. They say 
they are now able to make far more 
money than before because as things 
have opened up, as more Americans 
travel there, these businesses have ex-
panded to meet the growing demand. 
Those who continue to defend the em-
bargo should listen to these people. I 
hope the President-elect will listen to 
them. 

The purpose of a policy of engage-
ment is to protect and defend the inter-
ests of the United States and the 
American people and to promote our 
values and our products. Diplomatic re-
lations is not a reward to a foreign gov-
ernment; it is what we do to protect 
our own interests. Do the isolationists 
think our Embassy in Russia is a re-
ward to President Putin, or that hav-
ing an Ambassador in Moscow some-
how conveys that we agree with Presi-
dent Putin’s corrupt and repressive 
policies? Does anyone think that Rus-
sia’s Embassy here in Washington is 
somehow a reward to the United States 
or to President Obama? Does anyone 
think the Cuban Government regards 
its Ambassador here as a reward to us? 

The United States has interests in 
every country, even if it is just to 
stand up for the rights of Americans 
who travel and study or work overseas. 
But there are many other reasons, such 
as promoting trade and investment, 
protecting national security, law en-
forcement cooperation, and stopping 
the spread of contagious diseases. 
These are all in the interest of the 
United States but they are far harder 
to pursue without diplomatic relations. 

We either believe in the benefits of 
diplomacy or we don’t. We either em-
power our diplomats or we don’t. Cuba, 
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after a year of difficult negotiations, 
agreed to reopen embassies. Americans 
are traveling to Cuba in record num-
bers, including representatives of 
American companies, chambers of com-
merce, and State and local government 
officials. Our two governments have 
signed new agreements paving the way 
for cooperation on a wide range of 
issues, from the resumption of regular 
postal and commercial airline service, 
to cooperation on law enforcement and 
search-and-rescue. 

I urge Members of Congress to get 
briefed on the many ways our countries 
are cooperating, to our benefit. It 
might be an eye-opener. 

I understand this is an emotional 
issue for some Cuban-American fami-
lies, including some who are Members 
of Congress. I have met with a number 
of these families. But I have also met 
with many who have gone to Cuba even 
though their property was confiscated 
by the Cuban government, even though 
they thought they would never go 
back, but now they can go and visit old 
friends, and they have changed their 
views. 

In fact, after 55 years, survey after 
survey, poll after poll shows that most 
Cuban-Americans support the new pol-
icy of engagement. They want the 
United States to have an embassy in 
Havana. They are not saying they 
agree with the Cuban government, but 
they are saying they want the United 
States to have an embassy in Havana. 

There is a time for family politics, 
and there is a time for what is in the 
best interest of the Nation as a whole, 
all 50 States. Diplomatic relations 
serve the national interest. 

I urge these Members of Congress to 
put what is in the interest of the Amer-
ican people above their personal inter-
est. Listen to the overwhelming major-
ity of the Cuban and American people. 
They want the policy of engagement to 
continue because they believe it is the 
best hope for a free and prosperous 
Cuba. 

Marcelle and I had a delightful time 
in Vermont a few months ago when we 
went and cheered on a group of Little 
Leaguers from all over our State. They 
were going to Cuba to play with Little 
Leaguers in Cuba. Marcelle and I gave 
them an American flag that had been 
flown over the U.S. Capitol. Those kids 
were grinning from ear to ear while 
holding it, and they sent me pictures of 
them flying the American flag on the 
baseball fields in Cuba where they were 
playing ball and being photographed, 
the Cuban teams with their flag and 
the Vermont team with ours. Only a 
few years ago that would not have hap-
pened—the U.S. flag flying in Cuba 
with the Cuban people cheering. 

One of the photographs I remember 
the most from that trip was taken by a 
member of my office, Lisa Brighenti. 
The picture was from the back, and one 
team wore red T-shirts and the other 
wore blue. There they were—so much 
like you see with Little Leaguers— 
walking off the field, their arms around 

each other’s shoulders, and they just 
played a game together. You don’t 
have to see their faces or which T-shirt 
says ‘‘United States’’ and which one 
says ‘‘Cuba.’’ You know it is one of 
each, and they are together because of 
their shared love of the game. 

I think of the times during the worst 
part of the Cold War, and I have gone 
to countries behind what we then 
called the Iron Curtain. I would be 
talking to Foreign Ministers, Defense 
Ministers, people in key positions, and 
they would say ‘‘My niece went to 
Stanford’’ or ‘‘My son is studying at 
the University of Kentucky,’’ and some 
would tell me about my own alma 
mater, Georgetown. 

These were openings that everybody 
from our diplomatic corps to our intel-
ligence community would tell me were 
very important because they would 
learn about us, and, just as impor-
tantly, we would learn about them. 

So I urge President-Elect Trump to 
carefully weigh the pros and cons of 
this issue. I believe that if he follows 
his instincts, if he listens to Cuban pri-
vate entrepreneurs, he, too, will con-
clude that it makes no sense to return 
to a failed policy of isolation. That pol-
icy has been used by the Castros as an 
excuse to justify their grip on power 
and their failed economic policies, it 
has divided the Cuban and American 
people, and no other country in this 
hemisphere supports it. 

As that Ambassador said to Marcelle 
and me: When your flag went up, the 
stone came out of our shoe. 

The Cuban and American people 
share much in common—our history, 
our cultures, our families, our ideals, 
our hopes for the future. We are neigh-
bors. Our economies are increasingly 
intertwined. We should no longer be 
isolated from one another. 

As the Castro era ends, our policy 
today is focused on the next generation 
of Cuban entrepreneurs, activists, stu-
dents, and leaders. They are Cuba’s fu-
ture. We should endeavor to engage 
with them in every way we can. I met 
with some of them, as did a bipartisan 
group of House and Senate Members, 
earlier this week. They are bright, mo-
tivated young people. They are start-
ing their own businesses. What a re-
freshing attitude they have toward life. 
Will everything change overnight? No. 
But Cuba is changing. 

I want to yield the floor, but before I 
do, I will say that I will speak on this 
many more times. I think our relation-
ship with Cuba is important not only 
for the United States but for the whole 
hemisphere. The stone has come out of 
the shoe; let’s not put it back in. Let’s 
work to help the Cuban people—not the 
Cuban Government but the Cuban peo-
ple. By helping the Cuban people, we 
help ourselves. 

With that, I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Minnesota. 
UKRAINE 

Ms. KLOBUCHAR. Madam President, 
I have several topics to talk about 

today, but I will start with a very im-
portant letter that was sent to Presi-
dent-Elect Trump by members and 
friends of the Senate Ukraine Caucus. 
We had 27 Senators, including me, 
come together to advocate and make 
clear that we wanted to continue the 
strong United States-Ukrainian rela-
tionship that our two countries have 
enjoyed for many years and to convey 
our support for Ukraine and ask the 
President-elect and the new adminis-
tration to support our ally Ukraine and 
help it secure a peaceful and demo-
cratic future. 

Almost 3 years after Russia’s illegal 
annexation of Crimea and military ag-
gression in eastern Ukraine, daily 
cease-fires along the line of contact 
make a mockery of the Minsk agree-
ment and demonstrate that this con-
flict in the heart of Europe is far from 
over. Russia has yet to withdraw its 
heavy weapons. It continues to engage 
in sabotage. It has not halted its 
disinformation war against Ukraine 
and the West nor stopped the economic 
and political pressure aimed at under-
mining the Ukrainian Government. 

I was in Ukraine last year, and I saw 
firsthand the struggles that their gov-
ernment is having. They have their 
own internal issues with corruption 
and the like, but they are trying to 
make for a better country, and that is 
very difficult when you have an outside 
nation that is engaged in the kind of 
combat that we see from Russia and 
these kinds of interventions. According 
to conservative estimates from the 
United Nations, approximately 10,000 
people have been killed, over 20,000 
wounded, and more than 2 million in-
ternally displaced since the conflict 
began. 

We said in our letter—27 Senators, 
Republicans and Democrats, led by 
Senators DURBIN and PORTMAN—that 
Russia has launched a military 
landgrab in Ukraine that is unprece-
dented in modern European history, 
and we asked the President-elect to 
work with us on this very important 
matter so that we may help the 
Ukrainian people secure their democ-
racy. 

My State has a very strong tradition 
of Ukrainians. I actually live only a 
few miles from the Ukrainian center in 
our State. We have a long tradition of 
opening our arms to people from every 
corner of the globe. The people in my 
own city and State are concerned 
about the situation in Ukraine. There 
are a lot of people worried about what 
is going on, especially with the new ad-
ministration coming in, so I think a 
strong statement, followed, of course, 
by actions from the President-elect 
would be very helpful. 

I have to mention one Ukrainian 
place that I adore, Kramarczuk, which 
is in my neighborhood. I actually held 
my first election celebration there 
when I was running for county attor-
ney. Of course, it didn’t end because we 
had to go into the next morning. The 
vote was a little close. We didn’t know 
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the result until maybe noon, but that 
evening we were at Kramarczuk. They 
have a mural that is literally almost 
the size of the entire backdrop from 
door to door in the U.S. Senate, and it 
is a mural they have proudly hung of 
the Statue of Liberty. That mural is 
there because the Kramarczuk family 
has always believed in a country that 
brought them in as immigrants and 
refugees. 

I am proud to represent that commu-
nity and join the other 26 Senators in 
asking the President-elect to continue 
to support Ukrainians here at home 
but, most importantly, the sovereignty 
of the country of Ukraine and their 
democratic values. 

CURES BILL 
Next, I will turn to another issue 

that is of key importance to this body, 
and that is the passage of the CURES 
Act, which I know the President is 
going to sign into law. We are very ex-
cited about that bill. There are several 
things in that bill that the Presiding 
Officer and I have both worked on. The 
bill includes opioid funding. Both of 
our States, West Virginia and Min-
nesota, have seen way too many deaths 
and lives lost early, way too many peo-
ple experiencing an overdose without 
the help they need for treatment. 

The bill authorizes $1 billion, $500 
million a year, to help the many fami-
lies struggling with prescription drug 
addiction. Senators WHITEHOUSE, 
PORTMAN, AYOTTE, and I actually au-
thored the original bill, the CARA bill, 
which set the national framework for 
dealing with opioid addiction. It didn’t 
just include authorizing money for 
treatment; it also included some foun-
dation steps for doing a better job of 
exchanging information among physi-
cians in terms of who is getting 
opioids. I remember one guy I met—a 
rehab guy up in Moorhead, MN—who 
had a patient that had gotten opioid 
prescriptions from 85 different doctors 
and medical providers in Minnesota, 
North Dakota, South Dakota, and Wis-
consin. As a State with many States on 
its borders, we see this going on all the 
time. 

I have built on that with a bill I in-
troduced for a national prescription 
drug monitoring program that I think 
is very important. Senator CORNYN and 
I did the original bill on a drug take- 
back program to make it easier to get 
drugs out of medicine cabinets. The 
CARA bill actually built on that, but 
what was missing from the CARA bill, 
because it was an authorization bill, 
was the funding. This effort at the end 
contained in the CURES Act is going 
to be very important in the form of 
grants to our States to get the money 
out there. 

Second is the research money. Nearly 
$5 billion will go to NIH to help them 
look for a cure for horrific diseases like 
cancer and Alzheimer’s. That money 
will be critical. We are doing 
groundbreaking work in Minnesota at 
the Mayo Clinic and also at the Univer-
sity of Minnesota, which will be key to 
finding a cure to these diseases. 

The third thing in the bill that 
maybe hasn’t gotten as much attention 
is the Anna Westin Act. The Presiding 
Officer and I worked on that bill to-
gether along with Senator AYOTTE and 
Senator BALDWIN—four women leading 
the bill, and we got it done. That bill 
has been kicking around for over a dec-
ade. It is a bill that actually came out 
of Anna Westin’s untimely death. She 
was a young girl who struggled with an 
eating disorder and eventually died due 
to the circumstances related to her 
eating disorder. Her mother, Kitty 
Westin, has carried her torch. She first 
gave it to Paul Wellstone, her Senator. 
Paul died way too young in that tragic 
plane crash, and then it was passed on 
to Senator Harkin of Iowa. I was on the 
bill with him, and when Senator Har-
kin left, I took the bill over and was 
able to reach across the aisle and get 
the support of the Presiding Officer, 
Senator CAPITO, as well as Senator 
AYOTTE and then Senator BALDWIN. 
This bill builds on the Wellstone- 
Domenici Mental Health Parity and 
Addiction Equity Act to clarify that 
insurance companies must cover resi-
dential treatment for eating disorders 
the same way they cover treatment for 
other mental and physical illnesses. 

Over 30 million Americans struggle 
with eating disorders, including over 
200,000 people in my State. It is actu-
ally the leading cause of death from 
mental illness. People don’t realize 
that, but obviously anorexia is a very 
dangerous disease, as are other eating 
disorders. That one bill has a lot, but 
we know there is more work to do on 
prescription drugs. 

I see Senator GRASSLEY here. He and 
I have worked very hard on what is 
called the pay-for-delay bill, which 
would tell the big pharmaceutical com-
panies that they cannot pay the ge-
neric companies to keep their products 
off the market. That literally elimi-
nates competition, and, from the esti-
mates we have gotten, it would save 
billions of dollars over years. We think 
that is a really, really, really impor-
tant bill and something we would like 
to get done. 

I have worked with Senator MCCAIN 
on legislation that focuses on bringing 
in less expensive drugs from Canada, as 
well as a bill I have to allow for nego-
tiations of prices under Medicare Part 
D. 

TRIBUTES TO DEPARTING SENATORS 
Madam President, I will close my re-

marks by turning to some of our retir-
ing Senators and speaking briefly on 
each one of them. 

HARRY REID 
We had a beautiful portrait unveiling 

for Leader REID yesterday. He has been 
a leader who takes all ideas into con-
sideration, even those of newer Mem-
bers. 

In January of 2007, I began working 
on ethics reform, and, in fact, I asked 
him if that would be an important pri-
ority when he took over as leader. It 
was S. 1, and one of the first bills we 
passed. 

Senator REID didn’t give new Mem-
bers the opportunity to lead just on big 
bills. When a little girl in Minnesota 
named Abbey Taylor was maimed while 
swimming in a pool with a defective 
drain, Leader REID stood by my side 
and helped me work with Republicans 
to get a bill passed in honor of Abbey’s 
memory and final wish. 

I met this little girl in the hospital. 
She went on to live for a year. She had 
been swimming in a kiddie pool when 
her intestines were pulled out by a de-
fective drain due to the way it was in-
stalled. 

Her parents never gave up. Scott 
Taylor, her dad, called me every single 
week to see what was happening with 
the bill. Honestly, again, the bill was 
moving around and hadn’t had any ac-
tion for years. Ted Stevens, who at the 
time was a Senator from Alaska, 
helped me. In the end, it was Senator 
REID, working with others, including 
Senator Lott, and we were able to get 
that bill on another bill, and we were 
able to pass it. 

To this day my proudest moment in 
the U.S. Senate was calling Scott Tay-
lor and telling him that bill had 
passed, and then last year hearing from 
the head of the Consumer Product 
Safety Commission in the Commerce 
Committee that not one child has died 
because of a defective drain since that 
bill passed. That bill, by the way, was 
named after James Baker’s grand-
daughter, who had also perished in a 
pool incident. That is an example. I 
don’t think it would have happened if 
HARRY REID hadn’t been one of our 
leaders. 

Another example is when we were 
trying to build a bridge to Wisconsin, 
Senator JOHNSON and I were working 
on that issue along with House Rep-
resentative Bachmann, Representative 
DUFFY, and Senator FRANKEN, and we 
had to get everyone signed off on an ex-
emption to the Scenic Rivers Act. It 
was a Saturday, and no one was left in 
the Senate except two or three Mem-
bers, and I had one Member I couldn’t 
reach who had gotten on a plane, but 
we thought we could still reach him so 
I could get the last signoff to get the 
bill done. HARRY REID had just found 
out his wife had breast cancer and was 
waiting at home, but he wouldn’t go 
home. He insisted on presiding for me. 
The leader of the Senate sat in the Pre-
siding Officer’s chair so I could be back 
in the Republican cloakroom trying to 
reach the Senator. That happened. 

We didn’t get the bill done that day, 
but the minute we got back in Janu-
ary, Senator REID worked with Senator 
MCCONNELL, and we were able to get 
that on the agenda and get that exemp-
tion. That bridge is going up as we 
speak. It is a massive bridge that had 
to be built because the other bridge 
was so bad it closed down all the time. 
People would literally cross their fin-
gers when they went over it. That is 
Senator REID. 

A lot has happened since he first 
came to work in Congress as a police 
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officer in the halls of the Capitol. But 
one thing has stayed the same about 
Leader REID—the true spirit of him. It 
is the considerate leader who will sit 
up at the presiding desk just to help a 
freshman pass a bill that is important 
to her and her constituents. It is the 
kind of person who takes the time to 
talk to a little boy with leukemia and 
show him his favorite pictures right in 
the middle of the budget debate. That 
happened to me with a kid I brought in 
his office from Minnesota. It is the 
humble Senator who never forgets that 
he came from Searchlight, NV, and al-
ways serves with his home in mind. 

Thank you, Senator REID, for your 
service. You will be missed. 

BARBARA MIKULSKI 
So there are two other Senators who 

are retiring this week, and one of them 
is Senator BARBARA MIKULSKI. She has 
been, as the Presiding Officer knows, 
the dean of the women in the Senate 
for a very, very long time. She is the 
queen of one-liners, and one of my fa-
vorite ones is one she uses when she 
talks about women elected officials. 
She always says: We see things not just 
at the macro level but at the macaroni- 
and-cheese level. 

After a few years when I had been in 
the Senate, she called us into the 
President’s Room—a number of the 
women Senators—to gear up for a de-
bate that mattered to the women of 
this country. She, literally—being 
short, as she is—stood on the couch in 
that room and said: Gear up. Square 
your shoulders. Put your lipstick on. 
Get ready for the revolution. 

Now, at the time, I was not even sure 
what the revolution was. I was think-
ing all the time that she had probably 
used that line for maybe much 
weightier things. But that is her life. 
She is an advocate. She is a leader. She 
is someone who has championed the 
women of the Senate and all women in 
elected office. She is the one who was 
here first, of her own making. She is 
not someone who took over a seat after 
a husband or father had died. She ran, 
and she ran on her own merit, and she 
leaves on her own merit. She leaves on 
the merit of passing incredibly impor-
tant bills for Maryland, incredibly im-
portant legislation for this country. I 
will miss her as a mentor, and we will 
always miss her dearly. 

BARBARA BOXER 
Finally, there is Senator BARBARA 

BOXER, who joined the Senate in 1993. 
When I got to the Senate, I was on the 
Environment Committee. She was the 
new chair. I got to see firsthand her ad-
vocacy—her advocacy on climate 
change, her advocacy on transpor-
tation and waterway infrastructure— 
and the way she would just never give 
up when she decided something was 
right for her State and right for the 
country. 

But the one thing is that everyone 
talks about BARBARA BOXER’s fiery ad-
vocacy and her incredible humor and 
tenacity. Sometimes, I think people 
forget how productive she has been 

when she worked across the aisle. I saw 
firsthand how she was able to work 
with Senator INHOFE on the transpor-
tation bill and then later with Senator 
MCCONNELL on the last transportation 
bill. 

She is someone who has credibility 
on our side of the aisle. When she says 
she is willing to make a compromise 
with the Republicans, people listen. 
She never gave up. She would have din-
ners at Italian restaurants. She would 
find ways, in kind of a mom’s way, to 
get everyone together. She passed some 
really incredible legislation, including 
water infrastructure legislation with 
Senator VITTER over the last few years. 

That is what she has done. I can’t 
think of anyone whom we are going to 
miss more in terms of that presence 
and that kind of hardscrabble advo-
cacy, which is always coupled with the 
pragmatic way of getting important 
bills done. So we are going to miss Sen-
ator REID, Senator MIKULSKI, and, also, 
Senator BOXER. 

KELLY AYOTTE 
I would also like to add that, of the 

Republican Senators who are leaving, I 
have enjoyed a very strong working re-
lationship with Senator AYOTTE. She 
and I have worked together on opioids. 
We have worked together a lot on the 
issue of the eating disorder bill. I am 
glad that in her final weeks in the Sen-
ate, we have been able to pass that im-
portant legislation that embraced so 
many of her priorities. 

DAN COATS 
I also worked at length with Senator 

COATS. We both serve on the Joint Eco-
nomic Committee. He has shown great 
leadership there, and also, again, an 
ability to work across the aisle. He be-
lieves strongly in civility and in get-
ting to know your fellow Senators. We 
are going to miss him dearly for his 
pleasant way and his ability to cross 
over the aisle and work together. I also 
want to thank him for the work he did 
on an adoption bill that we worked on 
together. 

There are many other Senators 
whom we wish well to. There is Sen-
ator KIRK and the work he has done on 
the Great Lakes priorities. We have 
worked on that together, as well as all 
of his leadership in the area of inter-
national relations. 

Madam President, I see that the Sen-
ator from Iowa, Mr. GRASSLEY, is here. 

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

ator from Iowa. 
EXECUTIVE ACTIONS 

Mr. GRASSLEY. Madam President, 
for the last 8 years, we have seen Presi-
dent Obama’s administration take ac-
tion after action and do it without re-
gard for concerns expressed by the 
American people or their elected rep-
resentatives in Congress, which 
amount to a great deal of unconstitu-
tional or at least contrary-to-statute 
Executive overreach. 

The Obama administration used Ex-
ecutive fiat to push sweeping regula-

tions with little thought about damage 
to American jobs. The Obama adminis-
tration has repeatedly stretched its au-
thority beyond limits set by Congress 
in law. It has twisted the same laws 
and even the Constitution itself to jus-
tify this Executive overreach. Despite 
early promises of transparency, it has 
kept the American people and the Con-
gress in the dark about many of its 
most significant decisions. 

Americans are right, then, to be frus-
trated with what they see as more un-
necessary burdens and unchecked 
abuses being handed down by an out-of- 
reach bureaucracy. In November, they 
made their voices heard. So now we are 
going to have a new President on Janu-
ary 20. President-Elect Trump has said 
that he intends to roll back the mess of 
harmful regulations and Executive 
power grabs of the last 8 years. 

He is certainly going to have his 
hands full, as we all know. But there is 
plenty that we can do to begin the 
process on January 20. President 
Obama’s tenure has brought about an 
unprecedented expansion of the regu-
latory state. By some estimates, bu-
reaucratic redtape now places a $2 tril-
lion burden on the Nation’s economy. 
You know who pays for that? The 
American people do. 

I don’t doubt that there are some 
good intentions behind every new rule. 
But the notion that so-called experts in 
Washington, DC, need to regulate every 
aspect of our lives does not make much 
sense to many of the Iowans I talk to. 
They are hoping that a President 
Trump will bring common sense to 
Washington, DC. 

Take, for example, the Environ-
mental Protection Agency’s waters of 
the United States rule. It is often re-
ferred to by acronym WOTUS. This 
rule seeks to expand what the govern-
ment can regulate under the Clean 
Water Act. Congress intentionally lim-
ited EPA’s reach under the law to what 
is termed navigable waterways. But 
the WOTUS rule would subject 97 per-
cent of the land in my State of Iowa to 
EPA bureaucratic burdens. 

I assume it does the same in several 
other States. But I have only checked 
on Iowa. So 97 percent of the land to be 
regulated by the EPA bureaucracy is 
just an impossible situation. Think 
about that. Every homeowner, every 
contractor, and every farmer would 
need to seek a Federal permit for 
projects requiring the simple task of 
moving dirt, even if it is nowhere near 
an actual body of water. That, of 
course, means more paperwork, more 
time wasted, and, of course, more 
money spent to get Federal permits for 
activities that this Congress never in-
tended the Federal Government to reg-
ulate. 

A bipartisan majority of both Houses 
of Congress has voiced its disapproval 
of the WOTUS rule, and a Federal ap-
peals court has placed a nationwide 
stay on its implementation. Yet I con-
tinue to hear concerns, regardless of 
the court case, that some in the EPA 
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are going to move forward with the 
rule’s implementation, causing unnec-
essary fear and confusion among farm-
ers and landowners. 

So on day one, President Trump 
should direct his administration to 
stop defending the WOTUS rule in the 
Federal courts where it is now held up. 
He should also direct his EPA to imme-
diately stop implementing or enforcing 
the rule while the Agency begins the 
rulemaking process to take it off the 
books once and for all. It is not just of-
ficial regulations that have sparked 
concern over the last 8 years, the 
Obama administration has also used 
Executive actions, agency guidance 
documents, and legal interpretations 
to push its agenda, leaving Congress 
and the American people in the dark. 

Often this has been done with dis-
turbing results. In 2014, the Obama ad-
ministration acted unilaterally to re-
lease five senior-level Taliban com-
manders who were being held at Guan-
tanamo Bay in exchange for SGT Bowe 
Bergdahl. Now, that is contrary to law. 

Despite the requirements of law, the 
administration never notified Con-
gress, as the law requires, prior to this 
prisoner’s transfer. The law required 
the administration to provide Congress 
with a detailed statement of the basis 
for the release, an explanation for why 
it is in our national security interests, 
and a plan to prevent the prisoners 
from returning to the battlefield. 

Instead, Congress heard only crick-
ets. The administration provided no 
notice to the Congress, no legal jus-
tification for the release, and no plan 
to prevent these Taliban commanders 
from reentering a fight that has al-
ready spilled so much blood of Amer-
ica’s sons and daughters. 

One reporter said the Taliban has 
been more transparent about this ex-
change than the Obama administra-
tion. Even the nonpartisan Govern-
ment Accountability Office later con-
cluded that the administration acted 
illegally. Well, it is pretty clear. The 
law says that you have to give Con-
gress 30 days’ notice. They didn’t give 
any notice. 

There were and still are, then, seri-
ous questions about whether releasing 
these detainees from Guantanamo was 
a good idea, even to the extent to 
which the law was violated. So I asked 
this administration to disclose the 
legal advice that the Department of 
Justice apparently provided that justi-
fied its failure to notify Congress in a 
timely way—in other words, a jus-
tification for ignoring the law. 

But the Department of Justice re-
fused to do that. The public deserves a 
full and transparent accounting of why 
the administration believed it could 
disregard the law. On day one, then, 
President Trump should order the Jus-
tice Department to produce any legal 
advice that it concocted to excuse the 
Obama administration from its obliga-
tion to notify Congress of this decision 
30 days before the release, because that 
is what the law says. 

Unfortunately, this isn’t the only 
legal opinion the Obama administra-
tion has used to avoid scrutiny of its 
actions. The Justice Department also 
brewed up a ludicrous legal opinion to 
block government watchdogs from ac-
cessing Federal records needed in the 
course of congressional oversight. If 
this year has taught us anything, it is 
that the government needs more over-
sight, not less. 

It is unbelievable that a handful of 
unelected bureaucrats would try to 
defy the Congress and the people it rep-
resents by ignoring that law. Unfortu-
nately, it hasn’t stopped with the case 
I just cited. 

The Obama administration prac-
tically treats a congressional subpoena 
as if it were a freedom of information 
request rather than a constitutionally 
mandated inquiry from a coequal 
branch of government. This very issue 
is now being debated in the courts. 

But it is not just Congress that can’t 
get information; the press and private 
citizens have had their freedom of in-
formation requests regularly met with 
very long delays, if they get any re-
sponse at all. You know it is bad when 
the New York Times calls this White 
House the most secretive in more than 
two decades. 

President Trump should take steps to 
reverse this trend of more secrecy in 
government because more trans-
parency in government will bring more 
accountability. On day one, he should 
direct his agency heads to cooperate 
with congressional inquiries, inspector 
general investigations, and FOIA re-
quests, and he should empower govern-
ment whistleblowers. 

Whistleblowers expose facts about 
wrongdoing and incompetence inside 
the vast Federal bureaucracy, often at 
risk of their own career and their own 
reputations and, in some cases, I found 
out, even their health. 

Without whistleblowers, Americans 
would be none the wiser that, for in-
stance, the Justice Department walked 
guns that put law enforcement agents 
in jeopardy—that is the Fast and Furi-
ous investigation I did—or that the 
EB–5 investor visa program is riddled 
with fraud, or that agencies spend tens 
of millions of taxpayer dollars every 
year to pay employees under investiga-
tion for misconduct who simply sit at 
home on paid leave. Information pro-
vided by whistleblowers under the Se-
curities and Exchange Commission 
Whistleblower Program has brought in 
more than $584 million in financial 
sanctions. The Internal Revenue Serv-
ice has collected more than $3 billion 
in tax revenues since 2007 thanks to 
whistleblowers under a piece of legisla-
tion I got passed in 2006, I believe it 
was. 

Since I pushed to empower and pro-
tect whistleblowers under the False 
Claims Act way back in 1986, the Fed-
eral Government has recovered more 
than $48 billion in taxpayers’ money 
lost to fraud. That simple, quantifiable 
information is a good deal. But these 

brave employees often face retaliation 
from their own ranks. So I am going to 
suggest that if President Trump is 
going to be very serious about fixing 
the Federal bureaucracy, he should em-
power these patriotic citizens to help 
us identify fraud, abuse, and mis-
conduct so that we can get this govern-
ment working again. 

I will propose to the President-elect, 
when I get a chance to talk to him, 
something I have proposed to every 
President since Reagan. And no Presi-
dent, of course, has done this, and 
maybe it is ridiculous for me to think 
President Trump will do it, but he is 
coming to Washington to shake things 
up. I will suggest to him, to empower 
whistleblowers, who know there is 
fraud and who are patriotic people who 
want fraud corrected, that he hold a 
Rose Garden ceremony honoring whis-
tleblowers, and maybe do it once a year 
so that they know that the tone from 
the top—that the new Commander in 
Chief has the backs of these patriotic 
soldiers for good government whom we 
call whistleblowers. 

Of course, what I have gone through 
in these remarks as I finish is far from 
an exhaustive list, but the common 
thread in all of this is that the Obama 
administration frequently failed to 
take care that the laws be faithfully 
executed as required by our Constitu-
tion. When that doesn’t happen and 
Congress lets a President get away 
with it, then we are not upholding our 
oath to the Constitution, which basi-
cally says that Congress passes the law 
and they ought to be a check on the ex-
ecutive branch to see that the laws are 
faithfully executed. The person coming 
to town to drain the swamp—a person 
by the name of Trump—should 
prioritize these failures and begin to 
restore the executive branch to its 
proper place in government consistent 
with the checks and balances outlined 
in our Constitution. These actions will 
help the new President make good on 
his pledge to fix the Federal bureauc-
racy and do what he said last night on 
television in Des Moines, IA—put 
Americans first. 

Madam President, I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from North Dakota. 
Ms. HEITKAMP. Madam President, 

before I begin my remarks on why I 
came down to the floor today, I would 
like to join with my colleague from 
Iowa in saying it is a very good idea to 
have a Rose Garden ceremony talking 
about whistleblowers, supporting peo-
ple who want to do the right thing in 
the bureaucracy, and I am willing to 
work with him in any way that is ap-
propriate to talk about what we need 
to do to make sure that whistleblowers 
in our bureaucracy have the protection 
and the appreciation. There are many 
great people in government who see 
things every day. We spend a lot of 
time in our Subcommittee on Home-
land Security talking about what we 
can do to get those good ideas from the 
bureaucracy, those good ideas from 
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folks who actually work in the govern-
ment percolated up to the Congress and 
implemented. So I applaud the work he 
has done on whistleblowers. 

Senator GRASSLEY, I look forward to 
having another conversation about 
what we can do to put America first by 
making sure our public employees have 
an opportunity to feel pride in what 
they do every day, knowing that they 
are working for a cause in the most ef-
ficient, effective manner for the Amer-
ican people. I applaud your work. 
COAL MINERS’ HEALTH CARE AND PENSIONS AND 

THE EX-IM BANK 
Madam President, I want to talk a 

little bit about this past election. 
There has been a lot of Monday night 
quarterbacking about what happened. I 
guess you can’t say that anymore now 
that they play football on Monday 
nights, but there has been a lot of 
backseat driving over what happened. 

For this Senator, the message of this 
election could not be clearer that peo-
ple who go to work every day—particu-
larly those people who shower when 
they come home at night or come home 
in the morning if they are working 
shift—feel like we left them behind. 
They feel like things happened to them 
that are unexplainable to them even 
though they are working as hard as 
they can. They think that the govern-
ment and the people in Washington, 
DC, aren’t working for them and they 
are getting left behind. 

Now there is an important oppor-
tunity to work in a bipartisan way to 
learn the lessons of this past election 
and to stand up and fight for American 
workers, to listen to American workers 
and hear about the challenges they 
have and to respond to those chal-
lenges, especially when those chal-
lenges clearly represent injustice. 
Every person in America being told 
these stories would say that shouldn’t 
happen. There is no clearer indication 
of a ‘‘that shouldn’t happen’’ story 
today than in the dialogue and debate 
in Washington, DC, and what is hap-
pening to the coal miners in this coun-
try. 

Last night, I stood with 20 to 30 coal 
miners from the Presiding Officer’s 
State. These are good people who work 
hard—and I know the Presiding Officer 
has been fighting for them as well— 
who simply want what they have 
earned. They simply want the oppor-
tunity to take care of their families 
and the people in their communities. 
You know, it was pretty cold out when 
we were standing out there. A number 
of the reporters were giving me a hard 
time because, being from North Da-
kota, everybody assumes it is always 20 
below zero there, even in July, and I 
had some choice words. I said: You 
know, we were only out there for about 
20 minutes in the cold, but if we leave 
here without a clear message, without 
an opportunity for those miners to 
know not only that we care but know 
that we are making their concerns a 
top priority, then they will be left out 
in the cold for a lot longer than 20 min-
utes by this Congress. 

I made the point that there is a coal 
miner on the flag in West Virginia but 
there is also a farmer on the flag in 
West Virginia. That farmer, for me, 
represents the people who I know built 
the country in my State. We don’t have 
coal miners who went underground, but 
we have a lot of coal miners who helped 
build our region. This is a moment 
where we can say to people who go to 
work every day, people who believe and 
built this country, whose ancestors 
built this country, that they are going 
to get what they earned—not what 
they deserve but what they earned. 

When you look at many of the miners 
in these communities, there isn’t a lot 
of economic opportunity and there 
aren’t a lot of other jobs available. 
They risked their health, but they took 
that risk knowing they were going to 
get something in return: financial sta-
bility for their families. Suddenly, 
they are told that all they bargained 
for and all they agreed to is gone. 
There is something wrong with that. 
There is something wrong when we 
don’t learn the lessons of the last elec-
tion. 

The other reason I react personally 
to this is I see the string that goes 
back to what is happening with Central 
States Pension Fund in my State. My 
good friend from Minnesota has joined 
with me in many of the efforts that we 
had on Central States to hear the sto-
ries of people who worked hard at a 
time when people were lifting packages 
and delivering goods with much heav-
ier weight requirements than we have 
today. They talk about the surgeries 
they had, the hip replacements and 
knee replacements, and they talk 
about why they did it—to put food on 
the table for their families. Will all of 
that go away because of an irrespon-
sible financial sector that destroyed 
this economy and made it virtually im-
possible for these pension funds to cash 
flow? 

I think it is time that we stand up for 
these workers. I think it is time that 
we take the right fight. 

I came to the floor and listened as 
Presiding Officer when we were in the 
majority, and I wish I had a dollar for 
every time someone talked about the 
American people and the American 
worker and what they were going to do 
for them. We now have an opportunity 
to do a lot. We have an opportunity not 
only to give the people who earned fi-
nancial security the financial security 
they earned, but we have an oppor-
tunity to make sure we have good 
American jobs. 

There is another provision that got 
left behind despite a lot of people who 
support it, and that is the ‘‘Buy Amer-
ican’’ provision, which is in the WRDA 
bill. The ‘‘Buy American’’ provision 
has broad-based support throughout 
this country, but yet when we get into 
the Halls of Congress, we cannot nego-
tiate and get it done. 

Finally, I wish to talk about some-
thing on the floor that I have spent a 
lot of time talking about; that is, the 

Ex-Im Bank. We started basically shut-
ting down the Ex-Im to any new credit 
by not reauthorizing it. Guess what. 
We got it reauthorized by huge majori-
ties, a huge majority in the Senate and 
over 70 percent in the House. 

Victory, right? Well, guess what. We 
cannot make any deal over $10 million 
at the Ex-Im Bank unless we have a 
quorum. We have singlehandedly seen 
this body hold up the quorum at the 
Ex-Im Bank. People want to say this is 
simply about: Well, why do you want 
to bail out or help out GE? Why do you 
stand for Caterpillar? Why do you 
stand for Westinghouse? Why do you 
stand for Boeing? Those are the big 
benefactors. 

That is an argument that so mis-
understands what happens in America. 
To give you an example, Boeing has 16 
suppliers just in North Dakota. Boeing, 
with the ability to sell airplanes across 
the country and across the world, 
means we get good jobs in North Da-
kota, good jobs we will lose out on. 

I have said it once, I have said it 
many times. I don’t stand here and cry 
for the CEOs of GE or Boeing. That is 
not whom I am standing for. I am 
standing here begging this body to ba-
sically get the Ex-Im Bank approved 
once again. I will tell you why—be-
cause $20 billion or $30 billion of deals 
are waiting for us to get a quorum. 
What does that mean? That $20 billion 
supports over 116,000 jobs in America. If 
those CEOs are forced, by a lack of ex-
port credit assistance, if they are 
forced to take those jobs overseas— 
which they already have, thousands 
have already left this country—that 
means workers in this country don’t 
get those jobs. Once again, people say: 
Well, what kind of government subsidy 
is this? 

In the face of the reality that the Ex- 
Im Bank actually returns dollars to 
the Treasury of this country, we are 
going to shut down the Ex-Im Bank 
and continue to keep it hobbled to the 
point where it cannot do its job, it can-
not allow our manufacturing interests 
to be competitive. 

As we leave this Congress and we 
open up the opportunity for further 
dialogue, I hope all the rhetoric we 
have heard over and over again about 
American jobs, American workers, and 
about American opportunity—I hope 
we live up to that rhetoric. I hope we 
take the steps we need to take to guar-
antee that American workers come 
first whenever we set our policies. 
There is no better place to address 
these pension concerns, there is no bet-
ter place than the ‘‘Buy American’’ 
provisions, and there certainly is no 
easier way to get an immediate result 
than to get the Ex-Im Bank up and 
running. It is a tragedy that we are so 
unwilling to do this, not because it 
doesn’t make huge common sense but 
because it doesn’t fit in with an ideo-
logical position that was taken by the 
hard right against the vast majority of 
American interests and certainly the 
majority of people in this body. 

VerDate Sep 11 2014 04:31 Dec 11, 2016 Jkt 069060 PO 00000 Frm 00009 Fmt 4637 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\G09DE6.013 S09DEPT1rf
re

de
ric

k 
on

 D
S

K
B

C
B

P
H

B
2P

R
O

D
 w

ith
 S

E
N

A
T

E



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES6940 December 9, 2016 
With that, I turn to my colleague 

from the great State of Minnesota for 
her comments. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Minnesota. 

Ms. KLOBUCHAR. Madam President, 
I stand here today with two incredibly 
strong women, Senator HEITKAMP of 
North Dakota and Senator SHAHEEN of 
New Hampshire—and of course the Pre-
siding Officer as well from the great 
State of West Virginia. I think we all 
approach our jobs with a certain prag-
matism about what matters. It is not 
about what is left or what is right, it is 
about what is right for the people of 
this country. The two issues the Sen-
ator from North Dakota has raised are 
both incredibly important for these 
workers. When people have felt nickel- 
and-dimed and pushed down by the sys-
tem, they can’t always put a bill num-
ber on what that means. They can al-
ways put a number on how things have 
changed and why they feel like, hey, 
my cable bill is eating me up or, hey, I 
can’t get a mortgage or I can’t send my 
kid to college, but we know that is 
happening now. We in this Chamber 
know what is going on. 

The two things the Senator from 
North Dakota mentioned are both 
things we could do for the people of 
America. The first is to stand with the 
coal miners of West Virginia, promises 
made should be promises kept. It was 
Barbara Jordan of Texas, who once 
said: What the American people want is 
something quite simple—they want a 
country as good as its promise. These 
coal miners were promised things. Over 
70 years ago, President Harry Truman 
brokered an agreement that provided 
health and pension benefits for coal 
miners in the United Mine Workers of 
America Health and Retirement Funds. 
The Coal Act and its 2006 amendments 
showed the continuing commitment to 
the health and retirement security of 
our Nation’s miners and their families. 
Yet, in October, approximately 12,500 
retired coal miners and widows re-
ceived notices telling them their 
health care benefits would be cut off at 
the end of this year—retired miners 
and widows. Then, in November, an-
other 3,600 notices went out. That is 
over 16,000 people who will lose their 
health care coverage. I know negotia-
tions are going on as we speak, but we 
urge our colleagues and the leadership 
in the Senate to do all they can for 
these miners, many of whom are in the 
State of the Presiding Officer. 

As Senator HEITKAMP mentioned, we 
have a similar situation with the Cen-
tral States Pension Plan, 14,000 Min-
nesotans. I just met with 300 of them 
this weekend. The plan that was origi-
nally proposed was actually rejected by 
the Treasury Department because it 
was so unfair to these workers. They 
are continuing to look for a solution. 

Lastly, I say about the coal miners, 
in Minnesota, we have iron ore miners. 
So while your miners might be covered 
in black soot, ours are covered in red 
iron ore. 

My grandpa worked most of his life 
underground in the mines in Ely, MN. 
He had to quit school when he was in 
sixth grade because his parents were 
sick and he was the oldest boy of nine 
kids. He went to work pulling a wagon. 
When he was old enough as a teenager, 
he went to work in those iron ore 
mines. In sixth grade he quit school. He 
had dreamed of a career in the Navy. 
Instead, every single day he went down 
in a cage 1,500 feet underground with a 
little black lunch pail that my grand-
ma packed for him every single day. 
His youngest sister had to go to an or-
phanage, and he promised we would go 
and get her. In a year and a half after 
he got the job and married my grand-
ma, he went back, got his little sister 
Hannah, brought her back and raised 
her. That is our family story. It is a 
mining story. 

I always think about what he 
thought when he went down in that 
cage every day—that career in the 
Navy, or out in the woods where he 
loved to hunt. Instead, he did that job. 
He did that job for his family, his two 
kids, and then the rest of his brothers 
and sisters because he knew if he 
worked hard, he would be able to sup-
port them because there would be a 
pension, because there would be health 
care, because he wouldn’t die—like his 
own father—leaving behind kids, with 
the oldest one being 21 years old. That 
didn’t happen. My grandpa raised two 
boys. One became an engineer. And my 
dad, the other boy, went to a 2-year 
college that was paid for at the time, 
went on to get a journalism degree, and 
became a reporter who interviewed ev-
eryone from Mike Ditka to Ronald 
Reagan, to Ginger Rogers. That is 
America, and these coal miners deserve 
that same support. 

Another part of our State which be-
lieves if you work hard every day you 
should be able to get where you want 
to go are those who work in manufac-
turing, those who work in the rural 
parts of our State. I don’t think they 
would ever put together the Ex-Im 
Bank—that Senator HEITKAMP has 
gathered us to talk about today—with 
their own livelihoods. That is a very 
complex matter about a guy getting 
confirmed on the Bank, but, in fact, it 
is true. Because while we have saved 
the Ex-Im Bank, which finances so 
many hundreds of small businesses in 
Minnesota that wouldn’t be able to 
deal with going to a big major bank, we 
still haven’t confirmed someone for 
that Board. Getting that person con-
firmed for that Board and through the 
Senate would mean the Ex-Im Bank 
could go back to its functional levels of 
financing major transactions. 

That is why we are here, to ask the 
Senate to support the nomination of J. 
Mark McWatters to serve as a member 
of the Board of Directors. I join my col-
leagues to do that. 

On January 11, the Senate Banking 
Committee received the nomination of 
McWatters to fill the Republican va-
cancy on the Board. This is a Repub-

lican candidate we are asking the Sen-
ate to confirm, but it is 333 days and 
counting since he has been nominated. 

In 2015, I remember bringing together 
a group of small businesses from all 
over the country to talk about the im-
portance of the Ex-Im Bank, to hear 
their stories of how they are going to 
go under if they are not allowed to con-
tinue their financing. Mostly, at a time 
when we are dealing with the winds of 
global competition being blown at us 
every single day, to be at such a dis-
advantage to other developed nations 
that have Ex-Im-type banks, that have 
financing authority—and it is not just 
China that is going to eat our lunch 
unless we can help businesses get over 
$10 million in financing. They must be 
laughing at us over there. There are 
about 85 credit export agencies in over 
60 other countries, including all major 
exporting countries. Why would we 
want to make it harder for our own 
companies to create jobs here at home 
and then allow these other countries to 
have financing agencies that compete 
with us. That is exactly what is going 
on right now. The Ex-Im Bank has sup-
ported $17 billion in exports. Those are 
American jobs, 17 billion. It has a cap 
of $135 billion. That sounds like a lot, 
but an article in the Financial Times 
showed that the China Development 
Bank and the Export-Import Bank of 
China combined had an estimated $684 
billion in total development finance. 
These two banks combined provide five 
times as much financing as the Ex-Im 
Bank, with its cap of $135 billion. 

As Senator HEITKAMP explained, this 
is about jobs, and it is as simple as 
that. In FY2015, Ex-Im financing sup-
ported 109,000 U.S. jobs. Since we reau-
thorized the Ex-Im Bank, nearly 650 
transactions have been approved. Now 
it is about time that we put the person 
on the Board—the Republican nomi-
nee—so the Bank can go back to fully 
functioning and be able to make trans-
actions that are worth over $10 million. 
Without a quorum and Board approval, 
Ex-Im is not able to adopt any of the 
accountability measures or update the 
loan limits so American businesses 
have access to the financing they need 
to compete globally. 

Here we are, three Democratic Sen-
ators on the floor simply asking the 
Senate to move ahead to confirm a Re-
publican nominee. That may be irony, 
but it is irony that is on the backs of 
the American people and we need to 
get it done. 

Madam President, I yield the floor to 
the Senator from New Hampshire. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
PERDUE). The Senator from New Hamp-
shire. 

Mrs. SHAHEEN. Mr. President, I am 
pleased to join my colleagues Senator 
HEITKAMP of North Dakota and Senator 
KLOBUCHAR of Minnesota. I represent 
New Hampshire so I think we have 
three major regions of the country rep-
resented to talk about why we need to 
make the appointments to allow the 
Ex-Im Bank to continue to do their 
transactions. 
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As my colleagues have said, Ex-Im 

has a five-member Board of Directors. 
In order to consider transactions that 
exceed $10 million, they have to have a 
quorum—three people. Right now, 
again, as Senator KLOBUCHAR and Sen-
ator HEITKAMP explained, there isn’t a 
quorum so they cannot continue to do 
transactions worth over $10 million. 
That is having a real impact on compa-
nies across this country. 

After a period where Ex-Im was not 
reauthorized in 2016, where they were 
not able to do business, we finally got 
that legislation through. They were 
able to begin operating again. 

In 2016, they were able to support 
about 52,000 U.S. jobs by authorizing 
more than $5 billion in transactions— 
2,000, almost 3,000 export transactions. 

At the same time, Ex-Im returned 
$283.9 million to the U.S. Treasury and 
maintained a default rate of 0.266 per-
cent. That is a pretty good record, but, 
by comparison, the last year that Ex- 
Im was fully operational, they author-
ized more than $20 billion in almost 
4,000 transactions in 2014 when they 
were fully operational. Those trans-
actions supported 164,000 U.S. jobs and 
returned $674 million to the Treasury. 

So one might ask: What is wrong 
with this picture? Why is the Senate 
Banking Committee holding up the 
person who would allow Ex-Im to con-
tinue to operate at its full capacity and 
allow it to continue to help with job 
creation? 

We have seen this very directly in 
New Hampshire. New Hampshire is a 
small State. We are a small business 
State. Yet we are the State that Ex-Im 
chose when they rolled out their small 
business program to help small busi-
nesses with the financing they needed 
to export. One of those first people to 
take advantage of that program was 
Boyle Energy Services & Technology. 
Their CEO, Michael Boyle, says that 
without Ex-Im, he would have to con-
sider offshoring production in order to 
continue to grow his business. 

Now, BEST does 90 percent of its 
business overseas, and it relies on Ex- 
Im for working capital guarantees. 
They are not doing a lot of trans-
actions over $10 million, but we have a 
lot of companies in New Hampshire 
that are doing transactions over $10 
million and that are subcontractors to 
big companies that are doing those 
transactions. So in New Hampshire, we 
have General Electric, which is very 
dependent and needs those exports and 
that financing. We have a growing 
aerospace industry that includes com-
panies like New Hampshire Ball Bear-
ings, and it includes companies like Al-
bany Engineered Composites, which 
worked on the Dreamliner with Boeing. 

I talked to the CEO of Albany after 
he came back from the Paris Air Show 
a couple of years ago. He said: The peo-
ple who are getting the jobs, getting 
the accounts, are the companies that 
can provide financing around the 
world. 

We make a lot of things in New 
Hampshire. We have a robust manufac-

turing industry because we have com-
panies such as Boyle Energy Services & 
Technology, New Hampshire Ball Bear-
ings, GE, and BAE. Yet we are 
hamstringing those businesses and 
their ability to continue to grow jobs, 
to continue to grow their business be-
cause we are not willing to make one 
appointment to the Ex-Im Bank that 
would allow us to create jobs in this 
country and that sends money back to 
the Treasury. 

For all of my colleagues on the other 
side of the aisle who are so concerned 
about the fiscal health of this Nation— 
and I think we share that concern on 
the Democratic side—why would you 
not reauthorize and make sure that an 
agency like the Ex-Im Bank is fully 
operational, can create jobs, and can 
return money to the Treasury? It bog-
gles my mind that, because of this ide-
ological battle, we are not willing to do 
what is practical, what is in the inter-
ests of our businesses, of job creation, 
of making sure that we can compete 
around the world with other companies 
that are making things. 

So I share the concern we heard from 
Senator HEITKAMP and from Senator 
KLOBUCHAR, which is that the longer 
we delay in approving the nomination 
of Mark McWatters, the longer we 
delay in making sure that Ex-Im is 
fully operational, the more jobs will be 
lost, the more difficult it will be for 
companies to compete, and the more 
money that will be lost to the U.S. 
Treasury. 

So I hope that under the new admin-
istration there is more of a willingness 
on the part of my colleagues to actu-
ally approve these nominations and to 
move government forward so that we 
can create jobs and we can address the 
economic challenges that too many 
people in this country are facing. 

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. PORTMAN. Mr. President, I ask 

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

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

REMEMBERING JOHN GLENN 
Mr. PORTMAN. Mr. President, I rise 

today to talk about the heroin and pre-
scription drug epidemic that has 
gripped our country and my State of 
Ohio. But first, let me just say a word 
about John Glenn. 

I spoke on the floor yesterday about 
his passing. We lost him yesterday 
afternoon, at age 95. A true icon, his 
life was really the life of our country, 
over the time period from when he 
joined his fellow Mercury astronauts 
and was the first person to orbit the 
Earth to the time that he served here 
in the Senate and went on to found the 
Glenn College at Ohio State Univer-
sity—an amazing life. 

Later today we are going to ask the 
full Senate to vote on a resolution that 

Senator SHERROD BROWN, my colleague 
from Ohio, and I are working on. We 
hope to have that resolution voted on 
successfully and allow the entire Sen-
ate to pay tribute to a remarkable 
American life—a former colleague of 
ours and one whose seat I am very 
humbled and honored to hold today— 
and that is John Glenn. We will be 
bringing that up later during the day. 

OPIOID ADDICTION EPIDEMIC 
Mr. PORTMAN. Mr. President, today 

I wish to talk about an issue that this 
Congress has focused on more in the 
last few months and to commend the 
Congress on that but also to continue 
to raise awareness of it and allow all of 
us the opportunity to figure out how 
we can do more—in our own way, in 
our own communities, in our own 
homes—to be able to address it. It is 
now to the point where we have some-
body in our great country dying of an 
overdose every 12 minutes. One Amer-
ican is losing his or her life every 12 
minutes. In my own State of Ohio, we 
have been particularly hard hit by this. 
We lose one Ohioan every few hours. 

The statistics are overwhelming. It is 
now the No. 1 cause of accidental death 
in our country. It has been the case in 
Ohio since 2007. But behind those sta-
tistics are faces, families, and commu-
nities. 

A 4-year-old boy recently came into 
his bedroom in Cleveland, OH, in the 
Old Brooklyn neighborhood, and he 
found his dad dead of an overdose—30 
years old. That was just in the news 
this week. 

A few weeks ago, there were two men 
in Sandusky, OH, who were found un-
conscious in a parking lot. Somebody 
was there and recorded both their over-
dose and the first responders coming. 
The Sandusky first responders found 
them barely breathing and brought 
them back to life with this miracle 
drug called Narcan, or naloxone. These 
first responders saved their lives, as 
they saved 16,000 lives last year in 
Ohio. This year it will be an even larg-
er number, as we find out after the 
year closes. But this video is not for 
the faint of heart. It is now out on the 
Internet. Some have probably seen it. 
It has gone viral. But it shows what 
these first responders and our commu-
nities are dealing with every single 
day. 

I have talked to firefighters around 
the State, and the Sandusky fire-
fighters are no exception. They tell me 
that they have responded to more 
overdoses than they have fires over the 
past year—more overdoses than they 
have fires. These are firefighters who 
are, again, saving lives every day. 

When I was in Canton, OH, last week, 
I was told there had been twice as 
many overdose deaths this year al-
ready as last year. Again, the fire-
fighters and other first responders tell 
me it is their No. 1 focus and concern. 

When I talk to county prosecutors 
and sheriffs around Ohio, they also tell 
me it is the No. 1 cause of crime in 
each of their counties in Ohio, whether 
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it is a rural county, an urban county, 
or a suburban county. It is everywhere. 
It knows no ZIP Code. This problem is 
one that, unfortunately, has gripped 
our country like no other. 

I started off working on this issue 
over 20 years ago, when cocaine, mari-
juana, and, later, methamphetamines 
were an issue. Certainly, all those 
drugs are horrible. Our prevention ef-
forts led to what was called the Drug 
Free Communities Act, which was 
passed to be able to help address this 
issue. Over 2,000 community coalitions 
have now been formed as a result of 
that. But this new wave of addiction, 
in my view, is worse. It is worse in 
terms of the number of overdoses and 
deaths. It is worse in terms of the im-
pact on families, tearing them apart. It 
is worse than the crimes it creates, 
mostly with people creating more and 
more crime to be able to feed their 
habit. It is worse in terms of the abil-
ity to get people back on track, to help 
them with treatment and recovery. It 
is a very difficult addiction. 

The Congress, including this body, 
has taken action, and I appreciate 
that. Let me tell you why we need to 
take action. 

I talked about these two men in San-
dusky, OH, who were found uncon-
scious and had overdosed. This was 
something where someone video-re-
corded the first responders coming and 
saving their lives. When one of these 
men was revived, Michael Williams, 
this is what he said: 

I have a problem. If I could get help I 
would. I need it and I want it. 

I believe that if someone needs treat-
ment for addiction and they are willing 
to get it, we ought to be able to provide 
it. That is why it is important that 
Congress be involved, that State legis-
latures be involved, that we be in-
volved in our communities to ensure 
that when someone is ready to get that 
treatment, it is accessible. 

I have met with addicts and their 
families all over our State. I have prob-
ably met with several hundred addicts 
or recovering addicts just in the last 
couple years alone as we have put to-
gether this legislation and tried to 
work on something that is actually 
evidence-based and will help. So many 
of them tell me they are ready. 

One grieving father told me his 
daughter had been in and out of treat-
ment centers. Finally, after several 
years of trying to deal with her addic-
tion, she acknowledged that she was 
ready. He personally took her to a 
treatment center in Ohio. They told 
him and told her that they would love 
to help, but they were fully booked. 
They didn’t have a bed available. They 
would hope to have one within a couple 
of weeks. During those 14 days, he 
found his daughter in her bedroom hav-
ing overdosed, and she died. 

Those stories are heart-wrenching, 
yet they are stories from every one of 
our States. So access to treatment is 
important and access to longer term 
recovery is important so people can get 

back on track to lead healthy, produc-
tive lives once again. 

It is also really important that we do 
a better job on prevention and edu-
cation. Ultimately, to keep people out 
of the funnel of addiction is the most 
effective way to deal with this issue. 
We need to redouble our efforts there 
and to raise awareness, among other 
things, of the connection between pre-
scription drugs and heroin and these 
other synthetic heroins, these opioids, 
because four out of five heroin addicts 
in your State—you are representing a 
State here in this body—probably 
started with prescription drugs and 
then shifted over to heroin. 

There is an opportunity for us to do 
more about that by raising that aware-
ness, because when people learn more 
about that connection, they are smart-
er about the danger that is inherent in 
taking these often-narcotic painkillers 
that are sometimes overprescribed. 

To raise awareness about this issue, I 
have come to the floor every week we 
have been in session since February. 
This is now our 29th speech about this 
issue—the opportunity to talk about it, 
to raise awareness about it. I will say 
again that over the course of those 29 
weeks, a lot of things have happened by 
raising awareness. 

One is, this body passed legislation 
called the Comprehensive Addiction 
and Recovery Act, otherwise known as 
CARA. We passed it in this Chamber 
after taking it through committee 
after 3 years of work—conferences, 
bringing people in from around the 
country, experts. The legislation fo-
cuses on how to come up with a better 
way to do prevention, education, treat-
ment, recovery, and to help our first 
responders with naloxone—this Narcan 
miracle drug—provide training, help 
get the prescription drugs off the 
shelves, drug take-back programs. 

All of this resulted in CARA passing 
this body by a vote of 92 to 2. That 
never happens around here. It was 
overwhelming bipartisan support for 
legislation that is needed. This past 
summer, late this summer, President 
Obama signed that legislation into law, 
and it is now being implemented. I 
commend the administration for mov-
ing as quickly as possible. 

There are a couple of programs that 
are already up and running. We have 
now provided, for instance, for nurse 
practitioners and physicians assistants 
to be able to help with regard to medi-
cation-assisted treatment. That is 
something that was urgent in my home 
State of Ohio and other places, the 
need to have more people able to help 
recovering addicts get back on track. 
That is happening right now. That is 
already being implemented. 

Other aspects of the legislation, in-
cluding some of the prevention pro-
grams and the national awareness cam-
paign on connecting prescription drugs 
to heroin, are still being put into ef-
fect. Today, I again urge the adminis-
tration to move as quickly as possible 
and for the administration-elect, the 

new administration, to be prepared to 
step in to ensure that this legislation 
moves quickly. 

I think the legislation, CARA, is 
probably the most important anti-drug 
legislation we have passed in this body 
in at least two decades. It is evidence- 
based. It will improve prevention and 
treatment. It is the first time ever we 
have put long-term recovery into any 
legislation, which is incredibly impor-
tant for success. We talked earlier 
about the difficulty of getting people 
out of the grip of addiction and having 
that longer term recovery aspect. 
Think of recovery housing and being 
supported by a supportive group rather 
than going back to the old neighbor or 
going back to a family who is suffering 
from this issue. That longer term re-
covery really helps to improve the 
rates of success. That is in our legisla-
tion. 

It also begins to remove this stigma 
of addiction. In some respects, I think 
that may be the most important part 
of the legislation. It acknowledges that 
addiction is a disease, and as a disease, 
it needs to be treated as such. When 
people come forward to be able to get 
treatment—and probably 8 out of 10 
heroin addicts are not—you obviously 
see much better results for the person, 
for the family, and for the community. 

For example, think about Ashley 
from Dayton, OH. At just 32 years old, 
she died of a heroin overdose recently, 
leaving her three small children with-
out a mom. After Ashley died, her mom 
went back and looked at her diary to 
see what she had said during her last 
several weeks. She found it, she read it, 
and what Ashley wrote in her diary 
will break your heart. It details her 
daily struggle with addiction. It talks 
about the pain and the suffering. Here 
is one passage: 

I am so ashamed. . . . I am an addict. I will 
always be an addict. . . . I know I need help 
[but] I’m afraid to get it . . . because I know 
I’ll need to go away for it. . . . I’ll be away 
from my kids. 

CARA was designed to help women 
like Ashley. It not only helps erase the 
stigma of addiction and get women like 
her to come forward, acknowledge 
their illness, and get the help they 
need, but it allows women in recovery 
to bring their kids with them. You 
have family treatment centers and 
funding available for those kinds of 
treatment centers and for longer term 
recovery so we can keep families to-
gether. 

It authorizes $181 million in invest-
ments in opioid programs every year 
going forward, and it ensures that tax-
payer dollars are spent more wisely 
and effectively by channeling them to 
programs that have been tested and 
that we know, based on evidence, actu-
ally work. 

Even with these new policies in place 
under CARA, we are going to have to 
fight every year for the funding as part 
of the appropriations process, and we 
are doing that today. In the most re-
cent continuing resolution, which 
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funds the government until tonight, we 
were able to get $37 million in short- 
term funding to be sure CARA was 
fully funded during that 4-month pe-
riod of time. 

We will soon be voting on the next 4 
months or so of a continuing resolu-
tion, and once again, we have fought 
the good fight on both sides of the 
aisle. We have asked the Appropria-
tions Committee to include the funding 
for CARA. We have been successful in 
doing that. There is full funding in the 
continuing resolution that will be 
voted on shortly that provides for the 
implementation of this legislation. 
That is very important because if that 
funding had not been provided for this 
short term, it would have been difficult 
to get the programs up and going on 
prevention, treatment, recovery, and 
helping first responders with regard to 
Narcan training and supply. That is 
important. If we fully fund it and we 
support getting more people into treat-
ment, we will save lives, there is no 
question about it. If we fully fund the 
prevention, we will save lives. 

In addition to that funding, under 
the 21st Century Cures Act, which was 
just passed by the House and Senate 
over the past few days, there is addi-
tional funding, and it is immediate 
funding that goes to the States. It al-
lows the States to use their own pro-
grams that they have through block 
grants to help address this crisis we 
face. I strongly support that. I think 
this epidemic is such that we need to 
do both—have the longer term, evi-
dence-based programs in place year 
after year for the future, but also im-
mediately give our States an infusion 
of funds to be able to help with their 
existing programs. 

I believe that legislation is critical 
to my home State of Ohio, and I know 
how it is going to be used; it will be 
used well. Our Department of Mental 
Health & Addiction Services needs it. 

That legislation was an authoriza-
tion in the 21st Century Cures Act. It 
was 2 years of funding—$500 million 
next year, $500 million the next year— 
to fund dealing with this crisis imme-
diately. That funding is now shifted 
into the continuing resolution. So for 
this year, under this appropriations 
bill we are about to vote on, we now 
have that additional funding of $500 
million. So we had to do the authoriza-
tion and then the appropriation, and 
that is part of the CR. 

That is something people should 
think about as they look at this con-
tinuing resolution. We know this fund-
ing will help because we know preven-
tion keeps people out of this funnel of 
addiction the most effective way, and 
the treatment can work. I have met so 
many people across Ohio who have 
taken advantage of treatment, of a 
supportive environment that comes 
with recovery programs, and have been 
successful. 

There are so many stories of hope. 
One is the story of Rachel Motil from 
Columbus, OH. As a teenager, Rachel 

abused alcohol. She then turned to 
pills, and then once the pills were too 
expensive—as we said, all too com-
mon—she switched to heroin. She stole 
from her family, even selling her moth-
er’s arthritis medication. She stole 
jewelry from her boyfriend’s parents. 
She wrote herself checks from her 
mom’s checkbook. 

For those who are watching and lis-
tening who have members of their fam-
ily who are suffering from this illness, 
you know what I am talking about. 

She received help, finally. Her help 
came from Netcare crisis services ini-
tially—detoxing and getting into treat-
ment—and then Maryhaven Treatment 
Center. 

I visited Maryhaven in October. I had 
a chance to meet with some of the re-
covering addicts who were there and 
talk to them about what they had been 
through. 

Rachel is an example of a success 
story. She is now 2 years sober and 
studying finance at Columbus State 
Community College. She is a success. If 
we fully fund CARA and if we get this 
legislation in place with regard to 
these Cures appropriations, we will see 
more success stories like that. We will 
save lives across our country. For all 
those who are suffering from the dis-
ease of addiction—like Ashley from 
Dayton, Michael from Sandusky, or 
Rachel from Northland—let’s do the 
right thing. Let’s fight for them. Let’s 
implement CARA quickly. Let’s build 
on this commonsense law. Let’s sup-
port additional funding now so we can 
help as many Americans as possible. 
By doing so, I believe we can begin to 
turn the tide on this addiction and not 
only save lives but help some of our 
constituents lead more productive and 
full lives. 

I yield back my time. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Mississippi. 
Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent to proceed, but be-
fore I begin, I ask unanimous consent 
that the Senator from California, Mrs. 
BOXER, be recognized following my re-
marks. 

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

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, this 
resolution will provide government 
funding through April 28 at the level 
prescribed in last year’s budget agree-
ment. 

I urge the Senate to support the reso-
lution. 

It provides funding to continue coun-
terterrorism operations in Iraq, Af-
ghanistan, and Syria. It supports our 
allies through the European Reassur-
ance Initiative. It includes funding for 
humanitarian assistance and to protect 
American diplomats. 

The resolution also funds important 
priorities here at home. It appropriates 
$872 million to fight opioid abuse and 
support innovative cancer research. 
These funds will begin to implement 
the CURES Act, which the Senate 
passed earlier this week by a vote of 94 
to 5. 

The resolution also contains funding 
to respond to Hurricane Matthew, se-
vere flooding in Louisiana and other 
recent natural disasters. In total, $4 
billion is available under this bill and 
will be allocated to recovery programs 
that benefit 45 of our States. 

The resolution also provides funding 
to help Flint, MI, respond to the con-
tamination of its water supply and to 
help communities around the country 
provide safe drinking water. 

Mr. President, I urge the adoption of 
this resolution. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from California. 

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, I want 
to thank Senator COCHRAN for his cour-
tesy in getting the time for me. 
COAL MINER HEALTH CARE BENEFITS AND WRDA 

Mr. President, some people may won-
der why on a Friday we are still here 
and we are still arguing and we are 
still debating. There are several issues 
that are troubling to many people in 
the Senate and in the country, and a 
couple of them have a focus on them 
today. How this all ends remains to be 
seen, but I feel it is important for the 
American people to understand that 
there are some people here who are 
willing to take the time to explain why 
we can’t just go home right now. We 
are no different from any other Amer-
ican. We don’t want to have to work on 
the weekend. We don’t want to have to 
be here when we don’t have to be, giv-
ing speeches that we don’t have to 
give. 

I also want to give a shout-out to my 
friends who are calling attention to the 
plight of widows of miners—miners 
who went into the coal mines knowing 
full well they risked their lives every 
day. They knew that if something hap-
pened to them, their widows would be 
taken care of. If we can’t take care of 
widows and children who are left be-
hind because a coal miner risked his or 
her life, who are we fighting for and 
what are we doing here? 

Senator MANCHIN, Senator HEITKAMP, 
Senator CASEY, Senator SCHUMER, Sen-
ator WARNER—several of my col-
leagues—have been very clear. They 
have been taking to this floor warning 
the majority, the Republicans, that we 
want to take care of these widows. The 
money is there. It is there for them. In-
stead, my Republican friends want to 
take it away. You know what? That is 
not happening without a fight. That is 
not happening without a fight. If we 
can’t defend widows and orphans, I 
have news for you, we don’t deserve to 
be here. 

Two days ago, I gave what was to be 
my final major speech on the floor of 
the Senate. Believe me, I don’t want to 
be here. I don’t want to talk on the 
floor. I wanted to go out with a great 
big smile on my face after working in 
politics for 40 years, but instead I am 
here to explain an issue that is very 
troubling. 

If you asked the average person what 
troubles them about Congress—they 
hate Congress. I think we get a 17-, 18- 
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maybe 12-percent rating. It is bad. It is 
hurtful. One of the things they hate 
about Congress is when we have a spe-
cial interest rider dropped on a bill. No 
one has looked at it, there have been 
no hearings, and it has nothing to do 
with the bill. People are then forced 
into a situation where either they 
swallow that garbage or they can’t 
vote for the underlying bill, which may 
be very important to their State, their 
constituents, and their country. That 
is what is happening on the continuing 
resolution to keep the government 
open. There is a paltry 4-month exten-
sion on the health care for the widows 
of coal miners. What good does that 
do? They are going to be frightened to 
death. What if they go to the doctor in 
that first month and the doctor says: I 
am watching a lump. It may be can-
cerous. Come back in 3 months. They 
don’t know if they will even have 
health care. It is a disgrace. The wid-
ows are not protected in the continuing 
resolution. 

What are we facing? Either we shut 
down the government or fight for the 
widows. OK. This is what people hate 
about Congress, and we don’t have to 
do it—not at all. If you believe you 
have great legislation, then go through 
the channels, introduce the bill, and 
have a hearing. If you think the min-
ers’ widows deserve only 4 months, 
let’s have a discussion about it. 

We have another situation on an-
other bill. The bill is called WRDA. 
You may have heard about it. What 
does it stand for? It stands for the 
Water Resources Development Act. 
This WRDA bill is a beautiful bill. My 
committee has worked on it for more 
than a year. I am proud to be the rank-
ing member on that committee. I was 
the chairman, but when Republicans 
took the Senate back, Senator INHOFE 
became the chairman. We worked hand 
in glove. We set aside our differences, 
we set aside poison pills, and we said 
we are going to put together a great 
bill, and we did. It is a great bill. It 
deals with flood control, ensures there 
is environmental restoration and that 
our ports are dredged and can, in fact, 
support the kind of commerce we need 
in the greatest country in the world. 
We have authorization for funding in 
there for desalination because we know 
we have droughts in the western 
States, and we need to work on that. 
We have authorization for ways to use 
technology to ensure we can increase 
our water supply, so we have author-
ization in there for water recharging 
and water recycling. It is quite a bill. 
It has authorization in there to move 
forward with all of the Army Corps 
projects that have been looked at up 
and down and inside out. 

What we have in there for my State 
is incredible. I don’t think I have ever 
had a bill that did more for my State. 
We have projects in Sacramento, Los 
Angeles, and the San Francisco area. 
We have projects from north to south, 
east to west. We have levee fixes and 
the Lake Tahoe restoration that Sen-

ator FEINSTEIN and I worked on. We 
have very important ecosystem res-
toration. We have projects in Orange 
County and all over the State. 

Why do I say this? I say this to make 
the following point: If Senator BOXER 
has all of those great things for her 
State in the WRDA bill, why is she 
standing here saying, ‘‘Vote no’’? It 
isn’t easy. It breaks my heart, but I 
will tell you why. In the middle of the 
night, coming from the ceiling and 
airdropped into this bill was a dan-
gerous 98-page rider which will become 
law with the WRDA bill. What does it 
do? It attacks the Endangered Species 
Act head-on. It gives operational in-
structions on how to move water in my 
State away from the salmon fisheries 
and to big agribusiness, regardless of 
what the science says. If somebody 
says ‘‘Oh, my God, this is terrible; we 
will lose the salmon fishery,’’ it will 
take a very long time to have that 
study, and it will be too late to save 
the fishery. This isn’t just about the 
salmon; it is about the people who fish. 
They are distressed about this issue. 
They represent tens of thousands of 
families who rely on having enough 
water for the fishery. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the letter signed by this vast 
array of fishermen and some letters 
from all of those who rely on salmon 
fishery be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

GOLDENGATE SALMON ASSOCIATION, 
December 6, 2016. 

Re OPPOSE—Anti-Salmon Provisions in 
WRDA 

DEAR CONGRESSIONAL LEADERS: I write 
from the Golden Gate Salmon Association 
asking that you oppose the California 
drought language in the Water Resources De-
velopment Act (WRDA) bill. 

This language calls for severe weakening of 
existing protections for salmon in Califor-
nia’s Central Valley. Although those protec-
tions are designed primarily to aid ESA-list-
ed winter and spring run salmon and 
steelhead, they also provide great benefit to 
unlisted fall run salmon which supplies the 
west coast fishery. 

Tens of thousands of fishing jobs in both 
California, and Oregon hang in the balance. 

The existing protections are based on the 
best available science, which has been af-
firmed in multiple court cases up to the 
Ninth US Court of Appeals as well as 
through an outside scientific review by the 
National Research Council requested by Sen-
ator Feinstein. The proposed language orders 
science-based measures to balance water for 
agriculture, municipal, industrial and fish-
ing industry be tossed out and replaced with 
a political prescription aimed at rewarding a 
small group in the western San Joaquin Val-
ley and points south. 

California salmon fishermen, both sport 
and commercial, have suffered from very 
poor fishing seasons over the last two years. 
This is primarily due to the effects of 
drought and poor water management, which 
have undercut the ability of salmon to repro-
duce and survive in Central Valley rivers. 
Now is the time to help these salmon runs 
recover, not tear them down more. 

The economic value of salmon derives not 
only from commercially caught fish, but also 
from the hundreds of millions of dollars 

sport fishermen spend annually to pursue 
salmon. These dollars breathe life into the 
not only the California coastal economy, but 
also inland river communities where rec-
reational salmon fishing is big. 

Commercial fishermen have suffered after 
not only back to back poor salmon seasons 
but also disruption in their other main in-
come source, the Dungeness crab fishery. 
Adding more injury is not right especially 
when there are other, more sustainable ways 
to address California’s water future. The 
drought bill language would allow far more 
diversion of northern California water to the 
massive pumps that send it south, especially 
at the sensitive time of year when baby 
salmon are trying to migrate to the ocean. 
As water is diverted from its natural course, 
so too are baby salmon which mostly die 
along the way to the pumps. Those that sur-
vive to the pumps usually die shortly there-
after. 

The National Marine Fisheries Service, 
which authored the salmon protections cur-
rently in place, has tacitly acknowledged the 
need to strengthen, not weaken them, by 
calling for both amending the existing bio-
logical opinion as well as formally reiniti-
ating consultation on the opinion. The last 
thing we need now is political interference in 
a process best left to fishery scientists and 
biologists. 

Adoption of the Feinstein/McCarthy 
drought bill language into law would undo 
some of the progress we’ve made restoring 
our salmon runs since 2009, when the existing 
biop replaced a prior one found to be ille-
gally un-protective of salmon. Under that 
prior, weak set of regulations, we saw our 
salmon runs decline to the point where the 
ocean fishery was shut for the first time in 
history in 2008 and 2009. The language being 
considered now would send us back to a simi-
lar desperate situation rapidly. It would al-
most certainly lead to another steep collapse 
of Central Valley salmon runs. 

Please do what you can to stop this 
drought proposal from becoming law, includ-
ing opposing cloture in the Senate. We have 
new and much better ways to address our 
water future in California that some old 
thinkers simply refuse to consider. 

Sincerely, 
JOHN MCMANUS, 

Executive Director, 
Golden Gate Salmon Association. 

DECEMBER 6, 2016. 
SALMON FISHING INDUSTRY OPPOSES 

CALIFORNIA DROUGHT RIDER IN WRDA 
DEAR HONORABLE MEMBERS: The under-

signed commercial fishing industry groups 
strongly oppose Mr. McCarthy’s California 
water language inserted in the House version 
of the Water Resources Development Act. 
King salmon was once the West’s most im-
portant fishery. It now hangs in the balance, 
as what should be an infinitely renewable re-
source has consistently lost political battles 
in the war over California’s water. This last- 
minute rider is a knife in the gut of the 
thousands of commercial fishermen and fish-
ery-dependent businesses that harvest and 
supply local, wild-caught seafood to millions 
of American consumers. 

The language purports to offer drought re-
lief, but in so doing, it picks drought winners 
and drought losers in California and beyond. 
The winners are the handful of industrial 
irrigators of the San Joaquin Valley that 
stand to benefit from rollbacks of the Endan-
gered Species Act and other salmon protec-
tions, and the politically (not scientifically) 
mandated operation of the federal water sys-
tem in California. The losers are the fishery- 
dependent businesses, such as commercial 
and charter-for-hire fishermen, seafood 
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wholesalers, ice docks, fuel docks, 
shipwrights, manufacturers, restaurants, ho-
tels and direct-to-consumer seafood pur-
veyors that make a living on the availability 
of salmon. It’s a policy choice to sacrifice a 
naturally sustainable food system for a food 
system that requires government subsidies, 
massive publicly-funded infrastructure 
projects, and continual litigation. It is the 
wrong choice for the small businesses and 
families that harvest this resource on the 
West Coast. 

West Coast salmon fisheries are in crisis. 
The salmon fishing communities in all three 
states have requested or are considering the 
need for fishery disaster declarations for the 
2016 due to extremely low productivity. We 
are a proud community that wants to work, 
not resort to government handouts. We ask 
that you do everything in your power to pre-
vent this language from becoming law. 

Thank you for your consideration. 
Mike McCorkle for Southern California 

Trawlers Association (Santa Barbara), 
Stephanie Mutz for Commercial Fishermen 
of Santa Barbara, Bill Ward for Port San 
Luis Fishermen’s Marketing Association, 
Lori French for Morro Bay Commercial Fish-
ermen’s Organization, Mike Ricketts for 
Monterey Fishermen’s Marketing Associa-
tion, Tom McCray for Moss Landing Com-
mercial Fishermen’s Association, Joe Stoops 
for Santa Cruz Fishermen’s Marketing Asso-
ciation, Lisa Damrosch for Half Moon Bay 
Seafood Marketing Association, Larry Col-
lins for San Francisco Crab Boat Owners As-
sociation, Don Marshall for Small Boat Com-
mercial Salmon Fishermen’s Association (at- 
large), Lorne Edwards for Bodega Bay Fish-
ermen’s Marketing Association, Bill Forkner 
for Salmon Trollers Marketing Association 
(Ft. Bragg), Dave Bitts for Humboldt Fisher-
men’s Marketing Association, Tim Sloane 
for Pacific Coast Federation of Fishermen’s 
Associations, Joel Kawahara for Coastal 
Trollers Association (Washington). 

DECEMBER 6, 2016. 
DEAR SENATOR: On behalf of the under-

signed organizations, we are writing to urge 
you to strip the anti-environmental rider re-
garding California water from the Water Re-
sources Development Act (WRDA) (Subtitle 
J of Title III of S. 612). This poison pill rider 
would gut environmental protection in Cali-
fornia’s Bay-Delta, threatening thousands of 
salmon fishing jobs and worsening water 
quality conditions. These provisions are in-
consistent with California law and expressly 
violate the requirements of biological opin-
ions under the Endangered Species Act, and 
as a result are likely to lead to extensive 
litigation and undermine progress on long- 
term solutions. The White House announced 
today that the Administration opposes this 
language in WRDA. The broad opposition to 
this rider demonstrates that its inclusion 
threatens to scuttle enactment of WRDA. 

This rider would not only affect California, 
but also threatens the thousands of fishing 
jobs across the West Coast that depend on 
salmon from California’s Bay-Delta water-
shed. Moreover, the rider would authorize 
construction of new dams across the 17 Rec-
lamation states, without Congressional re-
view and authorization for these new 
projects. 

Drought, not environmental laws, is the 
primary cause of low water supplies in Cali-
fornia. The state of California is working to 
protect the environment and the economy by 
investing in sustainable water supply solu-
tions including water use efficiency, water 
recycling, urban stormwater capture, and 
improved groundwater recharge and manage-
ment. The Federal government should not 
undermine environmental protections under 
the guise of drought relief, but should in-

stead complement state investments in sus-
tainable water solutions. 

Adding a poison pill rider undermining the 
Endangered Species Act and threatening 
thousands of fishing jobs sets up a false 
choice between clean water in Flint and 
healthy waterways in California. This is out-
rageous and unacceptable. The people of 
Flint have waited too long for safe drinking 
water to be victimized again by this kind of 
political backroom dealing. 

We urge you to strike this anti-environ-
mental rider from the bill. If this language 
remains in the bill, we urge you to vote to 
oppose cloture. 

Sincerely, 
Natural Resources Defense Council, League 

of Conservation Voters, Defenders of Wild-
life, Earthjustice, Sierra Club, National Au-
dubon Society, Clean Water Action, 
Greenpeace. 

E2, 
December 6, 2016. 

DEAR MEMBERS OF CONGRESS: As business 
leaders focused on policies that promote a 
growing economy and healthy environment, 
we ask that you oppose cloture on the Water 
Resources Development Act (WRDA) if it 
contains the recently added language regard-
ing California water. 

Environmental Entrepreneurs (E2) is a na-
tional, nonpartisan group of business leaders 
who advocate for smart policies that drive 
innovation in business while protecting the 
environment. Our members have founded or 
funded more than 2,500 companies, created 
more than 600,000 jobs, and manage more 
than $100 billion in venture and private eq-
uity capital. In California, E2 has more than 
500 members who belong to three regional E2 
chapters and who do business across the 
state. 

WRDA is critical legislation that supports 
dozens of badly needed water infrastructure 
projects in just as many communities, in-
cluding emergency funds to help alleviate 
the crisis in Flint, MI. Moreover, it is unac-
ceptable that this controversial language, 
which undermines environmental protec-
tions for wildlife and threatens the tens of 
thousands of fishing and recreation jobs that 
depend on them, was added to the legislation 
at the eleventh hour. 

Water shortages in California are due to a 
sustained drought, overutilization of re-
sources and a low groundwater table. Unfor-
tunately this newly-added language will not 
solve any of those issues. What these short- 
sighted provisions could do, however, is dam-
age the large salmon fishing industry that is 
fed from the Central Valley, and hurt thou-
sands of fishing and recreational jobs up and 
down the West Coast. 

Though we agree there is an urgent need to 
address California drought and competing 
needs in the state, we think that should be 
done through a comprehensive process in 
stand-alone legislation that factors in the 
importance of the fishing industry and other 
economic issues. 

E2 urges you to aid a consensus WRDA bill 
that solves problems without putting jobs at 
risk. 

Sincerely, 
BOB KEEFE, 

Executive Director, 
Environmental Entrepreneurs (E2). 

TROUT UNLIMITED, 
December 8, 2016. 

DEAR MEMBERS OF THE HOUSE AND SENATE: 
Trout Unlimited is opposed to the drought 
provision that has been added to the WRDA 
bill being considered by the House, as it un-
dermines an otherwise salutary Water Re-
sources Development Act (WRDA) bill devel-
oped in a bipartisan manner by the House 

and Senate authorizing committees. We urge 
Congress to strip this drought provision 
(Subtitle J—California Water, §§ 4001–4014) 
and pass the WRDA bill before it adjourns 
this month. We urge Congress to renew its 
efforts to address California and western 
drought through an open and collaborative 
process to arrive at solutions which work for 
all stakeholders. 

Trout Unlimited works with agricultural 
producers, states, counties, communities and 
other stakeholders throughout the West to 
find solutions to pernicious drought. Durable 
and fair drought solutions are best developed 
through open and collaborative processes 
with all stakeholders. The Yakima and 
Klamath pieces of legislation in the Energy 
bill are two excellent regional examples, but 
in fact on the ground throughout the West, 
there are many more local examples of 
drought solutions which help rivers and fish, 
producers and communities. 

Right now drought is most severe in Cali-
fornia. Thus, we understand and appreciate 
the hard work that Senator Feinstein, Rep-
resentatives McCarthy, Valadao and others 
have invested in trying to help interests in 
California deal with the drought. But, the 
drought provision added to the House WRDA 
bill in recent days is not the result of an 
open and collaborative legislative process. 

Though California is the drought hardship 
epicenter, drought is prevalent in other 
areas of the West, and may well be coming 
soon to many others areas of the country. 
Congress should reward open and collabo-
rative processes for dealing with drought. All 
of our interests must face drought challenges 
together. All of our interests must be in-
cluded in fair and balanced solutions. Con-
gress should not reward legislation not de-
veloped in an open and collaborative proc-
ess—in California or any other state—that 
adversely impacts so many stakeholders. 

Some sections of the ‘‘Subtitle J—Cali-
fornia Water’’ drought provision extend 
west-wide, and risk upending years of local, 
watershed-based investment by stakeholders 
to arrive at water scarcity solutions that 
meet agricultural, environmental and mu-
nicipal needs. Section 4007, for example, au-
thorizes the ‘‘design, study, and construction 
or expansion’’ of new federal dams across the 
seventeen western states without Congres-
sional oversight. § 4007(b)(1). Section 
4007(h)(1) also authorizes $335 million for new 
dam building. Allowing the Interior Depart-
ment to authorize federal dams without Con-
gressional oversight breaks with decades of 
longstanding law and practice. 

Even more significantly, unilaterally fa-
voring and underwriting a federal dam sets 
back local, watershed-based, collaborative 
efforts to find multi-pronged solutions to 
drought and water scarcity that benefit all 
stakeholders: agricultural, environmental, 
and municipal. 

The legislation would directly harm Trout 
Unlimited members, fishing-related busi-
nesses, and the communities that depend on 
them. Central Valley salmon, when healthy, 
contribute $1.4 billion to the economy and 
support 23,000 jobs. This fishery constitutes 
60 percent of Oregon’s coastal salmon catch 
and part of Washington’s as well. It would be 
a tragedy to have salmon disappear from the 
Sacramento and San Joaquin rivers. The 
drought has been hard on everyone, but no-
body has been harder hit than commercial 
and recreational fishing businesses. 

Finally, Congress should consider that the 
bill would undermine actions taken under 
California water law. This will lead to need-
less litigation, igniting more controversy 
and threatening the progress that California 
and the Interior Department has made to-
ward finding sustainable drought solutions. 
Federal policies should support rather than 
undermine state water law. 
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It is never too late in a Congress to renew 

efforts to find lasting, fair, solutions to 
drought problems. Many members have 
worked hard on important provisions of the 
WRDA bill that deserve passage, including 
several provisions which will restore water-
sheds and provide clean drinking water. We 
hope Congress will not hold those meri-
torious provisions hostage to an unworkable 
and unrelated drought measure. We urge the 
House and the Senate to work together to 
find a better solution to the California 
drought, eliminate Subtitle J—California 
Water, §§ 4001–4014, from the House WRDA 
bill, and approve the WRDA bill before ad-
journing this Congress. 

Sincerely, 
STEVE MOYER, 

Vice President, Government Affairs, 
Trout Unlimited. 

Mrs. BOXER. I know it is a holiday. 
God knows I know that. This year Ha-
nukkah and Christmas come at the 
same time, and my grandkids celebrate 
both. I want to go home, but the people 
who depend on the water to support the 
salmon fishing industry may not be 
able to celebrate this year because 
someone over there named KEVIN 
MCCARTHY dropped—in the dead of 
night—a rider on a beautiful bill called 
WRDA and wrecked it. He never once 
thought about the people who rely on 
fishing. It is a disgrace. Who is signing 
the letter, saying, ‘‘Don’t do this, don’t 
do this, don’t do this’’? The Pacific 
Coast Federation of Fishermen’s Asso-
ciations, the Golden Gate Salmon As-
sociation, the Southern California 
Trawlers Association of Santa Barbara, 
the Commercial Fishermen of Santa 
Barbara, the Port San Luis Fisher-
men’s Marketing Association, the 
Morro Bay Commercial Fishermen’s 
Organization, the Monterey Fisher-
men’s Marketing Association, the Moss 
Landing Commercial Fishermen’s As-
sociation, the Santa Cruz Fishermen’s 
Marketing Association, the Half Moon 
Bay Fishermen’s Marketing Associa-
tion, the San Francisco Crab Boat 
Owner’s Association, the Small Boat 
Salmon Fishermen’s Association, the 
Fishermen’s Marketing Association of 
Bodega Bay, the Salmon Trollers Mar-
keting Association, the Humboldt 
Fishermen’s Marketing Association, 
the Coastal Trollers Association. I am 
putting those in the RECORD. 

In all of my lifetime serving, I have 
never seen such an outcry from one in-
dustry. There is no disagreement. The 
water will be taken away for agri-
business regardless of what the sci-
entists think. 

You may say: Senator, what was con-
trolling this before this power grab? It 
is a law. It is a law called the Endan-
gered Species Act. 

You may then ask: What liberal poli-
tician or President signed that? Let me 
give you the answer. It was a Repub-
lican named Richard Nixon. What 
breaks my heart more than anything 
else—and I have said it before—is how 
the environment has become such a 
hot-button issue. 

I want to talk about the Endangered 
Species Act. We have landmark laws in 
our Nation. It makes our Nation great. 

We have the Clean Water Act, Safe 
Drinking Water Act, Endangered Spe-
cies Act, the Toxic Control Substances 
Act, and the Brownfields Law. These 
are landmark laws beloved by the peo-
ple. 

If you went out on the street or if I 
asked up in the gallery how many peo-
ple think we should protect our endan-
gered species, I would be surprised if 
more than a few disagreed with that. 
Let me show you why. What has been 
saved by the Endangered Species Act? 
How about nothing less than the Amer-
ican bald eagle. This species was on its 
way to extinction, but because of the 
Endangered Species Act, we learned 
that there were only enough left for a 
few years, and so the endangered spe-
cies law said: No, no, no, no. We have 
to change what we do and protect this 
species. The American eagle was pro-
tected because Richard Nixon, as well 
as Democrats and Republicans, be-
lieved we needed an Endangered Spe-
cies Act. That was in the 1960s. Now we 
have a frontal assault on the Endan-
gered Species Act. 

Let me show you what else we have 
saved under the Endangered Species 
Act. This is the California condor. It is 
a magnificent species. It is God’s cre-
ation. We talk about our faith here, 
and I never ever doubt anybody’s faith, 
but I am saying if you are truly a be-
liever, then you work to protect God’s 
creations. It is part of our responsi-
bility. Here it is. What would have hap-
pened if this Endangered Species Act 
had been changed to say, ‘‘Don’t worry 
about the science, do whatever you 
want, and if it is bothering the hunters 
or fishermen, just throw it out the win-
dow’’? We wouldn’t have saved these 
creatures. 

I will show some others. This is the 
Peregrine falcon. Just looking at this 
magnificent thing makes you smile. 
Again, it is endangered. If there had 
been legislation like what was dropped 
at midnight from KEVIN MCCARTHY on 
the Endangered Species Act, we might 
have lost this magnificent creature. So 
to say that we should just go home to 
our families, children, and grand-
children without calling attention to 
what is on the WRDA bill that I love— 
let me be clear. Personally, I win ei-
ther way. One way I win is if we stop 
this bill and take off this horrible rider 
and pass it clean. That would be the 
most amazing thing. And if we don’t, I 
bring home 26 incredible projects to my 
people. It is not about me. 

We have one more to show you. This 
is the great sea turtle. This beautiful 
creature was saved by the Endangered 
Species Act. If we had similar legisla-
tion about this magnificent creature 
and it said that 7 out of 10 people be-
lieve it is harming their business, let’s 
just forget about it, we don’t really 
need it, we would not have saved this. 
So when you drop this—I call it a mid-
night rider—on a beautiful bill and say 
we are going to violate the Endangered 
Species Act unless somebody can prove 
it is really bad, you are destroying the 

Endangered Species Act. What right 
does anybody have to do that in the 
middle of the night, in the darkness, 
before Christmas, days before govern-
ment funding runs out? 

I say nobody should have the right to 
do it. Since they did it, I am going to 
make noise about it. Believe me, I am 
on the way out the door. Did I want to 
do this? No. I did my speech. I was so 
thrilled to do it. My family was up 
there. I am in the middle of a battle 
now. Well, I guess that is how it is. You 
come in fighting, you go out fighting. 
That is just the way it goes. 

A lot of people say: Oh, BARBARA, 
why do you want to do this? You had 
such a beautiful speech. It was a high 
note. I can’t. I am alive. I know what is 
going on. I am going to tell the truth. 
The truth is, KEVIN MCCARTHY has been 
trying to get more water for big agri-
business in his—water in my State is 
very contentious. 

My view about water is that every-
body comes to the table. We work it 
out together. I don’t like the water 
war. He has launched another water 
war battle for big agribusiness against 
the salmon fishery. It is ugly. It is 
wrong. It is going to wind up at the 
courthouse door anyway. Why are we 
doing this? It is not right. We don’t 
need to fight about water. All the 
stakeholders just have to sit down and 
work together. 

I love the fact that my State pro-
duces more fruit and vegetables and 
nuts—it is the breadbasket of the 
world. Under most measurements, 
farmers use 80 percent of the water—80 
percent of the water. In a drought situ-
ation, why would you then hurt the 
other stakeholders because an almond 
grower wants to do more almond grow-
ing? It takes 1 gallon to produce one al-
mond. I love almonds. Believe me, they 
are a fabulous food. There is a recent 
study that they are really healthy for 
you. I want everyone to eat almonds. 
But they export a ton of them. We have 
to preserve the environment in our 
State and not run these fishermen out. 

What has really been interesting is 
the editorials that have come about as 
a result of this midnight rider. 

I would like to highlight an editorial 
by the Sacramento Bee on December 7, 
2016, titled ‘‘Feinstein, McCarthy 
strike water deal, but war goes on.’’ 

This is it. This is what I am reading 
from. 

‘‘The Federal legislation almost sure-
ly will result in increased water ex-
ports, its basic point, and contains un-
fortunate language that would allow 
Federal authorities to override sci-
entists and order water exports that 
could further damage the delta and 
fisheries.’’ 

What is the delta? The delta is a se-
ries of islands through which the nat-
ural rainwater runs. The water gets pu-
rified. It runs into our rivers and 
streams. It supports the salmon fish-
ery, and it supports clean drinking 
water, but if you rip away that water, 
you are going to have more salt in the 
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water that remains. It is going to be 
more expensive for the people to get it 
to drinking quality. 

So what you have is a circumstance 
where you are not only running the 
salmon fishery out, but you are also 
destroying the water quality—the 
drinking water quality—for many users 
in the area who rely on the delta water 
and making it far more expensive to 
clean up the water because it has so 
much salt in it. 

Here is the Sacramento Bee saying 
that ‘‘the unfortunate language would 
allow Federal authorities to override 
scientists and order water exports that 
could further damage the Delta and 
fisheries.’’ 

I think I have explained to you what 
that means. It destroys and harms not 
only the salmon fishery, but it also de-
stroys and harms drinking water. Now, 
the bill, it says—this is the rider that 
is on my beautiful WRDA bill that I 
love so much, that I wrote with JIM 
INHOFE. 

‘‘The bill authorizes additional 
pumping unless fishery scientists can 
prove there will be damage to fish, vir-
tually an impossible standard.’’ 

So when those who support this say: 
Oh, don’t worry, BARBARA, yes, they 
will pump at the maximum ability con-
stantly, but there has to be a report. 
Well, by the time they finish their re-
port, there will be a lot of dead fish or 
no fish. 

It goes on to say: ‘‘But no one should 
kid themselves. This bill will result in 
damage to the environment. And it 
won’t end California’s water wars.’’ 

Let me say that again. This is the 
Sacramento Bee. This is not known for 
any type of liberal editorializing. 

‘‘But no one should kid themselves. 
This bill will result in damage to the 
environment. And it won’t end Califor-
nia’s water wars.’’ 

So we put that in the RECORD along 
with all of the different fishing groups 
that strongly oppose this. So we are 
here, and everyone is calling me: Oh, 
let’s go home. Let’s go home. I want to 
go home. I really want to go home be-
cause this is the end of my last term, 
but I can’t. Let the clock go. It will 
run out. But the fact remains, we have 
to take a stand against these midnight 
riders that drop from the ceiling that 
attack Richard Nixon’s Endangered 
Species Act that we all supported for-
ever until now. I guess it is easy to say, 
I support the Endangered Species Act 
until someone says: Oh, there is an en-
dangered species. Then you say: Oh, 
never mind. No. No. No. 

You support it because you want to 
protect God’s creatures, and then you 
keep supporting it. You don’t attack it 
on a rider that was dropped at mid-
night, never had a hearing on a bill 
that has nothing to do with the subject 
matter. What they did belongs in the 
Energy bill, but they did not want to 
put it in there. They wanted to put it 
in WRDA because WRDA is so popular. 
WRDA is a beautiful bill, a beautiful 
bill that I worked on that is going to 
be my legacy bill. 

So here I am standing up making a 
big fuss on my own bill and saying vote 
no on it. That is really hard. I hope no 
one in this body ever has to do this. It 
is a very difficult thing. Now, you may 
ask: Who really cares about the salmon 
fishery? Who really cares about the En-
dangered Species Act? 

Well, how about every environmental 
organization that I know of in the 
country. 

So who are they? They are the Nat-
ural Resources Defense Council, that 
has clearly stated this is a violation of 
the Endangered Species Act; the 
League of Conservation Voters, an or-
ganization that follows this. They are 
scoring this vote. They are scoring this 
vote; Defenders of Wildlife, who are 
committed to protecting God’s crea-
tures; Earth Justice; the Sierra Club; 
National Audubon Society; Clean 
Water Action; Greenpeace; Trout Un-
limited—that has a huge participation 
of fishermen, recreational fishermen; 
Environmental Entrepreneurs. 

These are actually business leaders 
in this country who care about what we 
do. I will read a little bit of the Trout 
Unlimited letter. 

Trout Unlimited is opposed to the drought 
provision that has been added to the WRDA 
bill being considered by the House as it un-
dermines an otherwise salutary Water Re-
sources Development Act bill developed in a 
bipartisan manner by the House and Senate. 

What a beautiful opening sentence. 
They get it. Trout Unlimited—they are 
not liberals or conservatives. They just 
like to go and have a good time with 
recreational fishing. There will not be 
a fishery left because of the bill that 
was dropped from the ceiling at mid-
night, because someone wanted to take 
water away from the salmon fishery 
and give it to agribusiness, disgraceful. 

Why don’t we work together on get-
ting more water? This is not a drought 
bill. It is called the California drought 
bill. It is ridiculous. It has nothing to 
do with increasing the water. All it 
does is move water from one place to 
another, and the additional authoriza-
tions on it—on the rider—are already 
in the underlying WRDA bill. 

We don’t need this. It calls for desal. 
It calls for water recharging. It calls 
for recycling. So this is a phony name 
of the bill, California drought bill. It 
does zero, zero, zero to help with the 
drought. All it does is it attacks the 
fishing industry. That is it. 

Thousands of jobs, because one Con-
gressman over there represents a little 
district, and he is delivering to agri-
business. It is shameful. We stand here 
and we decry the fact that the widows 
of the miners are getting the shaft— 
and they are. I stand with them. I ask 
my colleagues to vote no on a bill that 
contains language that will undo the 
salmon fisheries on the entire West 
Coast. 

I speak for MARIA CANTWELL, who 
will also be down here to speak, I speak 
for RON WYDEN, I speak for JEFF 
MERKLEY, I speak for PATTY MURRAY. 
We are apoplectic about this. You want 

to do in the salmon fishery, have the 
guts to have a hearing on it. Have the 
guts to look in the faces of those salm-
on fishery people, have the guts to tell 
it to their faces. Don’t drop this thing 
at the last minute, Christmastime, and 
we are all going to be good little girls 
and boys and say: Oh, we are going to 
go home. No, we are not. We are not. It 
is not right. You know, I grew up, there 
was right and there was wrong. You 
can’t turn away from wrong, even if it 
is inconvenient. It is inconvenient. 

I have stood alone on this floor. I am 
not standing alone on this, but I would 
if I had to. 

Let’s see what some of these environ-
mentalists have said. How about E2, 
the environmental business leaders— 
what do they say? 

‘‘As business leaders focused on poli-
cies that promote a growing economy 
and healthy environment, we ask that 
you vote no on the cloture on Water 
Resources Development Act if it con-
tains the added language regarding 
California water.’’ 

They say they are a nonpartisan 
group of business leaders, and they 
have funded venture capital and com-
panies. They said that WRDA is crit-
ical and that this language will not 
solve any drought issues. Its short-
sighted provisions could damage the 
large salmon industry that is fed from 
the Central Valley and hurt thousands 
of fishing and recreational jobs up and 
down the west coast. 

What I am telling you is the truth. 
Here is a bill that is called the Cali-

fornia drought bill, and it does noth-
ing—nothing at all—to bring water in 
because all of the language that would 
deal with desalinization and high tech-
nology is already in the WRDA bill. 
That is a phony bill, and there is no 
mandatory funding in it for those pur-
poses. But what is mandatory is that, 
regardless of the situation, water will 
be pumped away from the salmon fish-
eries and toward big agribusiness. 
There are some who say: Oh, why don’t 
we do this? It will be worse next year. 
Really? The agribusiness people have 
already said that this is just a start. So 
if we allow this to go on without people 
paying attention, we are opening up 
the door to more and more attacks. 

Mr. President, I would like to discuss 
an editorial in the San Jose Mercury 
News on December 8, 2016, titled, ‘‘As 
Boxer retires, Feinstein sells out the 
Delta.’’ 

This editorial is very strong in favor 
of the salmon fisheries. They say that 
this rider sells out to Central Valley 
water interests. It guts environmental 
protections. We will have devastating 
long-term effects on the Sacramento- 
San Joaquin Delta ecosystem. They 
talk about my stand on this, and they 
note that I will not be here, and that I 
am taking a stand on this. 

They call this rider, the one that 
takes the water away from the salmon 
fisheries and gives it to agribusiness, 
an ‘‘80-page document negotiated be-
hind closed doors [which] allows max-
imum pumping of water from the Delta 
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to the Central Valley and elimi-
nates’’—I am going to talk about this— 
‘‘important congressional oversight 
over building dams.’’ 

I am going to take a minute on this. 
I forgot to mention this. This bill—this 
rider that was added is called the Cali-
fornia drought bill. It is way more than 
that; it is how to kill the salmon fish-
eries in the west coast bill because it 
doesn’t only kill them in California, it 
kills them in Oregon and Washington. 
It kills thousands and thousands of 
jobs. That is why we put in the RECORD 
all the people in the salmon industry 
who oppose this rider. 

It also says—and this is amazing— 
that in 11 Western States over the next 
5 years, the administration coming in 
will be able to singlehandedly author-
ize the building of dams, which, as you 
know, wreak havoc with the natural 
environment in our rivers and are very 
expensive. 

Congress has always been involved in 
the authorization of dams because we 
hold hearings. We ask questions. Why 
should we do it? Why shouldn’t we do 
it? We bring together all the parties, 
and we make a decision. This rider 
takes away the authority from Con-
gress to authorize dams in the 11 West-
ern States. 

So I say rhetorically to Mr. MCCAR-
THY: Do you really distrust your col-
leagues so much that you no longer 
trust them to have anything to say 
about whether a dam should be built or 
not? Do you really want to take away 
the authority from your colleagues to 
call experts together to ask why this 
dam is needed? What would the pluses 
be if this is built? What would the 
minuses be? What would happen to 
wildlife? What would happen to the en-
vironment if it is being built on an 
earthquake fault? You may laugh at 
that, but there was a proposal in 
Northern California to build enormous 
dams on earthquake faults. The only 
reason it was stopped was congres-
sional hearings. 

Now President-Elect Trump will be 
able to determine in the 11 Western 
States that have BLM land whether or 
not dams can be built, and Congress 
will have no say. 

But the answer to that is: Oh, but 
they still have to fund it. Well, I have 
been in that dance before, and I know 
how that works. Allow just a few dol-
lars in it, and it is on the books. This 
bill is awful. It is awful, and I am so 
grateful to these newspapers in Cali-
fornia that have called them out on it. 

Mr. President, I have a Republican 
Senator complaining that I am talking 
too long. What is the situation on the 
floor? Can Senators speak as long as 
they wish? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There 
are no limitations. 

Mrs. BOXER. So I will continue to 
speak, and when I am done, I am done. 
It may be soon because I am getting a 
little tired, but I will keep talking for 
a while. I say to everybody that I am 
sorry, but don’t drop a midnight rider 

on a beautiful bill that I worked on for 
2 years with my colleague Senator 
INHOFE, and then say: I am really an-
noyed because she is talking too much. 

I am sorry. I apologize, but I am 
going to talk until I am done, and the 
Senator from Washington is going to 
talk until she is done. 

Don’t drop a midnight rider and de-
stroy the fishing industry and say that 
Congress will no longer have the abil-
ity to authorize the building of dams. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Washington. 

Ms. CANTWELL. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from California yield for a 
question? 

Mrs. BOXER. Of course I will. 
Ms. CANTWELL. Mr. President, to 

the Senator from California, I thank 
her for being here in this discussion 
today about a very important public 
policy issue. 

It is December and most people know 
that high jinks happen in December 
around here. People want to go home. 
People are doing last-minute deals. 

I don’t know if the Senator from 
California knows, but the whole de-
regulation of Enron and the energy 
markets—that whole thing was a De-
cember midnight rider kind of activity. 

All of these things happen because 
they know that Members want to go 
home. They think it is the last deal 
and they can throw something in and 
everybody will go along with it and 
blame it on, oh, I didn’t read the fine 
print. 

There are a couple of things in here 
that I just wanted to ask the Senator 
from California about. I am going to 
talk later. I wanted to get over here 
and ask her because she is a knowl-
edgeable person on this. 

First, this rider that was placed in 
the WRDA bill—is that in the jurisdic-
tion of your committee? 

Mrs. BOXER. Absolutely not, my 
friend. As you know, it is in the juris-
diction of your committee. It has abso-
lutely nothing to do with mine. I would 
say there are two pieces added that we 
have a little jurisdiction on, funding 
for desal, but that is already in the 
base WRDA bill. So I can honestly say 
to my friend that this is a horrible 
rider in and of itself. One of the other 
problems with it is it has gone through 
the wrong committee. That is right. It 
belongs in the jurisdiction of the com-
mittee which is yours and Senator 
MURKOWSKI’s. 

Ms. CANTWELL. Mr. President, I 
would ask unanimous consent to have 
printed in the RECORD an article from 
the San Francisco Chronicle that says, 
‘‘Stop Feinstein’s water-bill rider.’’ 
This is a great article about how it 
isn’t the jurisdiction of this committee 
and how it is a rider, which is one of 
the most objectionable parts for our 
colleagues because regular order wasn’t 
followed and it sets a bad precedent. 

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

[From San Francisco Chronicle, Dec. 7, 2016] 

STOP FEINSTEIN’S WATER-BILL RIDER 

(Editorial) 

Sen. Dianne Feinstein calls her rider to a 
bipartisan water appropriations bill a way to 
improve efficiencies and capture more supply 
from ‘‘wasted’’ river flows for California cit-
ies, agriculture and the environment. Sen. 
Barbara Boxer, the author of the bill the 
rider amends, calls it a ‘‘poison pill’’ and 
vows to filibuster it to death. 

A more temperate read from President 
Obama’s Department of the Interior: Fein-
stein’s drought rider would further com-
plicate already very, very complicated fed-
eral water operations in California with no 
clear gains. The department, and the White 
House, are opposed, and rightly so. 

California’s two senators, both Democrats, 
are expected to battle it out in the Senate 
after the Water Resources Development Act 
(S612) with Feinstein’s California drought 
rider sails through the House Thursday. The 
Senate fight may be Boxer’s last salvo before 
she retires, and it is unclear she can marshal 
enough votes to block her own bill. The 700- 
page bill authorizes funding for dozens of 
water infrastructure projects around the 
country and emergency aid for Flint, Mich., 
which has lead-contaminated water. 

Feinstein defended her 90-page California 
drought resolution as a needed defense 
against an anticipated Republican effort to 
open up the Environmental Species Act for 
major revisions next year. This might in-
clude allowing water contractors to increase 
pumping to levels that would benefit agri-
culture but devastate already threatened na-
tive fish and essentially strip away hard-won 
protections for the environment. She teamed 
up with House Majority Leader Kevin 
McCarthy, R–Bakersfield, to squeeze the 
package which authorizes $558 million for de-
salination, water recycling, and storage 
(both dams and groundwater) projects, into 
an end-of-the year bill. ‘‘If California is 
going to grow, we must be able to provide 
prudent amounts of water to our people, and 
we can’t do that right now,’’ she said in a 
telephone interview. 

Feinstein said she has drafted 28 versions 
during the three years she has tried to pass 
such legislation. 

But is the rider a shield against worse leg-
islation action or a blueprint to gut the En-
vironmental Species Act? McCarthy de-
scribed the rider as a modest package of pro-
visions to ameliorate the effects of Califor-
nia’s drought, now in its sixth year. 

Feinstein said the rider allows maximum 
diversions within the legal protections of the 
Environmental Species Act and the biologi-
cal opinions (scientific findings) that guide 
federal water policy. The environmental 
community and Boxer see it as the first and 
immediate step of a larger plan to divert 
more water to San Joaquin Valley farmers 
and Los Angeles area water users. 

Drought and warming temperatures, one of 
the effects of climate change, are tipping off 
mass extinction of the species in the San 
Francisco Bay and its estuary. We have to 
work to share water among people, farms 
and the environment of California—not try 
to benefit one interest with a midnight rider. 

Ms. CANTWELL. I would also like to 
ask the Senator from California if she 
is aware that in this legislation there 
is also language—and I am not sure 
this is in the jurisdiction of your com-
mittee either—giving the ability to 
have dams built in 17 States without 
initial overview by the U.S. Congress, 
without any other discussions. There 
would be blanket authority given to 
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build dams in 17 States without the 
input of cities, counties, constituents, 
interest groups, river constituents, 
fishermen. 

We have several projects we have 
been discussing in the Pacific North-
west that I have been involved with 
and have visited with many people to 
talk about. People go methodically 
through these issues and discuss them 
in a collaborative way because there 
are tradeoffs and every community has 
a different opinion. So the notion that 
we would forgo our own State’s ability 
to raise questions here in the U.S. Sen-
ate about somebody building a dam in 
our State—why would any Member 
want to forgo their ability as a Member 
of the U.S. Senate or House of Rep-
resentatives to provide their input on a 
dam being built on a river in their 
State? Is the Senator aware of this pro-
vision? 

Mrs. BOXER. Senator, I was just 
talking about it briefly, and I actually 
misstated it, so I am glad I was cor-
rected. This rider, dropped at midnight, 
going on a bill that is a beautiful bill 
that I worked on for so long and that 
the Senator from Washington has 
worked on—and there are a lot of won-
derful things in there. This rider went 
through the wrong committee. The 
issue you talk about, the ability of the 
President of the United States to, by 
himself, authorize dams in the Western 
States for the next 5 years anywhere in 
those States is unheard of, and it is in 
your committee’s jurisdiction. It is in 
the jurisdiction of the Energy Com-
mittee. I hope Senator MURKOWSKI is 
outraged as well. 

The fact is, the Senator is absolutely 
right. We have a Senator and a Con-
gressman getting together and saying 
that the Congress should be bypassed 
and have no say in where dams should 
be put, whether dams should be built at 
all, and it is in the jurisdiction of the 
Energy Committee. It is not in the ju-
risdiction of Environment and Public 
Works. 

Ms. CANTWELL. Mr. President, I 
thank the Senator from California for 
that explanation. 

I also ask unanimous consent to have 
printed in the RECORD another San 
Francisco story from just yesterday 
where an attorney, Doug Obegi, basi-
cally says, to my colleague’s point 
about the midnight darkness of this, 
that the densely technical text ‘‘explic-
itly authorize[s] the Trump adminis-
tration to violate the biological opin-
ions under the Endangered Species 
Act.’’ 

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

[From sfgate.com, Dec. 8, 2016] 
HOUSE OKS BILL TO INCREASE PUMPING FROM 

STATE RIVERS; FISH AT RISK 
(By Carolyn Lochhead) 

WASHINGTON.—With the help of Sen. 
Dianne Feinstein, D–Calif., House Repub-
licans moved closer Thursday to achieving 
their long-sought goal of undermining the 
Endangered Species Act to deliver more 

water to California farmers, with the over-
whelming passage of a popular water infra-
structure bill. 

The bill, which moves to the Senate, con-
tains a legislative rider inserted by Fein-
stein and House Majority Leader Kevin 
McCarthy, R–Bakersfield, that would allow 
the incoming Trump administration to in-
crease pumping from the state’s rivers by 
overruling biological opinions from fish and 
wildlife agencies that protect salmon, smelt 
and other native fish that are nearing ex-
tinction for lack of flowing rivers. 

The nearly 100-page rider, filled with dense, 
technical language dictating operation of 
California’s water system, blindsided retir-
ing Sen. Barbara Boxer, who plans a last- 
ditch effort in the Senate to block the entire 
Water Infrastructure Improvements for the 
Nation Act, which she co-authored. 

Boxer has rounded up support from Sen. 
Maria Cantwell, D–Wash., and other West 
Coast senators but will need 41 votes to pre-
vent the bill from getting beyond the Senate. 

Killing the popular infrastructure bill is an 
uphill climb, but Boxer said the vote will be 
close. 

On Thursday, the House passed the bill 360– 
61, with Bay Area Democrats powerless to 
stop it. It authorizes billions of dollars in 
water projects across the nation, including a 
few for lead poisoning for the municipal 
water system in Flint, Mich., and elsewhere. 
It also contains a raft of California projects, 
including rebuilding levees to protect Sac-
ramento from flooding, restoring wetlands to 
reduce flood risk around San Francisco Bay, 
and reducing pollution of Lake Tahoe. 

House Speaker Paul Ryan, R–Wis., specifi-
cally hailed the rider for delivering ‘‘much- 
needed water relief to Californians.’’ McCar-
thy said the rider would prevent water front 
being ‘‘sent out to sea’’ by being left to flow 
in rivers, and ‘‘will increase pumping.’’ 

Feinstein said she introduced the rider to 
forestall worse legislation under the Trump 
administration. But McCarthy and other San 
Joaquin Valley Republicans promised that 
more such legislation can be expected next 
year, when it will no longer face a veto from 
President Obama. President-elect Donald 
Trump has promised to turn on the taps for 
the state’s farmers. 

The rider came out of years of closed-door 
negotiations between Feinstein and powerful 
San Joaquin Valley Republicans to address 
California’s five-year drought. These efforts 
have repeatedly foundered over GOP insist-
ence on weakening protections for endan-
gered salmon, smelt and other fish. 

Feinstein and House Republicans insisted 
that the rider does not violate the Endan-
gered Species Act, because it contains lan-
guage saying that nothing within the legisla-
tion shall violate existing environmental 
law. 

But Boxer and Bay Area Democrats said 
that such general clauses will not override 
the bill’s direct authorizations that mandate 
higher water deliveries. 

‘‘When an act of Congress specifically su-
persedes peer-reviewed biological opinions 
that are the very mechanism of how the En-
dangered Species Act gets implemented, that 
is a grave undermining of the act,’’ said Rep. 
Jared Huffman, D–San Rafael. 

Doug Obegi, a water lawyer with the Nat-
ural Resources Defense Council, an environ-
mental group, pointed to three sections of 
densely technical text that he said ‘‘explic-
itly authorize the Trump administration to 
violate the biological opinions under the En-
dangered Species Act.’’ He said there is no 
question that if the bill is enacted, ‘‘it is 
going to be headed to court. It is wholly in-
consistent with state law.’’ 

Ms. CANTWELL. So in the dark of 
night—I think that is the part where 

the States are going to be told: You are 
just going to have to build a dam. That 
is it. We decided. 

Then everybody calls us and says: 
Wait a minute, wait a minute, I don’t 
want to dam the river or I want that 
stream to produce fish or I want that 
to flow downstream for people further 
downstream, not right here. All of that 
has basically now been given over to 
someone else. 

I would also like to ask the Senator 
from California if she is aware of provi-
sions of the bill, as people are referring 
to it, that jilt the taxpayers? I know 
there are a bunch of groups, Taxpayers 
for Common Sense and even the Herit-
age Foundation—all of these people are 
basically calling out the ridiculous 
spending aspect of this California pro-
vision. 

I wonder if the Senator from Cali-
fornia is aware that this basically au-
thorizes prepayment on construction 
obligations that basically are going to 
take millions of dollars out of the U.S. 
Treasury. Just by passing this legisla-
tion, we would be taking money out of 
the Treasury, resulting in basically $1.2 
billion in receipts that we would have, 
but giving us a loss of $807 million. 

This is a provision in the bill that I 
think has had little discussion, and 
this sweetheart deal for people is going 
to rip off the taxpayers, in addition to 
all of this authorization that is in the 
legislation. 

Is my colleague from California 
aware of this provision? 

Mrs. BOXER. I wish to say to my 
friend that I was aware of the provi-
sion, but I did not know the details of 
what you just said. My staff confirms 
that you are absolutely right. Are you 
saying to me that water contractors 
will be relieved of certain payments 
and the Federal Government will be on 
the hook—Federal taxpayers? Is that 
what you were saying? 

Ms. CANTWELL. What is happening 
here is that people who are under cur-
rent contracts on water payments, 
they would be given a sweetheart deal 
in deduction of their interest, which 
would allow them to shortchange our 
Treasury on revenues we are expecting. 

That is a big discussion and if every-
body wants to take that kind of money 
out of the Treasury and basically give 
a sweetheart deal to people, then we 
should have that discussion. We should 
have that discussion and understand 
that this is what we are doing, bless 
that, and hear from our appropriators 
that this is a worthy thing to do for 
some reason. I can’t imagine what that 
reason would be, given that we are 
shortchanged here, and every day we 
are talking about how to make ends 
meet with so little revenue. So I don’t 
know why we would give a bunch of 
contractors this ability to cost the 
Treasury so much money by giving 
them a sweetheart deal. I will enter 
something into the RECORD about this. 
As someone said, it would really cause 
very substantial headaches for Treas-
ury, OMB, and various agencies. 

VerDate Sep 11 2014 04:31 Dec 11, 2016 Jkt 069060 PO 00000 Frm 00019 Fmt 4637 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\G09DE6.029 S09DEPT1rf
re

de
ric

k 
on

 D
S

K
B

C
B

P
H

B
2P

R
O

D
 w

ith
 S

E
N

A
T

E



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES6950 December 9, 2016 
Again, I think, in the event of some-

body thinking it is December and peo-
ple want to go home for the Christmas 
holidays, people aren’t going to read 
the details of this legislation. I hope 
our colleagues will read this detail be-
cause I don’t think we can afford to 
cost the Treasury this much money. 

Mr. President, I also ask my col-
league from California: I assume you 
have had a lot of discussion with our 
House colleagues about their earmark 
rules. I think one of the reasons the 
WRDA bill is something people support 
is that it is a list of projects that have 
been approved by various agencies and 
organizations. 

Mrs. BOXER. That is right. 
Ms. CANTWELL. Has this project 

been approved by any of those agencies 
or organizations? 

Mrs. BOXER. Well, not only is it this 
whole notion of moving water from one 
interest. I would call the salmon fish-
ery a critical interest—not only in my 
State. That is why I hate that it is 
called the California drought. It im-
pacts not only California’s fishing in-
dustry, but it impacts Washington’s 
and Oregon’s. This is why—save one— 
all of our Senators on the west coast 
are strongly opposed to this. Don’t call 
it California water. 

But the fact of the matter is that 
this has not been looked at in any way. 
Whether it is the money, whether it is 
what it does to the fishery, no one has 
really looked. There hasn’t even been a 
hearing about this specific bill. I know 
your committee has looked at a lot of 
ways to help with the drought. 

I compliment my friend from Wash-
ington, Senator CANTWELL, and Sen-
ator MURKOWSKI. You have come up 
with real ways to work with every 
stakeholder and not continue these ab-
surd water wars where we take money 
away from a fishing industry—that is a 
noble, historic fishing industry and 
tens of thousands of fishermen who 
support their families—and giving it 
over to big agribusiness. That is not 
the way you want to approach the 
drought, I say to the Senator. It is not 
the way I want to approach the 
drought. 

I would never be party to picking a 
winner and a loser. That is not our job. 
Our job is A, to make sure there are 
ways through technology to get more 
water to the State that needs it—most-
ly California at this point—and for all 
of us to work together to preserve that 
salmon fishery. The salmon doesn’t 
know when it is in California, when it 
is in Washington, when it is in Oregon. 
Let’s be clear. We need to protect it. 

I am just so grateful to you for being 
on this floor today because your rea-
sons for being here, first and foremost, 
are that you are protecting jobs in 
your State. Second, you are protecting 
the environment in your State. Third, 
you are protecting the rights of the 
States, the tribes, and the municipali-
ties to have something to say over this. 
You are protecting the Endangered 
Species Act, which—as I pointed out 

before you came—was signed by Presi-
dent Richard Nixon, for God’s sake. 
This is not a partisan thing. These are 
God’s creatures. I will quickly show 
you this and then take another ques-
tion. I showed the bald eagle and sev-
eral other species. If there had been 
shenanigans like this, Senator CANT-
WELL—oh, well, we are not going to lis-
ten to the science; we are just going to 
do what we want to do—we wouldn’t 
have the bald eagle. We wouldn’t have 
these creatures I showed. 

Senator, the fact is that what you 
are fighting for is not only your State, 
not only for jobs, but you are fighting 
for the larger point—that in the dead 
of night, you don’t do a sneak attack 
on one of the landmark laws that you 
and I so strongly support. 

Ms. CANTWELL. Mr. President, I 
wish to ask the Senator from Cali-
fornia—because there is another ele-
ment she is alluding to—about how to 
resolve water issues. While my under-
standing is your committee is very in-
volved in basically the Federal Govern-
ment programs that help communities 
around our country deal with water in-
frastructure and clean water, the larg-
er issues of how a community settles 
these disputes about water on Federal 
land has really been the jurisdiction of 
the Energy and Natural Resources 
Committee. 

But my understanding is that this 
bill is also trying to weigh in on dis-
putes as it relates to the larger Colo-
rado basin. I know my colleague from 
Arizona is very concerned because his 
views weren’t heard. I know this is a 
big fight as a result of the language 
that is in here on the southern part of 
our country, where there is also a 
water dispute, and various States are 
debating this. 

I remember when our former col-
league Tom Daschle was here, and 
there was a whole big fight on a river 
issue that the Upper Midwest was con-
cerned about. If my understanding is 
correct, basically what we are trying 
to do in this legislation is, instead of 
having the collaborative discussion 
among these various States to work to-
gether to resolve it, they are basically 
saying: No, no, no, we can just put an 
earmark rider in and instead make all 
the decisions for everybody and choose 
winners and losers. So it is not just a 
Pacific Northwest issue—of San Fran-
cisco, Oregon, and Washington—but 
also relates to challenges we have on 
the Colorado River and challenges in 
the southeast part of our country. 

Basically, it sets up a discussion in 
the future of why would you ever re-
gionally get together to discuss any-
thing if you could just jam it through 
in the legislation by, basically—as our 
colleague ELIZABETH WARREN said— 
putting a little cherry on top and get-
ting people to say: Oh, this must really 
be good. Then the consequences of this 
are that the thorny, thorny issues of 
water collaboration aren’t going to be 
about the current rules of the road or 
collaboration. It is going to be about 

earmarks and riders that Taxpayers for 
Common Sense, the Heritage Founda-
tion, and all of these people object to 
as the worst of the worst of Congress. 

Mrs. BOXER. Right. I would say this: 
I did hear, along with my colleague, 
ELIZABETH WARREN describe it. She de-
scribed it a little bit like this. You 
take a beautiful bill like WRDA. For 
the most part, it is not perfect, but it 
is a pretty darn good bill. Then you put 
a pile of dirt on top of it, which I call 
the McCarthy rider, and then you stick 
a little Maraschino cherry on top, 
which is Flint, and a couple of other 
good things, and you say: OK, eat the 
dirt. That is another way of explaining 
it. 

My friend is right. What is the mes-
sage if we don’t fight this darn thing, 
perhaps defeat it, and get it stripped 
out. We have an amendment to strip it 
out if we could get to it. 

What we are essentially saying to all 
the people, the stakeholders in the 
water wars, is this: You know, what is 
important is to your clout. Give 
enough money to this person, agri-
business and maybe you can control 
him, or give enough money to this per-
son and maybe you control her. 

The bottom line is we need to bring 
everybody to the table because my 
friend and I understand a couple of 
things. The water wars are not going to 
be solved unless everyone buys in. 
There are ways we can do this. We have 
done this work before. We can reach 
agreement, because if we don’t, what 
happens? Lawsuits. Let me just be 
clear. There are going to be lawsuits 
and lawsuits and lawsuits because this 
is a clear violation of the Endangered 
Species Act. Some colleagues say: Oh, 
no, it isn’t. It says in there it is not. 

Well, very good, let’s say we loaded a 
weapon and we dropped it on another 
country, and they said: This is war; 
you just dropped a bomb on us. We 
said: No, it isn’t. We said we weren’t 
declaring war on you. It is the action 
that counts, not what you say. A rose 
is a rose, as William Shakespeare once 
said—call it any other name. 

This is an earmark. This is wrong. 
This is painful. This violates the En-
dangered Species Act. This is going to 
lead to the courthouse door. That is 
why my friend and I are not very pop-
ular right now around this joint be-
cause we are standing here and people 
want to go home. They are annoyed. 
Why is she still talking? 

Well, I am still talking. I don’t want 
to. 

I say to my colleague, I ask her a 
question on my time, which is this: 
Does she think it is really painful for 
me to have to filibuster my own bill? 

Ms. CANTWELL. I thank you for 
your steadfast leadership in the Sen-
ate. As to the fact that you are retir-
ing, you are certainly going to be 
missed. I am sure you would like to 
have legislation on the water resources 
pass. I think you brought up a very im-
portant point: Strip out language for 
which there is bipartisan support ask-
ing for it to be stripped out. And there 
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is bipartisan support asking for it to be 
stripped out because people with true 
water interests have not been allowed 
to have their say. 

We could get this done today—be 
done with this and be on our way. 

I think, for our colleagues who want 
us to be done, there is an easy path for-
ward—a very easy path. Just strip out 
the language on California and send it 
back. 

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, since we 
are kind of reversing things, I ask 
unanimous consent that my friend con-
trol the time right now. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. BARRASSO. I object. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-

tion is heard. 
Mrs. BOXER. OK, I will just hold the 

floor forever. That is fine. 
I say to my friend, you have been 

through these kinds of wars before 
when you were standing alone trying 
to stop drilling in the Arctic. I remem-
ber all of our colleagues saying: Oh, my 
God, this is terrible. This drilling in 
the Arctic is on the military bill. Imag-
ine—drilling in the Arctic. They put it 
on the national defense bill. 

My friend was approached, and she 
was told: Senator, you are going to 
bring down the entire defense of this 
country if you don’t back off. 

My friend said: I don’t think so. All 
you have to do is strip this Arctic 
rider, and we are done. 

Am I right in my recollection of 
that? 

Ms. CANTWELL. The Senator is cor-
rect. It was December and the same 
kind of scenario. Basically, jamming 
something onto a must-pass bill was a 
way that somebody thought this body 
would just roll over. In the end we 
didn’t. We sent it back to the House, 
and the Defense bill was passed in very 
short order. 

In fact, it is the exact same scenario. 
The House had already gone home, and 
I think they basically opened up for 
business again and passed it with two 
people in the Chamber. So it can be 
done. It has been done. If people want 
to resolve this issue and go home, then 
strip out this earmark rider language 
and we can be done with it and we can 
have the WRDA bill and we can be 
done. 

So I think that what my colleague is 
suggesting—because it isn’t really even 
the authority of the WRDA com-
mittee—is that she probably would be 
glad to get language that is not her ju-
risdiction off of this bill and commu-
nicate to our House colleagues that 
this is the approach that we should be 
taking. 

So I would like to ask through the 
Chair if, in fact, the Senator from Cali-
fornia understands that that kind of 
approach on earmarks is something 
that she has heard a lot about from our 
House colleagues, about how opposed 
they are. 

Mrs. BOXER. Yes, I have. I wish to 
say, since our friend is here—I am not 

doing anything, an attack on anything, 
and I never would. It is not my way. 

I am going to ask unanimous consent 
right now, Senator CANTWELL, without 
losing my right to the floor and mak-
ing sure I get the floor back; is that 
correct? After I make a unanimous 
consent request, I assume I would still 
have the floor under the rules. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. It de-
pends on what the unanimous consent 
request is. 

Mrs. BOXER. The request would be to 
strip the rider out. My colleagues look 
perplexed. We have been talking about 
a 98-page rider that was added to the 
WRDA bill, and we have filed an 
amendment to do that. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. It is not 
in order. 

Mrs. BOXER. Excuse me? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. This re-

quest is not in order. 
Mrs. BOXER. A unanimous consent 

request is not in order? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. It is not 

in order to strip out House language by 
unanimous consent. 

Mrs. BOXER. Then I would ask 
through the Chair, what would the ap-
propriate language be to get unani-
mous consent? Is it to allow an amend-
ment to do that? Would that be the 
right way to go? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. A motion 
to concur with an amendment. 

Mrs. BOXER. So we could ask for 
that by unanimous consent—to have 
such an amendment, and I want to 
make sure that after I make that, I 
would not lose the right to the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is 
correct. 

Mrs. BOXER. Thank you. 
UNANIMOUS CONSENT REQUEST 

So on behalf of my friend from Wash-
ington and myself, I ask unanimous 
consent that we be allowed to offer an 
amendment to strip a rider that was 
placed on the bill by KEVIN MCCARTHY 
in the House, and it is 98 pages, and it 
is in the House bill. It is called the 
California draft provision. I ask unani-
mous consent that we be allowed to 
have an amendment to strip out that 
language. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. BARRASSO. Mr. President, I ob-
ject. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion is heard. 

Mrs. BOXER. That was a good test. 
We can see where this is coming 

from, I say to my friend from Wash-
ington. All we are asking for is to go 
back to a bill that we worked on for al-
most 2 years, and now we are looking 
at a situation where we will be harmed 
in many ways by this rider. 

When I say ‘‘we,’’ I mean our States. 
We have thousands of salmon fishery 
jobs that will be lost. We have a frontal 
attack on the Endangered Species Act, 
which has been called out by every 
major environmental group in the 
country. We have letters from every 
salmon fishery organization saying 

that this is dangerous. Yet all we are 
asking for is a simple amendment to 
strip out a midnight rider, and the Re-
publicans object. 

In that rider, it takes away the right 
of Congress to approve dams. So wheth-
er it is in Colorado or Wyoming or Cali-
fornia or Washington or Oregon or 
Montana—and there are many other 
Western States—the President-elect 
will have the right to determine where 
to put a dam. He will have the ability, 
for the first time in history, to author-
ize the building of dams. And the an-
swer comes back from those who sup-
port the rider: But Congress has to ap-
propriate. 

Well, we know where that goes. I 
have been here a long time. All you 
need is a little appropriation every 
year, and the deal continues. 

So we have a circumstance on our 
hands. I know people in the Senate are 
really mad at me right now. What a 
perfect way for me to go out. I was a 
pain in the neck when I came, and I am 
a pain in the neck when I go. 

Ms. CANTWELL. Mr. President, I 
have a question for the Senator from 
California. 

The irony of this situation—first of 
all, I appreciate the Senator from Cali-
fornia, because she is such a stalwart 
in so many different ways on so many 
different issues. What people may not 
know about the colleague we love dear-
ly is that she is greatly theatrical. She 
has a beautiful voice. She writes music. 
She obviously lives in L.A. and prob-
ably hobnobs with all sorts of people in 
the entertainment industry. She sang 
beautifully the other night at our 
goodbye dinner for the retiring Mem-
bers. 

This reminds me of that movie 
‘‘Chinatown.’’ There was a famous 
movie that Jack Nicholson was in that 
was all about the corruption behind 
water—— 

Mrs. BOXER. And Faye Dunaway, 
just so you know. 

Ms. CANTWELL. Yes, and Faye 
Dunaway. So Jack Nicholson and Faye 
Dunaway did a movie a long time ago 
about the water wars in California; am 
I correct? 

Mrs. BOXER. Yes. 
Ms. CANTWELL. So it was a movie 

about the fight between Southern and 
Northern California about who gets 
water, and then people found out that 
there was so much corruption behind 
the deal that basically people were try-
ing to do a fast one. 

So the subject, if I am correct—that 
is what the subject of the movie is 
about. This is not a new subject; it is a 
very old subject. The question is, are 
people trying to supersede a due proc-
ess here that consumers—in fact, I 
would ask—I hope the ratepayers and 
constituents of the utilities in Los An-
geles would be asking the utility: What 
are they doing lobbying against the 
Endangered Species Act? My guess is 
there are a lot of people in Southern 
California that have no idea that a 
utility would lobby, spend their public 
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dollars lobbying against a Federal stat-
ute by undermining it with a rider in 
the dark of night. 

But I wanted to ask my colleague: 
This issue is a historic issue in Cali-
fornia, correct? And when it is done in 
the dark of night, as that movie de-
picts, what happens is that the issues 
of public interests are ignored and con-
sequently people are shortchanged. Is 
that the Senator’s understanding? 

Mrs. BOXER. Yes. I wish to yield my 
time to my friend. But here is what I 
am going to say right now. The Sen-
ator from Washington is absolutely 
right that this issue has been around 
California for a very long time. So I 
will yield my time to the Senator from 
Washington—I yield for a question. I 
can’t yield the full time; I can yield for 
a question. 

But the answer to the other question 
is of course the Senator is right. She 
talks about the movie ‘‘Chinatown.’’ 
Do you know what year? I think it was 
the 1980s, a long time ago. I remember 
it well. It was about the water wars, 
and it resulted in people dying. It was 
corruption. It was about who gets the 
water rights. 

Here is the deal: Here we have our 
beautiful State and, as my friend 
knows, because of the miracle of na-
ture, Northern California gets the 
water; Southern California—it has been 
called a desert. So we have always had 
a problem. 

When I came to the Senate, we had 18 
million people, and now we have 40 mil-
lion people. So we have urban users, 
suburban users, rural users, farmers, 
and fishermen. We have to learn to 
work together. Do we do that? Not the 
way KEVIN MCCARTHY did it, which is a 
grab for big agriculture, which de-
stroys the salmon fishery and is going 
to bring pain on the people who drink 
the water from the delta because it is 
going to have a huge salt content that 
has to be taken out before they can 
drink it. So this is the opposite of what 
ought to happen. 

I yield back to my friend for another 
question. 

Ms. CANTWELL. On that point, in 
the process for discussing these water 
agreements, the Senator from Cali-
fornia is saying they don’t belong in 
her committee, and they have been 
controversial over a long period of 
time, and the best way to do this is not 
through an earmark, which this is—the 
notion that the House of Representa-
tives is jamming the U.S. Senate on a 
half-billion-dollar earmark is just 
amazing to me because of the water 
agreements that people have nego-
tiated and that have passed through 
these committees and that have been 
agreed to. They are not letting those 
go, but they are letting this particular 
earmark go, and sending this over. But 
the normal process would be for these 
Federal agencies and communities to 
work together on a resolution, and 
then if resources were asked for, they 
would come through, I believe, the En-
ergy and Natural Resources Committee 

for authorization because we are the 
ones who deal with the Bureau of Rec-
lamation and the public land issues. Is 
that the understanding of the Senator 
from California as well? 

Mrs. BOXER. Absolutely. What is 
such a joke is that my Republican 
friends, who were just objecting to our 
having an amendment to take this ear-
mark off, always give big speeches 
about how Congress is putting all of 
these earmarks in. Well, this is a clear 
earmark because it is directing a 
project to run in a certain way and di-
verting water to a special interest and 
taking it away from the fishery. There-
fore, by its very nature, it is giving a 
gift of water to big agribusiness and 
letting the salmon fishery just go 
under. 

I would say to my friend that the 
reason she is down here is that this is 
not just about California. The provi-
sion is called California drought. It is 
not about the drought. It doesn’t cure 
the drought. 

Yes, my friend is right. Every provi-
sion, including the one about giving 
President-Elect Trump the right to de-
cide where a dam will be built and tak-
ing it away from Congress, that all be-
longs in the jurisdiction of the Sen-
ator’s committee. I am surprised Sen-
ator MURKOWSKI isn’t here because this 
is a direct run at her as well as the 
Senator from Washington. 

Ms. CANTWELL. Mr. President, I 
would ask the Senator from California 
then, the question is on this process of 
deciding the authorization. I notice we 
had a few colleagues here who were—I 
don’t know if they were coming to 
speak—but in the Senator’s region, 
there is a lot of discussion among the 
Western States on how to balance 
issues on water; is that correct? There 
are a lot of meetings and discussions? 

Mrs. BOXER. Well, we have no 
choice, because, as the Senator from 
Washington knows, my State gets a lot 
of water out of the Colorado River. It is 
under a lot of stress. We have a lot of 
problems. My heart goes out to every 
single stakeholder in my State. That is 
why I am so chagrined at this, because 
we all have to work together, I say to 
my friend, in our State. 

We are all suffering because we don’t 
have the water we need. But the way to 
deal with it is not to slam one com-
plete industry called the salmon fish-
ery, which not only impacts my State 
but the Senator’s State of Washington 
and Oregon was well. 

Ms. CANTWELL. I have a question 
for the Senator from California be-
cause some of our colleagues that were 
here—my understanding is if you can 
get water from Northern California by 
just agreeing to kill fish and not meet-
ing those obligations, then Southern 
California can take some of that water 
as well. Then, the consequence is these 
Western States, which might be sup-
porting this bill, have less obligation 
to make more conservation efforts. 

So, in reality, if you are talking 
about the Colorado River and all the 

various resources that have to be nego-
tiated, if somebody can be let off the 
hook because you are just going to kill 
fish instead, then you have more water. 
Sure, if you just want to kill fish in 
streams and give all the money to 
farmers, of course you have more 
water. Then, no one in the Colorado 
discussion has to keep talking about 
what are we going to do about drought. 

I think the Senator from California 
is going to tell me that drought is not 
going away; it is a growing issue of 
concern, and so we actually need more 
people to discuss this in a collaborative 
way than in an end-run way. 

Am I correct about the partners and 
all of that discussion? 

Mrs. BOXER. My friend is very 
knowledgeable and very smart. People 
tend to look at a provision, I say to my 
friend, in a very narrow way. They say: 
Oh, what is the difference? It doesn’t 
matter. But my friend is right on the 
bigger picture. If all the fishery dies 
and all of the jobs with the fishery die 
and there is no demand for the water 
for the fish anymore, my friend is 
right. That relieves the discussion. 

So, yes, you know what it reminds 
me of, I say to my friend. I don’t know 
if she agrees with this analogy. But I 
remember once when they said: Let’s 
raise the retirement age for social se-
curity because people are working 
longer and it will help the Social Secu-
rity trust fund. 

Well, if you take that, my friend, to 
the ultimate, why don’t we say people 
should work until they are 90? Then 
there won’t be any Social Security 
problem because everyone will die be-
fore it kicks in. It is the same analogy 
here: You kill off all the fish and the 
entire salmon fishery, then all you 
have is agriculture demanding water, 
and then they will try to step on the 
urban users and suburban users and the 
rural users and say: We are the only 
thing that matters. And they are al-
ready using, under most analyses, 80 
percent of the water in my State. 

So you are right. You kill off the 
fishery, then that is one less stake-
holder to care about. You tell people 
‘‘Don’t retire until you are 90,’’ the So-
cial Security trust fund will be very vi-
brant. 

Ms. CANTWELL. Mr. President, as 
the Senator from California knows, one 
of the States concerned about this is 
Arizona because they have kind of been 
left out of that discussion. It also says 
to people: You don’t have to have these 
discussions amongst everybody to-
gether; you can just write it into law. 
My understanding is that our col-
leagues from Florida and Alabama also 
have a similar concern. People are try-
ing to use the legislative process to un-
balance the negotiations so they can 
legislate instead of negotiate. Not only 
are they trying to legislate instead of 
negotiate, they are trying to use ear-
marks to do it and overrule existing 
law. 

So am I correct, to the Senator from 
California—are we going to get any-
where with getting California more 
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water if, in fact, this ends up in courts 
and it is stayed, and you really won’t 
get any water in the next few years? 

I should make a footnote for my col-
league from California. Thank you for 
your compliment. 

I had to chair a 3-hour hearing once 
on the San Joaquin River settlement. 
It was about 18 years of dispute on 
what to do about the San Joaquin 
water. Because of that, I learned a lot 
about the fights in California and all of 
the problems that California had then. 
This was at the time my colleague Tim 
Johnson was the chair of that sub-
committee and had been stricken ill, 
and they asked me if I could step in. I 
had no idea I was going to spend 3 
hours hearing about 18 years of litiga-
tion. That is right—18 years of litiga-
tion on the San Joaquin River. Basi-
cally, people came to that hearing that 
day—which is now probably 10 years 
ago—to tell me it was not worth the 18 
years of litigation. They had deter-
mined that while they could sue each 
other all they wanted, that getting to a 
resolution about how to move forward 
on water had to be a much more col-
laborative solution to the process. 

Secondly, I would mention to my col-
league from California and see if she 
knows about this—the same happened 
on the Klamath Basin, which is legisla-
tion we passed out of committee and 
tried to pass here. The Klamath Basin 
basically said: Let’s negotiate. 

The various people in that dispute 
had a dispute and actually went to 
court, and the regional tribe won in the 
court and basically didn’t have to do 
anything more on water issues but de-
cided that, in the good interest of try-
ing to have a resolution, it was a good 
idea to come to the table and try this 
collaborative approach. 

I was mentioning my time chairing a 
3-hour hearing on the San Joaquin 
River settlement that people had come 
to after 18 years of fighting each other 
in court. They came and they said: Oh, 
we have a settlement. The point was, 
we tried to litigate and sue each other 
for 18 years and we didn’t get any-
where, and now we have a settlement 
and we would like to move forward. 

My point is, the best way for us to 
move forward on water issues is to 
have everybody at the table and come 
to agreements because there are a lot 
of things you can do in the near term 
while you are working on water in a 
more aggressive fashion to get to some 
of the thornier issues. But if you basi-
cally try to litigate and legislate in-
stead of negotiate, you end up often-
times just getting litigation, like what 
happened with the San Joaquin. So you 
never get a solution and people don’t 
have the water. You end up not having 
a resolution, and the whole point is to 
get people water. 

So does the Senator think that is 
where we are headed if we end up just 
trying to tell people: You can legislate. 

Well, it sounds interesting, and if you 
get somebody to write an earmark for 
you, you are in good shape, I guess, if 

you can get that out of the House of 
Representatives. But in reality, you 
are not in good shape if you don’t actu-
ally get water because you end up in a 
lawsuit for so many years, like San 
Joaquin. 

Is that where we are going to head on 
this? 

Mrs. BOXER. I say to my friend, she 
is so smart on this. Of course that is 
where we are headed. And I encourage 
this. If this happens and the Senator 
and I are not successful and this winds 
up to be the law of the land—a provi-
sion added in the dead of night that 
forces water to be operated in a certain 
way that violates the biological opin-
ions on fish, that violates the science— 
I hope they take this to court day one. 
I don’t care; say whatever you want: 
Oh, this isn’t a violation of the Endan-
gered Species Act. Really? Clearly it is. 

The Senator is absolutely right. 
Eighteen years in court over an agree-
ment. That is another reason I am to-
tally stunned at this. But I think it is 
about what my friend said—who has 
the most juice, who has the most power 
to sit down and get someone who is a 
Senator or a Member of the House to 
add language? It is a nightmare. 

The reason we have been obstrep-
erous, the reason we are standing on 
our feet, the reason we didn’t yield to 
other people is we are trying to make 
a simple point. The Senator shows it 
with her chart. 

For all the people who said we 
shouldn’t do earmarks, this is such an 
incredible earmark, it actually tells 
the Federal Government how to oper-
ate a water project—it is extraor-
dinary—and to walk away from a bio-
logical opinion from the science. Of 
course it is going to wind up in court. 
I hope it does. What I would rather do 
is beat it. What I would rather do is get 
it out because it is only, as my friend 
said, going to encourage more similar 
types of legislating, where people have 
the power and the money and the ear of 
a Senator to call up and say: You know 
what. I am having trouble in my agri-
business. I need more water. 

It is ridiculous. We are all suffering 
in this drought, I say to my friend. 
California is in a drought. There is a 
lot of rain coming down in the north, 
very little in the south, and I pray to 
God it continues. I do. We have been 
getting a lot of rain so far, but I don’t 
trust it at all. 

There are two ways to meet this 
challenge. One way is to figure out a 
way to get more water to everyone. 
That means taking the salt out of 
water—and we do it. I have toured the 
desal plants, and it is very encour-
aging. One way is to take the salt out 
or put more water in the system. An-
other way is to recycle. Another way is 
conservation. Another way is water re-
charging. We know how to do it. The 
Senator is an expert. All of this is in 
her committee, which was bypassed. 

The other way to do is the wrong way 
to do it, which is take the side of one 
business group—agribusiness—versus a 

salmon fishery and destroy the salmon 
fishery. Then, as my friend points out, 
in years to come: Well, isn’t that a 
shame? There are no more salmon fish-
eries, so we get all the water. In the 
meantime, we are eating farmed salm-
on, and all these people are out of work 
and their families are devastated after 
a way of life they have had for a very 
long time. 

So my friend is very prescient on the 
point, and she talks about the reality. 
We are here. We are not dreamers. We 
are realists. We know what happens in 
the water wars. 

I continue to yield to my friend. 
Ms. CANTWELL. Mr. President, I 

would ask my colleague—again, I don’t 
think this is in the jurisdiction of her 
committee. That is why I am asking— 
if we did want to pursue with the Bu-
reau of Reclamation the notion that we 
should do more underground water 
storage, again, that would be some-
thing we would authorize. That is what 
I want to ask the Senator, if that is, in 
fact, the case. 

My understanding—because we have 
to deal with this so much in the Pacific 
Northwest. We are a hydro State which 
has affordable electricity, but we get it 
out of a snowpack that comes in the 
wintertime. Now that the climate is 
changing and it is getting warmer, we 
don’t have a large snowpack, so one of 
the ways to store that snowpack— 
which would be great to do—would be 
to have underground aquifer storage. I 
think that is an idea Stanford Univer-
sity has signed off on. They basically 
signed off on it because they said it 
was the most cost-effective thing for 
the taxpayer and had the most imme-
diate impact. 

What the Senator was just saying 
about rain—if you get a lot of rain 
right now—because it is not snowpack. 
If it is rain, store it, just like we were 
storing the snowpack, but now store it 
in aquifers underground, and that 
would then give us the ability to have 
more water. Stanford is like: Yes, yes, 
yes, this is the best thing to do. And 
this is what I think your State is try-
ing to pursue. 

In that regard, I don’t even think 
that is the jurisdiction of the Senator’s 
committee, if I am correct, but is that 
an idea that you and California would 
pursue as a way to immediately, in the 
next few years, start a process for get-
ting water to the Central Valley and to 
various parts of California? 

Mrs. BOXER. Without a doubt. My 
friend is right. It is not like we are 
dealing with a subject matter that has 
no solutions, and science has shown us 
the various ways to do it. Certainly un-
derground storage is fantastic, re-
charging. There are all these things we 
know—recycling, conservation, and 
desal. These are just some thoughts. 

My friend is right: The jurisdiction is 
mostly in her committee. We may have 
a few things to do. Wonderful. But that 
is not the important point. To me, the 
important point is here we have—and I 
am going to sum it up and then I will 
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yield the floor and hope my friend will 
take the floor because I need to run 
and do 17 things, and then I will be 
back. 

Here is the situation. We have a 
Water Resources Development Act bill. 
It passed here with 95 votes. Nothing 
passes here with 95 votes, even saying 
‘‘Happy Mother’s Day.’’ It is a beau-
tiful bill, my friend. Is it perfect? No. 
But it was very good. For my State, for 
the Senator’s State, it was very good. 
Now, it is moving through the House, 
and in the middle of the night, without 
anyone even seeing it, this horrible 
poison pill amendment is added which 
essentially is a frontal attack on the 
salmon fishery and all the people who 
work in it not only in my State, but in 
the Senator’s State and Oregon. So all 
of the Senators, save one, are apoplec-
tic about what it means to jobs and 
what it means to tradition and what it 
means to have wild salmon. It is very 
important. So it is a frontal assault on 
the industry; it is a frontal assault on 
the ESA; and it is a frontal assault on 
the notion that there are no more ear-
marks. 

Then it has another provision cutting 
the Congress out of authorizing new 
dams in all of the Western States for 
the next 5 years. This is dropped from 
the ceiling into the WRDA bill. 

Now, I stand as one of the two people 
who did the most work on that bill say-
ing vote no. It is very difficult for me. 
But I think it is absolutely a horrible 
process, a horrible rider. It is going to 
result in pain and suffering among our 
fishing families. 

With that, I thank my friend, and I 
yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Washington. 

Ms. CANTWELL. Mr. President, I 
thank the Senator from California for 
her steadfast support of doing the right 
things on clean water and clean air and 
for focusing on this issue for her State 
because ultimately she wants water for 
her State. She knows litigation is not 
the route to get it. She knows that 
there are things we can be doing here 
but that we have to get people to sup-
port that. So I thank her for her obli-
gation to making sure her constituents 
get real results. 

This rider is a giveaway to projects 
that are basically described as dead-
beat dams, projects in California that 
are opposed by tribes and fishermen 
and sportsmen and environmental com-
munities. Basically, it writes a blank 
check to them, allowing millions of 
taxpayer dollars to be used to con-
struct dams throughout the West with-
out any further congressional approval. 

That, in and of itself, should cause 
our colleagues to pause. You are going 
to go home and have to tell your con-
stituents all of a sudden that someone 
is building a dam on a beautiful river 
in your State and you can’t do any-
thing about it. I would hope our col-
leagues in those 17 Western States that 
would be impacted by this would do 
something to help tell our colleagues 

to strip out this controversial provi-
sion and send it back to the House in a 
clean bill. 

In addition, as I mentioned, section 
4007 authorizes the Secretary to pay up 
to one-quarter of the cost of State 
water storage in any of these 17 rec-
lamation States. The Secretary would 
have to notify Congress within 30 days 
after deciding to participate. 

These issues on our process are going 
to make it much harder for us in the 
future to not have the taxpayers pay-
ing for projects that are nothing but 
further litigation in the process. Why 
is collaboration so important? Collabo-
ration is important because these are 
thorny issues. There are lots of dif-
ferent national interests at stake and a 
lot of local interest and a lot of jobs. 
My colleague from California, probably 
not in the last hour that we have been 
discussing this but probably earlier in 
the afternoon, mentioned the huge 
amount of Pacific West Coast fisheries 
that are also opposed to this bill, and 
Trout Unlimited which is opposed to 
this legislation, and various fishing 
groups and organizations because fish-
ermen want to have rivers that are 
functioning with clean water and 
enough stream flow for fish to migrate. 

The fishing economy in the North-
west, I can easily say, is worth billions. 
Anybody who knows anything about 
the Pacific Northwest—whether you 
are in Oregon or in Washington, maybe 
even Alaska—the pride of our region is 
the Pacific Coast salmon. The Pacific 
Coast salmon is about having the abil-
ity to have good, healthy rivers and 
stream flow. For us in the Northwest, 
this is an issue I can easily say we have 
at least 100 Ph.D.s on; that is to say, 
the subject is so knowledgeable, so for-
mulated, so battled over, so balanced 
that it would be like having 100 Ph.D.s 
in the subject. That is because we have 
a huge Columbia River basin, and be-
cause the Columbia River basin has 
many tributaries and because the salm-
on is such an icon, it needs that basin. 

We also have a hydrosystem, and we 
also have an incredible agriculture 
business in our State. I think we are up 
to something like—when you take vari-
eties of agricultural products, some-
thing like 70 different agricultural 
products—we, too, have to balance fish, 
farming, fishermen, and tribes, the 
whole issues of our environment and 
recreation and the need for hydro, and 
balance that all out. We have to do 
that practically every single day. 

It has been these kinds of decisions 
that have taught us as a region and a 
State that by collaboration, we can get 
results and move forward. I and one of 
my colleagues in the House who was 
the former leader on the Committee on 
Natural Resources, Doc Hastings, prob-
ably now more than 10-plus years ago, 
had regional discussions with then-Sec-
retary of the Interior Salazar who 
came to the Northwest, and we sat 
down and we asked: What do we do 
about the Yakima Basin? 

It was Sunday morning, and you 
would think that everybody getting to-

gether on Sunday morning, is it that 
important? Well, it was. There were 
probably 50 or 60 different interests 
meeting with us—the Bureau of Rec, 
the Secretary of the Interior, Congress-
man Hastings, me, and many other in-
terests, and we talked about what do 
we want to do with the Yakima Basin. 

There has been great pride that I 
have had to offer legislation, along 
with my colleague Senator MURRAY, on 
how to move the Yakima Basin project 
forward in the U.S. Senate. I say with 
‘‘pride’’ because it was a collaborative 
effort. These are people who do not 
agree with each other, who have fought 
each other, who basically probably dis-
agree on the most essential elements of 
their viewpoint, and yet reached con-
sensus—delighted in their resolve—and 
came forward with legislation to say 
this is how you should deal with our 
water problems in a drought when your 
State has both farming and fishing 
needs. 

Our Governor got behind it, Governor 
Inslee. Other people got behind it. I 
have been at several forums. National 
organizations, California institutions 
are holding up the Yakima deal as the 
example of how water management 
should be done in the future. Why? Be-
cause it was holistic. That means it in-
cluded everything on the table. It was 
a regional approach and everybody 
came to the table, and because it didn’t 
try to solve every single problem up 
front but came to what we could agree 
to today and move forward—because it 
would claim some water that we need 
now. 

The fact that the Yakima project be-
came such a milestone, our colleagues 
in Klamath, OR, did the same things: 
They worked together in a collabo-
rative fashion and tried to discuss 
these issues. I would say, for the most 
part, all of these issues have been, with 
these discussions in the past that our 
colleagues bring legislation to the U.S. 
Senate, very rarely has somebody 
brought language without everybody 
locally working together and agreeing. 

I don’t know of times when my col-
leagues have brought legislation where 
they are basically just trying to stick 
it to one State or the other—except for 
now, this seems to be the norm. This 
seems to be what we are being encour-
aged to do today. The California 
project is one in which we wish that 
they would seek the same kind of col-
laborative approach to dealing with 
both fishermen, whose economy is im-
mensely important in California, and 
farmers who also are important but 
should not have the ability to super-
sede these laws that are already on the 
books. 

What they should do is learn from 
the San Joaquin River proposal. You 
can battle this for 18 years or you can 
resolve these differences and move for-
ward. When you can write an earmark 
and send it over here as a poison pill on 
a bill, you are hoping that you don’t 
have to sit down at the table and work 
in a constructive fashion. 
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It is very disappointing to me that 

some of the partners in this deal, as we 
put ideas on the table to give 300,000 
acre-feet to the farmers in the 
Westlands region over the next 2 years, 
give them 300,000 acre-feet of water 
over the next 2 years while we are 
working with them on an aquifer re-
charge. Their answer back to us was: 
We want to play our hand here and see 
if we can jam this through first. 

Basically, they don’t want to work in 
a collaborative fashion. They don’t 
want to work with the region to find 
solutions. They want to legislate some-
thing that will lead to litigation. Liti-
gation is not going to lead to more 
water, it is going to lead to longer 
delays in getting water to everybody 
who needs it. 

I wouldn’t be out here spending this 
much time with our colleagues if it 
wasn’t for the fact that this issue is 
just at its beginning. Drought has al-
ready cost our Nation billions of dol-
lars, and it is going to cost us more; 
that is, drought is causing great issues 
with water, fish, and farming. It is also 
causing problems with fire. It is mak-
ing our forests more vulnerable to the 
type of explosive fires that we have 
seen in the Pacific Northwest that 
wiped across 100,000 acres of forest land 
in just 4 hours. Those are the kind of 
things that hot and dry weather can 
do. 

Our colleagues need to come together 
on what would be the process for us 
dealing with drought. The fact that 
California has been the tip of the spear 
is just that; it is just the tip of the 
spear. Everybody else is going to be 
dealing with this in Western States. 
My colleagues who represent hot and 
dry States already know. They have 
had to deal with this from a collabo-
rative process. 

I hope our colleagues who care great-
ly about the fact that drought is going 
to be a persistent problem for the fu-
ture would come together with us and 
say: We can get out of town tonight. 
We can get out of town in the next few 
hours. All you have to do is accept our 
offer to strip this poison pill earmark, 
which is costing taxpayers one-half bil-
lion dollars, off the WRDA bill because 
it is not even part of the WRDA juris-
diction and send back a clean WRDA 
bill to the House of Representatives. 

That is what my colleagues on the 
other side of the aisle want, and that is 
what we want. The only people who are 
holding this place up are the people 
who want to jam somebody in Decem-
ber at the end of a session because it is 
the way to get poison pill ideas done. 

People are taking note. I know the 
San Francisco Chronicle had a story 
about the House OKs a bill to increase 
pumping from our rivers and putting 
fish at risk. There was a quote about 
undermining the Endangered Species 
Act. 

There was an editorial as well, I be-
lieve, from the same newspaper. I don’t 
know that we have a quote from the 
editorial here, but I think I submitted 

that earlier for the RECORD. It basi-
cally said: Stop the Feinstein water 
bill rider. It basically said that we have 
to work to share water among people, 
farmers, and the environment, not try 
to benefit one interest over the other 
with a midnight rider. 

The press is watching. I think there 
was a story today in the San Jose 
newspaper as well. I don’t know if I 
have that with me, but we will enter 
that later into the RECORD. Having 
other newspapers in California write 
editorials on this is most helpful be-
cause it is bringing to light the kinds 
of things that are happening in the 
U.S. Senate that people all throughout 
the West need to pay attention to. 

We wish that drought could be solved 
so easily by just giving one interest 
more resources over the other, but that 
is not the way we are going to deal 
with this. If we have colleagues in the 
House who would rather steal water 
from fish than fund aquifer recharge, 
then we should have that debate in the 
U.S. Senate in the committee of juris-
diction or even here on the floor as it 
relates to whose jurisdiction and fund-
ing it really is. To stick the taxpayer 
with the bill of paying for dams in 17 
States without any further discussion 
by our colleagues is certainly putting 
the taxpayers at risk, and that is why 
taxpayer organizations have opposed 
this legislation. 

If we want to get this done and if we 
want to get out of here, let’s strip this 
language off and let’s be done with it 
and send to our colleagues a clean 
WRDA bill and be able to say to people 
that we did something for water this 
year, but we didn’t kill fish in the proc-
ess of doing it. 

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

ator from Maryland. 
MONTENEGRO MEMBERSHIP INTO NATO 

Mr. CARDIN. Mr. President, we have 
been running the hotline on the acces-
sion of Montenegro as a member of the 
NATO alliance. As a member of the 
Senate Foreign Relations Committee, 
the Presiding Officer knows we have 
held extensive discussions and hearings 
on NATO and the accession of Monte-
negro as a member into the NATO alli-
ance. 

Quite frankly, this is a very impor-
tant matter for us to try to complete 
before we adjourn this session of Con-
gress, and let me say why. Montenegro 
has taken all of the necessary steps in 
order to be in full compliance for join-
ing the alliance of NATO. We have very 
carefully reviewed their commitment 
in regard to their military, defense 
budgets, institutional changes they 
have made, their willingness to take on 
the responsibilities as a full NATO 
partner, and quite frankly, they have 
endured outside interference which has 
tried to compromise their ability to 
complete the process. 

What do I mean by that? Montenegro 
recently had parliamentary elections, 
and Russia tried to interfere with the 
parliamentary elections to try to in-

still some instability in that country 
as an effort to influence not only Mon-
tenegro but the international commu-
nity’s—the members of NATO—interest 
in completing the approval of NATO. 
Every member state of the alliance 
must approve any new member and re-
quires votes in all states. Several have 
already voted to approve the accession 
of Montenegro into the alliance. 

The reason I say this is extremely 
important to get done now is because 
Russia does not hold a veto on the ac-
cession of new countries and new states 
into the NATO alliance. They have 
done everything they could to try to 
interfere with this process. 

I think the clear message is that the 
Senate is not going to be intimidated 
by Russia and that we are going to 
stand by this alliance. We have a 
chance to do that within the next, I 
hope, few hours before the Congress 
completes its work. 

I really wanted to underscore the im-
portance of us taking action on the 
Montenegro issue. The Ambassador to 
Montenegro has attended our com-
mittee meetings frequently and kept us 
informed on everything that has taken 
place. 

I had a chance to meet with many of 
our partner states in regard to Monte-
negro. Many of these countries have al-
ready taken action, but quite frankly, 
it is U.S. action that will be the most 
significant. 

It is important that we speak with a 
very strong voice. If we don’t get it 
done now, it will not be allowed to 
come up until the next Congress, and 
we have a new administration coming 
in on January 20. I think it is impor-
tant that we complete this process 
now. It is strongly supported by the ad-
ministration and by the Democrats and 
Republicans. The recommendation 
passed our committee with unanimous 
support. 

I thank Chairman CORKER for han-
dling this matter in a very expeditious 
and thorough way. We didn’t shortcut 
anything. We have gone through the 
full process. It is now time for us to 
act. If we want to send a clear message 
that Russia cannot intimidate the ac-
tions of the Senate or our partners, 
then I think the clearest way we can 
send that message is to vote and make 
sure we complete action on the acces-
sion of Montenegro before Congress ad-
journs sine die. 

I think it is pretty much clear that 
both the Democratic and Republican 
hotlines—there have not been any spe-
cific objections I am aware of that have 
been raised by any Member of the U.S. 
Senate to taking final action on this 
issue. I know we have other issues 
interfering with the consideration of 
some bills. I urge everyone to resolve 
those issues so this very important 
matter can be completed. 

As the ranking Democrat on the Sen-
ate Foreign Relations Committee, and 
again working with Chairman CORKER, 
I can tell you this is a very important 
step for us to take in this Congress, 
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and I urge our colleagues to figure out 
a way that we can bring this to conclu-
sion before Congress adjourns. 

As I said, I come to the floor to speak 
in support of the Senate providing its 
advice and consent to the Protocol to 
the North Atlantic Treaty of 1949 on 
the accession of Montenegro. 

I have been a strong supporter of 
Montenegro’s bid to join NATO. It will 
enhance our security. It will strength-
en the alliance. And it will send a 
strong message of resolve to Russia as 
it invades its neighbors and seeks to 
upend the international order. Monte-
negro may be a small country, but its 
inclusion in NATO will have positive 
repercussions across the continent and 
will send an important message of hope 
to other aspirant countries. 

Republicans need to take the modest 
steps my colleagues, including Senator 
MANCHIN of West Virginia and Senator 
BROWN of Ohio, are asking for to take 
proper care of coal miners and their 
families in this country. And then we 
need to move on the Montenegro NATO 
resolution—today. I am pleased to say 
that no one in the Democratic caucus 
has expressed any concern to me about 
this resolution, and they are ready to 
pass it once our coal miners are taken 
care of. 

I stand here today in support of 
NATO enlargement. The Senate For-
eign Relations Committee recently 
voted by voice vote in support of this 
bid—unanimously with Republican and 
Democratic support. And so even if Re-
publicans don’t take care of our miners 
today, and as a result we cannot pass 
this resolution, I fully expect my col-
leagues across the aisle, and the Presi-
dent, to fully support this effort in 
early January. We can get this done. 
We must get it done. 

So what is the case for Montenegro’s 
membership? 

Admission of Montenegro would 
mark another important step towards 
fully integrating the Balkans into 
international institutions which have 
helped to contribute to peace and sta-
bility over the years in Europe. Croatia 
and Albania joined the alliance in 2009 
and have been valuable contributors to 
accomplishing NATO objectives since 
then, and I hope that Montenegro’s ad-
mission will help to motivate the re-
forms necessary in other Balkan coun-
tries to join. 

Montenegro has made outsized con-
tributions to NATO missions despite 
not being a full member. I understand 
that in Afghanistan, Montenegro has 
rotated 20 percent of its armed forces 
through the ISAF and Resolute Sup-
port missions. It also contributed to 
the peacekeeping mission in Kosovo 
and other NATO missions. 

This small country has clearly made 
significant contributions to the alli-
ance’s efforts around the world and 
made necessary internal reforms to ad-
dress governance, rule of law and cor-
ruption issues. I will continue to mon-
itor these issues closely and expect 
Montenegro to continue with these re-
forms. 

Montenegro has been subject to a 
wave of anti-NATO and anti-western 
propaganda emanating from Russia. 
There are also allegations that a recent 
coup plan has Russian ties. Blocking 
Montenegro’s ability to join NATO will 
have real implications for how NATO is 
perceived—Russia does not get a veto 
over the decisions of the alliance. We 
need to send a strong message of re-
solve. 

No country outside the alliance gets 
a veto over who gets to join—epecially 
Russia, so we must send a strong sig-
nal. I urge my colleagues to pass this 
resolution as soon as possible and get 
it to the President so the President can 
deposit the instrument of ratification 
at NATO in support for Montenegro’s 
bid. 

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. CORNYN. Mr. President, I ask 

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

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

CALLING FOR THE RELEASE OF AUSTIN TICE 
Mr. CORNYN. Mr. President, re-

cently I met with the parents of Austin 
Tice, a constituent of mine in Texas 
who unfortunately was abducted in 
Syria a few years ago. Of course, his 
parents have been keeping the flame 
alive, hoping that Austin has survived 
the situation of his capture. 

At their suggestion, last week when I 
was in Austin, they traveled over from 
Houston to visit with me about a brief-
ing they had received recently from 
James C. O’Brien, the Presidential 
Envoy for Hostage Affairs. 

Earlier today, I had a chance to be 
briefed by Mr. O’Brien. He delivered 
some positive yet cautious news about 
Austin Tice, an American journalist 
who we know was taken hostage in 
Syria 4 years ago. Mr. O’Brien and his 
team informed me that they have high 
confidence that Austin is alive in 
Syria, along with other Americans who 
are being held captive. 

While this is certainly positive news, 
I can’t help but think of his parents 
and what they have had to go through 
these last 4 years. They are not just 
counting the months, they are not just 
counting the days, but they are lit-
erally counting the minutes and the 
seconds since he has been gone and 
then counting these milestones that we 
typically observe in our family—birth-
days and holidays—that they will 
never recover. 

So today’s news should remind us 
that we cannot give up until we bring 
Austin Tice home. I renew once again 
my call for his immediate release by 
his captors, and I strongly urge the 
current and future administration to 
continue to utilize all possible means 
to secure his safe return. Nothing can 
bring those years and months back, but 
we can start the healing process by 
doing everything possible to find Aus-

tin and bring him home and to bring 
him home now. 

WORK BEFORE THE SENATE 
Mr. President, we have gotten quite a 

bit done this week, but we are not fin-
ished yet. We passed a major medical 
innovation bill, which contains not 
only the Cancer Moonshot project ad-
vocated by Vice President BIDEN and 
the President but also other dramatic 
investments in the research and devel-
opment of lifesaving drugs. It also con-
tains a very important component of 
mental health reform. 

I was glad to contribute some to that 
effort, particularly the part that has to 
do with the intersection of our mental 
health treatment regime and our 
criminal justice system. As I have 
learned and as many of us have learned 
together, our jails have become the 
treatment center of last resort for peo-
ple who are mentally ill, whose condi-
tion is not diagnosed. And if not diag-
nosed, these people tend to get sicker 
and sicker, until they become a danger 
not only to themselves but potentially 
to the communities in which they live. 

So we have made good progress, and 
perhaps thanks to the great leadership 
of Senator ALEXANDER, Senator MUR-
RAY, Senator MURPHY, Senator CAS-
SIDY, TIM MURPHY over in the House, 
and the leadership there, we can be 
proud of that accomplishment. 

Yesterday we finished up our work on 
the Defense authorization bill to help 
our troops both here at home and 
abroad, to make sure that they not 
only got a modest pay raise but that 
they continue to be supplied with the 
equipment and training they need in 
order to keep America safe here at 
home and abroad. 

I am hopeful we will continue our 
work and finish our work, actually, on 
the continuing resolution, a bill we 
need to get done today in order to keep 
the lights on. I know my colleague 
from Illinois, the Democratic whip, has 
been working on this. I am hopeful we 
can get everybody back to a position of 
voting yes on this continuing resolu-
tion and we can complete our work. 

There are folks across the aisle who 
want to keep the continuing resolution 
from moving forward and literally to 
shut down the government. I would 
have hoped we would have learned our 
lesson the hard way that that is not a 
way to solve our problems. 

Unfortunately, the senior Senator 
from West Virginia, Mr. MANCHIN, has 
taken a position that even though we 
have funded the health care benefit 
program for the miners whom he cares 
passionately about—we all certainly 
understand that—we have done it 
through the end of the continuing reso-
lution into April. He is not satisfied 
with the length of that continuing res-
olution. He said he would like to have 
it up to a year. But, frankly, I think he 
is unwilling to take us up on my com-
mitment, for example, to continue to 
work with him now that we have got-
ten that short-term extension, to work 
on a longer term extension once we get 
our work done. 
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The truth is, this bill, the continuing 

resolution, passed the House yesterday 
with overwhelming support from both 
sides of the aisle. It received support of 
87 percent of the House Republicans 
and 77 percent of House Democrats. 
The House of Representatives has now 
left town for the holidays, and it is up 
to the Senate to finish the job. So at 
this point, working all night and into 
the weekend will not change the inevi-
table outcome. Shutting down the gov-
ernment does not help anyone, espe-
cially those holding up the process. 

So we are not done yet, but we are 
close. With a little cooperation, we will 
be able to wrap up this Congress soon 
and turn our focus to the Nation’s pri-
orities. 

Let me just mention a couple of 
other aspects of the continuing resolu-
tion because I have heard, just among 
conversations with my own colleagues, 
some misunderstanding about what we 
are doing in terms of, let’s say, defense 
spending, which is one component of it. 
This continuing resolution funds the 
defense sector by a $7.4 billion increase 
over the continuing resolution we are 
currently operating under. It is true 
that it is less than the Defense author-
ization bill has provided for, but, as we 
all know, an authorization is not an 
appropriation. And when you compare 
an appropriation or spending for de-
fense under the continuing resolution 
we are currently operating under com-
pared to the one we will pass soon, it 
represents a $7.4 billion plus-up for de-
fense. 

Now, I am one who believes that is 
the single most important thing the 
Federal Government does—providing 
for the common defense—and I would 
argue that is probably not an adequate 
number, but it is a plus-up, and it is 
the number that was passed by the 
House, and frankly, the House having 
left town and gone back home for the 
holidays, we are left with a choice of 
either accepting that level or not doing 
our job on a timely basis. 

This funding supports troop levels of 
up to 8,400 in Afghanistan, $4.3 billion 
to support counterterrorism and for-
ward operating missions. This was sup-
ported by Chairman THORNBERRY of the 
House Armed Services Committee. It 
provides a procedure for waiver for the 
next Secretary of Defense. This con-
tinuing resolution also provides $872 
million in funding for the 21st Century 
Cures legislation we passed just a few 
days ago, $500 million to deal with the 
scourge of opioid abuse but also to deal 
with prevention and treatment activi-
ties, as well as $372 million for the Na-
tional Institutes of Health. It provides 
emergency flood and natural disaster 
relief for potentially up to 45 States, 
including my own—$4.1 billion in emer-
gency natural disaster relief. As I men-
tioned earlier, it does provide a short- 
term coal miners fix while we work on 
a longer term solution. So my hope is, 
again, we can get it done. 

NOMINATIONS 
Let me turn to what will be the busi-

ness of the Senate when we return in 

January. One of the first orders of busi-
ness when we reconvene next month 
will be to consider and vote on the new 
President’s nominees to fill his leader-
ship team, the Cabinet nominees we 
have been hearing a lot about in the 
last couple of weeks. 

Last week, I came to the floor to con-
gratulate my friend and our colleague 
Senator JEFF SESSIONS on his nomina-
tion to be the next Attorney General. 
He is a man of strong conviction and 
real character, and I have no doubt 
whatsoever that he is the right man for 
the job. I know that many in our con-
ference share my eagerness to start the 
confirmation process so we can give 
President Trump the team he needs to 
hit the ground running. 

But I am disappointed, I have to say, 
in the way some of our colleagues on 
the other side of the aisle are already 
posturing against the President-elect’s 
nominees. Fortunately for us, they 
telegraph their obstruction in the news 
media, so we know about some of their 
nascent plans to obstruct President- 
elect Trump’s Cabinet. 

Earlier this week, Politico said that 
this was the Democratic strategy: 
‘‘Delay tactics could sap momentum 
from the President’s 100 days’’ was the 
headline. The articles goes on to cite 
conversations with several Senate 
Democrats who have already laid out a 
plan to slow-walk—because they know 
they can’t block—President-elect 
Trump’s nominees in the new year. It 
is one thing to obstruct and to slow the 
Senate down, but it is even a bigger 
problem when they intentionally try to 
keep the President-elect from doing his 
job too. I would ask, for what? Just to 
delay progress? To drudge up partisan 
rhetoric and to do all they can to dam-
age the administration of the next 
President of the United States before it 
has gotten started? This is absolute 
nonsense. 

I think this is the kind of activity 
the American people repudiated in the 
last election on November 8. They are 
sick and tired of the partisan rhetoric 
on both sides. They literally want us to 
get some things done on their behalf 
for the American people. 

Holding up the confirmation process 
for purely political gain is irrespon-
sible and dangerous, but it is also iron-
ic that some of our Democratic col-
leagues have changed their tune so 
much. Here is just one quote from our 
friend, the Senator from Michigan, 
part of the Democratic leadership. Sen-
ator STABENOW said on April 20, 2015: 
‘‘When a President wins an election, 
they have the right to have their 
team.’’ 

You know, one thing I have learned 
is, if you have been around here long 
enough, there is a great danger of being 
on both sides of an issue, so you have 
to try to be consistent, even with the 
temptations to change your position 
based on who is up and who is down. 
But I agree with the Senator from 
Michigan. No matter what side you are 
on, Donald Trump won the election to 

the White House. As President, he has 
the authority to surround himself with 
whom he sees fit to advise him for our 
country. For our Democratic col-
leagues to suggest that keeping the 
President understaffed is somehow in 
the best interests of the American peo-
ple is absolutely ludicrous. 

Let me remind my friends on the 
other side of the aisle what happened 
when Barack Obama became President 
in January of 2009. Senate Republicans 
respected his nominees and gave them 
quick consideration. Seven Cabinet 
members were confirmed on his first 
day of office. Other high-level positions 
followed just days later. 

In other words, we came together, 
understood that the people had elected 
a new President, and went to the table 
ready to cooperate in good faith even 
though we knew there would be dis-
agreements about policy. That is be-
cause we didn’t want the President to 
begin his time in office without the 
support and the staffing he needed to 
do his job. But, at least so far, our 
Democratic colleagues—some of 
them—don’t seem to share this same 
perspective now that they have lost 
this last election. I would just ask 
them to reconsider and to be consistent 
in the way they asked us to respond 
when President Obama won and treat 
the people’s choice as the next Presi-
dent of the United States with the re-
spect their vote deserves in terms of 
making sure he has the Cabinet nec-
essary to get his administration up and 
running. 

The American people really are dis-
gusted by the sideshows of dysfunction 
and obstruction. They want results, 
and they deserve results. They made 
clear, since giving this side of the aisle 
control of the White House, the House 
of Representatives, and the Senate, 
that they really wanted the clear to 
way to making progress on behalf of 
the American people. But we all know 
we cannot do this as one party or the 
other; we have to find ways to work to-
gether for the common good. 

I hope those on the other side of the 
aisle who indicated they are deter-
mined to obstruct and block the Presi-
dent-elect’s new Cabinet members, his 
nominees, change their tune and recon-
sider. Keeping the new President from 
the men and women he has chosen to 
serve alongside him only makes us less 
safe, our economy more fragile, and the 
government less efficient. In short, it 
doesn’t serve their interests well. 

We are ready to work with our col-
leagues across the aisle to roll up our 
sleeves and get to work next year. I 
only hope our Democratic colleagues 
decide to do the same. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

ALEXANDER). The assistant Democratic 
leader. 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, next to 
the Senator from Texas, who just 
spoke, is the Executive Calendar of the 
U.S. Senate. There are about 30 pages 
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of that calendar on his desk that con-
tain the names of individuals nomi-
nated by the Obama administration, 
then sent to committee, approved by 
the committee, then sent to the cal-
endar to be approved on the floor of the 
Senate. The Republican majority in 
the Senate refuses to call these names. 

The plea that is being made by the 
senior Senator from Texas is, why 
can’t we just get along? Well, I hope we 
can, but this is a bad place to start, 
with all of these names sitting right in 
front of us, waiting patiently—some of 
them for over a year—to be called for a 
vote on the floor of the Senate. They 
all were reported out by committees 
that have a majority Republican mem-
bership. 

Of course, there is exhibit A in this, 
and that is Merrick Garland. Merrick 
Garland was President Obama’s nomi-
nee to fill the vacancy on the Supreme 
Court after the death of Antonin 
Scalia. Since February of this year, the 
process has been going forward by the 
President and the White House to send 
a name to fill the vacancy on the Su-
preme Court. For the first time in the 
history of the Senate, the Republican 
majority refused to give the Presi-
dent’s Supreme Court nominee a hear-
ing or a vote. It has never—underline 
that word—never happened before. So 
we hear the plea from the Senator from 
Texas for cooperation: We have to get 
along here. Well, we should. We owe it 
to the country. But, for goodness’ sake, 
let’s be honest about where we stand. 
There are dozens of names here of men 
and women who are highly qualified to 
serve this Nation, who went through 
the process of being nominated by the 
administration, of being approved by 
Republican-majority committees, who 
have been languishing on the floor of 
the Senate because of the refusal of the 
Republican leadership. 

Judge Merrick Garland, who was 
judged ‘‘unanimously well-qualified’’ 
to serve on the Supreme Court by the 
American Bar Association, never even 
got a hearing before this Republican- 
controlled Senate. In fact, the leader of 
this Senate and many others said: We 
will not even meet with him. We won’t 
discuss it with him. 

What was their strategy? Well, it is 
one that paid off, I guess. They felt if 
they violated what we consider to be 
the tradition and duty of the Senate 
and not have a hearing and a vote on a 
nominee, they might just elect a Re-
publican President. Well, they did. Now 
they want to fill their vacancies and 
they are begging us: Cooperate. Join in 
with us. Let’s be bipartisan. 

I am going to try. I am going to give 
a fair hearing to each of the nominees. 
They deserve it. There are no guaran-
tees on a final vote; it depends on 
whether I think they are the right per-
son for the job. But I do hope there will 
be some reflection in the process about 
what we have just lived through. 

There are over 100 vacancies on Fed-
eral courts across the United States. 
Many of them—30—would have been 

filled with just the names on this Exec-
utive Calendar that have already 
cleared the Senate Judiciary Com-
mittee with a majority of Republican 
Senators. Yet they sit. They languish. 
In just a few hours and a few days, they 
are going to become part of history as 
we move to the new Senate on January 
3. I wanted to make that point for the 
record. 

Mr. President, I also wish to say a 
word about where we are with the con-
tinuing resolution. What is a con-
tinuing resolution? Well, we are used 
to it around here because we have done 
it so often. Both political parties have 
done it. Here is what it basically says. 
Think about your family budget. Let’s 
assume that last year you spent, on av-
erage, $100 a month on your utility 
bills. What if we said to you: In this 
next year, we want you to spend $100 a 
month. 

You say: Well, I don’t know if that is 
what it is going to cost. I hope it is 
less; it might be more. 

Well, the continuing resolution says: 
Stick with last year’s budget, and you 
can make special provisions and spe-
cial allowances if it happens to be 
wrong. 

You think, that is a heck of a way to 
run my family. That is what a con-
tinuing resolution does. It takes last 
year’s budget and says: Let’s repeat. 
Well, things change. 

I am on the Appropriations Defense 
Subcommittee. It is the largest sub-
committee in terms of the amount of 
domestic discretionary money that is 
spent. Things change with our military 
all the time. You know that. Presi-
dents come forward and say: We need 
additional money for our troops, to 
prepare them, to equip them, to make 
sure they are where they need to be in 
this world to keep America safe. 

What we do with a continuing resolu-
tion is we say: Well, we are going to 
tell you that you have to live within 
the bounds of last year’s budget—a 
continuing resolution. 

The people in the Department of De-
fense, of course, will do their best. 
They are not going to spend money 
this year on things that are finished. 
They are not going to repeat and keep 
building if they have already finished 
their building. They are not going to 
buy things they have decided are not 
valuable. But when it comes to making 
important budget decisions, their 
hands will be tied by this Congress. 

For the second time, we are going to 
come up with a 3- or 4-month budget 
resolution as we move forward. It is no 
way to run a government. 

Here is the good news: We didn’t have 
to do that. On this Appropriations sub-
committee, Senator THAD COCHRAN of 
Mississippi and I worked a long time. 
Our staff worked even longer and pre-
pared a Department of Defense appro-
priations bill. We are ready—ready to 
bring it to the floor, ready to debate it. 
And it is a good one. It keeps our coun-
try safe. On a bipartisan basis, we 
agreed on what it should contain. We 

can’t bring it forward. All of the spend-
ing is going to be done under this con-
tinuing resolution. We will be halfway 
through this current fiscal year with 
continuing resolutions if we ever get 
around to the appropriations process. 

The Presiding Officer is also on the 
Appropriations Committee and works 
in a very bipartisan way in the author-
izing Appropriations Committee on 
some critical programs for health and 
education. We should have brought 
that before the Senate on the floor, but 
we did not. 

We have this continuing resolution 
before us, and it has a few things in it 
that I think the American people 
should know. One of them relates to re-
tired coal miners and their families. 

Coal mining has always been a dan-
gerous job, and it is also a job that has 
diseases that come with it, such as 
black lung. So for those who retire 
from coal mining, health care is criti-
cally important. 

Senator JOE MANCHIN of West Vir-
ginia has a lot of coal miners, and they 
are worried about a cutoff on the 
health care benefits for retired coal 
miners and their surviving widows. He 
has come before the Senate over and 
over again begging the Senate to come 
up with a plan to make sure their 
health care is funded for this next year 
and for years to come. 

In this continuing resolution, we 
managed to provide that health care 
protection for several months, 3 or 4 
months—but not any longer. He is wor-
ried about it. I have talked to him 
twice today. He has spoken on this 
issue countless times on the floor of 
the Senate. We believe he is making 
the right fight. 

The fight to ensure that coal miners 
don’t lose their benefits has been be-
fore Congress for 4 years. It has been 
through the regular order of commit-
tees. It was passed by the Senate Fi-
nance Committee with Democrats and 
Republicans supporting it. Even in the 
midst of dysfunction of partisanship in 
the Senate, this is apparently one 
measure that apparently both parties 
agree on. Despite all of this, the con-
tinuing resolution does not reflect the 
needs of and it does not provide the re-
sources for these families. 

The other day, Majority Leader 
MCCONNELL came to the floor and he 
insisted that the continuing resolution 
addressed the expiring benefits of re-
tired workers. What he did was extend 
those benefits for 4 months. There is no 
indication of what is going to happen 
beyond that. It requires the United 
Mine Workers health plan to deplete 
its reserves to pay for this temporary 
extension, but then they are broke. 
There is nothing in the bank when the 
CR expires in April. It subjects the 
health plan to a reduction in funding 
from what they currently receive from 
the abandoned mine land funds, and it 
makes no mention of the pension 
shortfall that these same mining fami-
lies face. 
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We are looking for a real solution, 

and we are hoping to get one soon. Be-
fore the end of the day, I think Senator 
MANCHIN, Senator SHERROD BROWN, 
Senator CASEY, and others will come to 
the floor and speak to this specific 
issue, but it has been one of the things 
that has held us up. 

In Illinois, there are nearly 2,000 coal 
miners and their families whose health 
care benefits are in jeopardy, and I 
have heard from them. 

Linda Fleming of Taylorville, IL— 
that is about 30 miles from where I 
live. She is afraid her 86-year-old moth-
er will lose the benefits her father, who 
worked at Peabody coal for 30 years, 
left for her mother when he passed 
away 2 years ago. Her husband, who re-
tired from Freeman coal in Central Il-
linois after 33 years of service, also re-
ceived notice that he was going to lose 
his benefits. 

Larry Garland, a retired coal miner 
in Millstadt, IL, worked in the coal-
fields because it was a good job—a hard 
job, a dirty job some days, but it had a 
promise of lifetime health care for him 
and his family. His wife has MS, and he 
is wondering how he is going to afford 
her medical expenses if this isn’t fund-
ed properly. 

Karen Williams, a nurse and daugh-
ter of a retired coal miner in Du Quoin, 
IL, sees firsthand how important these 
benefits are to retirees like her dad, 
who has a lung disease directly related 
to his coal-mining years. 

These are just a few of the stories in 
my State, of the 2,000 affected by this 
decision, so we take it personally. 

There is another provision in here as 
well. The President-elect has des-
ignated General Mattis to be the next 
Secretary of Defense. James Mattis 
was the head of U.S. Central Command, 
an extraordinary general, given some 
critical assignments by previous Presi-
dents, and every report that I have 
read is positive about his service to our 
country and his leadership skills in the 
Marine Corps. But the appointment of 
General Mattis is in violation of a 
basic law. The law, which was passed 
over 50 years ago, limited the avail-
ability of these retired military offi-
cers to serve as Secretaries of Defense. 

In America, we have always prided 
ourselves—and particularly since the 
reorganization of the military after 
World War II—on civilian control over 
the military. It is something that is 
really built into the American view 
about the military and the civilian side 
of the Federal Government. 

Here we have General Mattis, who is 
eminently qualified to lead in many re-
spects, but he is going to be violating 
that basic law that says there must be 
7 years of separation between your 
military service and your service as 
Secretary of Defense. 

There has only been one exception in 
history, and that was back in 1950, 
when President Truman asked GEN 
George C. Marshall, a five-star gen-
eral—there aren’t many in our his-
tory—to come out of retirement. Gen-

eral Marshall had retired as Secretary 
of State. President Truman asked Gen-
eral Marshall to come out of retire-
ment to serve as Secretary of Defense 
under the new reorganization plan of 
our government. 

Congress had to change that law. At 
that time, there was a 10-year separa-
tion. Congress had to change the law, 
and it took some time to do it—to de-
bate it, to make sure the policy deci-
sion was the right thing for our coun-
try, and to make sure that whatever we 
did was consistent with this idea that 
civilians should control the military. 
They ultimately gave the waiver to 
GEN George C. Marshall, this hero of 
our World War II defense, Sectary of 
State, and a man who won the Nobel 
Peace Prize, I might add. So he was an 
extraordinary man. 

This bill that we have before us is 
going to ask us to expedite this deci-
sion. At the time it was debated before 
with General Marshall, the Senate 
took the time to really consider this. 
So expediting and changing the rules of 
the Senate in this bill is something 
that hasn’t been done before. 

I worry about the impact it is going 
to have in the long term. It com-
plicated what should have been a pret-
ty simple and straightforward bill. 

Let me speak as well about the im-
pact on the Department of Defense of 
this continuing resolution. A con-
tinuing resolution for defense might be 
harmful to our Armed Forces, and the 
longer we live under it, the worse it 
could get. If Congress were to pass a 3- 
month continuing resolution for the 
Department of Defense, they are going 
to feel it right away. The Pentagon has 
identified more than 150 programs cost-
ing tens of billions of dollars that will 
be disrupted by a continuing resolu-
tion. House Republicans fixed no more 
than a few of these. There are a lot of 
others in disarray. 

The Defense bill has provided $600 
million, for example, for the Israeli 
missile defense programs, a substantial 
increase over last year’s funding level 
of $487 million. This includes increased 
funding for the Arrow 3 program, which 
will protect Israel against new threats 
from long-range Iranian missiles. 
Under a continuing resolution, this 
new initiative is put on hold until we 
get around to passing a full-year De-
fense appropriations bill. 

The impacts of the 3-month con-
tinuing resolution will also be felt by 
the defense industrial base. There is a 
similar story for the Air Force’s new 
B–21 bomber. Funding for this program 
is planned to nearly double this year to 
more than $1.3 billion, in order to de-
sign the replacement for the decades- 
old B–52. The CR makes that difficult, 
if not impossible. 

The Pentagon’s R&D efforts have al-
ready been hamstrung by continuing 
resolutions, and there the story gets 
worse. Important medical research will 
be postponed in the Department of De-
fense, and agencies like DARPA, which 
had planned to award contracts worth 
$24 billion, is on hold. 

Instead, due to putting defense fund-
ing in this continuing resolution on 
autopilot, less than $16 billion, instead 
of $24 billion, will be awarded. That is 
going to slow down innovation and im-
pact untold numbers of suppliers for 
our Department of Defense. 

The old adage ‘‘time is money’’ cer-
tainly applies to the Pentagon. Every 
day, every week, every month that de-
fense programs are delayed adds up to 
more costs to American taxpayers. 
When the government can’t keep up its 
end of the contract because funding 
isn’t available, costs go up, and tax-
payers pay more for things they should 
pay less for. Every Member of Congress 
has criticized the Pentagon—I have 
been in that queue—for spending too 
much on weapons systems, but every 
time we do a CR, we raise the cost of 
weapons systems by delaying these 
payments. 

Our constituents didn’t elect us to 
delay making decisions. They elected 
us to get things done. Months of bipar-
tisan committee work and weeks of bi-
partisan negotiation shouldn’t be cast 
aside. Putting government spending on 
autopilot is not responsible. 

Whether you work in a Fortune 500 
company or in any agency of the Fed-
eral Government, budgets must adapt 
to innovation, new challenges, and new 
opportunities. Failure to do so is a 
waste. We owe it to the American tax-
payer and we sure owe it to the men 
and women in uniform to do more than 
just kick the budgetary can down the 
road. We owe it to thousands of retired 
miners to keep our promise, to respect 
their years of hard work and give them 
the benefits they deserve. 

Now is not the time to give up and go 
home. Now is the time to rededicate 
ourselves to truly working together, as 
the Appropriations Committee has his-
torically done, use their work product, 
and pass a bill and an appropriations 
spending measure that really reflects 
what is needed for the national defense 
of America. 

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. BARRASSO. Mr. President, I ask 

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

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

Mr. BARRASSO. Mr. President, in 
just a few hours, funding for the Fed-
eral Government will run out. It is 
going to run out in just a few hours. It 
looks like we are going to blow 
through that deadline right here in the 
Senate. 

POLITICO, one of the local news-
papers, had an article this morning, 
and this is what the headline said. 
They ran an article with this headline: 
‘‘Democrats push government toward 
shutdown.’’ Let me repeat that: 
‘‘Democrats push government toward 
shutdown.’’ 
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The article says that Democrats are 

pushing the government to the brink of 
a shutdown. They are doing it with 
‘‘coal country Senate Democrats lead-
ing a strategy to oppose a GOP spend-
ing bill if their demands are not met 
for a longer extension of expiring 
health care benefits for coal miners.’’ 

We are talking about a continuing 
resolution that passed the House with 
overwhelming numbers, and it has bi-
partisan support. The vote was 326 to 
96—Republicans and Democrats joining 
together in the House to keep the gov-
ernment open—but not the Senate 
Democrats. 

I have been on this floor time and 
again with Democrats talking about 
shutting down the government, and 
they say that it is the Republicans. 
The headline today says: ‘‘Democrats 
push government toward shutdown.’’ 

Now, the continuing resolution that 
is being asked to be voted upon actu-
ally includes money to help these min-
ers well into the new year—through 
April—and we are going to be looking 
at everything in the legislation again 
when it expires in April. So there is no 
rush to settle this issue today. 

But here we are in the Senate, with 
Democrats preparing to shut down the 
Government of the United States. 

Our goal should not be to bail out a 
union health plan—and it is a fund that 
does have problems. The solution actu-
ally ought to be to let coal miners 
mine coal again. Let them go back to 
what they know how to do—mine coal. 
That way they can take care of them-
selves and take care of their own. 

I want to be really clear on this 
point. The only reason we are in the 
position we are in today is because the 
Obama administration and Democrats 
in Washington have been waging a war 
on coal for the past 8 years. That is the 
reason we are in the position we are in 
today. 

In 2008, when Barack Obama was run-
ning for President, he promised that 
this was what he was going to do. He 
said it. He said that under his policies, 
‘‘if somebody wants to build a coal- 
fired powerplant, they can; it’s just 
that it will bankrupt them.’’ 

The President was very clear. So the 
Democrats should not be surprised 
with what we see happening today. 

Once he got into office, he did every-
thing he could to keep that promise 
and bankrupt as many coal companies 
as possible. That is actually what hap-
pened. His administration has pushed 
out one unnecessary regulation after 
another on coal producers, on power-
plants, and on customers. 

The Environmental Protection Agen-
cy wrote new regulations on power-
plant emissions where the emissions go 
from one State over to another. The 
Agency put out extremely stringent 
rules on emissions from any new pow-
erplants that were built in this coun-
try. Then they wrote tough rules on 
the powerplants that were already in 
existence—rules, not new laws but 
rules. 

The Obama administration hasn’t 
just tried to bankrupt anyone who used 
coal, but they have been doing all they 
can to make sure the coal never gets 
out of the ground. 

The Bureau of Land Management im-
posed a moratorium on new mining 
leases on Federal land. In the Rocky 
Mountain West, that is a significant 
amount of the land, and, in many 
States, it is over half of the land. 

The Obama administration has been 
doing all they can to make sure that 
American coal can’t be used not just 
here in America but can’t be used any-
where in the world. 

The Department of the Interior wrote 
a new rule on coal valuation to dis-
courage coal exports. 

Now, the Army Corps of Engineers 
has even delayed or denied permits for 
new coal export terminals so we could 
ship a product that is produced in the 
United States to people who want to 
buy our product overseas. So Ameri-
cans can’t sell the product that we 
have—that coal—overseas. 

The Obama administration even 
worked to get the World Bank—the 
World Bank and the International 
Monetary Fund—to stop financing new 
coal-fired powerplants in developing 
nations, even though for them, it is the 
least expensive cost for electricity, for 
energy, for the people there who don’t 
have energy and desperately need it. It 
has been one roadblock after another 
for the last 8 years. 

Layer after layer of redtape, stran-
gling the coal industry and coal min-
ers—the people who go to work every 
day. 

Now, someone wants to say the issue 
is bailing out one union health plan 
and pension fund. The Democrats have 
waged an all-out comprehensive war on 
coal. That is why we are in this situa-
tion. 

During the Presidential campaign, 
President Obama has said to Ameri-
cans: Please elect Hillary Clinton. Vote 
for her to protect the Obama legacy. 
Well, candidate Hillary Clinton during 
the election, during the campaign, said 
that she would put a lot of coal miners 
out of business. So as to the actual 
people who work, she wants to put 
them all out of business. 

It has been a war on multiple fronts 
and a Presidential election all designed 
in many ways to keep Americans from 
using coal, from exporting coal, and 
even from mining coal. 

The administration has blocked coal 
production. They have made it more 
expensive. Then they have tried to use 
the smaller market for coal—since you 
can’t mine it, you can’t sell it, and you 
can’t export it; so there is a smaller 
market for coal—as an excuse to im-
pose even more burdens. 

The people who are hurt by these 
policies are hard-working Americans 
who just want to go to work, make a 
living, and support their family. That 
is what the coal miners have been up 
against by the Obama administration 
in the last 8 years. 

So any attempt by Democrats to 
blame someone else is just a distrac-
tion. They want to hide the simple fact 
that it is their intentional and inten-
sive campaign against coal that has led 
us to where we are today—on the brink 
of a government shutdown tonight. 

Health and pension funds can pay 
benefits for retired workers as long as 
the mines are actually working and 
they can mine coal and sell coal and 
make money. If the money coming in 
goes down, then the money they need 
to pay out is not there. That is why we 
have this problem. Companies can’t 
meet their obligations, and it is the 
Democrat’s policies that have caused 
it. So if the Democrats want to help re-
tired miners, they should let the other 
miners get back to work. That is the 
way to help the retired miners, let the 
other miners get back to work. Well, 
that is not what they have done. The 
Obama administration has done all 
they can to destroy the market for 
coal, to force mines to cut production 
and to put miners out of work. 

Now, I understand there are people in 
the home States of these Senators who 
are very worried, and they have a right 
to be worried, but let’s just be honest 
about the real reason these people are 
hurting: Miners are struggling because 
President Obama has been standing on 
their necks for a straight period of 8 
years. When Democrats focus on things 
like health benefits for retirees, they 
are missing the point entirely, and 
they are just trying to dodge the re-
sponsibility—the responsibility for 
their own disastrous policies. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from California. 
Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, the 

distinguished Senator has just asked 
me if I would yield to her; that she has 
a very short set of remarks, and I am 
happy to do so. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Wisconsin. 

Ms. BALDWIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to use a prop dur-
ing my remarks. 

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

WRDA 

Ms. BALDWIN. Mr. President, I have 
come to the floor to address a very im-
portant choice for this Senate and, 
frankly, for President-Elect Trump. 

The time is now for Donald Trump to 
take a stand in support of American 
workers by calling on Republican lead-
ership in Congress to support strong 
‘‘Buy American’’ requirements in the 
Water Resources Development Act, 
also known as the Water Infrastructure 
Improvement Act. 

Just 1 week ago in Cincinnati, OH, 
President-Elect Trump said his infra-
structure plan would follow two simple 
rules: ‘‘Buy American and hire Amer-
ican.’’ I support that position, strong-
ly, but unfortunately the Republican 
establishment in Washington didn’t 
hear him. They have removed my ‘‘Buy 
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American’’ standard from this very im-
portant water infrastructure legisla-
tion, and Trump Tower has gone silent 
on this topic since last Thursday. 

I believe the iron and steel used in 
water infrastructure projects should be 
made in America and that taxpayer 
dollars should go to support American 
jobs and manufacturers, not be spent 
on Chinese or Russian iron and steel. 

My provision to require this was in-
cluded in the version of the bill that 
passed the Senate with strong bipar-
tisan support on a vote of 95 to 3. How-
ever, Speaker RYAN and House Repub-
licans removed this ‘‘Buy American’’ 
reform from the Water Infrastructure 
Improvements Act, and there hasn’t 
been a peep or a tweet from President- 
Elect Trump. It is clear to me, and it 
should be clear to President-Elect 
Trump as well, that congressional Re-
publicans are allowing corporate lobby-
ists, working on behalf of companies 
who import steel from Russia and 
China, to write the rules in Wash-
ington. Importers of cheap foreign steel 
from China and Russia have sought to 
eliminate or loosen these rules for 
their own benefit. According to media 
reports, including the Wall Street 
Journal, the importers and their for-
eign suppliers have hired the Wash-
ington, DC, lobbying firm Squire Pat-
ton Boggs to lobby the Republican 
leadership in the House against my 
‘‘Buy American’’ standard, which 
would provide a long-term and solid 
commitment to American workers. 

The firm’s strategy relies upon, oh, 
that old revolving door—the firm em-
ploys former House Speaker John 
Boehner and several former top Repub-
lican aides—to gain access and influ-
ence over Congress. These reports sug-
gest that corporate lobbyists are using 
their influence over Congress to sup-
port clients that do business with Rus-
sian and Chinese steel companies at 
the expense of American workers. That 
is why I am calling on President-Elect 
Trump to turn his words in Cincinnati, 
spoken just a week ago, into action and 
to join me in demanding that Repub-
lican leaders in Congress restore our 
strong ‘‘Buy American’’ standard in 
the final water infrastructure bill. 

Together, with Senators BROWN and 
CASEY, we offered an amendment to re-
store this ‘‘Buy American’’ reform, and 
today we are demanding a vote. I come 
to the floor today to ask Majority 
Leader MCCONNELL for that vote. 

American manufacturers and steel-
workers, like the men and women at 
Neenah Foundry in Wisconsin who 
helped build our Nation’s water infra-
structure, support our amendment, and 
they deserve a vote and a solid com-
mitment from us on a strong ‘‘Buy 
American’’ standard. 

Many people in the United States 
have seen this iconic symbol. Neenah 
Foundry—which supports the strong 
‘‘Buy American’’ amendment—manu-
factures, among other things, these 
manhole covers that we see all over. 

Let us not ever see this. 

President-Elect Trump has said that 
we need to ‘‘drain the swamp,’’ and 
that he will take on lobbyists and spe-
cial interests that are writing the rules 
and rigging the game in Washington 
against American workers. If he is seri-
ous about ‘‘draining the swamp’’ and 
supporting American workers, it is 
time for him to end his silence and 
speak out publicly supporting and re-
storing this ‘‘Buy American’’ standard 
to the water infrastructure bill that is 
before the Senate today. It is time for 
a vote on a ‘‘Buy American’’ standard 
that respects and rewards American 
manufacturers and American workers. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from California. 
Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, are 

we going back and forth? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. There is 

no order at the moment. 
Mrs. FEINSTEIN. May I ask the Sen-

ator—because I thought Democrats had 
an hour at this time, I agreed to yield 
to Senator BALDWIN. Senator MCCAIN, 
do you know how long you will be? 

Mr. MCCAIN. About 30 minutes. 
Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Well, you go 

ahead. I will defer. 
Mr. MCCAIN. I thank my friend from 

California, but if she had a shorter 
time— 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Arizona is recognized. 

Mr. MCCAIN. I say to my dear friend 
from California, if she had a few min-
utes she would like to take at this 
time, I would be happy to yield to her. 

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Senator, I have 
about 20 minutes. 

Mr. MCCAIN. OK. I take it back. 
Mr. President, I understand that, as 

usual, as we get to the edge of the cliff 
or the edge of the weekend, that some-
how we will have an agreement and we 
will vote and we will pass a continuing 
resolution and we will all go home. We 
will all go home for the holidays and 
congratulate ourselves on doing such a 
great job and passing a congressional 
resolution. 

Meanwhile, the 8,000 men and women 
who are serving in Afghanistan will be 
having a different kind of next couple 
of weeks. It will be in combat, it will 
be in jeopardy, it will be in fighting an 
implacable enemy that we have been 
challenging and fighting for the last 12, 
14 years. The 5,000 troops who are in 
Iraq and Syria, with their lives lit-
erally in danger—there has been a cou-
ple, a few casualties, tragic deaths in 
recent days. The siege of Aleppo con-
tinues and the slaughter continues of 
innocent men, women, and children. As 
the exodus, I am told, takes place from 
Aleppo, the Russians, Iranian Revolu-
tionary Guard, and Bashar al-Assad’s 
thugs are culling out the young men 
for special treatment and interroga-
tion. God only knows what that is like. 
Of course, the flow of refugees con-
tinues, now adding to the 6 million. 
The 500,000 who have been killed, that 
continues. And we are about to pass an 
appropriations bill that reduces our 

ability to help those men and women 
who are serving our country in uniform 
get their job done. We are talking 
about a continuing resolution that is a 
reduction in spending, that freezes ac-
counts in place, and does not give us 
the capability to move them around to 
meet the threats we are facing around 
the world. I must say to my colleagues, 
this is disgraceful. This is absolutely 
disgraceful. 

We are going to kick the can down 
the road because we failed to fund our 
troops. The fiscal irresponsibility of 
another continuing resolution will 
force the Department of Defense to op-
erate for 7 months in the fiscal year 
without a real budget. Tell me one 
company or corporation in the world, 
small or large, that has their budget 
frozen for 7 months of the year and ex-
pects to operate with any kind of effi-
ciency. You can’t. You can’t. 

Now, the incoming President of the 
United States says he wants to spend 
more money on defense. Are we doing 
that with this continuing resolution? 
Of course not. The incoming President 
of the United States says we don’t have 
a big enough Army, Navy, Marine 
Corps, Air Force, and we are cutting 
the size of the military. 

Meanwhile, the President of the 
United States gives one of the most bi-
zarre speeches I have ever heard in my 
life about what a great job he has done, 
what a fantastic job; and thank God 
ISIS does not pose an existential 
threat to the United States of Amer-
ica—never mind San Bernardino, never 
mind all the other attacks across the 
country and Europe. Never mind those. 
It is not an existential threat. This is 
the same Barack Obama who said ISIS 
was the JV and couldn’t carry Kobe’s 
T-shirt. 

So what are we doing? By God, we are 
going to be out of here. Thank God, we 
are going to be out of here. And what 
are we doing? We haven’t passed a de-
fense appropriations bill that funds our 
troops. Earlier this year we had a de-
fense appropriations bill, approved 
unanimously by the Appropriations 
Committee, but Democrats put politics 
ahead of our troops, filibustered that 
legislation, and brought the Senate to 
a halt. 

Does anybody wonder about the ap-
proval rating of Congress when we will 
not even appropriate the money to de-
fend this Nation and pay for the men 
and women in uniform who are sacri-
ficing as we speak? Of course not. 

Why haven’t we passed the bill? Now, 
fresh off an election—the election is 
over. Republicans won control of the 
House and the Senate and the White 
House in part by promising to rebuild 
our military. Congress is about to cut 
defense spending again by passing an-
other irresponsible continuing resolu-
tion. 

Let me be clear, this continuing reso-
lution would cut resources to our 
troops, delay the cutting-edge equip-
ment they need, and hamper the war in 
Afghanistan. A lot of my colleagues 
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may not understand, you authorize cer-
tain amounts of money for certain pro-
grams. With a continuing resolution, 
you can’t shift that money around. 
Suppose there is a new product, there 
is a new weapon, there is a new ability 
we have. With a continuing resolution, 
now going on for 7 months, we will do 
that. Congratulations. Congratula-
tions. 

So this is Washington. Democrats fil-
ibuster funding for our troops in a po-
litical game to extort more funding for 
pet domestic programs. Republicans 
feign outrage. Then those same Repub-
licans return months later to negotiate 
a continuing resolution that gives 
Democrats the domestic spending in-
creases they always wanted, does so 
by—guess what. Guess what. There is 
an increase in this continuing resolu-
tion for domestic programs, some of 
them pork-barrel projects, and cutting 
funds for defense. I am not making 
that up. I wonder how many of the 100 
Senators who will be voting on this 
continuing resolution know that this 
continuing resolution increases domes-
tic spending and decreases defense 
spending. What a sham. What a fraud. 
Is there any wonder the American peo-
ple hold us in such contempt? We are 
down to paid staff and blood relatives. 

There is a lot wrong with this con-
tinuing resolution, but let me start 
with the rank hypocrisy embedded deep 
within its pages. Five years ago Con-
gress recognized the need to rein in 
Federal spending, but instead of ad-
dressing the actual drivers of our defi-
cits and debt, in one of the great 
copouts in history, it settled for a 
meat-ax approach. Congress passed the 
Budget Control Act, which cuts spend-
ing across the board. No matter how 
worthwhile, no matter how necessary, 
treat it all the same and cut it across 
the board, OK? It is designated to be so 
terrible, this sequestration—remember, 
it was 5 years ago—sequestration 
would be so terrible it would force Re-
publicans and Democrats to negotiate 
a more reasonable compromise. 

We know how that worked out. The 
Budget Control Act failed to force a 
grand bargain on the budget, but it was 
so genuinely terrible that Congress had 
to negotiate a series of short-term 
agreements to get out from under it. 
The latest of these was the Bipartisan 
Budget Act, which was passed last year 
and provided small increases for de-
fense and on defense spending. 

This agreement was consistent with 
the principle articulated by many of 
my Republican and Democratic col-
leagues—that defense and nondefense 
were supposed to be treated equally. It 
does not matter when you see the 
world on fire, no matter when you see 
6 million refugees out of Syria, no mat-
ter when you see 500,000 dead, no mat-
ter when you see the Chinese asserting 
control over the Asia-Pacific region, no 
matter that you see Vladimir Putin 
dismembering Ukraine and putting 
pressures of enormity on the Balkan 
countries, no matter that you see the 

Russians, now a major power in the 
Middle East for the first time since 
Anwar Sadat, threw him out of Egypt 
in 1973—no matter all that. No matter 
that we continue to increase because 
we react to the number of troops and 
the amount of equipment that we are 
having to send to Iraq and Syria and 
other places in the world—treat the 
EPA the same as the U.S. Marine 
Corps. Treat the IRS the same as our 
brave pilots who are now flying in com-
bat in Iraq and Syria. Treat them the 
same. This was the so-called principle 
of parity. 

For the record, I never believed this 
trope. Instead, I held fast to another 
principle—that funding our troops 
would be based solely on what they 
need to defend the Nation. Isn’t that an 
unusual sentiment—to fund the troops 
with what they need to defend the Na-
tion, to give them the very best equip-
ment so that, in the testimony of the 
uniform service chiefs before the 
Armed Services committee, who said in 
unvarnished words—these great mili-
tary uniformed leaders said: We are 
putting the lives of the men and 
women in uniform ‘‘at greater risk.’’ 

Is no one in this body embarrassed 
that we are putting the lives of the 
men and women in the military at 
greater risk? What is happening here? 

Many of my colleagues disagreed 
with me, which was their right. Over 
the last 2 years as Chairman of the 
Senate Armed Services Committee, 
having listened to the testimony of our 
most senior military commanders 
about the growing risk to the lives of 
our servicemembers, I have tried to 
break the hold of these arbitrary 
spending limits, increase defense 
spending, and give our troops the re-
sources they need to defend the Nation. 

Let me tell you what is happening to 
the military today. We have seen the 
movie before—after the Vietnam war. 
They have less ability to train. They 
have less ability to operate. Our pilots 
in the Air Force, Marine Corps, and 
Navy are flying fewer hours per month 
than Chinese and Russian pilots are. 
They are having to rob planes. They 
have even had to go to the Boneyard in 
Tucson, AZ, to find parts for their air-
planes. They are that short of them. 

You know what is going to happen? 
The pilots of these services are going 
to get out in droves because the com-
mercial airline pilots who were hired 
after the Vietnam war are all retiring. 
All these people want to do is fly air-
planes. When they are in Syria and 
Iraq, yes, they fly a lot. When they get 
back, they don’t fly at all. Why? They 
don’t have the money. When you cut 
defense, the first thing that suffers is 
operations, maintenance, and training. 
Again, it is not as if it is a new phe-
nomenon. We have seen the movie be-
fore. 

Here we are. We passed a defense bill 
last year that provided $38 billion in 
additional resources to give our serv-
icemembers the modern equipment and 
advanced training they need. President 

Obama vetoed that bill because, as his 
White House explained, he would ‘‘not 
fix defense without fixing nondefense 
spending.’’ 

Think about that. The President of 
the United States puts defending this 
Nation on the same level as domestic 
programs. I am all for the domestic 
programs. I am not objecting to them, 
but to put them on the same level as 
the defense of the Nation partially ex-
plains the disasters over the last 8 
years. America has decided to lead 
from behind, and America is now held 
without respect or regard throughout 
the world. We see all kinds of bad 
things happening, and I will not bother 
my colleagues because all I have to do 
is pick up the morning paper or turn on 
the television. 

This year I offered an amendment to 
the Defense authorization bill on the 
Senate floor to add $18 billion to the 
defense budget, an increase that would 
have returned defense spending to the 
level the President himself had re-
quested and for which the Department 
of Defense had planned. The Senate 
Democrats and some Republicans voted 
against that amendment. One Demo-
cratic Senator objected, saying: ‘‘If de-
fense funds are increased, funding for 
domestic agencies must also be in-
creased.’’ 

Got that? ‘‘If defense funds are in-
creased, funding for domestic agencies 
must also be increased.’’ 

Some Republicans, mainly on the Ap-
propriations Committee, argued that 
the amendment would not adhere to 
the Bipartisan Budget Act and stall 
momentum to pass appropriations bills 
as we consider yet another continuing 
resolution. We see how well that 
worked out. 

So entrenched was this absurd notion 
of parity between defense and non-
defense spending that when President 
Obama decided to keep more troops in 
harm’s way in Afghanistan—finally 
recognizing a little reality—he refused 
to pay for them unless nondefense 
spending received an identical funding 
increase. Let me make that clear. The 
President of the United States—recog-
nizing that the Taliban was not only 
not defeated but was gaining ground in 
parts of Afghanistan, the Afghan mili-
tary sustaining unsustainable casualty 
rates—sent more troops to Afghani-
stan, sent more help to Afghanistan, 
but wouldn’t pay for them unless we 
increased domestic spending. 

Is that some kind of nonsense? So en-
trenched was this absurd notion of par-
ity between defense and nondefense 
spending that the bottom line is this: 
Congress has had multiple opportuni-
ties to give our troops the resources 
they need. Each time, aided and abet-
ted by the President and his adminis-
tration, we squandered these opportu-
nities because of the so-called principle 
of parity—that ‘‘any increase in fund-
ing must be shared equally between de-
fense and nondefense.’’ 

After all that, it turns out that par-
ity was merely politics masquerading 
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as principle. Because, dear friends, now 
Congress is about to pass a continuing 
resolution that shatters any notion of 
parity, breaks the spending limits of 
the Bipartisan Budget Act, increases 
nondefense spending at the expense of 
our troops, and even creates a loophole 
that allows nondefense spending to 
skirt the law and avoid sequestration— 
not defense spending, nondefense 
spending. It is crazy. 

Under this continuing resolution, 
nondefense spending—get this. I don’t 
know how many of my colleagues know 
this. Under this continuing resolution, 
nondefense spending is $3 billion above 
the Bipartisan Budget Act. Where does 
this additional money come from? It 
was taken from our troops. Under the 
continuing resolution, defense spending 
is $3 billion below the Bipartisan Budg-
et Act. 

As a result of increased funding, non-
defense spending violates the Bipar-
tisan Budget Act and would face se-
questration at the beginning of next 
year to bring it back in line with 
spending levels allowed under the law. 
Not so fast, my friends—the continuing 
resolution contains a ‘‘get out of jail 
free’’ card that allows nondefense 
spending to break the Bipartisan Budg-
et Act to avoid sequestration. 

Here is what we are doing: We are 
cutting defense spending. We are in-
creasing nondefense spending, even 
though it breaks the act and we have a 
provision in there that that is OK. I 
just hope that everybody knows what 
they are voting on in this. 

Am I missing something? Am I miss-
ing something? Do Republicans control 
the House of Representatives? They are 
the ones who put this provision in. It is 
the Republicans who control the House 
of Representatives. Do Republicans fill 
the majority of the seats in this Sen-
ate? The last time I checked, they do. 
Did the Republican candidate just win 
the White House? 

What on Earth are we doing here? 
Why are Republicans who complained 
for so long about runaway government 
spending about to vote on a take-it-or- 
leave-it continuing resolution that in-
creases nondefense spending? Why are 
Republicans doing that? Why are Re-
publicans who proclaim that ours is 
the party of strong defense cutting 
funding for our military to plus up 
spending on domestic programs? What 
is going on here? 

Why are Republicans who voted down 
increased funding for our military be-
cause of the Bipartisan Budget Act vot-
ing for a continuing resolution that al-
lows nondefense spending to exceed 
that law and creates a loophole to es-
cape sequestration? 

Why are Democrats who lectured for 
years—I got that lecture for hours and 
hours about the principle of fairness, of 
parity—who insisted that funding in-
creases must be shared equally between 
defense and nondefense. Why are those 
Democrats about to support a con-
tinuing resolution that explicitly 
breaks that principle and that funds in-

creases for nondefense by taking from 
defense? 

Regretfully, as I say about Repub-
licans and Democrats, the answer, and 
the only answer I can offer is hypoc-
risy—rank hypocrisy. What is so dis-
heartening about the hypocrisy of this 
continuing resolution is how unneces-
sary it is. We can pass an appropria-
tions bill. The appropriations bill was 
passed out of the Appropriations Com-
mittee unanimously. We can pass it. 
We can do it tomorrow; we can do it to-
night. But they don’t want to do that. 
They want this continuing resolution 
with all this stuff hidden in it, with a 
lot of legislative things in it that we 
find out, guess what, 10 hours, 24 hours, 
maybe even 48 hours before we vote on 
it. That is when we find out what is in 
the bill. 

I would challenge—I would like to 
take a poll of my 100 colleagues here. 
How many of them have read the con-
tinuing resolution? I will bet you the 
number is zero. With this legislation, 
Congress has already done the hard 
work of negotiating a bipartisan com-
promise for defense spending. The De-
fense appropriations bill from earlier 
this year could easily be amended to 
reflect the compromise, and the Senate 
could be taking up the bill, but we are 
not. Instead, we are about to vote on 
another continuing resolution that 
would cut $6 billion from the level au-
thorized by the NDAA. 

I want to point out again: Who is 
being harmed by this? My friends, obvi-
ously, as I have stated, absolutely the 
men and women who are serving. They 
are the ones who are suffering from 
this. In the Defense authorization bill, 
we have a 2.1-percent pay raise for the 
military. In the continuing resolution, 
it is not in there. We are not even 
going to reward our men and women in 
the military with a pay raise that they 
have earned. 

Some of my colleagues on the Appro-
priations Committee will argue that 
this continuing resolution is an in-
crease to defense spending. That is a 
lie. I don’t say this very often, but any-
one who says there is an increase in de-
fense spending in this continuing reso-
lution is lying. For those of you who 
are not familiar with Washington 
doublespeak, let me explain how cut 
translates into increase inside the belt-
way. The new continuing resolution 
represents a modest increase over the 
previous continuing resolution passed 
in September, but that legislation con-
tained a large cut to defense spending. 
Just as now, Members of this body 
were asked to go along with this cut 
with a promise that a Defense appro-
priations bill would soon follow. None 
appeared. 

In other words, the best we can say 
about the continuing resolution we are 
considering today in this body today— 
and I am sure it will be passed on a Fri-
day night—is that it merely contains a 
smaller defense cut than its prede-
cessor. Twist the figures all you want, 
and I guarantee you that somebody on 

the Budget Committee or the Budget 
Committee chairman will twist it. The 
fact is, this continuing resolution is $6 
billion less than what Congress just au-
thorized for defense spending. Yester-
day, we passed a Defense authorization 
bill, and this is $6 billion less than 
what we authorized. That is what we 
should be grading ourselves on because 
that is what our military has told us 
they need and what this body has 
agreed to provide them. 

Let me emphasize that we go through 
weeks and months of hearings, mark-
ups, input, and debate, and we come up 
with a Defense authorization bill and 
provide this body in the Congress and 
the Nation with our best judgment of 
what America needs to defend this Na-
tion and how much it costs. This con-
tinuing resolution will cut that num-
ber by $6 billion. That may not be 
much money among some, but it is one 
heck of a lot of money overall. 

The hypocrisy of this continuing res-
olution is nauseating. The defense cut 
it contains is blind to the needs of our 
military, but ultimately it is the basic 
fact that Congress has failed to pass an 
appropriations bill and will be forced 
to pass another continuing resolution 
that will have the most real and imme-
diate consequences for our service-
members. Our Nation asks a lot of the 
men and women serving in uniform. As 
I mentioned, we are going to go home 
tonight, I am sure, because of the pres-
sures that always take place on a 
Thursday or Friday, and they will still 
be out there. They will still be out 
there on the front line. They will be in 
Syria, Iraq, and helping the Afghan 
fighters defend their nation. They 
won’t be going home, but we will. And 
what will we leave them with? A $6 bil-
lion reduction in their ability to defend 
this Nation. 

The continuing resolution locks our 
military into last year’s budget and 
last year’s priorities. Tell me a com-
pany in the world where you have to 
stick with the priorities from the year 
before as you approach the coming 
year as to what you want to do and you 
are locked into the last year’s provi-
sions. 

Consider what happened to our 
counter-ISIL efforts under the con-
tinuing resolution that is about to ex-
pire. Last week, military leaders had 
to come to Congress hat in hand seek-
ing relief from the constraints of a con-
tinuing resolution in order to keep up 
the fight against ISIL. Since the begin-
ning of the year, the Defense Depart-
ment requested money to support local 
forces in Syria who are fighting to 
drive ISIL out of Raqqa, but because 
we are on a continuing resolution, 
money wasn’t there. The Secretary of 
Defense, the highest civilian leader of 
our military, had to spend his time 
searching couch cushions to continue 
our fight against ISIL. Every day that 
ISIL remains entrenched in Raqqa is 
another day they can plot attacks on 
our homeland. It is another day they 
can terrorize Syria. It is another day 
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they can call themselves a caliphate. It 
is another day they can attract foreign 
fighters to their murderous cause. All 
of the Defense authorization and appro-
priations bills included the money to 
fund Syrians fighting to remove ISIL 
from its sanctuary, but the continuing 
resolution did not. If we had done our 
jobs, this wouldn’t be an issue, but it 
was. 

The same thing will happen under a 
new continuing resolution that does 
not fully fund the war in Afghanistan. 
The legislation will force the Depart-
ment of Defense to pay for urgent re-
quirements to deter Russian aggression 
in Europe by cannibalizing funds need-
ed to help our Afghan partners take 
the fight to our common terrorist en-
emies. When it comes to national secu-
rity, robbing Peter to pay Paul is not a 
strategy; it is a disgrace. This wouldn’t 
be necessary under an appropriations 
bill, but it is under this continuing res-
olution, which is blind to the realities 
of our dangerous world, and the con-
sequences will be felt on the battle-
field. 

The Department of Defense had re-
quested $814 million to provide our Af-
ghan partners with the helicopters and 
fixed-wing aircraft they need to take 
the fight to the Taliban and ISIL. This 
continuing resolution contains none of 
that funding. If there is anything we 
need in this fight, it is airpower. 

General Nicholson, the commander of 
U.S. and international forces in Af-
ghanistan, sent me a letter yesterday, 
and he warns that without this fund-
ing, ‘‘the Afghan security forces risk 
losing the positive close air support 
momentum gained over the past year, 
which proved instrumental in enabling 
them to thwart the enemy eight sepa-
rate times in its efforts to seize provin-
cial capitals.’’ 

What are we doing here? With the 
continuing resolution, we are putting 
the lives of countless Afghans in dan-
ger because we are not giving them the 
air support that they need. 

Our failure to do our jobs and pass 
this bill and this irresponsible con-
tinuing resolution will make it even 
harder to achieve success in our Na-
tion’s longest war. This is shameful. A 
continuing resolution will also make 
the job of managing the government’s 
largest agency even more difficult and 
at the worst possible time. The Presi-
dential transition process currently 
underway is difficult enough on its 
own, but no incoming President has 
ever had to inherit a Department of 
Defense operating under a continuing 
resolution. I will repeat that: No Presi-
dent has ever had to inherit a Depart-
ment of Defense operating under a con-
tinuing resolution, and this is not the 
time to break the streak. 

Under a continuing resolution of any 
duration, our military, by law, has to 
delay 78 new military systems and stall 
additional production of 89 others. A 
continuing resolution delays major re-
search and development initiatives. 
The latest continuing resolution pro-

vides DOD relief from these restric-
tions for the Ohio replacement pro-
gram, the KC–46 tanker, and the 
Apache and Black Hawk helicopters, 
but that is only four programs out of 
hundreds. Worse still, this leaves DOD 
with the wrong mix of funding, causing 
shortfalls in important accounts total-
ing $22 billion. Let me repeat: The con-
tinuing resolution leaves the Depart-
ment of Defense with a $22 billion 
shortfall across important accounts. 
Locking in funding at last year’s level 
across all accounts is willful ignorance 
of the Department’s plan to grow nec-
essary programs and cut wasteful ones. 
This is not wise fiscal stewardship. 
This is reckless government on auto-
pilot, and here are just a few of the 
consequences. 

The continuing resolution is totally 
blind to the military readiness crisis 
that is putting the lives of service-
members at risk. We are asking our 
troops to be ready to defend this Na-
tion at a moment’s notice. We are ask-
ing our troops to be ready to take the 
fight to ISIL. We are asking our troops 
to be ready to deter, and if necessary, 
defeat aggression in Europe, the Middle 
East, and Asia-Pacific. We are asking 
them to be ready today, but a con-
tinuing resolution would force trade-
offs that undermine readiness. 

We heard about the readiness crisis 
all year, but what does it really mean? 
It means the Navy doesn’t have enough 
money to maintain ships and aircraft. 
It means that ships that taxpayers 
spent billions of dollars to buy will be 
anchored at docks instead of out to 
sea. It means our Navy and Marine 
Corps aircraft will be grounded and 
their pilot skills wasting away. It 
means the Air Force won’t have the 
funding required to recruit airmen to 
keep its aircraft maintained and fly-
ing. 

The NDAA we just passed would have 
stopped the military from cutting sol-
diers, sailors, and airmen. But because 
of this continuing resolution, the Army 
will begin firing 3,000 qualified cap-
tains. That is 3,000 soldiers with fami-
lies. That is 3,000 soldiers who want to 
stay in the military and continue to 
serve their country. That is 3,000 sol-
diers willing to put their lives on the 
line for us, but because we refuse to do 
our jobs, 3,000 soldiers are going to get 
pink slips. That is shameful. It is mad-
ness. 

Every senior leader at the Depart-
ment of Defense has warned Congress 
about the negative impacts of a con-
tinuing resolution on our troops. 

Secretary of Defense Ash Carter stat-
ed that ‘‘a continuing resolution is a 
straitjacket’’ that ‘‘prevents us from 
fielding a modern, ready force in a bal-
anced way.’’ A continuing resolution, 
Secretary Carter said, ‘‘undercuts sta-
ble planning and efficient use of tax-
payer dollars.’’ 

The Commandant of the Marine 
Corps, General Neller, warned that a 
long-term continuing resolution ‘‘dra-
matically increases risk to an already 

strained fiscal environment and dis-
rupts predictability and our ability to 
properly plan and execute a budget and 
a 5-year program.’’ 

The Chief of Staff of the Air Force, 
General Goldfein, warned that a con-
tinuing resolution would reduce pro-
curement of critical munitions for the 
ISIL fight, affecting not only the 
United States but our coalition part-
ners that rely on us to deliver preferred 
munitions. 

The Chief of Naval Operations, Admi-
ral Richardson, warned that a con-
tinuing resolution would lead to wast-
ed taxpayer dollars. Under a con-
tinuing resolution, the Navy would be 
forced to break up its contract actions 
into smaller pieces. As a result, Admi-
ral Richardson warned that the Navy 
would not be able to ‘‘take advantage 
of savings from contractors who could 
better manage their workload and pass 
on lower costs to the Navy. These re-
dundant efforts drive additional time 
and cost into the system, for exactly 
the same output.’’ 

The Chief of Staff of the Army, Gen-
eral Milley, made a similar warning 
about waste and inefficiency resulting 
from budget uncertainty, saying, 
‘‘things like multiyear contracts’’—et 
cetera, et cetera. General Milley is 
right. 

I say to my colleagues: This madness 
has to end. It is time for Congress to do 
its job. When it comes to doing our 
constitutional duty to provide for the 
common defense, there is no call for 
lazy shortcuts that shortchange our 
troops. We passed the Defense author-
ization bill. Now let’s fund it by pass-
ing the Defense appropriations bill, 
which gives our troops the resources, 
predictability, and flexibility they 
need and deserve. Next year, with a 
new President and Congress, let’s go to 
work immediately on ending sequestra-
tion once and for all and returning to a 
strategy-driven defense budget. That is 
what the American people expect of us, 
and it is what the men and women who 
serve and sacrifice on our behalf de-
serve from us. 

As I said, if I know my history—and 
I have been around here long enough— 
there will be an agreement. We will 
have a vote, and then go home and con-
gratulate ourselves. For the next 15 
days—or whatever it is—we are going 
to enjoy the Christmas holidays with 
our families and friends, pat ourselves 
on the back, and tell each other what a 
great job we have done. 

We shouldn’t do that. There are men 
and women serving in uniform overseas 
away from their families and friends 
and putting their lives in danger. We 
haven’t done our job. We haven’t done 
our job to provide for their security 
and their defense. What we have done 
is miserably failed, and this is an-
other—not the first—and maybe the 
most egregious, given the state of the 
world today as we watch thousands 
being slaughtered in Aleppo, as we 
watch the Syrian refugee crisis, as we 
watch the Chinese act more aggres-
sively, as we watch a buildup of the 
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military in Kaliningrad, a place most 
people have not heard of, and we watch 
the continued aggression and advan-
tage that our enemies and adversaries 
believe are appropriate action for them 
in light of our weakness. 

What do we do? The message we send 
to the men and women who are serving 
in our military is that we care more 
about being home for the holidays than 
we do about you. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. BAR-

RASSO). The Senator from Oklahoma. 
Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, just to 

ensure that there is no confusion, I ask 
that I be recognized for such time as I 
may consume at the conclusion of the 
remarks of the distinguished senior 
Senator from California. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 
The Senator from California. 
Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, be-

fore I begin, I wish to say a few words 
about my colleague from California 
who is retiring. I very much regret 
that I was not able to be here for her 
remarks on the floor. However, I have 
written a rather extensive statement 
for the record. I want to say here and 
now that no one has fought for Cali-
fornia or for this country harder. She 
has had a dedicated and long career of 
service to our country, and her accom-
plishments are many. 

Those are documented in the record, 
and I believe they will stand the test of 
time. So I want to offer my heartiest 
congratulations to her for 24 years of 
service to this country. We came to the 
Senate together. I have very much re-
spected her, her work, and her dili-
gence over these years. 

WRDA 
Now, Mr. President, I rise to speak 

about the Water Resources Develop-
ment Act, which the House passed yes-
terday afternoon 360 to 61. My col-
league Senator BOXER was the author 
of that bill. I believe it is a good bill. 
There is a whole litany of excellent 
projects that benefit the environment 
as well as the economy of so many of 
our States. 

I want to say something else about 
my remarkable colleague. We first ar-
rived here in the Senate 24 years ago. 
She has accomplished a lot in that 
time, protecting the environment, de-
fending the downtrodden and vulner-
able, and fighting for California. She is 
a tremendous Senator, and I believe 
her record will withstand the test of 
time. 

Mr. President, I would like to focus 
on two provisions in this bill, the water 
infrastructure provisions and funding 
for Lake Tahoe restoration and protec-
tion. 

First, this bill includes many vital 
water infrastructure projects that will 
limit the risk of flooding, restore crit-
ical wildlife habitat and keep our ports 
running smoothly. 

The bill authorizes $177 million for 
the South San Francisco Bay Shore-

line. I have been working on this 
project for decades, alongside the local 
sponsors and Army Corps of Engineers. 

With nearly 200 square miles of com-
munities in low-lying areas along the 
shoreline, some that are more than 13 
feet below sea level, this area faces a 
significant threat of major tidal flood-
ing. 

Coupled with the restoration of more 
than 15,000 acres of wetlands, this 
project will protect vulnerable commu-
nities and improve wildlife refuges and 
public and private infrastructure val-
ued at more than $50 billion. 

The bill also authorizes the Los An-
geles River Project. At a cost of $1.42 
billion, this project will restore 11 
miles of the Los Angeles River from 
Griffith Park to downtown Los Ange-
les. 

The bill also authorizes $880 million 
to reduce floods along American and 
Sacramento Rivers near Sacramento, 
$780 million to reduce flooding in West 
Sacramento, and expands eligibility of 
an existing Federal program increasing 
funding for harbor maintenance to in-
clude the ports of Hueneme and San 
Diego. 

The bill also includes a piece of legis-
lation that deals with a passion of 
mine, saving Lake Tahoe. 

This summer, more than 7,000 people 
joined together for the 20th Annual 
Lake Tahoe Summit. 

I proudly shared the stage with Sen-
ators REID and BOXER, California Gov-
ernor Jerry Brown, and President 
Obama. 

This summit was an impressive book-
end to Senator REID’s efforts to save 
Lake Tahoe. 

In 1997, he invited President Clinton 
for the first Lake Tahoe Summit to 
highlight the declining health of the 
lake and to announce a major Federal 
restoration effort. 

That summit launched an impressive 
public-private partnership that has 
since invested $1.9 billion in restora-
tion projects in Lake Tahoe and the 
surrounding basin. 

This remarkable partnership brought 
Federal, State, local, tribal, and pri-
vate interests together to help save the 
lake. 

Their work got a real boost in 2000 
when we passed the original Lake 
Tahoe Restoration Act, which author-
ized $300 million over 10 years. 

That $1.9 billion has been invested in 
nearly 500 completed projects and 120 
more that are in the works. These in-
clude erosion control on 729 miles of 
roads, 65,000 acres of hazardous fuels 
treatment, more than 16,000 acres of 
wildlife habitat restored, and 1,500 
acres of stream environment zones re-
stored. And 2,770 linear feet of shore-
line has been added, creating or im-
proving 152 miles of bike and pedes-
trian routes. 

But we still have more work to do. 
The Tahoe Environmental Research 

Center at UC-Davis recently released 
their annual State of the Lake report. 

Their research highlighted several 
threats to the lake: Climate change 

and drought are creating increasing 
the potential for a catastrophic wild-
fire in the Tahoe Basin, sedimentation 
and pollution continue to decrease 
water quality and the lake’s treasured 
clarity, and invasive species threaten 
the economy of the region. 

The time to act to is now, and the 
Federal Government must take a lead-
ing role—close to 80 percent of the land 
surrounding Lake Tahoe is public land, 
primarily in more than 150,000 acres of 
national forest. 

This bill authorizes $415 million over 
10 years to help address those chal-
lenges. 

This bill authorizes $150 million for 
wildfire fuel reduction and forest res-
toration projects, $45 million to fight 
invasive species including a successful 
boat inspection program, $113 million 
for projects to prevent water pollution 
and help improve water infrastructure 
that helps to maintain the lake’s water 
clarity, $80 million for the Environ-
mental Improvement Program which 
prioritizes the most effective projects 
for restoration, and $20 million for the 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service to help 
with the recovery of several native fish 
species. 

The bill also requires an annual re-
port to Congress detailing the status of 
all projects undertaken to make sure 
dollars are expended wisely. 

We have an opportunity to ensure the 
future of Lake Tahoe by passing the 
Water Resources Development Act of 
2016 and, thus, passing the Lake Tahoe 
Bill of 2015. 

I want to speak today about the Cali-
fornia drought language in this bill, 
which represents 3 years of effort on 
my part. I believe these provisions are 
both necessary and will help our State. 
I think it is noticeable that both 
Democrats and Republicans in the Cali-
fornia House delegation voted for this 
bill. In fact, a substantial majority of 
California House Democrats—21 out of 
37—voted yes for the bill. 

I particularly want to thank Rep-
resentatives COSTA and GARAMENDI for 
their help in this bill throughout this 
effort. They really made a major effort. 
Overall, 35 of the 51 California rep-
resentatives from both parties who 
voted, from up and down our very big 
State, voted for this bill and its 
drought provisions. 

California is now entering into our 
sixth year of drought. Experts have in-
dicated that even if this is the final 
year of drought, which many doubt, it 
will take an additional time of 4 years 
to recover. The effects of the drought 
have been devastating. In the past 2 
years, 35,000 people have lost jobs; $4.9 
billion has been lost to the California 
economy; 1 million acres of farmland 
were fallowed in 2015; 69 communities 
have little or no water; and 2,400 pri-
vate water wells have gone dry. We had 
102 million trees on Federal land die 
during this period of time. Parts of the 
Great Central Valley have seen as 
much as 1 foot of land subsidence. That 
is where the ground actually sinks be-
cause of groundwater depletion. This 
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means cracks in canals, bridges, and 
pipelines. I have seen those photos. We 
have had 95- and 98-percent salmon 
mortality in the past 2 years because of 
problems with cold water temperature 
valves and probes at Shasta Dam, 
which provides the cold water to the 
Sacramento River. 

To address the devastating impacts 
of this drought and to create a long- 
term new infrastructure that moves 
away from dams, the bill contains two 
key parts: short-term provisions and 
long-term provisions. Before I go into 
them, I want to say that the drought 
part of the bill is supported by 218 cit-
ies, 6 county governments, 446 water 
districts, both urban and agricultural. 

I ask unanimous consent that that 
information be printed in the RECORD 
directly following my remarks. 

Those operational provisions are 
short term. They last just 5 years. 
They don’t contain any mandatory 
pumping levels. This bill does not say 
that if the water flow is such and such, 
the pumps that move that water must 
pump at X, Y, or Z. There is none of 
that. Instead, what this bill does is re-
quire daily monitoring for fish when 
water is turbid. 

This monitoring also takes place 
more frequently and closer to the 
pumps than it does today. Today, it is 
at 17 miles from the pumps, and the 
change is 12 miles from the pumps. It 
also requires agencies to explain their 
decisions when they reduce pumping. 
This will bring about transparency, 
provide solid reasoning for decisions, 
and, I think, reduce the angst that ex-
ists out there about how those systems 
are controlled. 

Those provisions simply require the 
agencies to use the best available 
science based on real-time monitoring 
so that we can save some water from 
those heavy flows, as you see on the 
chart next to me. These are the heavy 
flows that came in February and 
March, and we were not able to hold 
this water and use it later in the year. 

What we have done here is tracked 
every single day from the beginning of 
the year and what the pumping level 
was and what the water level was. We 
also talk about the numbers caught, 
which are very small: adult smelt, 12; 
juvenile smelt, 8, and winter-run salm-
on, 56. So this can be improved, and we 
seek to do that. 

We also provide provisions that sim-
ply require the agency to use the best 
available science based on real-time 
monitoring, so, again, we can save 
water from the heavy flows, as you 
have just seen. Even if this sixth year 
is a bumper crop of water, UCLA pre-
dicts that it is going to take 41⁄2 years 
to recover from the drought. 

Other short-term provisions include 
extending the time period for vol-
untary water transfers by 5 months; 
ending the winter storm payback re-
quirement, which says: If you save this 
water, you must put it back into the 
ocean; allowing a 1-to-1 ratio for vol-
untary water transfers that can help 

both fish and farms; and allowing expe-
dited reviews of transfers and construc-
tion of barriers to protect water qual-
ity. 

These water supplies are not for big 
corporate agriculture, as some would 
have you think; this water is for the 
tens of thousands of small farms that 
have gone bankrupt, like a melon 
farmer who sat in my office with tears 
in his eyes and told me how he lost a 
farm that he had struggled to pay for 
and that had been part of his family for 
generations. There are also small 
towns in the Central Valley, where peo-
ple are still bathing with bottled water 
and some 2,500 wells have run dry. 

We worked for 2 years with Interior, 
NOAA fisheries, and the Council on En-
vironmental Quality to make sure 
there were strong environmental pro-
tections, including a very comprehen-
sive savings clause, and we will get to 
that in a minute. 

So the bill in this measure requires 
agency scientists to review every pro-
posed action. That is right. Scientists 
must review and approve every pro-
posed action under this bill. These are 
agency biologists and experts in endan-
gered species. The bill requires them to 
carefully review every proposal to 
move water under the provisions of 
this bill. That is what they do today, 
and that is what they would do under 
the bill. That is what the ESA requires, 
and that is what this bill will require. 

The savings clause in this bill also 
makes clear that the provisions will 
not override existing environmental 
law, like the Endangered Species Act 
and biological opinions. 

The bill also makes clear that noth-
ing in this bill will affect water qual-
ity. Drinking water will still be avail-
able at the same levels of quality as be-
fore. The State will have the same abil-
ity to regulate water in the delta as it 
always has had. To make this even 
clearer, each individual section also re-
quires consistency with the environ-
mental laws and biological opinions. 

These protections are referenced in 
the bill no less than 36 times through-
out. In fact, the Commissioner of the 
Bureau of Reclamation wrote on June 
27. He wrote about the savings clause: 
‘‘[The savings clause] leads me to con-
clude that the directives in this legis-
lation are to be implemented in a man-
ner consistent with the ESA and the 
current biological opinions for federal 
and state projects.’’ 

I ask unanimous consent to have this 
letter and my memo concerning the 
drought savings clause be printed in 
the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
U.S. DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 

BUREAU OF RECLAMATION, 
Washington, DC, June 27, 2016. 

Hon. DIANNE FEINSTEIN, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR FEINSTEIN: Thank you for 
your letter of February 24, 2016, addressed to 
President Barack Obama regarding your leg-

islation entitled the California Long-Term 
Provisions for Water Supply and Short-Term 
Provisions for Emergency Drought Relief 
Act, numbered S. 2533 and H.R. 5247. I apolo-
gize for the delay in this response. 

As you know, I testified on S. 2533 before 
the Senate Energy and Natural Resources 
Committee’s Water and Power Sub-
committee on May 17, 2016. Your legislation 
authorizes significant new investments in 
proven water supply and conservation activi-
ties that will help make California’s water 
supplies more resilient in the face of 
drought. Locally supported projects such as 
water recycling, water efficiency improve-
ments, desalination, groundwater storage, 
distributed treatment systems and surface 
water storage are given thoughtful consider-
ation in S. 2533, with allowance for robust 
non-federal cost-sharing for new projects. 

In addition, the bill contains an important 
savings clause in section 701 which states 
that the bill shall not be interpreted or im-
plemented in a manner that ‘‘overrides, 
modifies, or amends’’ the Endangered Spe-
cies Act (ESA) or the application of the bio-
logical opinions governing operations in the 
Bay Delta. The combination of these provi-
sions leads me to conclude that the direc-
tives in this legislation are to be imple-
mented in a manner consistent with the ESA 
and the current biological opinions for the 
federal and state projects. 

While S. 2533 and H.R. 5247 codify the flexi-
bility Reclamation has exercised in its 
drought contingency plans over the past sev-
eral years, I also wish to be clear that there 
is little, if any, operational flexibility re-
maining in the biological opinions beyond 
that already being exercised. Consequently, 
as indicated by the 2015 Statement of Admin-
istration Position on H.R. 2898 (Valadao), the 
Department would be concerned about, and 
would likely oppose, any subsequent change 
in the authorizations contained in S. 2533 or 
H.R. 5247 that purport to create additional 
flexibility in the biological opinions by 
amending those opinions or the ESA itself. 

I believe that on balance, S. 2533 is a bene-
ficial piece of legislation and will help Cali-
fornia’s water supply in the near- and long- 
term. I appreciate your ongoing efforts to 
work with Reclamation and the Department 
on this bill. [intend to continue this partner-
ship moving forward. 

Sincerely, 
ESTEVAN R. LÓPEZ, 

Commissioner. 

From the Office of Senator Dianne Fein-
stein, Dec. 9, 2016 

Re Drought language savings clause 
SAVINGS LANGUAGE 

The drought language included in the 
Water Resources and Development Act of 
2016 contains a comprehensive savings 
clause. The savings clause states that noth-
ing in this legislation overrides, modifies, or 
amends, the Endangered Species Act or the 
relevant provisions of the smelt and 
salmonid biological opinion that govern the 
coordinated operations of the Central Valley 
Project and the State Water Project, located 
in California. 

In fact, the Interior Department (respon-
sible for developing and implementing the 
smelt biological opinion) and the Commerce 
Department (responsible for developing and 
implementing the salmonid biological opin-
ion) drafted sections that govern impacts to 
these endangered species. The intention be-
hind three years of work with the federal 
agencies responsible for enforcing the En-
dangered Species Act was clear: To prohibit 
any federal agency, under any administra-
tion, from taking any action that would vio-
late the Endangered Species Act, 16 U.S.C. 
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§§ 1531–1544 (2012) or the relevant biological 
opinions. 

That the Act is to be implemented in a 
manner that complies with the protections 
within the Endangered Species Act is high-
lighted by a June 27, 2016 letter from the 
Commissioner of Reclamation. In that let-
ter, the Commissioner states the savings 
clause and other environmental protections 
contained in S. 2533 (upon which this savings 
clause was based) ‘‘leads me to conclude that 
the directives in the legislation are to be im-
plemented in a manner consistent with the 
ESA and the current biological opinions for 
the federal and state projects.’’ 

To make clear this legislation’s goal of 
consistency with the Endangered Species Act 
and biological opinions, each individual sec-
tion of the bill likewise requires consistency 
with the environmental laws and biological 
opinions. These protections are referenced no 
less than thirty-six times throughout the 
bill. 

The argument that a savings clause—of the 
kind that is routinely included in bills 
passed by Congress—may be rendered inef-
fective by more specific provisions of an act 
misses the mark. As a general matter, the 
Supreme Court has made clear that it will 
take its guidance from a ‘‘common-sense 
view’’ of the language of the savings clause 
itself. And the language here is unmistak-
able and clear: Nothing in the Act ‘‘over-
rides, modifies, or amends the applicability 
of the Endangered Species Act of 1973 (16 
U.S.C. 1531 et seq.) or the application of the 
smelt and salmonid biological opinions to 
the operation of the Central Valley Project 
or the State Water Project.’’ 

In fact, the Supreme Court concluded that 
language in a savings clause worded almost 
identically to the clause in S. 2533 did, in 
fact, govern in the event of conflicts between 
the act and already-existing legal standards. 
The statute there made clear that nothing in 
the act could be construed to ‘‘modify, im-
pair, or supersede’’ the applicability of anti-
trust laws and any other federal, state, or 
local law. That reading led the Court to the 
logical conclusion that nothing in the act 
(much like the language here) could be read 
to alter already-existing standards (the ana-
logue here would be the biological opinions 
and the ESA). 

Moreover, the argument for applying the 
savings language to each individual provi-
sion of the bill is even stronger in this case, 
because each individual provision repeats 
the same environmental protections. Rather 
than conflicting, the savings language and 
the individual sections reflect the same in-
tent: that any action implementing the bill 
must be consistent with the environmental 
laws, including the ESA and the biological 
opinions. 

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. In fact, the savings 
clause here is drafted to be nearly iden-
tical to the savings clause in a case 
called Verizon Communication v. 
Trinko. This is a Supreme Court case 
in which the Court took a common-
sense view of the same clause as we 
have in this bill and concluded that 
clause prevented any modification to 
existing law. 

I also want to talk about process. 
The bill before you today is the result 
of 3 years of painstaking and public 
work. I first introduced a version of 
this bill in July of 2015. That bill re-
ceived significant public input, includ-
ing a Senate energy committee hearing 
last October. Based on feedback, I re-
vised that bill and then circulated a 
public discussion draft in December of 

that year. We incorporated feedback 
from a variety of stakeholders, includ-
ing environmentalists, water districts, 
and State and Federal agencies. We 
made dozens of changes. 

Incorporating all of this, I then in-
troduced a revised bill in February of 
2016. That revised bill received a second 
Senate hearing in the committee in 
May. The administration testified at 
that time that the bill complied with 
the Endangered Species Act and rel-
evant biological opinions. 

The short-term operational provi-
sions in this bill are largely the same 
as the bill I introduced in February. We 
also made the savings clause and envi-
ronmental protections even stronger, 
referencing them no fewer than 36 
times. I truly believe the long-term 
provision, as well as the environmental 
protections, would not be included in 
any bill under a Congress that we 
might expect in the future. 

While the short-term provisions will 
alleviate some suffering, I believe that 
the most important part of the bill is 
actually the long-term section. In Cali-
fornia, we have depended on a water 
system that is overallocated and over-
stressed. I want to explain that. 

We have two big water systems. One 
is the State water system, put forward 
by Governor Pat Brown in the middle 
1960s, when California had 16 million 
people. The other is the Central Valley 
Water Project, bonded and paid for by 
agriculture water contractors. That 
was put forward in the 1930s. 

By census, California today is 39.1 
million people, and the number of un-
documented in addition to that is esti-
mated to be 2.5 million. I often say, and 
it is conservative, the State today is 40 
million people with a water infrastruc-
ture created when we were 16 million 
people. 

To address the demands of a growing 
population and changing climate, we 
have long-term provisions that include 
$550 million in authorizations for pro-
grams, including fish and wildlife pro-
tection, desalination, storage, recy-
cling, and water grant programs. Over 
the course of 3 years of work, we heard 
the concerns of many people about the 
loss of salmon. And I’ve been told that 
the pumps actually were not to blame 
for the high mortality rates of salmon 
in the past 2 years. In fact, only 56 out 
of an allowable 1,017 salmon were 
caught at these pumps. I said I was dis-
appointed. The word is surprised. The 
problem has been a malfunctioning 
cold water valve at Shasta Dam that 
meant there was not enough cold water 
for fish in the Sacramento River. Ac-
cording to NOAA Fisheries, these mis-
takes resulted in a salmon kill of 95 
percent in 2014 and a salmon kill of 98 
percent in 2015. Of the $150 million in 
the energy and water appropriations I 
have acquired the past two years, we 
have used some to fix this problem and 
Shasta, in addition to other infrastruc-
ture problems. We also have $43 million 
of environmentally beneficial bills, 
some of which can be used to make 

sure we avoid a devastating loss to 
salmon. 

Let me tell you what that $43 million 
includes: $15 million for habitat res-
toration projects, $15 million for fish 
passage projects, $3 million for a long- 
wanted delta smelt distribution study 
requested by Fish and Wildlife, and a 
program to reduce predator fish. Let 
me tell you what a big problem that is 
in the delta. People add predator fish 
such as striped bass to be able to en-
courage a fishing industry. The smelt 
go where the turbid waters are. The 
fishing magazines say if you want to 
catch fish, go to the turbid water. So 
fishermen go to the places where the 
striped bass are feeding on the endan-
gered species. Additionally, in this bill, 
we have money to eliminate what has 
been a huge growth of water hyacinth, 
which drain the nutrients from the 
water. 

I would also say we have about a 
dozen sewage treatment plants that 
put millions of gallons of 1.75 million 
gallons of ammonia per year into the 
delta. The delta is a troubled place, and 
let there be no doubt about it. There 
are a lot of islands, there is farming, 
and the soil is peat. When the levees 
leak, the peat soil goes into the delta, 
throws off trihalomethanes, and pol-
lutes the water further. 

We add $10 million to connect impor-
tant wildlife refuges to sources of 
water, and the bill also includes $515 
million that can go to a new kind of 
water infrastructure for California. 

This includes $30 million for design 
and construction of desalination 
plants. These projects actually do 
work. What I am told is what we need 
to secure is a third-generation mem-
brane because the energy coefficient of 
desal has been negative. With a third- 
generation membrane, you can turn 
that deficit into a positive coefficient. 

The bill also includes $335 million for 
storage and groundwater projects. The 
only way we will be able to weather fu-
ture droughts is by holding water in 
wet years for dry years, and that 
means more storage, including ground-
water storage. We have money in there 
for WaterSMART, and this will help 
fund water supply and conservation. 
We have $50 million included for the 
existing Colorado River System Con-
servation Program. To date, this pop-
ular program has resulted in 80,000 
acre-feet of water saved throughout the 
West, including through projects in Ar-
izona, California, Nevada, Colorado, 
and Wyoming. 

I wish to address my colleagues’ con-
cerns that this bill will allow the next 
administration to build dams all over 
the country without any congressional 
approval, and this is simply not true. 
Let me set the record straight about 
how storage projects work under this 
bill. The drought language here gives 
Congress veto authority through con-
trol of appropriations for any storage 
project. This means that reclamation 
will do the same rigorous studies it has 
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always done, including feasibility stud-
ies and environmental impact state-
ments. 

Reclamation would then submit a 
list of recommended projects to Con-
gress, and Congress would decide how 
to fund them. If Congress has concerns, 
it doesn’t fund the project. It is that 
simple. This will allow Federal funding 
to go to qualified, environmentally 
mitigated, and cost-beneficial projects 
on the same timeframe as projects 
funded under the California State 
water bond. That is just common sense, 
making sure the Federal Government 
partners with States such as California 
to ensure the best projects get funding 
but only with Congress’s approval. 

It was said on this floor that ground-
water projects are the best solution for 
California water problems, and this bill 
helps build those groundwater projects. 
Again, this proposal made so much 
sense 1 year ago that my colleague 
from California cosponsored the meas-
ure. Moreover, this is not the Federal 
Government building projects that 
States and local governments oppose. 
To the contrary, the bill sets up a proc-
ess where the Federal Government can 
contribute up to 25 percent of the cost 
of projects built by States or local 
agencies in collaboration with a broad 
range of local agencies. 

The Federal Government cannot con-
tribute more than 25 percent of the 
cost. They have to work with the 
States and local agencies that would 
fund the rest. 

This provision has also been the sub-
ject of two public hearings and the 
Obama administration supported it. 

The Obama administration stated the 
following in relationship to the water 
storage programs in the bill at the May 
26 hearing in the Energy Committee: 

We are finding that State and local juris-
dictions are developing their own funding for 
many of these types of projects and would 
like to have a federal partner but are unable 
to wait for an authorization for Reclamation 
to participate in such a project. Con-
sequently, we are of the view that in addi-
tion to the traditional Reclamation para-
digm for study, authorization, then partici-
pation in federal water projects, Congress 
should revisit a standing authorization that 
allows some kind of investment in the state 
and local projects as contemplated. 

I want to talk about the offsets on 
the bill. On this floor, it has been said 
that this is a sweetheart deal that 
would cost the taxpayers billions of 
dollars, and that is simply flatly un-
true. 

In fact, the CBO budget office has 
said that the bill will save Treasury 
$558 million, and that is the truth. 

As I said, California is home to more 
than 40 million people and our major 
water infrastructure hasn’t been sig-
nificantly changed in the past 50 years 
when we had 16 million. We must mod-
ernize the system, both the infrastruc-
ture and operational flexibility, or I 
fear we risk eventually becoming a 
desert State. 

To the best of our ability, we have 
addressed concerns raised by environ-

mentalists, water districts, Federal 
and State agencies, and the ag sector. 
This bill has bipartisan support in both 
Houses, and I believe these provisions 
will place California on a long-term 
path to drought resiliency. 

I wish to say thank you. A lot of peo-
ple have had a very hard time through 
this drought. It is my hope that we can 
get this bill passed and then, on a bi-
partisan basis, this Congress, both Sen-
ate and House, can see that we do what 
we can to abate this drought and also 
begin to build a new water infrastruc-
ture in California. 

I thank the Chair. 
There being no objection, the mate-

rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD as follows: 

California Drought Relief 
SUPPORT FOR PROVISION IN WATER RESOURCES 

DEVELOPMENT ACT OF 2016 
SUPPORT FOR DROUGHT PROVISION IN WRDA 2016 

Endorsed Bill & Voted for Final Passage 
House Majority Leader Kevin McCarthy, 
Rep. John Garamendi (D-CA3), 
Rep. Jim Costa (D-CA16), 
Rep. Ken Calvert (R-CA42), 
Rep. Devin Nunes (R-CA22), 
Rep. David G. Valadao (R-CA21), 
Rep. Douglas LaMalfa (R-CA1), 
Rep. Tom McClintock (R-CA4), 
Rep. Darrell E. Issa (R-CA49), 
Rep. Mimi Walters (R-CA45), 
Rep. Stephen Knight (R-CA25), 
Rep. Edward R. Royce (R-CA39), 
Rep. Paul Cook (R-CA8), 
Rep. Jeff Denham (R-CA10), 
Rep. Scott H. Peters (D-CA52). 

Letters of Support & Press Releases 
Metropolitan Water District of Southern 

California, 
Ducks Unlimited, 
California Waterfowl Association, 
City of Fresno, 
City of Pasadena, 
Water Infrastructure Network, 
San Francisco Public Utilities Commis-

sion, 
Gateway Cities Council of Governments 

(list of members available at http:// 
www.gatewaycog.org/gateway/who-we-are/ 
member-agency-contacts), 

Southern California Association of Govern-
ments (list of members available at https:// 
www.scag.ca.gov/about/Pages/members.aspx), 

Association of California Water Agencies 
(list of members available at http:// 
www.acwa.com/membership/directory). 

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

ator from Oklahoma. 
Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, I stayed 

on the floor and listened to all of the 
remarks of the senior Senator from 
California. While doing that, we did 
some checking. My staff informs me 
that probably this bill has more bene-
fits for the State of California than any 
bill since I have been here for 22 years 
so I think it is very important the peo-
ple understand that if for some reason 
this bill doesn’t pass, none of the 
things, the provisions the Senator was 
talking about, will happen so it is very 
significant. 

Since we are going to have a vote on 
a continuing resolution, I think at this 
point we need to make sure our govern-
ment does not shut down. It is very im-
portant that it not shut down right in 

the middle of—arguably, three wars— 
but that could be as late as 1 a.m. to-
morrow morning. After that is when we 
will be considering the WRDA bill. 
That is the Water Resources Develop-
ment Act. It is one of which I am very 
proud, as the current chairman of the 
Environment and Public Works Com-
mittee, to be involved in this bill that 
has been so eloquently described by 
Senator FEINSTEIN. 

For the last several months, our 
committee has been working to put to-
gether the final WRDA package with 
our counterparts in the House, actu-
ally, the House Energy and Commerce, 
the House T&I Committee, and the 
Natural Resources Committee of the 
House. This legislation is truly a win 
for America. While we just heard of 
many things that be of benefit for the 
State of California, there is not one 
State that doesn’t have benefits there. 
They are long overdue and coming 
from this legislation. 

WRDA authorizes 30 new navigation, 
flood control, and environmental res-
toration projects and modifies eight 
existing projects based on reports sub-
mitted to Congress by the Secretary of 
the Army. These projects support our 
Nation’s economic competitiveness and 
our well-being by deepening nationally 
significant ports, providing protection 
from disastrous floodwaters, and re-
storing valuable ecosystems. 

Let me just list a few: the Little 
Diomede Harbor and Craig Harbor in 
Alaska, the Upper Ohio River in Penn-
sylvania, Port Everglades in Florida, 
and 17 flood control and hurricane pro-
tection projects in California, Florida, 
Mississippi, New Jersey, Illinois, Wis-
consin, and Oregon. This bill also in-
cludes ecosystem restoration in the 
Florida Everglades, which will fix Lake 
Okeechobee and stop algae blooms on 
the Florida coast. 

The bill also includes ongoing flood 
control and navigation safety in the 
Hamilton City project in California, 
the Rio de Flag project in Arizona, and 
in critical fixes for the Houston Ship 
Channel. The bill includes programs to 
help small and disadvantaged commu-
nities provide safe drinking water and 
will help communities address drinking 
water emergencies, such as the one fac-
ing the city of Flint, MI. 

Let’s ensure that we all understand 
that without the authorization of this 
bill, there will be no Flint relief. That 
is very important. I want to repeat 
that. People don’t seem to understand. 
There is a lot of support in this Cham-
ber to try to help out with the prob-
lems, the disasters that took place in 
Flint, MI, so we have a relief package 
that is included in this bill, but if the 
bill for some reason doesn’t pass, there 
will be no relief for Flint, MI. 

The House has voted to authorize 
Flint funding in the WRDA bill and 
spending in the continuing resolution. 
Both of these bills provide the benefit 
for Flint, MI, passed by over a three- 
fourths majority. We could not have 
worked closer with Senator STABENOW 
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and Senator PETERS to ensure we keep 
relief for Flint. I appreciate their part-
nership and their persistence. They 
were very persistent, because these 
provisions were in here before, but the 
relief is delivered. But if for some rea-
son the bill doesn’t pass, Flint gets 
nothing, and people have to understand 
that. We could not have had a closer 
working relationship with Senator 
STABENOW and Senator PETERS, and I 
really appreciate the fact that we all 
worked together to accomplish this one 
thing. There is unanimity, and that is 
help for Flint, MI. 

The bill includes the Gold King Mine 
spill recovery. This section, cham-
pioned by Senators GARDNER, BENNET, 
and UDALL, requires EPA to reduce 
costs incurred by States, tribes, and 
local governments to respond to the 
Gold King Mine spill. 

This bill includes rehabilitation of 
high-hazard potential dams. This sec-
tion of the bill authorizes FEMA as-
sistance to States to rehabilitate un-
safe dams. There are 14,726 high-hazard 
potential dams in the United States. 
What that means is—the definition 
means that if a dam fails, lives are at 
stake. So the program will prevent loss 
of lives. 

The WRDA bill is bipartisan. It will 
play a critical role in addressing prob-
lems faced by communities, States, 
and our country as a whole. 

Earlier this week, Senator BOXER 
said that the House Republicans ruined 
a beautiful bill because some of them 
‘‘wanted to flex their muscles.’’ I don’t 
know about that, but I do agree with 
her that this is a beautiful bill because 
it does things that we haven’t had the 
courage to get done before, so we want 
to make sure it passes. 

The House passed the WRDA bill 
with the drought provisions by a three- 
fourth vote—360 votes. I can’t think of 
another time the House has passed 
something with 360 votes. But that is 
the popularity of this WRDA bill and 
all the work that has gone into it. 

However, there is something I don’t 
think anyone has heard. This drought 
provision was drafted by the U.S. De-
partment of the Interior and the U.S. 
Department of Commerce. The savings 
clause prohibits any Federal agency 
under any administration from taking 
any action that would violate any envi-
ronmental laws, including the Endan-
gered Species Act and biological opin-
ions. Don’t just take my word for it; 
ask Senator FEINSTEIN. She articulated 
this very well. People have to realize 
that this came from the Department of 
the Interior and the Department of 
Commerce; it was not just stuck in 
there by the committee. 

We have heard claims that these 
operational provisions would violate 
environmental laws. Let’s look at the 
actual text. Under this section 4001, 
any operations to provide additional 
water supplies can only be imple-
mented if they are consistent with the 
applicable biological opinions and only 
if the environmental effects are con-

sistent with effects allowed under the 
Endangered Species Act, the Clean 
Water Act, and the California Water 
Quality Control Act. 

Section 4002 and section 4003 reit-
erate the requirement to comply with 
the smelt biological opinion and the 
salmon biological opinion. Senator 
FEINSTEIN also covered that. 

Finally, section 4012 includes a sav-
ings clause—a savings clause written 
by the U.S. Department of the Interior 
and the Department of Commerce— 
that ensures that the entire subtitle 
must be implemented in accordance 
with the Endangered Species Act or the 
smelt and salmon biological opinions. 

So that is significant. I think that 
documents well enough that all of 
these environmental provisions are 
complied with. 

How I would rather spend my time on 
the floor is talking about the positive 
things in the bill because there is much 
more to say. Coal ash State permitting 
is something that has been desired for 
a long period of time. It is finally al-
lowed in this bill. SPCC—that is, spill 
relief—for our Nation’s small farmers 
is included thanks to Senator FISCHER. 
And that provision is not just good for 
her State, it is certainly good for my 
State of Oklahoma. To say that this 
violates environmental law and regula-
tions is simply not the case. 

Many Senators have contributed to 
this piece of legislation, and there is 
literally crucial infrastructure and ac-
complishments in every State con-
tained in this bill. 

Let me just repeat—it is very impor-
tant because there has been a lot of 
discussion about what has happened in 
Michigan. If the bill is not passed, 
Flint, MI, gets nothing. 

I was going to talk about some of the 
other provisions in the bill, but since 
there is some concern expressed by one 
of the Senators from Washington 
State, I want to mention—just Wash-
ington State; I won’t mention anything 
more about California because Senator 
FEINSTEIN has already done that. But 
in Washington State, for the 
Skokomish River, Mason County, WA, 
the bill authorizes $20.26 million to re-
move a levy, which has the economic 
benefit of restoring 40 miles for salmon 
habitat and for the fishing industry. So 
the fishing industry—for those con-
cerned with the salmon, this is a huge 
thing for them. 

For Puget Sound, the bill authorizes 
$461 million to provide refuge habitat 
for 3 listed species and 10 threatened 
species, including 5 species of Pacific 
salmon. The project is part of the 
Puget Sound Chinook Salmon Recov-
ery Plan. It is in this bill for Wash-
ington State. 

The Columbia River ecosystem res-
toration. The bill increases the author-
ization ceiling for ecosystem restora-
tion studies and projects for the lower 
Columbia River in Oregon and in Wash-
ington State, authorized by section 536 
of our WRDA bill that we passed in 
2000. 

Watercraft inspection stations, Co-
lumbia River Basin. The bill clarifies 
that the watercraft inspection stations 
to protect the Columbia River Basin 
from invasive species may be located 
outside the basin if that is necessary to 
prevent introduction of invasive spe-
cies. Again, Washington State. 

Tribal assistance. This bill author-
izes relocation assistance to Indian 
families displaced due to the construc-
tion of the Bonneville Dam and re-
quires a study of Indian families dis-
placed due to the construction of the 
John Day Dam and the development of 
a plan to provide relocation assistance 
associated with that dam. 

Additional measures at donor ports 
and energy transfer ports. This section 
permanently extends the authority to 
provide additional funds for donor 
ports and energy transfer ports. 

Harbor deepening. The bill aligns the 
cost share for construction of harbors 
with the change in WRDA 2014 modi-
fying the cost-share for maintenance of 
harbors—a huge thing, and it is cer-
tainly of great benefit for the State of 
Washington. 

Implementation guidance. The bill 
requires the Corps to issue guidance to 
implement section 2107 of WRDA 2014 
relating to maintenance of emerging 
ports and Great Lakes ports. 

Columbia River ecosystem restora-
tion. The bill increases the authoriza-
tion ceiling for ecosystem restorations 
studies and projects for the lower Co-
lumbia River in Oregon and Wash-
ington, authorized in section 536 of 
WRDA 2014, the last WRDA that we 
passed. 

Watercraft inspection stations, Co-
lumbia River Basin. This bill clarifies 
that the watercraft inspection stations 
to protect the Columbia River Basin 
from invasive species may be located 
outside of the basin if that is necessary 
to prevent introduction of invasive spe-
cies. 

The oyster aquacultural study re-
quires the GAO to study the different 
regulatory treatment of oyster hatch-
eries across the Corps districts. 

Everything I have mentioned was in 
Washington State. I could go State by 
State, but there certainly isn’t the 
time. 

I would remind my colleagues that 
the next vote that takes place that ev-
eryone has been concerned about is 
going to pass, and it is going to pass to 
stop us from having to shut down the 
government. But after that is when we 
are going to bring up the bill that we 
have been talking about all day today 
that the Senator from California was 
talking about, and it is something 
that—I know we have only been work-
ing on it for about a year, but we have 
been working on some of the projects 
in there for as long as 3 years. 

This is a chance to get it all done. If 
something happens and we don’t do it, 
none of the stuff we are talking about 
is going to take place. Certainly all of 
the efforts that Senator STABENOW, 
Senator PETERS, and I have spoken 
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about in Michigan—the problems they 
are having up there—that is not going 
to happen; there is no help for Flint, 
MI. I have no reason to believe it is not 
going to pass. I believe it is. But I have 
to stress the significance of this legis-
lation. 

With that, I yield the floor. 
I suggest the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

BOOZMAN). The clerk will call the roll. 
The senior assistant legislative clerk 

proceeded to call the roll. 
Ms. WARREN. Mr. President, I ask 

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

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

COAL MINERS BENEFITS 
Ms. WARREN. Mr. President, I come 

to the floor today to support Senators 
from both parties and in particular 
West Virginia Senators JOE MANCHIN 
and SHELLEY CAPITO in their fight to 
protect health and retirement benefits 
for over 100,000 American coal miners 
and their families. 

Seventy years ago, the Federal Gov-
ernment made a simple promise to 
these union coal miners: America—our 
country—promised to provide health 
insurance and retirement benefits to 
miners who went down in those mines 
and put their lives at risk to power this 
great Nation. 

We recognize that this was dangerous 
work, but we believed it was essential 
to our economic growth and the na-
tional security of our country, and be-
cause of that belief, we promised that 
if these men would go down into the 
mines, our country would make sure 
they have some protection in case of 
injury, disability, or death. We prom-
ised that after a lifetime of back-
breaking work, they would have a dig-
nified and secure retirement. And we 
promised that if the worst happened, 
that their wives, their widows, and 
their families would still be provided 
for. 

When the American Government 
made this deal with the United Mine 
Workers of America 70 years ago, coal 
generated more than 50 percent of our 
power. Today, coal generates only 
about 30 percent of our power. Coal 
prices have plummeted and other 
sources of energy, like natural gas, 
have become cheaper and more preva-
lent. 

Automation has also transformed 
this industry, and there are critical en-
vironmental reasons to transition, but 
make no mistake, these changes have 
drastically altered the coal industry 
and have left thousands of coal miners 
out of work. Every month there are 
more reports of coal companies filing 
for bankruptcy, and the layoffs are 
never far behind. More than 25,000 min-
ers have lost their jobs in the last 5 
years alone. 

As a country, we all benefited from 
the decades of work put in by coal min-
ers. Every Member of Congress and ev-
erybody we represent back home, we 
benefited from the work of the coal 

miners. We made a deal to keep these 
men in the mines, and now we must 
honor the commitments we made. 

Congress is on the verge of turning 
out the lights and going home for the 
rest of the year, but 100,000 coal miners 
face a reckoning. If Congress does not 
act, more than 16,000 mine workers will 
lose their health insurance by the end 
of this month, another 2,500 coal min-
ers will lose their coverage by March, 
by July another 4,000 miners will be 
without insurance, and on and on and 
on. This is not right. 

Losing health insurance is tough for 
anyone, but for coal miners it is a kill-
er—literally. Coal miners face far high-
er rates of cardiopulmonary disease, 
cancer, black lung, and other injuries 
than most other Americans. They need 
their insurance. 

Our coal miners knew what they 
were getting into. They knew they 
were taking on work that was dan-
gerous and risky to their health. That 
is why they fought so hard for guaran-
teed health coverage, and that is why 
they gave up a portion of their pay-
check every month, month after 
month, year after year, to pay for it. 

It is not just health care coverage. 
About 90,000 miners and their families 
will also soon lose their guaranteed 
monthly pension benefits. These bene-
fits aren’t some Cadillac deal. The av-
erage monthly benefit for these mine 
workers is about $586, about $7,000 per 
year for their retirement. Now, that 
doesn’t sound like much, and let’s be 
honest, it isn’t much, but for thousands 
and thousands of retired miners and 
their families, Social Security and 
these $586 payments are all they have 
to show for a lifetime of going into 
those mines. We cannot back out on 
our promises. 

There is bipartisan legislation writ-
ten and ready to go to fix this problem. 
It would not add a dime to the deficit. 
We could pass it right now, today. The 
Senators who serve here come from 
every corner of the country. We don’t 
agree on everything, and I certainly 
don’t agree on every issue with Senator 
MANCHIN or Senator CAPITO, but I don’t 
understand how anyone can disagree 
with this. 

A lot has changed in 70 years, but the 
fact that America makes good on its 
promises to American workers is one 
thing that should never change—and 
we should not leave here until this 
Congress makes good on America’s 70- 
year-old promise to our miners. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Utah. 
ATTORNEY GENERAL NOMINATION 

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, before 
the 114th Congress adjourns, I want to 
take a moment to put on the record my 
strong support for the nomination of 
our distinguished colleague, Senator 
JEFF SESSIONS of Alabama, to be the 
next Attorney General of the United 
States. 

Thomas Jefferson once wrote, ‘‘The 
most sacred of the duties of a govern-

ment [is] to do equal and impartial jus-
tice to all its citizens.’’ 

This idea was also reflected in the 
Justice Department’s own mission 
statement, which I have here: ‘‘To en-
force the law and defend the interests 
of the United States according to the 
law; to ensure public safety against 
threats foreign and domestic; to pro-
vide federal leadership in preventing 
and controlling crime; to seek just 
punishment for those guilty of unlaw-
ful behavior; and to ensure fair and im-
partial administration for all Ameri-
cans.’’ 

No one believes in this mission more 
and no one understands better what 
this mission requires than JEFF SES-
SIONS. 

Unfortunately, the Justice Depart-
ment has lost its way, becoming par-
tial rather than impartial, political 
rather than independent, and partisan 
rather than objective. The Justice De-
partment has enabled the executive 
branch’s campaign to exceed its con-
stitutional power while ignoring 
Congress’s proper and legitimate role 
of oversight. 

This decline undermines the Amer-
ican people’s trust in government. Ac-
cording to the Pew Research Center, 
public trust in government is at a 
record low. Fewer than one in five say 
they trust government most of the 
time. Reversing this decline and re-
building this trust will require getting 
back to the essential ingredients in the 
Justice Department’s mission and its 
mission statement. 

Senator SESSIONS will bring more 
hands-on experience to the leadership 
of the Justice Department than any of 
the 83 men and women who have occu-
pied the post of Attorney General. He 
was a Federal prosecutor for 18 years, 
12 of them as U.S. attorney. He has also 
served on the Senate Judiciary Com-
mittee since he was first elected two 
decades ago. In other words, he has 
been directly involved in both the de-
velopment and implementation of 
criminal justice policy, a combination 
unmatched by any Attorney General 
since the office was created in 1789. His 
service in this body and on the com-
mittee of jurisdiction over the Depart-
ment is especially important because a 
respectful and productive working rela-
tionship with Congress has never been 
more important. 

No one knows more what the Office 
of Attorney General requires than 
those who have actually served in that 
office. I have a letter signed by 10 
former Attorneys General and Deputy 
Attorneys General who have served 
over the past three decades. I ask 
unanimous consent that this letter be 
printed in the RECORD following my re-
marks. 

Some of these officials knew and 
worked with Senator SESSIONS when he 
was U.S. attorney, others since he 
joined us in the Senate. They all share 
the same conclusion: ‘‘All of us know 
him as a person of honesty and integ-
rity, who has held himself to the high-
est ethical standards throughout his 
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career, and is guided always by a deep 
and abiding sense of duty to this na-
tion and its founding charter.’’ I think 
that is really true, and these 10 former 
leaders have said so. I ask my col-
leagues on both sides of the aisle 
whether there is a better description of 
the kind of person we want in public of-
fice, generally, and leading the Justice 
Department, in particular. 

Let me say a word about Senator 
SESSIONS’ work on the Judiciary Com-
mittee. I worked with him in that ca-
pacity for 20 years, including when he 
served as the ranking member. We have 
worked together on dozens of bills to 
improve forensic science services for 
law enforcement, to promote commu-
nity policing, help child abuse victims, 
and prevent gun crimes. He is a serious 
legislator who knows that prosecutors 
and law enforcement need common-
sense workable policies from law-
makers to help keep communities safe 
and protect the rights of all Ameri-
cans. 

I also received a letter from a bipar-
tisan group of eight men and women 
who have served as Director of Na-
tional Drug Control Policy or as Ad-
ministrator of the Drug Enforcement 
Administration. I ask unanimous con-
sent that this letter appear in the 
RECORD following leader remarks. 

Here is what they say: 
His distinguished career as a prosecutor 

. . . earned him a reputation as a tough, de-
termined professional who has been dedi-
cated to the appropriate enforcement of the 
rule of law. His exemplary record of service 
in law enforcement demonstrates that he is 
the protector of civil rights and defender of 
crime victims. 

Again, I ask my colleagues whether 
there is a better description of the kind 
of leader America needs at the Justice 
Department. I ask my colleagues on 
both sides of the aisle, Who would have 
a better informed, more comprehensive 
knowledge of Senator SESSIONS’ fitness 
to be Attorney General? 

Before I conclude, I want to address 
what is already shaping up to be an 
ugly propaganda offensive against this 
fine nominee—this fine person—whom I 
know very well and have served with 
virtually every day for the last 20 
years. 

I have served in this body under both 
Republican and Democratic Presidents, 
under both Republican and Democratic 
Senate leadership. I have actively par-
ticipated in the confirmation process 
for 12 Attorneys General, in both par-
ties, and have seen before the tactics 
that are already being used in a vain 
attempt to undermine this nomination. 

The critics do not challenge Senator 
SESSIONS’ qualifications. They can’t. 
Instead, they traffic in rumor, innu-
endo, and—I hate to say it—smear tac-
tics. They take a comment here, a deci-
sion there from years or even decades 
in the past and use their media allies 
to transform these bits and pieces into 
what appear to be full-fledged stories— 
and they are not. They are counting on 
people not knowing the whole story. 

Such a cynical, dishonest campaign. It 
is not about the truth or fairly evalu-
ating the President-elect’s nominee to 
be Attorney General. And it is des-
picable, and it is beneath the dignity of 
us here in the U.S. Senate. 

To be honest, these tactics are really 
not about Senator SESSIONS at all but 
about the power of those who are using 
these tactics. They have to mark their 
territory, flex their muscle, and show 
that they are still a force to be reck-
oned with. If such things as fairness, 
integrity, truth, and decency have to 
be sacrificed in that power struggle, so 
be it, I guess. 

I hope my colleagues will not only re-
sist these tactics but that they will 
join me in exposing and rejecting 
them. They degrade the Senate, they 
mislead our fellow citizens, and they 
corrode our democracy. Let’s stay fo-
cused on our role here, which is to 
evaluate whether the President-elect’s 
nominee is qualified. We know that he 
is. We know that he is superbly quali-
fied and that he will be a strong and 
principled leader for the Justice De-
partment. 

In closing, I want to quote from that 
letter by bipartisan drug policy offi-
cials. They say this about Senator SES-
SIONS: 

His prudent and responsible approach is ex-
actly what the Department of Justice needs 
to enforce the law, restore confidence in the 
United States’ justice system, and keep the 
American people safe. We support the nomi-
nation of Senator Sessions to be Attorney 
General of the United States, and we ask you 
to do the same. 

I could not have said it better. 
I have known JEFF for 20 years now, 

every year he served here, and I knew 
him before then. I remember the des-
picable way he was treated many years 
ago as a nominee. I don’t want to see 
that repeated, and I personally will 
hold accountable anybody who tries to 
repeat it. 

JEFF SESSIONS is a wonderful man. 
He is a good person. Even though any 
one of us here may have some disagree-
ments from time to time with policy— 
we do with each other—that doesn’t 
denigrate and shouldn’t denigrate him 
as a decent, honorable man who de-
serves to be Attorney General of the 
United States. 

I am very proud of Donald Trump 
doing this, giving this really fine man 
an opportunity to serve, and I believe 
he will straighten out the Department 
of Justice to be the Department that it 
should be, that we all want it to be. I 
think it will elevate the Department of 
Justice in ways that it hasn’t been in 
many of the years I have been in the 
U.S. Senate. That is not to denigrate 
everybody who has served in the De-
partment of Justice. But let’s face it— 
it has been used politically by both 
parties at times for no good reason. I 
will tell you this: JEFF SESSIONS will 
make sure that will not be the case, 
and that will be a pleasant change from 
what we have had in the past in some 
administrations, Republican and 
Democratic. 

I have a strong knowledge of his 
background. I have a strong feeling 
about JEFF as a person. I believe he 
will be a great Attorney General, and I 
hope our colleagues on both sides of 
the aisle treat him with respect as he 
goes through this nomination process. 
If we do, we will be able to walk out of 
here at least with some sense of pride 
that we did what was right. 

I think you will find, as JEFF serves— 
and he is going to serve—as he serves 
in the Justice Department, he will do a 
very good job, and it will be a job done 
for everybody in America and not just 
Republicans and not just for the new 
administration that is coming in, but 
for everybody. That is what I think you 
will find from JEFF SESSIONS. He is a 
tough guy. He has the ability to stand 
up. He has the ability do what is right, 
and he will do it. I have great con-
fidence in JEFF. 

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

DECEMBER 5, 2016. 
Hon. CHARLES E. GRASSLEY, 
U.S. Senate Committee on the Judiciary, Dirk-

sen Senate Office Building, Washington, 
DC. 

Hon. DIANNE G. FEINSTEIN, 
U.S. Senate Committee on the Judiciary, Dirk-

sen Senate Office Building, Washington, 
DC. 

DEAR CHAIRMAN GRASSLEY AND RANKING 
MEMBER FEINSTEIN: The signers of this letter 
served in the Department of Justice in the 
positions listed next to their names and, in 
connection with that service, came to know 
Senator Jeff Sessions through his oversight 
of the Department as a member of the Judi-
ciary Committee or in his work as U.S. At-
torney for the Southern District of Alabama. 
All of us worked with him; several of us tes-
tified before him during his service on your 
Committee. All of us know him as a person 
of honesty and integrity, who has held him-
self to the highest ethical standards 
throughout his career, and is guided always 
by a deep and abiding sense of duty to this 
nation and its founding charter. 

Based on our collective and extensive expe-
rience, we also know him to be a person of 
unwavering dedication to the mission of the 
Department—to assure that our country is 
governed by the fair and even-handed rule of 
law. For example, Senator Sessions has been 
intimately involved in assuring that even as 
the Department combats the scourge of ille-
gal drugs, the penalties imposed on defend-
ants do not unfairly impact minority com-
munities. He has worked diligently to em-
power the Department to do its part in de-
fending the nation against those intent on 
destroying our way of life, adhering through-
out to bedrock legal principles and common 
sense. 

Senator Sessions’ career as a federal pros-
ecutor also has provided him with the nec-
essary institutional knowledge, expertise, 
and deep familiarity with the issues that 
confront the Department, insofar as it is an 
army in the field. As the United States At-
torney for the Southern District of Alabama, 
Senator Sessions worked hard to protect vul-
nerable victims, particularly children. He 
carried this commitment to the Senate, 
where he championed legislation to provide 
the Department with the tools it needs to 
fight online child pornography, to close 
rogue internet pharmacies that have contrib-
uted to the opioid epidemic, and to end sex-
ual assault in prison. 
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Senator Sessions’ career, both as a United 

States Attorney and as a Senator, well pre-
pares him for the role of Attorney General. 
In sum, Senator Sessions is superbly quali-
fied by temperament, intellect, and experi-
ence, to serve as this nation’s chief law en-
forcement officer. We urge his swift con-
firmation. 

Sincerely, 
John D. Ashcroft, Attorney General, 

2001–2005; 
Alberto R. Gonzales, Attorney General, 

2005–2007; 
Michael B. Mukasey, Attorney General, 

2007–2009; 
Mark R. Filip, Deputy Attorney General, 

2008–2009; 
Paul J. McNulty, Deputy Attorney Gen-

eral, 2006–2007; 
Larry D. Thompson, Deputy Attorney 

General, 2001–2003; 
William P. Barr, Attorney General, 1991– 

1993, Deputy Attorney General, 1990– 
1991; 

Edwin Meese, III, Attorney General, 1985– 
1988; 

Craig S. Morford, Deputy Attorney Gen-
eral, 2007–2008 (Acting); 

George J. Terwilliger III, Deputy Attor-
ney General, 1991–1993. 

DECEMBER 5, 2016. 
Hon. MITCH MCCONNELL, 
Majority Leader, U.S. Senate, Washington, DC. 
Hon. CHUCK SCHUMER, 
Minority Leader, 115th Congress, U.S. Senate, 

Washington, DC. 
Hon. CHUCK GRASSLEY, 
Chairman, Committee on the Judiciary, U.S. 

Senate, Washington, DC. 
Hon. PATRICK LEAHY, 
Ranking Member, Committee on the Judiciary, 

U.S. Senate, Washington, DC. 
Re Nomination of Senator Jeff Sessions to be 

Attorney General of the United States. 
DEAR LEADER MCCONNELL, SENATOR SCHU-

MER, CHAIRMAN GRASSLEY, AND RANKING 
MEMBER LEAHY: As you prepare for the up-
coming Congress and for the impending 
nominations of President-elect Trump’s Cab-
inet members, we write to express our strong 
support for the nomination of Senator Jeff 
Sessions to be Attorney General of the 
United States. Senator Sessions’ exemplary 
record during his long career in public serv-
ice speaks to the leadership and sober dedi-
cation he would bring to the Department of 
Justice. 

As former government officials involved in 
the development and administration of the 
United States’ drug policies, we understand 
the importance of a Department of Justice 
that is committed to the just and fair en-
forcement of the laws that Congress has 
written. In this respect, Senator Sessions 
would make an excellent Attorney General. 
His distinguished career as a prosecutor, in-
cluding as the Reagan-appointed U.S. Attor-
ney for the Southern District of Alabama 
and as Attorney General of Alabama, earned 
him a reputation as a tough, determined pro-
fessional who has been dedicated to the ap-
propriate enforcement of the rule of law. His 
exemplary record of service in law enforce-
ment demonstrates that he is a protector of 
civil rights and defender of crime victims. 

Senator Sessions brought that same dedi-
cation to his service in the Senate. As an ex-
ample of his fair-minded approach to tough 
law enforcement, he, together with Senator 
Durbin, passed the bipartisan Fair Sen-
tencing Act, which increased fairness in sen-
tencing by reducing the disparity in crack 
cocaine and powder cocaine sentences, while 
also strengthening penalties for serious drug 
traffickers. His prudent and responsible ap-
proach is exactly what the Department of 

Justice needs to enforce the law, restore con-
fidence in the United States’ justice system, 
and keep the American people safe. We sup-
port the nomination of Senator Sessions to 
be Attorney General of the United States, 
and we ask you to do the same. 

Respectfully, 
William J. Bennett, Director of National 

Drug Control Policy, March 1989–De-
cember 1990; 

Robert Martinez, Director of National 
Drug Control Policy, March 1991–Janu-
ary 1993; 

John P. Walters, Director of National 
Drug Control Policy, December 2001– 
January 2009; 

Peter B. Bensinger, Administrator, Drug 
Enforcement Administration, February 
1976–July 1981; 

John C. Lawn, Administrator, Drug En-
forcement Administration, July 1985– 
March 1990; 

Robert C. Bonner, Administrator, Drug 
Enforcement Administration, August 
1990–October 1993; 

Karen Tandy, Administrator, Drug En-
forcement Administration, July 2003– 
November 2007; 

Michele Leonhart, Administrator, Drug 
Enforcement Administration, Decem-
ber 2010–May 2015. 

114TH CONGRESS 
Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, as we ap-

proach the end of the 114th Congress, 
many here in the Senate have been 
taking the time to reflect on what we 
have been able to accomplish and, 
more importantly, plan for what we 
hope to be able to accomplish in the 
near future. 

This was a tumultuous 2 years for 
our country, punctuated by a fierce 
and unpredictable political campaign 
and results that were, to some, beyond 
surprising. 

Before the start of the 114th Con-
gress, the Senate had for years been 
languishing in partisan gridlock. Very 
little got done around here, and far too 
often, we spent our time fighting out 
the political sound bites of the day and 
voting on whatever partisan issue hap-
pened to be grabbing headlines. 

While some of my friends on the 
other side of the aisle have attempted 
to argue otherwise, the Senate has 
been remarkably productive during the 
114th Congress. And that goes far be-
yond just a list of bills we have been 
available to pass. The Senate has 
changed in ways that numbers really 
can’t quantify. For example, commit-
tees in the Senate have functioned 
more effectively than in the past. The 
debates on the Senate floor have been 
fuller and fairer than they were before. 
And, of course, the focus has returned 
to actually governing rather than sim-
ply adding more noise to the political 
echo chamber. 

Most astonishingly, given the tone of 
the country’s overall political dis-
course, most of the Senate’s accom-
plishments have been bipartisan. As I 
have noted on a number of occasions, 
the Senate Finance Committee, which 
I have been privileged to chair for the 
past 2 years, has, to a historic degree, 
been able to ride this new wave of bi-
partisan productivity. In this Congress, 
our committee has reported 41 separate 

bills, all of them bipartisan. These in-
clude priorities throughout the com-
mittee’s jurisdiction. That is remark-
able. These weren’t itty-bitty bills; 
they were very important bills. That is 
remarkable. Honestly, I wish I could 
take credit for it, but the success we 
have enjoyed has been due to the work 
of every Senator on our committee. To 
a member, they have all been com-
mitted to working on a bipartisan basis 
to move ideas forward and produce re-
sults. We haven’t agreed on everything, 
that is for sure, but we found enough 
common ground that the desire to 
work together has remained strong 
through this Congress. 

I want to thank the members of our 
Finance Committee for their efforts 
this year. They have all been exem-
plary colleagues to work with. Even 
when we disagreed, we have had good 
discussions. 

Today, I want to particularly thank 
Senator COATS, who is, as we know, re-
tiring at the end of this Congress. We 
will miss the senior Senator from Indi-
ana’s stalwart presence on the Finance 
Committee and in the Senate as a 
whole. I wish him the best of luck. 

I want to take a moment to delve 
deeper into the substance of our com-
mittee’s work. Let me give the high-
lights or else we will be here all day. 

Early on in the 114th Congress, the 
Senate and the House passed legisla-
tion produced in the Finance Com-
mittee to repeal and replace the bro-
ken Medicare sustainable growth rate, 
or SGR, formula, putting an end to the 
ritual of cobbling together the SGR 
patches at the last minute behind 
closed doors. This bill was one of the 
most significant bipartisan reforms en-
acted in the history of the Medicare 
Program. 

We made once-in-a-generation ad-
vancements in U.S. trade policy by re-
newing and updating trade promotion 
authority, reauthorizing vital trade 
preferences programs, and modernizing 
our trade enforcement and customs 
laws. All of these are important strides 
in the ongoing effort to promote U.S. 
leadership in the world marketplace in 
order to benefit our workers, our farm-
ers, our ranchers, and inventors, just to 
mention a few. 

We acted decisively to prevent ben-
efit cuts in Social Security disability 
insurance and put into place the most 
significant improvements to the Social 
Security system since the 1980s. 

We came up with enough offsets to 
extend the life of the highway trust 
fund for 5 years, something nobody 
thought we could do. That is the long-
est such extension in nearly two dec-
ades. This was accomplished despite 
the cries of naysayers who said it 
couldn’t be done without a massive tax 
increase. We did not increase taxes. 

We also made serious strides to ad-
vance a number of the committee’s 
long-term improvements, including im-
provements to Medicare benefits for 
patients dealing with chronic illnesses, 
overdue reforms to our Nation’s foster 
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care system, a series of measures to 
protect taxpayers from the ever-in-
creasing threat of identity theft and 
tax refund fraud, and legislation to 
help more Americans save adequately 
for retirement. 

Not all of these measures have yet 
been signed into law, but in every case 
we have been able to move the ball sig-
nificantly forward. 

In addition, we continued the Fi-
nance Committee’s long tradition of 
conducting robust and exhaustive over-
sight. Our bipartisan report on the IRS 
targeting scandal, which we released 
last year, was a great example. 

In addition, the committee’s work to 
shine a light on the inept implementa-
tion of ObamaCare was second to none. 
And, of course, we made real progress 
in the ongoing effort to reform our Na-
tion’s Tax Code. 

I would like to talk about tax reform 
in a little more detail because that has 
been the focus of so much of our efforts 
in this Congress, and that is not likely 
to change when we gavel in the 115th 
Congress. 

Among other things, the members of 
the Finance Committee produced a 
number of bipartisan reports outlining 
the key challenges we face with our 
Tax Code after working together in the 
tax reform working groups we estab-
lished last year. Also, the Finance 
Committee, working with our leader-
ship here in the Senate and our col-
leagues in the House, drafted and fa-
cilitated passage of a massive tax bill 
that made permanent a number of oft- 
expiring tax provisions, providing real 
certainty to businesses and job cre-
ators and setting the stage for even 
more significant reforms in the future. 
That bill also delayed a number of 
ObamaCare’s burdensome health care 
taxes. 

In addition, I have spent much of the 
114th Congress hard at work developing 
a tax reform proposal to better inte-
grate the corporate and individual tax 
systems. Under current law, the United 
States not only has the highest cor-
porate tax rate in the industrialized 
world, we also subject many of our 
businesses and the individuals who in-
vest in them to multiple levels of tax 
on what are essentially the same earn-
ings. This system results in a number 
of inequities and economic distortions, 
including undue burdens on U.S. work-
ers and incentives for businesses to fi-
nance their operations with debt in-
stead of equity. 

These problems have troubled policy-
makers for years, particularly recently 
as the combined effects of these mis-
guided policies have resulted in waves 
of corporate inversions and foreign 
takeovers of U.S. companies. 

This is a serious set of problems. My 
idea to address this problem was rel-
atively simple: Allow corporations to 
deduct from their taxable earnings any 
dividend they distribute to share-
holders. Currently, our system taxes a 
business’s earnings once at the com-
pany level—at an astronomically high 

rate, no less—and again when the earn-
ings are distributed to shareholders. 
My proposal has been to eliminate one 
level of taxation on these distributed 
earnings and require only a share-
holder-level tax on dividends, which is 
similar to the way debt is treated. 
Forms of this proposal have been put 
forward by Treasury Departments and 
congressional tax writers from both 
parties in the past. 

In addition to a dividends-paid deduc-
tion, in order to bring more balance to 
the system and eliminate even more 
distortions, I have looked for ways to 
equalize the tax treatment of debt and 
equity under our system. Those moni-
toring the tax world undoubtedly know 
that I have spent quite a long time 
working on this proposal, including a 
number of months going over the num-
bers with the Joint Committee on Tax-
ation. At this point, I can say that the 
feedback I have received from JCT on 
this matter has been very positive. For 
example, in its preliminary assess-
ments, JCT indicated that the proposal 
would increase economic growth and 
activity relevant to current law. They 
found that it would increase wages for 
U.S. workers through increased produc-
tivity. Their analysis also showed that 
the proposal would increase capital in-
vestment and reduce effective tax rates 
for American businesses. Interestingly, 
JCT also found that the proposal would 
alleviate some of the pressures that 
drive corporate inversions and help 
prevent erosion of the U.S. tax base 
overall. It sounds pretty good, and it is 
true. 

These concerns—economic growth, 
wages, and U.S. companies moving off-
shore or being acquired by foreign com-
panies—have a real-world impact on 
American workers and employers, and 
they were at the heart of this year’s 
campaign debates. Thus far, the feed-
back we have received shows that a 
dividends-paid deduction, combined 
with equalized tax treatment for debt 
and equity, would help address these 
concerns. And according to JCT, all of 
this could be done without adding to 
the deficit or shifting more of the over-
all tax burden from those with higher 
incomes to middle and lower income 
taxpayers. 

I know the DC tax community has 
been speculating on this matter for a 
while now, and I can attest today that 
the idea of better integrating the cor-
porate and individual tax systems 
through a dividends-paid deduction 
wouldn’t just work but could actually 
work very well. Once again, the num-
bers we have seen thus far have been 
quite favorable. 

I will note that we have heard some 
concerns from those in the charitable 
and nonprofit community as well as re-
tirement security and stakeholders re-
garding the potential impact of equal-
izing the treatment of debt and equity. 
I think my history in the Senate has 
demonstrated pretty clearly my com-
mitment to both charitable giving and 
retirement security. I want to make 

clear that my staff and I are prepared 
to address these kinds of concerns 
when this takes legislative form. 

I suppose that for most of the people 
who have been monitoring our efforts 
on corporate integration, their biggest 
question is about timing: When will we 
try to move this for? After any big 
election campaign, particularly after 
the one that was as unpredictable as 
the one we saw in 2016—although I 
thought it was predictable, but most 
people didn’t—it is important to ac-
knowledge the realities on the ground. 

I remain very interested in the con-
cept of corporate integration and con-
tinue to believe it would have a posi-
tive impact on our tax system and our 
economy overall. Let’s be honest, after 
this election, the ground has shifted, 
and while we don’t know how every-
thing will play out in the coming 
months, it is safe to assume that the 
tax reform discussion is shifting as 
well. Right now, we are seeing more 
momentum for comprehensive tax re-
form—that is reform that deals with 
both the individual and business tax 
systems—than we have seen in a gen-
eration or more. If we are going to do 
right by our economy and the Amer-
ican people, we need to think in those 
comprehensive terms. At the very 
least, I think it is fair to say that with 
the changing circumstances, the as-
sumptions and parameters that have, 
for some time now, governed the tax 
reform debate will have to be modified, 
if not thrown out entirely. 

I believe corporate integration can 
and should be part of the comprehen-
sive tax reform discussion that appears 
to be on the horizon, but given the cur-
rent reality, any substantive tax re-
form proposal will need to be consid-
ered and evaluated in the context of 
what has quickly become a much 
broader discussion. Let me be clear: I 
am not walking away from the idea of 
corporate integration. On the contrary. 
I am excited to see how the debate over 
comprehensive tax reform plays out in 
the near future and where this concept 
might fit in that broader discussion. 

Going forward, we have a real oppor-
tunity to make significant, perhaps 
even fundamental, changes to our en-
tire tax system in order to encourage 
growth, create more jobs, and improve 
the lives of individuals and families 
around our country. As the chairman 
of the Senate’s tax-writing committee, 
I am very excited for this opportunity, 
and I am committed to doing all I can 
to make sure we succeed in this en-
deavor and that we do it in a bipartisan 
way. We are working right now, today, 
in a bipartisan way to try and resolve 
some of these problems. I have been 
meeting with every member of our 
committee, Democrats and Repub-
licans, to see how we can work better 
together. 

This discussion about comprehensive 
tax reform promises to be one of the 
big-ticket items in the coming Con-
gress, and I am excited to be a part of 
it. In addition to tax reform, the Sen-
ate and Senate Finance Committee 
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will have a number of other tasks to 
perform in the early days of the 115th 
Congress. For example, early on, I ex-
pect that we will finally be able to re-
peal ObamaCare and begin a serious 
process of replacing it with reforms 
that are more worthy of the American 
people. We also need to take a serious 
look at our broken retirement pro-
grams like Medicare, Medicaid, and So-
cial Security. I am sure that simply be-
cause I am the Republican who just 
happened to mention the name of those 
programs out loud, I will be scorned 
and labeled a ‘‘privatizer’’ in certain 
policy and advocacy corners after this 
speech. However, reductive labels 
aside, no one seriously disputes the 
fact that these programs are in fiscal 
trouble. We need to work toward find-
ing solutions, and they need to be bi-
partisan solutions. 

I have put forward a number of po-
tential solutions to help address the 
coming entitlement crisis. I hope pol-
icymakers in Congress, the incoming 
administration, and elsewhere will 
take a look at my ideas. I think they 
will find they are ideas that will help 
this country out of the problems and 
the mess it is in. 

On top of tax and health care, we 
need to consider the future of U.S. 
trade policy. While this was a matter 
of some fierce discussion during the 
campaign, I remain committed to 
doing all I can to ensure that the 
United States continues to lead the 
world in trade, including the establish-
ment of high-standard free-trade agree-
ments. 

All of these matters, and many oth-
ers as well, fall within the jurisdiction 
of the Senate Finance Committee. For-
tunately, I am joined on the committee 
with a host of capable U.S. Senators 
from both parties. It is a great com-
mittee with great members, and I feel 
very privileged to be able to lead that 
committee. 

Over the past 2 years, we have dem-
onstrated that by working together, we 
can overcome some pretty long odds 
and accomplish a number of difficult 
tasks. I hope that continues this next 
year. I am going to do all I can to 
make sure it does. 

With that, I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from West Virginia. 
MINE WORKER HEALTH CARE BENEFITS AND 

PENSIONS 
Mr. MANCHIN. Mr. President, I rise 

and stand here today fighting for the 
working men and women each one of 
us—whether Democrat or Republican, 
whether you belong to a 100–Member 
Senate or a 435–Member House—use in 
our commercials. Every one of us goes 
out and basically tries to attract work-
ing men and women to vote for us be-
cause we say: We are coming here to 
fight for you. We are going to stand up 
for you. No one is going to walk over 
you, push you aside, or forget about 
you. Every one of us has done those 
ads. 

Our 435 House Members had to go 
home yesterday because it was time for 

Christmas. I remind all of my col-
leagues that we have basically missed 
100 working days this year. Do you 
think we have been overworked? I 
don’t think so, but I guess my House 
Members did because they had to go 
home. They never even gave us the 
courtesy of giving us a 3-day extension. 
We can work through these problems. 
We have said that, but that is not even 
there. I guess they think they want to 
jam us. 

We are here fighting for the United 
Mine Workers pension, people who have 
given this country everything they 
had. These are people who said: I will 
go down there and get the energy you 
need to win the war and the energy you 
need to build this country. I have the 
industrial might—the middle class. We 
will build it. We are the middle class. 
That is who they are. That is all they 
said. We made commitments to them. 

For the first 50 years after they ener-
gized this country and won two world 
wars, they got nothing. My grandfather 
was one of them. They got nothing—no 
pension, no health care. They got noth-
ing. 

In 1946, they finally got something. 
We have been fighting ever since then 
just to keep it, and now all of a sudden 
it is going to evaporate and nobody 
will say a word because we have to go 
home for Christmas. We have to go 
home for vacation. 

Well, we have been working, fighting, 
and really clawing for this. We have it. 
If it came to the floor, it would pass, 
and we know that, but we have some 
friends on the other side—435 over 
there—who, for some reason, didn’t be-
lieve it was of urgency. They said, we 
are going to give you a 4-month exten-
sion on the health care benefits that 
16,000 miners lose December 31. We will 
give you 4 months, and I guess we are 
supposed to be happy with that. Well, I 
am not. I am sorry, but I am not. 

We fought for the Miners Protection 
Act. We went through the regular order 
and we got an 18-to-8 vote out of the 
Finance Committee at the Senate, and 
we thought we would be right here hav-
ing that vote and showing the people 
we support them and that hopefully 
the House would take it up, but that 
never happened. 

Where we stand today, right now, is, 
we are asking what is our pathway for-
ward. Well, we have been working and 
talking, as you are supposed to. We 
tried to basically negotiate, we tried to 
find compromise, and we tried to find a 
pathway forward. It has been hard for 
me to see a pathway forward right now. 

I am going to have to oppose this CR 
and oppose, not only the cloture but 
the passage of the CR for many rea-
sons, and I will give you one example 
that probably galls me more than any-
thing else that we have done here or 
over in the House. My Republican col-
leagues didn’t even know about it. It is 
not from this side. It came from that 
side, and what they did was say, not 
only are we going to add insult to in-
jury and only give you 4 months, we 

will make you pay for it with your own 
money. We will make you pay for it 
with money that has been set aside 
through bankruptcy courts to give re-
tirement to miners who worked for 
companies that declared bankruptcy, 
went through the bankruptcy court, 
had money set aside so they would at 
least have health care for a while. The 
people we are talking about were sup-
posed to have health care until July. 
Guess what. Because of what we are 
doing, they lose 3 months. Now, grant 
you, we have people—16,000—who have 
health care until December who get 4 
months, if you consider that a victory, 
but how about the couple thousand who 
were supposed to have it until July are 
only going to have it now until April? 
What do you tell them? I am sorry. We 
fought like the dickens for you, but 
you lost 3 months. Where I come from 
that doesn’t fly. I can’t explain that. I 
really can’t. 

I am encouraged, to a certain extent. 
My friend the majority leader, MITCH 
MCCONNELL from Kentucky, said he 
was confident the retirees would not 
lose benefits next year, including more 
than 3,000 in his home State of Ken-
tucky. I think it is highly unlikely we 
will take that away, he said. It has 
been my intention that the miner bene-
fits not expire at the end of April next 
year. I believe him. And he pledged: I 
am going to work with my colleagues 
to prevent that. 

I am ready to go to work. I am not 
sure if my colleagues on the other 
side—435 in the House—are as com-
mitted. I appreciate the majority lead-
er making this commitment. I do ap-
preciate that very much. Unfortu-
nately, it is not enough because I don’t 
have the commitment from the other 
side, and I am going to fight for that. 
For that reason and many more, I am 
going to be unable to vote for cloture, 
and I encourage my colleagues not to 
vote for cloture on this CR. 

With that, I yield the floor to my 
friend from Ohio, Senator BROWN. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Ohio is recognized. 

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, I thank 
Senator MANCHIN, Senator WARNER, 
and Senator CASEY, who all represent a 
lot of these mine workers. Some of 
them are in the Gallery. We attended a 
rally with some of them the other 
night. Some of them we see in Zanes-
ville, Cambridge, Southwest Pennsyl-
vania, and Southwest Virginia. 

I thank Senator MCCASKILL for her 
work on this. 

Let’s point out, again, to our col-
leagues what happened here. Early this 
year, the Senate majority leader, the 
Republican leader from Kentucky, said: 
Before we do this, you have to come up 
with a bipartisan bill. We came up with 
a bipartisan bill. We did exactly what 
he wanted. We had Senator CAPITO, 
Senator PORTMAN, Senator TOOMEY, 
and a lot of support on both sides, even 
people who didn’t sponsor it. That 
wasn’t enough. 

Then he moved the goalposts and 
said: You have to come up with the bill 
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through regular order. We went 
through regular order in the Finance 
Committee. Senator WARNER, Senator 
CASEY, and I in the Finance Committee 
called Cecil Roberts, the head of the 
mine workers, people like Norm Skin-
ner from Ohio, Dave Urtest, Dave 
Dilly, and others came and talked to 
us. We had testimony. It was brought 
to a vote and it passed on a bipartisan 
vote, 18 to 8. Every Democrat voted for 
it and a handful of Republicans voted 
for it. We did that, and then the Repub-
lican leader moved the goalposts again 
and said: That is not good enough. You 
have to do something more. You have 
to find a way to pay for it. We found a 
way to pay for it with money out of the 
abandoned mine fund to pay for this. 

This legislation would have perma-
nently taken care of much pensions 
and health care. It would have meant 
that mine workers don’t have to take 
valuable time and spend money and 
come to Washington and lobbyists to 
talk to us, educate us, and do what 
they do so well in telling their stories. 
It would have solved that, but now 
week after week after week has passed. 
Before the election, people were talk-
ing a good game, now they are not 
talking such a good game, except for 
my colleagues with me on the floor 
today fighting for them. 

So what happens now? The majority 
leader in the Senate is pointing fingers 
down this hall, blaming the Speaker of 
the House, and the Speaker of the 
House back there is pointing fingers at 
the majority leader saying: Well, I 
want to do a year. No, I want to do a 
year. 

Well, the fact is, neither of them has 
offered anything. They could bring this 
bill up to pass out of the Finance Com-
mittee. Senator MCCONNELL tonight 
could bring this to the Senate floor. We 
could pass it. We would get how many 
votes: 75, 80 votes? We would get at 
least 70, probably 75 or 80. We would 
get every single Democrat, and we 
would get probably close to half of the 
Republicans. They will not do that. 
They are too busy pointing fingers 
back and forth. 

So I am going to vote no on the con-
tinuing resolution because I just don’t 
think that this is the deal we should 
get. This 4-month deal where the ma-
jority leader said he is helping the min-
ers with a 4-month deal—it means that 
the retired miners and the widows who 
got a notice in late October, early No-
vember that their insurance would run 
out December 31—if we do this 4-month 
deal, they are going to get another no-
tice in January or February saying it 
runs out again. 

Particularly if you are sick, particu-
larly if you have a sick husband, can 
you imagine that you are going to get 
a notice every 3 or 4 months saying 
your insurance is going to run out? 
How do you deal with that? How do you 
make doctor visits? How do you make 
appointments? How do you do that? It 
is just cruel and unusual punishment. 

Instead, the other night, we saw our 
colleagues coming to the floor, offering 

resolutions. There was one honoring 
Pearl Harbor victims. Senator MANCHIN 
and I were on the floor. We were object-
ing to all this. Of course, I have been 
on the Veterans’ Affairs Committee for 
a decade, and so has Senator MANCHIN. 
Of course we are not objecting to hon-
oring Pearl Harbor victims any more 
than we are objecting to one of the 
other resolutions that said we feel bad 
about the people who died in Oakland 
in that fire; of course we do. But what 
we were doing and what we will con-
tinue to do is fight for those mine 
workers, both the retirees and the wid-
ows. 

Next year that is what we are going 
to do. We will get a good vote today in 
opposition to this because Democrats— 
people on this side—and a handful of 
more courageous Republicans will vote 
no on the continuing resolution. That 
should send a message to Senator 
MCCONNELL on how important it is 
that come January we vote, not on an-
other 4-months and another 4-months, 
not even voting for a year, but we vote 
for a permanent fix on pensions and a 
permanent fix on health care that is 
paid for out of the Abandoned Mine 
Reclamation Fund. That needs to be 
what we do the first of the year. 

This place is not going to operate 
very well if the leadership in this body 
does not stand up and give us a vote on 
a bill that protects mine worker retir-
ees, that protects pensioners and 
health care, that says that we are 
going to fix this permanently. They 
should not have to come here month 
after month after month to lobby us. 

This is something we should do. It 
has been an obligation since Harry 
Truman. Senator MCCASKILL is always 
talking about Harry. Harry Truman in 
the 1940s, seven decades ago, made this 
pledge, made this promise. We all want 
to live up to the promise. Presidents of 
both parties, Members of Congress in 
both parties were living up to that 
promise decade after decade. Now they 
don’t want to live up to it. 

It is important that we enforce that 
come January. I am voting no. I want 
to send that message. This is just too 
important to back down from. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from West Virginia. 

Mr. MANCHIN. Mr. President, at this 
time, to put things in perspective, be-
cause a lot of people don’t really 
know—people say: Why do you even use 
coal anymore? Why do we even need 
coal? Let me explain to the 300-plus 
million people living in America today 
that if you are alive today, for most of 
your life, over 50 percent of your en-
ergy that has been given to you has 
been delivered to you because of coal. 
So to put it in perspective, what 12 
hours of the day do you not want elec-
tricity? What 12 hours of the day do 
you not want heat, air conditioning— 
anything? 

We need to bring attention to the 
people who have done the work. That is 
all we have said. They are forgotten he-
roes. In West Virginia, we feel like a 

Vietnam returning veteran. We have 
done everything our country has asked 
of us, and now you will not even recog-
nize us. You don’t even understand 
what we have done. 

Well, that is what we are doing. That 
is what we are fighting for. 

At this time I would like to recognize 
my good friend from Pennsylvania, 
Senator BOB CASEY, who comes from 
the tremendous State of Pennsylvania, 
which has provided an awful lot of en-
ergy for many years. Senator CASEY. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. CASEY. Mr. President, I want to 
thank my colleague from West Vir-
ginia for his leadership on this issue, 
going back not just days and weeks but 
months and even years. I think we 
should start with the word ‘‘promise’’ 
tonight. We have a matter that came 
before the Senate that Senator BROWN 
indicated was the subject of a bipar-
tisan consensus that went all the way 
through the Finance Committee, a vote 
of 18 to 8 earlier this year. The ques-
tion before the Senate today and the 
question before the Senate in 2017 will 
continue to be: Will the Senate—and I 
would add will the House of Represent-
atives—keep our promise to these coal 
miners and their families? It is really 
not more complicated than that. We 
have to ask ourselves whether we are 
going to fulfill our promise. 

Just to give you a sense of what this 
means to individuals, I have three let-
ters in my hand. We have all gotten 
hundreds of them, if not more, maybe 
thousands at this point. But I have 
three letters from three different coun-
ties from which I will read excerpts. 

The first one is from Johnstown, 
Cambria County, with a great history 
of coal mining but also a great history 
of a diverse economy. This individual 
wrote—actually two; it is a husband 
and wife writing to me—saying: ‘‘We 
are in our late 70s and desperately need 
our pension and hospitalization.’’ 

Cambria County, PA, alone has 2,483 
pensioners. Just that one county has 
that many pensioners who happen to be 
families who had a loved one working 
in the coal mines. This is one of those 
families who wrote to me. If you look 
at the health care issue and you look 
at it county by county, sometimes the 
numbers are lower, but it is in the hun-
dreds and hundreds in many counties. 

The next letter is from an individual 
in Green County. She is writing about 
her husband, and she says: 

My husband was only retired about 1 year 
when he found he had cancer. One of the re-
liefs that he had while battling cancer was 
knowing he had his pension and good health 
benefits. So it was one less worry. 

Green County is a small county in 
Pennsylvania, in the deep southwest 
corner, right on the corner next to 
West Virginia and Ohio. In Green Coun-
ty, there are 1,436 pensioners and many 
depending upon the health care prom-
ise that our government made. 

The third and final letter is from 
Westmoreland County, from an indi-
vidual talking about his time in the 
coal mines. He said: 
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My 33 years in the mining industry are tes-

timony to the fact that I provided a needed 
service to my country and my family. 

Then, later in the letter, he goes on 
to say: 

Now, thousands face an uncertain future. A 
promise was made and a promise needs to be 
kept. 

In Westmoreland County, PA, there 
are 1,067 pensioners. Across our State, 
just on health care, almost 1,400 Penn-
sylvanians are affected by health care. 
Some of them have cancer. Some of 
them have a family where the husband 
is dead and the wife has cancer. Some 
face the kind of health care cir-
cumstances that none of us can iden-
tify with because everyone who 
works—every Member of the Senate 
and the House—we have health care. 
We don’t have to worry about next 
week or next month or next year. 

So the question becomes, as I said, 
whether we are going to keep our 
promise to these coal miners. There is 
no excuse for putting in the continuing 
resolution as pathetic a proposal as we 
got this year in this continuing resolu-
tion, which basically says: You have 
health care for just 4 months, and you 
are supposed to be satisfied with that. 
In fact, I think there was one Member 
of the Senate who said, ‘‘They should 
be satisfied with that’’. 

They should not be satisfied; coal 
miners and their families, retired coal 
miners, nor should anyone here be sat-
isfied with that. Also at the same time, 
the proposal—or I should say now the 
policy in the continuing resolution— 
has no fix at all for pensions, so these 
counties, just three counties, that have 
thousands and thousands of pensioners 
who earned that pension, who gave up 
a lot to get that pension, who gave up 
a lot to get those health benefits— 
there is no fix in the CR, the con-
tinuing resolution, for the pension 
problem. 

We are supposed to be satisfied, and 
they are supposed be satisfied, I guess, 
according to the line of argument from 
some on the other side—not all, but 
some who said they should be satisfied. 
Well, here is a news bulletin. We are 
not satisfied. These miners and their 
families are not satisfied. We are not 
going to stop fighting on this. We feel 
so strongly about this issue that many 
of us, including me, will vote no on clo-
ture on the CR, will vote no on the CR 
itself because we feel that strongly. 

As the presiding officer knows, usu-
ally when a continuing resolution 
comes before the Senate, it gets over-
whelming support. This is how out-
rageous this is for these families. So 
you are going to see a number of people 
on the floor here do something they 
probably have never done before. They 
are going to register a protest in a very 
direct and formal way, to say no to the 
CR tonight. 

I know some people will be offended 
by that. I understand why they might 
be across the country. But we have to 
ask ourselves: If it is going to take a 
no on this resolution to get people to 

focus on what these miners were prom-
ised and what this government has not 
done to meet that promise, then we are 
willing to go to that length and to that 
extent to vote no tonight because we 
have to keep a focus on this. 

We are not going away, so for anyone 
who thinks that tonight is the end of a 
chapter, we are just getting warmed 
up. We are just getting warmed up on 
this because this is a promise we must 
keep. 

These miners and their families kept 
their promise. The miners kept their 
promise to their family that they 
would work and work in the depths and 
the darkness of the coal mines, put 
their lives at risk every single day. 
That is the first promise they made— 
and that they would bring a home a 
paycheck so their family could eat 
every night and afford a mortgage. So 
they kept their promise to their fam-
ily. Many of them kept their promise 
to their country. They fought in World 
War II, they fought in Korea, they 
fought in Vietnam and beyond, in 
every war we have had in the modern 
era. So they kept their promise. 

It is not too difficult for a Senator or 
for a House Member to keep their 
promise. All they have got to do is put 
their hand up and say aye. I agree with 
keeping the promise to these miners. It 
is about time that our government, in-
cluding everyone here, kept our prom-
ise to these coal miners. 

So we are doing something that 
many of us have never done. We are 
going to vote no on a resolution to-
night to make it very clear that we 
don’t agree with what is in this con-
tinuing resolution with regard to these 
miners, No. 1, and the other massage 
we are sending is that we are coming 
back. We are going to come back week 
after week, month after month, if not 
longer, to make sure that they get 
their health care and they get their 
pensions. 

So, this kind of solidarity, at least on 
this side of this aisle, will remain in-
tact. It will remain fortified and strong 
going forward. 

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

ator from West Virginia. 
Mr. MANCHIN. Mr. President, as you 

can see, I am extremely proud. I can’t 
tell you how proud I am of my col-
leagues. This is why we are here. We 
are standing for the people who work 
every day to provide a better living for 
themselves and to provide a better 
country for all of us to live in. 

With that, I am happy to be here 
with my good friend, my colleague, and 
my dear friend from Virginia, Senator 
MARK WARNER. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Virginia. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, first of 
all, let me echo everything that Sen-
ator CASEY and Senator BROWN have 
said. But the reason we are here, be-
yond the justness of our cause, is the 
fact that the Senator from West Vir-
ginia, Mr. MANCHIN, has been abso-

lutely relentless. He has not let this 
issue die. For 18 months, he has gone 
through every hoop that has been put 
in front of him. It is getting through. 
The fact is, Senator MANCHIN today re-
introduced the Miners Protection Act. 
In 1 day—in 1 day—he picked up 49 co-
sponsors of this legislation. 

We are going to have a vote later to-
night. Let me be clear. I am going to 
join in that protest. But as somebody 
who has one heck of a lot of Federal 
employees, we are not going to shut 
down the government on this issue. We 
should not even be thinking about 
choices where we have to trade off Fed-
eral workers and miners. That is not 
what we are sent here to do. But we are 
going to make sure that this fight does 
not end tonight. The 49 who signed up 
today will be in the 50s and in the 60s 
when we come back. 

Let me just close. I know we have 
other colleagues, and others have com-
mented. I went through these talking 
points at other times, but you have to 
hear the voices of people who are being 
affected. I got a letter recently from 
Sharon. Sharon is from a coal miner’s 
family in Dickenson County, not too 
far from West Virginia and Kentucky. 

Sharon wrote: 
My father is a retired coal miner. For 

many years he worked at Clinchfield Coal 
Company’s Moss #2 mine. He gave them his 
time, sweat, hard work, and even his health. 
In return, he expected nothing more than a 
paycheck and a little pension, and health 
care when he retired. He was promised that. 
He deserves that. 

She went on to talk about the fact 
that her dad grew up in the Depression: 

He grew up in a time when you took care 
of your things—and he believed that you 
paid for what you got. He’s paid dearly for 
his pension and his health care. Please don’t 
let that get taken from him. 

He’s also a man who takes care of his 
money. 

She said he was always tight with his 
money: 

He planned for years for his retirement. He 
saved and budgeted so that he would have 
enough with his pension to be able to sup-
port himself through the rest of his years 
and not be a burden on anyone. 

Sharon, her coal miner family, and 
countless thousands of other Ameri-
cans are waiting for us to honor our 
commitments. We are taking a step 
forward tonight. But echoing what 
other Senators have said before, this 
issue will not go away until these min-
ers get their justice. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The lead-
er, the Senator from New York. 

Mr. SCHUMER. Senator MCCASKILL 
and my colleagues are waiting. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that immediately after Senator 
MCCASKILL speaks, I be given 3 min-
utes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. MANCHIN. We have Senator 
COONS, Senator MCCASKILL, Senator 
SCHUMER, and I am going to say some-
thing, and we will be finished. 

Mr. SCHUMER. Is that OK? 
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Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-

sent that after MCCASKILL, COONS; 
after COONS, SCHUMER; and then 
MANCHIN. It won’t take more than 10 to 
12 total minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 
Mr. SCHUMER. I thank the indul-

gence of my colleagues. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Missouri. 
Mrs. MCCASKILL. Mr. President, let 

me make very clear that when we get 
these benefits for these coal miners and 
their widows—when that happens, not 
if but when—make sure no one mis-
understands who is responsible for it. 

I want the coal miners in West Vir-
ginia to know one thing, there is only 
one person who will be responsible for 
those coal miners getting their benefits 
and their promises being kept, and that 
will be Senator JOE MANCHIN. It won’t 
be President Donald Trump. It won’t be 
the minority leader or the majority 
leader. It won’t be any of us. There is 
only one man who is responsible for 
these coal miners getting what they 
are due, and that is Senator JOE 
MANCHIN, who has fought. 

I am so sick of JOE MANCHIN talking 
to me about the coal miners. You can’t 
see him in the hall when he doesn’t 
grab you about the coal miners. He 
feels this in his heart. These are the 
people he grew up with. These are the 
people he knows and loves, and he is 
the one who is going to make this hap-
pen. 

The other one I am fighting for to-
night is a guy named Harry. Every 
time I open my desk, I get goosebumps 
because I look in my desk, and I see 
the name Harry Truman scrawled in 
my desk. 

If you are a student of history and 
you know anything about Harry Tru-
man, you know that he was very 
plainspoken. He got himself in a lot of 
trouble with his mouth, but, boy, did 
he believe in keeping his word. 

When he was President of the United 
States—Louie Roberts told me, a man 
from Willard, MO, who has been in the 
mines and is a third-generation coal 
miner and has been in the mines all of 
his life: 

John L. Lewis and Harry Truman—Presi-
dent of the United States of America signed 
an agreement guaranteeing lifetime medical 
benefits to UMWA miners. So Mr. & Mrs. 
Senators & Congressmen would you please 
keep your Promise. 

Would you please keep your promise. 
Continuing: 
We only ask that the Promise be kept that 

was made in that 1948 agreement. 

I am also fighting for the word of 
Harry Truman. This debate reminds me 
of a fight we had in Congress a couple 
of years ago. Back then, Congress had 
approved a $1 trillion spending pack-
age. Oh, man, the elves get busy 
around Christmastime. Omnibus pack-
age is code for ‘‘you have no idea what 
is in it.’’ 

We looked and poked around in it, 
and we found they were cutting the 

pensions of thousands of Missourians 
who drove trucks for a living. We are 
talking about the people who take a 
shower after work, not before work. 
This place is really good at taking care 
of the people who take a shower before 
work. We are really good at that. 

When they repeal the ACA, they are 
going to give a big old tax cut to the 1 
percent again. We are going to do that. 
We are going to throw 22 million off of 
health care. But boy oh boy, we are 
going to take care of the 1 percent, but 
we are not so good at taking care of 
the people who take a shower after 
work. 

That bill allowed those truckdrivers 
to have their pensions cut. I was the 
only Member of the Missouri congres-
sional delegation to vote against it. By 
the way, in the same bill, we gave a car 
and driver to a Member of Congress. 
Really? A car and a driver to a Member 
of Congress and in the same bill we cut 
the Teamsters’ pensions. Now I hear 
the House Members had to go home. 

I don’t know how many people who 
shower after work get 3 weeks off for 
Christmas, but I am pretty sure there 
are none. I am pretty sure they are try-
ing to figure out if they have to cover 
a shift on Christmas. I am pretty sure 
they have to figure out how they can 
make ends meet so they can buy 
Christmas presents. But we have to get 
out of here so we can have 3 weeks off 
for Christmas—what nerve, doing that 
to these coal miners and taking 3 
weeks off for Christmas. 

On the way out the door, they did an-
other Christmas present. They made 
sure that the Russian oligarchs get to 
sell us steel. They took out the ‘‘Buy 
American’’ provision in the WRDA bill. 
I think the guy who just won the Presi-
dency said we are going to buy Amer-
ican. Then what did the Republicans in 
the House do? They take out the ‘‘Buy 
American’’ provision less than a week 
after he said it on his victory tour in 
Cincinnati. 

I just know this. I am proud to vote 
no on the CR. Frankly, I am probably 
going to vote no on WRDA because of 
what they did with ‘‘Buy American.’’ I 
am sick of the games being played. We 
are going to fight. We are going to 
fight until we get this done. We may 
not win this fight tonight, but I guar-
antee you we are going to win it. As 
Harry Truman would say—and I am 
quoting; so I can’t get in trouble: 
‘‘Come hell or high water, we are going 
to get it done.’’ 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

GRASSLEY). The Senator from West 
Virginia. 

Mr. MANCHIN. Mr. President, I know 
there is not a lot of coal mining in 
Delaware, but we sure do have a lot of 
friends in Delaware. 

I yield to my dear friend, Senator 
CHRIS COONS. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Delaware. 

Mr. COONS. Mr. President, I rise in 
support and recognition of the tireless 

efforts of my friend and colleague from 
West Virginia. We were sworn in the 
same day, moments apart, and we were 
sworn in by a man who held this seat 
and this desk for 36 years. Born in 
Scranton, PA, JOE BIDEN, our Vice 
President, served Delaware for 36 
years. I know JOE and I know one of 
the things he tirelessly fought for, and 
that was the working men and women 
of this country—just like my colleague 
from Missouri, who speaks from the 
desk long held by Harry Truman and in 
whose honor she spoke about our keep-
ing our promises that date back to a 
law passed by this Congress and signed 
into law by Harry Truman that prom-
ised pensions and health care to 100,000 
coal miners. 

I too have to keep faith with my 
predecessor in this seat, JOE BIDEN, and 
our neighboring State to the north, 
Pennsylvania; my great and good 
friend, JOE MANCHIN from West Vir-
ginia; HEIDI HEITKAMP of North Da-
kota; and many others who have spo-
ken before me and simply say: I under-
stand that large, complicated appro-
priations bills never include every item 
that every Member wants. I wanted a 
provision that would help a manufac-
turing company in my State, the 48 
ITC provision. The investment tax 
credit would help keep a company that 
manufactures fuel cells in my State 
alive and running. I heard an awful lot 
of talk in this campaign about saving 
American manufacturing, about doing 
the things we need to do to help work-
ing people and to help manufacturing. I 
am as upset as my colleagues about the 
‘‘Buy American’’ provision being taken 
out of WRDA and our not keeping our 
word to buy American steel. 

But what all of us are here to stand 
for in common today is to keep our 
promises to the coal miners and their 
widows, for whom the Senator from 
West Virginia has fought so tirelessly. 

When told that is a provision that 
can’t be taken care of, that can’t be 
done, when they were sent back 30 
yards, they dropped back and said: 
Fine, we will work on the Miners Pro-
tection Act. They held hearings. They 
held a markup. They found an offset. 
They moved through regular order, and 
they found bipartisan support. It got 
out of the Finance Committee by 18 to 
8. 

Yet here we stand, likely on the very 
last night of this Congress, with a 
promised path being blocked and a 4- 
month extension, rather than a perma-
nent solution—seemingly, the only op-
tion before us—and 16,000 miners and 
their families would lose health care 
this December 31 without a longer ex-
tension. Four months—that is all we 
can do—4 months, when these good 
Senators worked so hard and so tire-
lessly to find a bipartisan solution that 
doesn’t take money out of the Federal 
checkbook, that has a proper path? 
This is a sad day when we can’t keep 
our promises to the widows of coal 
miners, to folks who did dirty, dan-
gerous, and difficult work for decades, 
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to the people who built this country. I 
think in some ways this is just a sym-
bol of so many other ways we have 
failed to keep faith with those who 
have worked in this Nation for us. 

I have not ever voted against a CR. I 
have always taken, I believe, the re-
sponsible path of making sure that we 
are able to craft a responsible com-
promise and get it done. 

But as an appropriator in this year 
and in this instance, it was upsetting 
to me that we were kept completely 
out of the process of crafting and final-
izing this appropriations bill. 

So without hesitation, I will vote 
against it tonight because it is impor-
tant we send a signal that we and many 
other Senators are determined to fix 
this problem. As the Senator from 
West Virginia said, there are no coal 
mines in my State, but there are many 
retired coal miners and their widows. 

I have joined as a cosponsor of the 
Miners Protection Act, and I am deter-
mined to support the great and good 
work of my friend, the Senator from 
West Virginia, my friend the Senator 
from North Dakota, and so many oth-
ers—from my neighboring State of 
Pennsylvania, Senator CASEY, and 
from States across the country and re-
gions that are determined to do right 
by the people who built this Nation for 
us. 

Thank you, Mr. President. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from West Virginia. 
Mr. MANCHIN. Mr. President, as you 

can see, there is a lot of passion here 
and a lot of passion for people who 
have hard-working men and women in 
their State also. I am so proud to have 
the incoming leader of our caucus, Sen-
ator SCHUMER from New York, who has 
been a stalwart on this. He has fought. 
He has stayed with us every step of the 
way, and he will continue to lead this 
fight until we are successful. At this 
time, I wish to make sure Senator 
SCHUMER gets recognized. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New York. 

Mr. SCHUMER. Thank you, Mr. 
President. 

First, let me pay tribute to the 
steadfastness, the strength, and the 
courage of my friend from West Vir-
ginia. As Senator MCCASKILL said, not 
a day goes by where he doesn’t remind 
us of the coal miners and their plight. 

Last night, through his good offices, 
I met with some of these miners. They 
are not from my State either. 

I looked into their eyes—hard-work-
ing people, many of them tired, not 
from the day, not from lobbying here— 
that is easy work for them—but from 
working in those mines for so many 
years. They are America. They are the 
people we owe so much to. 

Having met them, seen them, and 
looked into their eyes, I understood 
why my dear friend from West Virginia 
and my friends from Virginia, Mis-
souri, Pennsylvania, and North Dakota 
have such passion for these people. It is 
real. 

I hope some of my colleagues on the 
other side of the aisle in the next 
month will be visited by these very 
miners. Look them in the eye, and tell 
them you can’t help them? I bet you 
can’t. I bet you can’t. 

We are here to live up to a promise 
made by Harry Truman, backed up by 
legislation in this body over and over. 
I don’t care what your ideology is. I 
don’t care if you are a big government 
cutter. This is not the place to cut. 
This is the place to recognize hard 
work, a promise, and America, because 
we say to people: If you work hard, we 
are going to be there for you. But to-
night, we are barely there for you. We 
are not cutting it off, but we are not 
doing right by the people I met last 
night through the auspices of the Sen-
ator from West Virginia, fine people 
who got to my heart. 

So we believe deeply in preserving 
these benefits, and we also believe in 
not hurting other people to preserve 
these benefits. So we are not going to 
shut down the government; we are 
going to keep it open. That would hurt 
millions of Americans as well and take 
millions out of the economy. So we are 
going to provide the votes to make 
sure we don’t shut down, although 
there are so many people who want to 
stand with the miners. We never in-
tended to shut down the government, 
but our intention is very real—first, to 
highlight the seriousness of this issue, 
not to let people think this is going to 
go away because they didn’t live up to 
their promise. And I think we have 
made our point. I don’t care if people 
don’t like being here on a Friday night. 
I know people have other obligations, 
but those obligations are nothing com-
pared to our obligation to these min-
ers. 

Leader MCCONNELL spoke to Senator 
MANCHIN a few hours ago and said that 
he would work hard to make the health 
benefits for miners not lapse in April. 
That is good, but it is not close to 
enough. It is a step forward, but we will 
go further, hopefully with the majority 
leader but even without. 

We need the finance bill, the Miners 
Protection Act, a bill that would move 
money from the Abandoned Mine 
Lands Reclamation Fund into a fund to 
pay for the pension and health care 
benefits of tens of thousands of coal 
miners and retirees, not for 3 months, 
not for 1 year, but permanently. To 
show how serious we are, every single 
Democrat within just a few hours co-
sponsored the miners amendment to 
the CR, and we did get two Republicans 
to join us. Welcome. We need more of 
you. Stand up for the miners. 

The fact that we have gotten so 
many people on this legislation bodes 
well for our chances of getting some-
thing significant done in the new year. 
So when we return in January, we are 
going to be looking at every way we 
can to make sure the miners receive 
full funding. The sooner the better, the 
stronger the proposal the better, and 
we will do it. 

Finally, I want to call on President- 
elect Trump to support our proposal. 
The President-elect ran on a campaign 
with explicit, direct promises to coal 
country, and he won coal country big; 
that is for sure. He held big rallies with 
coal workers. He said he would protect 
them. He talked to the miners and got 
to know them. So we are simply asking 
our President-elect to communicate to 
the people in his party to get on board 
and live up to the promise we made to 
miners many years—decades—ago. 

Tonight, we are putting our Repub-
lican colleagues on notice. We will not 
rest until we do right by our miners. 

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

ator from West Virginia. 
Mr. MANCHIN. Mr. President, I 

thank my colleagues so much. I am so 
sorry. The patience you have had is ap-
preciated very much. It is an issue, as 
my colleagues can tell, we are very 
committed to and very passionate 
about. So thank you. We are just wrap-
ping up. 

I just want to say one thing to put it 
in perspective. I get to go around to 
schools in my State and really around 
the country talking to schoolkids, and 
I try to give a little history lesson. I 
always tell them: If you see a person in 
uniform, if your parent or your grand-
parent or your aunt or uncle, someone 
served in the military, I want you to 
say thank you because I want you to 
realize they were willing to take a bul-
let for you. They were willing to sac-
rifice their life for the freedom they 
are providing for you. Don’t ever take 
it for granted. 

What we failed to teach in that his-
tory lesson is to say thank you to a 
coal miner who has provided the en-
ergy to allow us to be the superpower, 
the greatest country on Earth. Say 
thank you. 

Thank you to every one of my coal 
miners for what you do and what you 
have done for me in my little town of 
fewer than 500 people. I can’t tell you 
how much I appreciate the life I have 
had because of the sacrifices and hard 
work you have given for me. 

With that, I want to say to all of my 
colleagues, God bless each and every 
one of you. Thank you for the fight. 
This is the right fight for the right rea-
son for the right people. 

We will finish very quickly now with 
Senator JEFF MERKLEY. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oregon. 

Mr. MERKLEY. Mr. President, we 
heard a tremendous amount over the 
course of the past year about fighting 
for workers and working families. 
What does it take for a working family 
to thrive? It takes a good living-wage 
job, access to public education for chil-
dren, and for those children to be able 
to pursue their dreams with affordable 
opportunities and education. It also 
takes health care. 

Take a profession like coal mining— 
far more dangerous than virtually any 
profession Members of the Senate have 
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had in the course of their lives. Health 
care is an essential element both for 
the miner and for their families. So 
how is it that we are at this point right 
now in which many miners don’t know 
if they are going to have health care 
beyond April of next year? They don’t 
know whether this body is going to 
stand with them. They are in limbo. 
They are in a state of anxiety, and it is 
absolutely unfair. 

So we know, as tonight progresses, 
we are in a situation where we have an 
extension through April, but, as JOE 
MANCHIN has said in his fight leading 
this effort to necessarily secure health 
care for coal miners and as our incom-
ing Democratic leader has said, this is 
going to be something that we are 
going to stand together for in this com-
ing year. We are going to make sure 
their health care does not expire in 
April. This benefit has been earned 
through hard labor, over difficult 
years, in ways few of us can imagine, 
and we are going to stand with the coal 
miners in getting that benefit. 

I am proud to sponsor this bill and 
stand with JOE MANCHIN and CHUCK 
SCHUMER tonight. 

Mr. KAINE. Mr. President, I wanted 
to indicate how disappointed I am in 
the provisions affecting miners that 
have been included in the continuing 
resolution. While I will vote for final 
passage of the CR because we must not 
shut government down, the provisions 
contained are really an outrage. 

Sixteen thousand three hundred re-
tirees have received a notice that their 
health benefits will expire at the end of 
this year. What the majority has in-
cluded in the CR is to extend those 
benefits through April. But what was 
left unsaid is that now, 22,500 retirees 
will lose health coverage at the end of 
April 2017, and 4,000 will lose them 3 
months earlier than they otherwise 
would have. This plan also calls for 
taking money from a fund created to 
provide health coverage for retired 
miners whose employers went bank-
rupt. It ends the responsibility of the 
coal companies to contribute to this 
fund. This is a terrible giveaway 
cloaked in the provisions providing 
short-term health care for miners and 
their widows. 

The promise that we will deal with 
those consequences later rings hollow 
when we have a permanent bipartisan 
solution before us, the Miners Protec-
tion Act. I have supported this and pre-
vious versions of this fix since I began 
my service in the Senate 3 years ago. 
The majority leader wanted the bill to 
go through regular order before any 
floor consideration. Well, this legisla-
tion passed the Senate Finance Com-
mittee 18–8 and is paid for. 

I don’t understand why we didn’t 
take a floor vote on this bill months 
ago. It would receive strong bipartisan 
backing if it could get a floor vote. 

Many of us talk about helping the 
working men and women of our coun-
try, protecting seniors and respecting 
the dignity of a lifetime of work. Well, 

many of our constituents have been 
hard hit by the downturn in the coal 
industry. We cannot downplay what 
coal miners have sacrificed to fuel this 
Nation for over a hundred years—black 
Lung disease, physically disabling acci-
dents, whole communities built around 
coal mining have vanished or are suf-
fering. 

We say we want to support working 
families and protect seniors. We say we 
want to help Appalachia. I don’t know 
what we are waiting for. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Indiana. 

Mr. COATS. Mr. President, a number 
of us have been waiting for several 
hours to speak. We understand the con-
cerns of our colleagues across the aisle. 
We have been patiently waiting. I be-
lieve they have finished their remarks. 

I would say that there were a lot of 
remarks directed across the aisle. 
There are several of us over here who 
are in support and voted for the issue 
of the day here. If only our Republican 
friends could join us, they said, we 
wouldn’t be in this situation. 

Several of us have supported this. 
Given the circumstances here at the 
end of the year with making sure we 
keep funding for government functions 
and not have it shut down, the agree-
ment that has now been reached is a 
reasonable agreement that obviously 
will be taken up again in the next Con-
gress. I won’t be here. I supported it 
this year. I know a number of my col-
leagues have supported it. Many of us 
are from coal country and understand 
the concerns. But the larger issue for 
us is not to go into another shutdown. 

I have served in the Senate for many 
years, and there has been nothing more 
disruptive that produces more uncer-
tainty among businesses and individ-
uals and employees throughout this 
country than the Congress not doing 
its job and providing funding for them 
and shutting down the government. 

Having said that, I ask unanimous 
consent that following what we have 
just heard, Senator GARDNER have the 
opportunity to speak, I think for a rel-
atively limited time, that I follow him, 
and I believe Senator SULLIVAN also 
wishes to come to the floor and speak. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. MERKLEY. Mr. President, re-
serving the right to object, there has 
been a list that has been worked out 
for both sides. Many of us have been 
waiting many hours to deliver our 
speeches, and I believe what the Sen-
ator is proposing modifies that consid-
erably. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. MERKLEY. Mr. President, re-
serving the right to object, I have been 
on the floor here waiting for 21⁄2 hours 
to deliver my speech on WRDA, and I 
don’t think my colleagues across the 
aisle have been here for that amount of 
time. Maybe we should stick to the list 
that has been worked out on both sides. 

Mr. COATS. Mr. President, if I could 
respond to my colleague, many of us 

have been on the list also, and we also 
have been waiting hours and hours and 
hours—patiently waiting. Again, work-
ing down through the list was not fol-
lowed by the opposition. 

I am simply saying that what was 
asked just a few moments ago was not 
objected to. When Members on the 
other side of the aisle had their oppor-
tunity to speak, we were patiently 
waiting. They have left the floor. There 
is no one on their side who has not spo-
ken. 

I don’t see what the problem is. The 
Senator from Oregon wants to file a 
list, but no one on the list on the other 
side is here. We are going to speak for 
a limited amount of time, and we have 
been waiting 3 hours to do so. So I am 
hoping my colleague would allow us to 
do that. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. MERKLEY. Mr. President, re-
serving the right to object, I believe 
my colleague makes a persuasive argu-
ment. Many did come to the floor to 
share in that important dialogue re-
garding extending health care for our 
miners, and given that, I take the Sen-
ator’s point, and I look forward to 
speaking later. 

Mr. COATS. I thank my colleague. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 

objection? 
Without objection, it is so ordered. 
The Senator from Colorado. 
Mr. GARDNER. Mr. President, I 

thank the Senator from Oregon for his 
accommodation in allowing us to 
speak, and I thank the Senator from 
Indiana, whom we will miss in the next 
Congress. The Senator from Indiana 
has been a great example for those of 
us who are new to the Senate in terms 
of his representation and statesman-
ship, and I hope and wish the Senator 
from Indiana nothing but the best for 
his future. 

TRIBUTE TO ALAN LEE FOUTZ 
Mr. GARDNER. Mr. President, I rise 

to honor the retirement and life and 
work of my dear friend Alan Lee Foutz. 

Alan has been a part of my congres-
sional staff for 6 years, representing 
the eastern planes of Colorado, first in 
Sterling and now in my hometown of 
Yuma, CO. His devotion to Coloradans 
is nothing short of inspiring, and his 
accomplishments in the field of agri-
culture and food production are a true 
testament to his agricultural acumen. 
But beyond that, it is his passion for 
serving others, his ability to find the 
positive in any situation, and his gen-
uine demeanor that make me grateful 
and honored to call Alan a true friend. 

Born on December 29, 1946, and raised 
in Akron, CO, Alan developed a pench-
ant for agriculture. He was raised on 
his family farm, where they grew 
wheat and hay and raised turkeys, 
hogs, and a dairy herd. 

In 1968, Alan graduated from my 
alma mater, Colorado State Univer-
sity, and earned a master’s degree in 
agronomy in 1970. Alan went on to earn 
his Ph.D. in agronomy and plant genet-
ics on several innovative projects, such 
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as mapping out the barley genome. He 
then pursued and followed his passion 
to California Polytechnic State Uni-
versity at San Luis Obispo, where he 
accepted a job as an associate professor 
of crops. From there, he was able to 
impart his passion and expertise to his 
students, thereby cultivating the next 
generation of food producers for our 
Nation. 

Without a doubt, it was Alan’s endur-
ing spirit and overall amiability that 
made him the perfect fit to inspire 
young minds, but it was his love of Col-
orado that drew him back to his home 
State and his roots. After 9 years in 
California, Alan returned home and put 
his academic credentials to the test by 
partnering with his dad, Lyle, to oper-
ate a 10,000-acre family farm. But even 
that wasn’t enough to satisfy Alan’s in-
satiable appetite to advance Colorado 
agriculture. He became heavily in-
volved in the Colorado Farm Bureau 
and in the year 2000 was elected presi-
dent of both the Colorado Farm Bureau 
and the Colorado Farm Bureau Mutual 
Insurance Company. From there, his 
commitment to uphold and ensure 
Colorado’s traditional farming and 
ranching values was fortified, guaran-
teeing a lasting impact on the agri-
culture community. 

But Alan’s service was not confined 
to the borders of Colorado, nor to the 
shorelines of America. He dutifully 
served on the American Farm Bureau 
Federation Board for 6 years and made 
multiple trips overseas to help further 
U.S. agricultural markets and exports 
to other nations. Indeed, with this im-
pressive record, it is easy to see how 
lucky I was to have such an accom-
plished staffer join my team. 

Over the years, while he was em-
ployed in my office, Alan demonstrated 
his tireless work ethic and commit-
ment to Colorado agriculture. He 
played an influential role in ensuring 
that farmers and ranchers in the Re-
publican River Basin who chose to con-
serve their land were being properly 
compensated by the USDA. Likewise, 
throughout the 2014 farm bill negotia-
tions, Alan used his lifelong knowledge 
of agriculture policy to ensure that ag-
riculture stakeholders across the State 
were being properly represented. And 
through the casework he does in my of-
fice, he has touched so many lives— 
likely more than he realizes. He has 
helped families navigate the adoption 
process to take home a child without a 
home. He has assisted countless vet-
erans with getting the benefit they de-
serve and so much more. These are not 
just cases to Alan; these acts change 
people’s lives, and he does them with 
humility and because he has a heart 
that is geared toward the service of 
others. 

Nonetheless, after all of his suc-
cesses, after all of his degrees, and 
after all of his accomplishments in and 
out of my congressional office, it is 
Alan’s devotion and absolute love for 
his family and his church that is most 
inspiring. 

He married his wife Val in 1966 and 
raised two children, Paula and Greg. 
When Al is not working on behalf of 
Colorado, he and Val enjoy spending 
time spoiling their grandchildren. 

According to Alan, the driving force 
that propels his ambition and un-
equivocal success in life is his family. 
That is the true mark of an honorable 
man. 

He wakes up every Sunday morning 
and drives almost 2 hours to serve as 
the only pastor at Kimball Pres-
byterian Church in Kimball, NE—basi-
cally 100 miles one way from his home-
town—a small church that relies on his 
commitment to their community each 
and every week, a trip he makes for fu-
nerals, for weddings, for home visita-
tions, but Alan doesn’t just keep his 
commitment to his faith within walls 
of his church, he brings it with him ev-
erywhere he goes—whether it is by 
lending an ear to a young staffer in 
need of advice or making hospital vis-
its to those in need. Alan is a man that 
exemplifies true virtue and a devotion 
to service. 

Few people can honestly say they 
have made a long-lasting and meaning-
ful impact on society. Alan is one of 
those. 

Thank you for your passionate zeal, 
Alan, you bring to our team day in and 
day out. Thank you for your dedication 
to Colorado’s farmers and ranchers, 
and thank you for providing me an op-
portunity to learn from you and to 
help move our great State forward. 

God bless the Foutz family. I hope 
your good will, passion, and enduring 
spirit will continue to flourish. 

HONORING COLORADO STATE PATROL TROOPER 
CODY DONAHUE 

Mr. President, I rise to honor the leg-
acy of Colorado State Patrol Trooper 
Cody Donahue. 

On November 25, 2016, Cody pulled his 
vehicle over to the side of I–25 in Colo-
rado to investigate and assist with a 
car accident. Cody was struck by an 
oncoming vehicle and tragically killed. 
Cody gave his life while nobly per-
forming his duties as a Colorado State 
Patrol Trooper, and he—like all who 
walk the thin blue line—dedicated his 
life to protecting and serving his com-
munity. 

Cody was an 11-year veteran of the 
Colorado State Patrol, a loving hus-
band, devoted father, and a wonderful 
son and brother. He grew up in Grand 
Forks, ND, and attended the Univer-
sity of North Dakota, during which 
time he married the love of his life, 
Velma, and eventually moved to Den-
ver, where they gave birth to two beau-
tiful girls, Maya and Leila. 

Since his passing, it is evident, 
through the numerous stories shared 
by families and friends, that Cody was 
always quick to put others before him-
self. So it comes as no surprise that 
Cody joined the State Patrol. His cour-
age, reliability, and selflessness made 
him a perfect fit for a unit dedicated to 
the safety of Coloradans. 

It is well known within the Colorado 
State Troopers’ family that the badge 

represents distinct values that each 
trooper must possess: character, integ-
rity, and honor are to name a few. 
Cody was, true to form, an embodiment 
of each one of these values. 

Character. Cody was a hard-working 
and equitable man. His fellow troopers 
were quick to point out that Cody 
would always treat each person he met 
fairly and with great respect and dig-
nity. A true testament to his genuine 
character. 

Integrity. Those closest to Cody 
knew him as a man of profound hon-
esty who possessed a natural aspiration 
to lead and serve others. According to 
a tribute, Cody ‘‘was so honest that he 
once ticketed his wife!’’ 

Honor. Cody was a genuine 
teamplayer, and would show up to 
work every day ready to serve, ensur-
ing that his team was never a man 
down. 

Indeed, Cody’s core values as a State 
Trooper extended beyond the depart-
ment. He was known as a loving hus-
band and caring father whose adoration 
for his family knew no bounds. He 
placed his family on a pedestal and 
strived to be the best father and hus-
band that he could be. 

As we celebrate the holiday spirit 
with family and friends, we must never 
forget the tireless efforts undertaken 
by Cody and all the courageous men 
and women in blue to uphold the law. 
Many of these brave officers do not 
have the luxury to spend holidays with 
family and friends. Instead, they an-
swer the call to duty. They ensure the 
safety of those we love most. They are 
the force that watches over us. So, 
from the bottom of my heart, thank 
you. 

A hero is defined as someone who is 
‘‘admired for his or her courage, out-
standing achievements, and noble 
qualities.’’ Through his work and time 
spent with family and friends, Cody 
embodied each and every one of these 
characteristics. So although Cody is 
gone, his memory will live on. Char-
acter, integrity, and honor, these were 
Cody’s core values—values we must 
strive to emulate, values that will 
make Colorado and this world a better 
place. 

HONORING DEPUTY DEREK GEER 
Mr. President, when I was preparing 

this speech, I noticed there was a 
Christmas card on my desk today. I 
have it right here with me. It says, 
‘‘Merry Christmas.’’ Inside it says: 
‘‘Wishing you all the beauty and joy of 
this peaceful Christmas season,’’ and 
there was a note in it from David and 
Sandra Geer. Earlier this year, Derek 
Geer, their son—a law enforcement of-
ficial—was also killed. 

So while we pay tribute to Cody 
today, we pay tribute to Derek and so 
many others who feel like they have 
been targeted, feel alone, who must 
know we care for them, must know we 
love them, and must know we keep 
them in our prayers, day in and day 
out. May it not just be this holiday 
season but every day that they stand 
on that thin blue line. 
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Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Indiana. 
WASTEFUL SPENDING 

Mr. COATS. Mr. President, as my 
time in the Senate winds down, I find 
myself reflecting on many of the rea-
sons I decided to return to the U.S. 
Senate. 

Without a doubt, one of the main fac-
tors for my return was the sky-
rocketing Federal debt and the harm 
Washington’s excessive spending will 
have on future generations, including 
my children and 10 grandchildren. 

The day President Obama took office, 
the national debt was $10.6 trillion. We 
are now closing in on $20 trillion. 
Clearly, this cannot be sustainable 
without extraordinarily negative con-
sequences for the future. That debt 
clock continues to tick along, and we 
continue to roll into more and more 
debt as we spend more and more on 
government programs than the revenue 
coming in to pay for them. 

So when I returned to the Senate in 
2011, I sought out opportunities to ad-
dress this ticking timebomb. I worked 
with my colleagues, both Republicans 
and across the aisle with Democrats, 
on efforts to restrain Federal spending 
and stabilize our Nation’s finances. 

There were a number of efforts made. 
We are all familiar with Simpson- 
Bowles, a bipartisan effort that trag-
ically did not succeed and was not ac-
cepted by the President. The Com-
mittee of 6—the Gang of 6, the so- 
called Gang of 6, three Democrats, 
three Republicans, seriously, fastidi-
ously worked to try to put together a 
formula to put us on a path to fiscal re-
sponsibility. Then there was the super-
committee, and there were outside 
groups led by both Republicans and 
Democrats. 

Ultimately, we hoped we were final-
izing the efforts when the President, 
through his own initiative across the 
aisle, brought several of us into his 
venue and talked about how we could 
work together. I was part of that ef-
fort. Ultimately, eight of us, spending 
a considerable amount of time with the 
President’s top people and the Presi-
dent himself, tried to find a solution or 
at least a step forward in the right di-
rection. I am sorry to say that also did 
not succeed in the end, when even some 
of the President’s own budget initia-
tives he had proposed were rejected by 
him later as part of a package. 

When it became clear to me that 
major reform efforts could not be en-
acted while the administration occu-
pied the White House, I launched a new 
initiative which I called the ‘‘Waste of 
the Week.’’ I decided that each week 
when the Senate was in session, I 
would speak about documented and 
certified examples by nonpartisan 
agencies—those we turn to, to give us 
the numbers, those inspectors general 
who have investigated the situation 
and made recommendations, the Gov-
ernment Accountability Office—and all 
the material that is provided to us, not 

on a partisan basis but simply the 
numbers, just the facts in terms of how 
taxpayers’ money is being spent. 

Today marks the 55th and final 
‘‘Waste of the Week’’ speech. It may be 
fittingly so on what looks to be the 
last day of this session and my last day 
serving in the United States Senate. 

It is a little bit of walking down 
memory lane in terms of talking about 
the ‘‘Waste of the Week’’ and the var-
ious items we have proposed. It has 
been everything from the serious to the 
ridiculous, which grabs people’s atten-
tion: Look, I can understand maybe 
this particular situation where we 
overspent, but, come on, clearly, sure-
ly, we weren’t using taxpayer dollars 
for something as ridiculous or embar-
rassing as that. I will mention a few of 
my favorite examples here that we 
have talked about. 

Fraudulent double-dipping in Social 
Security disability insurance and un-
employment insurance benefits to the 
tune of $5.7 billion that was spent 
through basic fraud by those who were 
submitting applications for and receiv-
ing payments for both. Look, if you 
can work but are thrown out of work, 
unemployment insurance is available 
to you. If you are disabled and can’t 
work, Social Security Disability pay-
ments are made to you, but you can’t 
collect both, and people were collecting 
both, to the tune of $5.7 billion. 

Fraud in the Food Stamp Program. 
People were fraudulently receiving up 
to a total of 3 billion documented dol-
lars in that program. 

Department of Agriculture payments 
to dead people resulted in over $27 mil-
lion of payments. 

These are the things that were pre-
sented. We were talking about several 
hundreds of millions of dollars and 
even billions of dollars. Something 
that grabbed the most attention was a 
study by a National Institutes of 
Health which was issued in which 18 
New Zealand white rabbits received 
four 30-minute massages a day. The 
study was conducted at Ohio State 
University and designed to figure out 
whether massages can help recovery 
times after strenuous exercise. 

I raised the question: Did we need to 
bring over 18 white New Zealand rab-
bits? I don’t know what the cost was, 
but I think we probably could have 
found some rabbits in the United 
States at much less cost. Nevertheless, 
the study went forward, and, guess 
what. The results were that after four 
massages a day after strenuous exer-
cise, they felt better than if they didn’t 
get the massages. I wanted to apply for 
that process there, but I learned they 
euthanized the rabbits after the study 
was done. So I thought, well, it is a 
good thing I didn’t join that effort. 

Nevertheless, I was thinking, 
couldn’t they just ask the Ohio State 
football team after a practice: Hey, 
guys, we are going to divide you in two 
categories. This category over here is 
not going to get massages after our 
strenuous practice sessions and this 

half is going to get the massages and 
we will see if the guys who get the 
massages feel better than the guys who 
didn’t. I think they would have saved 
the taxpayers a considerable amount of 
money. I don’t see why the National 
Institutes of Health can come to the 
conclusion that a grant request for 
massaging rabbits is a good use of tax-
payer money. 

That is just 4 out of the 54 I have 
talked about. That is my walk down 
memory lane, but the total amount of 
the waste identified through these 54 
examples adds up to more than $350 bil-
lion. 

We are down here arguing now about 
payments on a program, and we are 
talking about—well, we can’t fund this, 
we can’t fund that, that is an essential 
program, the Defense Department 
needs more money, the National Insti-
tutes of Health needs more money for 
cancer research, but we don’t have any 
more money to give them. 

Why not take actions to stop this 
waste, fraud, and abuse or, better yet, 
why not, not ask the taxpayer for this 
money in the first place? Why should 
the taxpayer be sending money to 
Washington to see that the accomplish-
ment is waste, fraud, or abuse? 

I am pleased to note we have actually 
had some success in addressing some of 
this wasteful spending highlighted in 
these speeches. Last year, the Congress 
approved legislation that will finally— 
finally—phase out the so-called tem-
porary tax credit for wind energy—a 
credit that was supposed to expire over 
20 years ago. We were promised that 
this is a study to get it started and see 
if it works to get enough wind energy 
at a cost that the public could afford 
and see this as a way of providing al-
ternative energy, but, boy, once some-
thing is on the books, it gets reauthor-
ized and reauthorized over and over. 
And for 20 years it is: Oh, we just need 
it 1 more year. We just need it one 
more time. On and on it goes. 

Finally—finally—we have seen action 
taken by the Congress to complete this 
phaseout program, which will essen-
tially save taxpayers billions of dollars 
and reduce the government’s involve-
ment in picking winners and losers 
through tax policy. 

Congress also approved a measure I 
introduced to improve compliance in 
higher education tax benefits. By sim-
ply adding language to require proof of 
eligibility for certain tuition tax cred-
its, we saved taxpayers over half a bil-
lion dollars in improper payments. 

Recent Defense authorization bills 
have included provisions to reform the 
defense contracting process, which will 
help cut down on billions of waste. Of 
course, more work is still needed in 
this area, as a recent report identified 
as much as $125 billion in wasteful 
spending at the Department of Defense. 
I am a strong proponent of a strong na-
tional defense, but when we find that 
well over $100 billion has been 
misspent, we are compromising our na-
tional security, and we are not giving 
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our soldiers, sailors, marines, Coast 
Guard, and others all the resources 
they need to provide for our national 
security the way it needs to be pro-
vided for. 

Today I am here for my 55th and 
final ‘‘Waste of the Week.’’ I want to 
talk about relatively modest—it is 
amazing you can say this. Only here in 
this Chamber, only in Washington is 
$48 million called ‘‘modest’’ because we 
talk in billions and trillions. Anyway, 
$48 million in Medicaid funding for 
drugs to treat hair loss—not hair loss 
for therapeutic reasons, not hair loss 
as a result of cancer treatments, but 
for cosmetic purposes. Medicaid is pay-
ing out $48 million to provide for meas-
ures that will help reduce hair loss. 

I want to stress that Medicaid is part 
of our Nation’s safety net, to help 
those in need. That is all the more rea-
son we have to ensure that Medicaid is 
run effectively and efficiently to have 
the financial resources to help low-in-
come families gain access to medical 
care. This also means we have to pro-
tect Medicaid by ensuring that its fi-
nances are not used for medically un-
necessary services. 

There are certain medical services 
that all State Medicaid plans are man-
dated to provide, and then there are a 
number of additional services that are 
optional for States to cover. One of 
these services includes drugs to treat 
cosmetic hair loss. This is not hair loss 
due to an underlying medical issue, as 
I mentioned; this is hair loss that just 
happens, often as we age. The treat-
ments paid by Medicaid are for cos-
metic purposes only. 

I think all of us would love to have a 
full head of hair, and I speak as one 
who falls in that category. As I look 
around the Senate Chamber, I see oth-
ers who have joined me in watching the 
hair fall off their head and looking in 
the mirror and saying: How many hairs 
did I lose last night, and when is this 
going to end? 

Losing your hair is not always fun, 
but I promise you, as someone who has 
been through all of this—and you are 
not alone—soon enough you will sim-
ply accept the fact that while you 
won’t make the finals in the 50 Most 
Beautiful People in America, life will 
go on. 

According to the nonpartisan Con-
gressional Budget Office, the Federal 
Government could save $48 million over 
10 years by not paying for this cos-
metic hair loss treatment. While this 
may seem like a small amount of 
money compared to our nearly $20 tril-
lion national debt, it is yet another ex-
ample of unnecessary use of hard- 
earned taxpayer dollars. 

Fortunately, the Senate recently 
passed legislation that included a pro-
vision to end the Federal reimburse-
ment for cosmetic hair loss, and that 
bill, fortunately, is on the way to the 
President for signature into law. By 
bringing attention to some of these 
issues, we have been able to take legis-
lative action to try to address and keep 
unnecessary spending off the charts. 

To conclude, while today marks the 
end of the ‘‘Waste of the Week,’’ I want 
to implore my colleagues in the House 
and Senate to keep going, to keep 
fighting to stop wasteful spending. 

I also want to acknowledge that my 
staff over the period of time, at dif-
ferent times, as they were working on 
this project, provided to me the exam-
ples, and they dug in and did their re-
search so that I could come to the floor 
to make these points and hopefully, 
hopefully save the taxpayer hard- 
earned dollars that shouldn’t have been 
sent to Washington in the first place 
but were not used wisely and effi-
ciently when they came here. I particu-
larly want to thank the following 
members of my staff: Paige Hanson, 
Ansley Rhyne, Aaron Smith, Amy 
Timmerman, Kristine Michalson, Matt 
Lahr, and Viraj Mirani. 

Our former Governor, my friend 
Mitch Daniels—former Governor of In-
diana and the current president of Pur-
due University—famously said: ‘‘You’d 
be amazed at how much government 
you’ll never miss.’’ Indiana has set the 
example with significant cuts and re-
forms in spending to take our State 
from a deficit to a $2.4 billion surplus. 
There were significant cuts in many 
agencies through the growing of bu-
reaucracy that took place, and we have 
yet to find what parts of government 
we miss. 

There are so many programs and so 
many ridiculous things that the gov-
ernment funds—like rabbit massages 
and cosmetic hair loss treatment—that 
most Americans don’t even know about 
and have never heard of, and while I no 
longer will be here, I am hopeful that 
the next President and the next Con-
gress will work in tandem to achieve 
these goals. They could use my 55 
‘‘Waste of the Week’’ examples as a 
starting point, and they can continue 
because we have just scratched the sur-
face. 

Today, I would like to add $48 million 
to our total. And just in this cycle of 
the Senate alone, we have come up 
with a grand total of $351,635,239,536— 
money that can be used for a better 
purpose. 

With that, my final words addressed 
to my colleagues in this extraordinary 
experience I have been privileged to 
enjoy, I, for the last time, yield the 
floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
seeks recognition? 

Mr. COATS. Mr. President, under the 
unanimous consent, Senator SULLIVAN 
was up. I notice the leader is on the 
floor, and I am sure he would yield to 
the leader for his leadership purposes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-
jority leader. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, let 
me give everyone the state of play. 
First, I will be offering a consent re-
quest to set the continuing resolution 
votes at 10 o’clock. 

Having said that, I ask unanimous 
consent that not withstanding the pro-
visions of rule XXII, at 10 p.m., the 

Senate vote on the cloture motion with 
respect to the House message to ac-
company H.R. 2028. I further ask that if 
cloture is invoked, all time postcloture 
be considered expired and Senator 
MCCAIN or his designee be recognized 
to offer a budget point of order, and 
that if the point of order is raised, the 
motion to waive be considered made 
and the Senate vote on the motion to 
waive without any intervening action 
or debate. I further ask that if the mo-
tion to waive is agreed to, the motion 
to concur with further amendment 
then be withdrawn and the Senate vote 
on the motion to concur in the House 
amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 
Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, let 

me explain before my colleague, the 
Democratic leader, addresses the mat-
ter. What this does is set up votes in 
connection with the CR at 10 p.m., but 
then I want everybody to understand 
that if we can’t get an agreement to 
move the WRDA votes up to that series 
of votes, they will occur 3 hours later, 
at 1 a.m. Failure to consent to includ-
ing WRDA will only delay the Senate 
until 1 a.m. in the morning. 

Let me go over that again. At the 
moment, I understand there is an ob-
jection to adding the WRDA votes to 
the stack that we just agreed to. So 
without consent, we will be here an-
other 3 hours or so, voting at 1 a.m. Ev-
erybody should understand we are 
going to finish all of these votes to-
night, and that is the schedule for the 
rest of the evening. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Democratic leader. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, we have 
now three hours until 10 o’clock. I hope 
that during that period of time, people 
will do whatever they need to do to 
make sure they get anything they want 
in, whatever they are trying to get. 

The reason I say that is that we are 
going to continue, as the leader has in-
dicated, working on a way to get out of 
here tonight. If not, we will get out of 
here tomorrow. I hope that—if someone 
has something they want to talk to me 
about, I will be happy to carry that 
message to anyone, including the Re-
publican leader, but I think right now 
we have 3 hours to sit around, stand 
around, and talk about this and find 
out if there is anything more that can 
be done. 

I hope that at 10 o’clock, we will be 
in a position to let everybody know if 
we are going to have a vote before 1 
o’clock in the morning because these 
votes will take at least an hour, the 
three votes that are scheduled, so that 
means 11 o’clock. By waiting around, 
you are delaying things by a couple of 
hours at a fairly late time at night. I 
think by now everyone has a pretty 
good idea of how they are going to 
vote. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oregon. 

Mr. WYDEN. Mr. President, my col-
leagues have been very gracious and 
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have gotten a little bit out of the 
queue, so I ask unanimous consent that 
I be allowed to address the body for 5 
minutes; following me, Senator SUL-
LIVAN will address the Senate for 10 
minutes; and following him, Senator 
COONS will address the Senate for 5 
minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 
WRDA 

Mr. WYDEN. Mr. President, I rise to 
voice my opposition to the Water Infra-
structure Improvement for the Nation 
Act. In my view, Senator BOXER and 
Senator INHOFE have done a lot of good, 
bipartisan work on this legislation. In-
frastructure is hugely important to our 
country. I constantly say you cannot 
have a big-league quality of life with a 
little-league infrastructure, and this 
legislation in particular has some very 
important provisions that I and Sen-
ator MERKLEY have worked on for our 
home State. It includes assistance to 
help build homes for displaced Native 
American families, it provides funding 
to help restore fish and wildlife habitat 
in our rivers, and it particularly in-
cludes assistance for small ports in Or-
egon and across the country. 

The fact is that small ports provide 
crucial access to commercial and recre-
ation fishing. They are home to ocean 
science and research vessels. In our 
part of the world, they are the gateway 
to the global economy. 

Year after year, these ports have 
faced uncertain funding that threatens 
good-paying jobs. I worked with other 
Members to make sure the WRDA bill 
includes stable, permanent funding— 
over $100 million annually—for small 
ports in Oregon and across the Nation. 

I highlight this to say what this leg-
islation does for a number of crucial 
areas—to the economy and our quality 
of life. Senator BOXER and Senator 
INHOFE have done very good work, but 
my big concern is about the rider that 
was added on California drought, which 
threatens the west coast fishing indus-
try and has put every single good pro-
vision in this legislation at risk. 

Water issues have never been easy, 
and I want to compliment my col-
league from California for her hard and 
long work to get a deal on drought that 
addresses California’s serious and ongo-
ing issues. Oregon is no stranger to 
water challenges, but there has to be a 
collaborative, stakeholder-driven proc-
ess, and this rider is not a product of 
the kind of compromise you get with a 
true collaborative effort. In effect, an 
entire west coast industry feels left out 
of the discussions. Fisheries and hard- 
working families in coastal commu-
nities that depend on a healthy stock 
of salmon stand to lose the most, and 
these stakeholders have told us they 
have had no meaningful seat at the 
table. 

The rider is not just about water and 
agriculture in California; it threatens 
the health and sustainability of the 
salmon fishing industry up and down 

the Pacific coast. The drought provi-
sion, in my view, also threatens to un-
dermine bedrock environmental laws, 
such as the Endangered Species Act, 
and it certainly would create the pros-
pect of the new administration having 
power of its own volition to override 
critical environmental protections. 

I and my Pacific Northwest Senate 
colleagues have heard from concerned 
west coast fishery groups and coastal 
businesses for days. My constituents 
are concerned about the implication of 
pumping water out of the Bay Delta to 
support a small number—a handful—of 
very large agribusinesses in California. 
They believe that hard-working men 
and women in the fishing industry and 
coastal businesses are going to pick up 
the tab for this break for the large ag-
ribusinesses. That is not the way to 
manage water in the West for the long 
term. 

The water infrastructure bill, which 
is meant to provide support for water- 
dependent communities, doesn’t do a 
whole lot of good if there are no fish in 
the ocean. If there are no fish in the 
ocean and no fishing families or fishing 
boats in the ports and no fish at the 
dinner table, the water infrastructure 
bill is going to be something that we 
regret. I believe we will regret it in 
this form. 

At a time when coastal communities 
need as much help as they can get, this 
provision threatens to do the opposite. 
As long as the Water Infrastructure 
Improvements for the Nation Act in-
cludes this California drought rider, I 
think it would be a mistake to go for-
ward. 

With that, I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

GARDNER). The Senator from Alaska is 
recognized. 

REMEMBERING MIKE KELLY 
Mr. SULLIVAN. Mr. President, yes-

terday my State lost a great leader in 
a tragic plane crash. Mike Kelly was a 
former State legislator from Fair-
banks. He was the patriarch of a won-
derful interior Alaska family. He 
leaves behind a long and accomplished 
legacy of public service, leadership to 
his community, to the interior, and to 
our great State, which he loved so 
much. He also leaves behind a wonder-
ful wife, siblings, and children who 
have also played and continue to play 
such an important role in Alaska. He 
will be sorely missed by all of us. 

Rest in peace, Mike. 
SUPPORTING ALASKA’S LAW ENFORCEMENT COM-

MUNITY AND HONORING SERGEANT ALLEN 
BRANDT 
Mr. President, the holidays are near-

ly upon us. It is the time when Christ-
mas cheer descends on us, when hearts 
open and we reach out to our neigh-
bors, friends, and even strangers, par-
ticularly those who are in need. 

Today I want to reach out to the po-
lice force in Alaska. These men and 
women put their lives on the line every 
day for us, and anyone who has seen 
the news in these past few months 
knows it has been a particularly dif-

ficult time for police officers all across 
the country, who have faced unprece-
dented levels of violence—deliberate 
attacks. Across our great Nation, our 
men and women who get up every 
morning with the mission to protect us 
are having their lives taken. As of De-
cember 5, there have been 134 fatalities 
against police officers this year alone. 
That is up by more than 20 percent 
from last year. Let’s face it—they are 
being targeted. Some of them are even 
being ambushed. 

Just a few minutes ago, right here on 
the floor, the Presiding Officer gave 
some very eloquent remarks about 
what has happened in Colorado. These 
kinds of acts are happening all across 
the country—Iowa, Massachusetts, 
Texas, California, Colorado, Pennsyl-
vania, Georgia, and unfortunately 
more than once in recent weeks in my 
home State of Alaska. 

One brave Anchorage police officer, 
Arn Salao, was a victim of a cowardly 
ambush in Alaska, but thankfully he 
survived. The incident resulted in the 
arrest and the killing of an accused 
murderer who has now been accused of 
killing five others in Anchorage. 

Unfortunately, another officer in-
volved in a shooting in Alaska—this 
time in Fairbanks—wasn’t so fortu-
nate. On the morning of October 16, 
Sergeant Allen Brandt, an 11-year vet-
eran of the Fairbanks Police Depart-
ment, responded to reports of shots 
being fired. After pulling his vehicle 
over to question a suspect, Sergeant 
Brandt was shot five times. After being 
treated for several days, Sergeant 
Brandt was expected to survive. He 
even came to testify in a remarkable 
act of courage in front of the Fair-
banks City Council on October 21. His 
testimony was riveting, but in a dev-
astating turn of events on October 28, 
just a few days later, Alaskans learned 
that Sergeant Brandt had succumbed 
to the complications related to his in-
juries in recovery. The hopes of our en-
tire State were crushed upon hearing 
that this brave, young public servant 
had passed away. Alaskans from every 
corner of our State held vigils and con-
tinue to mourn his loss. 

There was a memorial service in 
Fairbanks attended by thousands. I 
happened to attend that with my fel-
low Alaskans. It was one of the most 
moving services I have ever attended. 
At the memorial service, Sergeant 
Brandt’s testimony from just a few 
days earlier in front of the Fairbanks 
City Council was played. There, he was 
speaking to all of us on these impor-
tant issues. It was so powerful and so 
moving to see this young man so 
articulately speak about issues that 
don’t just impact Fairbanks, AK, or 
Alaska, but the whole country. 

Sergeant Brandt left behind his wife 
Natasha and their four young children 
under the age of 8. 

I have talked about his testimony 
that he gave in Fairbanks that was 
played at his memorial service, which 
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was so powerful. Only a few days ear-
lier, he had been shot. He gave his tes-
timony, and then unfortunately he 
passed away. I wish to read several ex-
cerpts from his testimony because I 
think it reflects not only the impor-
tance of this issue, but it shows this 
young man speaking on something that 
impacts the whole country. 

Here is the testimony he gave at the 
Fairbanks City Council. There was 
thunderous applause, of course, when 
he walked in—a man who had been shot 
five times just a few days earlier. He 
stated: 

I am humbled by the honor, and I’m no ex-
ception to the rule. We have many fine offi-
cers that are far greater and have done bet-
ter things than I have. I do appreciate the 
community’s support and I know sometimes 
it’s hard for officers to see whether or not 
the city supports us, but I’ve always said 
that by-and-large, the city does support its 
police officers. And you know we’re never 
going to have the support of the criminals 
. . . and to tell you the truth, they don’t 
have my support either. However, I do sup-
port their constitutional rights and their 
free exercise of them. 

He continued: 
I’ve seen the hand of the Lord in my situa-

tion. Can you believe I was shot five times 
through the legs and I walked into this 
room. There’s a bullet, it’s almost healed up, 
but right here over my heart where my vest 
certainly saved my life there. 

I appreciate the support of the community, 
the Fairbanks Police Department, the An-
chorage Police Department, the Alaska 
State Troopers, and other officers. But our 
officers do a very hard job, and they need 
your support. Unfortunately, when an officer 
gets shot or something bad happens, it’s just 
human nature—we don’t think about things 
that we need until something bad happens. I 
don’t blame anyone for that. But, you know, 
think about our officers. I’ve worked for the 
city for 12 years, probably ten of those years 
I worked weekends when my friends are off. 
I work at night and sleep during the day. I 
don’t sleep with my wife. And the other offi-
cers, too. I was never called a racist until I 
put the uniform on. You know, once you put 
a police uniform on, you’re a racist. I can’t 
ever let my guard down, not at Fred Myer 
and not at my house. I travel everywhere 
armed. Always vigilant. Always watching. 
And the other officers over there, they’re the 
same way. So, we need your support. Not 
just when bad things happen. But the officers 
over there do a hard job. And most of the 
time it’s thankless. And we’ve really appre-
ciated the outpouring of support that’s 
comes from this. 

He concluded his testimony. He 
called out to one of his buddies: 

I think Sergeant Barnett’s here, and I want 
to thank him. Sergeant Barnett was the first 
one on the scene, and until he got that tour-
niquet on my leg, I didn’t think I was going 
to survive because I was bleeding a lot. 

But let me leave you with this last 
story that he told his fellow 
Fairbanksians: The night I was shot, I 
had my four kids and my wife on my 
bed. I read them a story like I always 
do. After the story, I told them, I think 
I am going to get shot tonight. 

Can you imagine saying that to your 
kids? He continued: And it happened. 
In the middle of the gun battle, that is 
all I could think about. 

He concluded by saying this: Can you 
imagine telling your kids before you go 

to work that you are going to get shot? 
Well, that is what our police officers 
deal with every day. I am not com-
plaining, but I just want you to know 
what it is like, the life of a police offi-
cer. 

Then he looked at the audience and 
said: But we appreciate your support. 

That was his testimony. Only a few 
days later, he passed away. As I read 
that testimony again, I am struck by 
Sergeant Brandt’s extraordinary self-
lessness. At the same time community 
members were applauding his bravery, 
Sergeant Brandt sought to remind us 
of the bravery of his brothers and sis-
ters in blue, the unsung heroes who 
face the same dangers he did but with-
out public fanfare or an outpouring of 
support. 

Having met with first responders all 
over my great State, I know that Ser-
geant Brandt’s extraordinary selfless-
ness is not an outlier, and it is not an 
exception; it is a hallmark of our po-
lice force and the fire department. 
They wake up each morning knowing 
that today may be the last day they 
get their kids ready for school, the last 
day they kiss their spouse goodbye. 
Today they may be asked to lay down 
their life to save another. That is a 
heavy burden. It is a burden that is 
shared by the spouses and children who 
have seen too many sleepless nights, 
praying for the safety of their mom 
and dad. 

In conclusion, over the holidays we 
are all going to come together with 
family and friends to celebrate the 
holidays. We are going to remember 
our troops overseas. But let’s keep in 
mind the sacrifices being made by our 
brave officers, as well as their families, 
who will be on the beat during the holi-
days just like our members of the mili-
tary, protecting us. 

On behalf of my fellow Alaskans, I 
want to express my profound gratitude 
and thanks to our proud law enforce-
ment community for all they do to 
keep our communities safe. 

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

ator from Delaware. 
Mr. COONS. Mr. President, I rise 

today to speak about the continuing 
resolution that is the business before 
the Senate. We are here once again 
today, as we have too often been in the 
6 years that I have served here in the 
Senate, working at the last minute to 
avoid shutting down our Federal Gov-
ernment later tonight. 

As we have before, to avoid a shut-
down we appear likely to pass yet an-
other continuing resolution. As an ap-
propriator, as someone who is on the 
committee that is responsible for put-
ting together all the provisions that 
will help keep this government moving 
forward, it is a real disappointment to 
me that this continuing resolution 
fails to address issues of real concern 
to folks all over this country. 

Earlier this evening, I joined a num-
ber of my colleagues to draw attention 
to coal miners and their widows and 

the concerns we have about extending 
their health care through the adoption 
of the Miners Protection Act. Although 
that is an issue that dozens of Senators 
are concerned about, I wanted to speak 
tonight about another unacceptable 
omission in this legislation. 

This continuing resolution does not 
include a lesser known but, to me, no 
less important provision, one that my 
senior Senator TOM CARPER and I have 
fought tirelessly for and one that is im-
portant to a manufacturing company 
in my home State of Delaware and doz-
ens of companies in dozens of States. 
Last year, when Congress passed at the 
end of the year the omnibus spending 
package, we left on the cutting room 
floor, through an inadvertent staff 
error, provisions to extend a series of 
clean energy tax incentives known as 
the 48C investment tax credit, or ITC— 
not all of them, just for a few narrow 
and defined areas and, in a case that I 
care most about, for fuel cells. Those 
incentives have bipartisan support and 
have already proved successful at cre-
ating new technologies and good manu-
facturing jobs in this country. 

We have heard a lot of talk in the 
last campaign about bearing in and 
fighting hard to save manufacturing 
jobs here in the United States. Well, 
extending the ITC is exactly the 
chance we had here today—we have had 
in the past year—to do just that. There 
are tens of thousands of jobs and hun-
dreds, likely thousands, of companies 
across our country that rely on this 
ITC. In my home State, Bloom Energy, 
a company that manufactures in a 
number of States, has a significant 
presence. Built on the site of a former 
Chrysler plant, it was taken down when 
Chrysler closed its facility. 

Bloom Energy offers real promise for 
the hundreds of Delawareans who work 
there in a cutting-edge clean energy 
business that was growing. But without 
the benefit of that section 48 invest-
ment tax credit, they are not growing. 
They may even have to lay people off. 
In my home State and in States all 
over this country, that is a concern I 
wish we had worked together to ad-
dress. 

These are incentives that have been 
proven to bring good jobs to the United 
States. If we don’t extend section 48, as 
I think is very unlikely to happen to-
night, tens of thousands of jobs across 
our country and dozens, at least in my 
home State, are at risk. 

All over the country, we have heard 
in writing from hundreds of companies 
in 48 different states that support this 
extension. These companies want to in-
vest in the research and development, 
the scaling up of new clean energy 
technology. They require long-term 
certainty and stability. But the exten-
sion of those credits has been pushed 
into next year sometime, after a year 
in which it was promised over and over 
this would get addressed. 

The fault here lies predominately in 
the other Chamber, in the House, 
which did not respond to requests from 
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the leadership of this Chamber for this 
to be addressed. Republicans in the 
House are trying to push this issue, 
this extension, into a tax reform pack-
age planned for next year. But tax re-
form has been on the agenda here for 
year after year after year, and these 
credits expire this year, December 31. 

With countless jobs at stake across 
the country, punting this to next year 
after a year in which it failed to be 
brought up and addressed has real 
world implications in my State and 
States across the country. So, after 
mistakenly, admittedly by error, drop-
ping this extension a year ago, leaders 
promised that this issue would be ad-
dressed. A year later, it has not been. 
So on the stack of reasons why I will 
cast an unprecedented no vote on the 
CR tonight, this is just one more rea-
son—a failure to fulfill a longstanding 
promise that these tax credits would be 
extended. 

Companies can’t invest and grow if 
they can’t have a predictable path for-
ward for investment and know about 
what is the possibility for their incre-
mental investment in R&D and manu-
facturing. Real American businesses 
today, like Bloom Energy in my State 
and hundreds of others, need this reli-
ability. There is no reason this could 
not have gotten done. There is no rea-
son promises made could not have been 
kept. There is no reason this could not 
have been resolved. 

So with real disappointment and re-
gret, I am going to vote no for the first 
time on a continuing resolution that 
puts at risk keeping this government 
open because of a whole series of 
missed opportunities in this year’s bill. 
It is my hope, it is my prayer, that 
next year, with a new Congress and 
with a new President, we will renew an 
attempt to find a bipartisan consensus 
around what it is we have to do to be 
competitive as a country, to sustain an 
all-of-the-above energy strategy, and 
to work together to find solutions that 
will grow manufacturing in our coun-
try. 

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

ator from Alaska. 
COAL INDUSTRY 

Mr. SULLIVAN. Mr. President, a 
number of my colleagues were down on 
the floor a little bit ago, talking pas-
sionately about the challenges our coal 
miners in the United States face. I 
want to mention Senator MANCHIN 
from West Virginia, in particular, who 
is someone who speaks with a lot of 
passion on this issue as was men-
tioned—so much so that I cosponsored 
the bill that he has been advocating, 
largely on the basis of his strong advo-
cacy and, to be perfectly honest, the 
great respect I have for Senator 
MANCHIN. 

I do find it a bit ironic that what we 
have not heard from any of my col-
leagues on the other side of the aisle, 
when talking about coal miners’ chal-
lenges, is that we have just had an 8- 
year war against the coal industry and 

coal miners, waged by the President of 
the United States Barack Obama, and 
all of his Federal agencies—8 years— 
unprecedented, illegal from my per-
spective. 

Where is the outrage? There have 
been a number of us who have been try-
ing to fight this war against coal min-
ers for the last 8 years. Where is the 
outrage about that? The war on coal is 
what has hurt many of these miners. I 
am confident and hopeful that the in-
coming Trump administration will 
help those miners with real jobs, not 
continue to purposefully put them out 
of work as the Obama administration 
has done. 

So when we talk about coal miners, 
taking care of them, we also need to 
talk about who has been waging that 
war and who has been fighting against 
it. That is what we really need to do to 
protect coal miners. 

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

ator from Minnesota. 
Mr. FRANKEN. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent to speak for 10 min-
utes. 

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

Mr. FRANKEN. Mr. President, first I 
wish to associate myself with Members 
who came to the floor this evening to 
talk about the CR. I will be voting 
against it. This isn’t about shutting 
the government down. This is about 
the House putting forward a bill really 
without consultation with Senate 
Democrats—there was some, but at 
first there was none—and then leaving 
town. I feel that we could easily do a 
very short-term CR to hash out a few 
of these matters—the health care for 
miners and their widows being fore-
most in my mind. That easily could 
have been done. It is not as if we 
worked in this body too many days this 
year, and I think we could have worked 
next week to iron this out, to hash this 
out. I will be voting no because if we 
really care about the working people in 
this country, we really ought to be pro-
tecting their pensions and their health 
care. 

REMEMBERING CAPTAIN LUIS MONTALVAN 
Mr. President, I rise today to honor a 

very special man and friend of mine, 
CPT Luis Montalvan, one of my per-
sonal heroes. 

On Monday I received the news that 
Luis had died last Friday. This has 
been a difficult week, and I am griev-
ing Luis’s death. Luis deserves to be 
honored because he dedicated his life 
to helping other veterans cope with the 
same struggles he faced after returning 
from war. I hope to do him justice be-
cause his story deserves to be told. 

I met Luis in January of 2009 at an 
IAVA event—Iraq and Afghanistan 
Veterans of America. Luis was there 
with Tuesday, his service dog. I love 
dogs, and so I immediately went to 
Luis and to Tuesday. He told me that 
he could not have been there if it 
weren’t for Tuesday. I asked him what 
Tuesday did for him. He told me he had 

severe PTSD, and he had been an 
agoraphobic, which is why he couldn’t 
have been there without Tuesday. I 
asked him what Tuesday did for him. 
He said Tuesday could anticipate when 
he was going to have a panic attack by 
the smell of his perspiration or changes 
in his breathing pattern and that Tues-
day would nuzzle him, and he wouldn’t 
have the panic attack. 

Luis talked about how he had debili-
tating nightmares. If he started 
thrashing in his bed, Tuesday would 
jump on the bed, wake him up, and he 
wouldn’t have to endure a debilitating 
nightmare. 

He said he was agoraphobic, so he 
didn’t go out. He got Tuesday as a serv-
ice dog. He had been drinking very 
heavily, alcoholically, and he was of-
fered this opportunity—this chance to 
have a service dog, to be paired with 
this service dog. He was trained with 
Tuesday. Tuesday had been trained a 
couple of years beforehand, including 
by a prisoner who had been serving a 
sentence for second-degree murder and 
had been a big part of Tuesday’s train-
ing. That man was released from prison 
and now trains dogs for a living. He has 
a business doing it. 

He brought Tuesday back to his 
apartment in Brooklyn, a small apart-
ment that he couldn’t leave. He said he 
learned something about having a dog. 
You have to take a dog out at least 
twice a day. He learned something else, 
which is that people don’t go up to 
scruffy-looking wounded vets—he 
walked with a cane because of part of 
his wounds in Iraq—but they will go up 
to a scruffy-looking wounded vet with 
a beautiful dog. Having Tuesday broke 
his isolation. He got out of his apart-
ment, into life, and starting attending 
Columbia University School of Jour-
nalism. 

I was so inspired by meeting Luis and 
Tuesday that, while I was waiting for 
my election to the Senate to be re-
solved in 2009, which took about 6 more 
months—I met him in January of 2009— 
I spent a lot of that time during my re-
count and then the legal actions after 
that researching service dogs and the 
benefits they bring to their owners. 

When I got to the Senate, the first 
piece of legislation I introduced was 
quickly passed into law. JOHNNY ISAK-
SON of Georgia was my lead cosponsor. 
The bill was designed to increase the 
number of service dogs for veterans. 
Luis inspired that. 

In 2011, after graduating from jour-
nalism school, Luis turned his story 
into a book entitled: ‘‘Until Tuesday: A 
Wounded Warrior and the Dog Who 
Saved Him,’’ which chronicled his jour-
ney after returning from Iraq. It was a 
very candid and deeply moving account 
of his struggle. I have always admired 
the bravery it took for Luis to share 
his story. In the year since the book 
came out, he had been traveling around 
the country, sharing his story with lots 
of people, giving speeches and inter-
views about his experience. He even 
had the chance to appear on the David 
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Letterman Show with Tuesday. It was 
something I know Luis really enjoyed. 

Luis wrote two children’s books 
about Tuesday. His book ‘‘Tuesday 
Takes Me There: The Healing Journey 
of a Veteran and his Service Dog’’ is 
one of my grandson Joe’s favorite 
books. Luis wrote these children’s 
books so kids could learn about how 
Tuesday changed his life and helped 
him by helping him through his daily 
activities. 

This year had been a difficult year 
for Luis. Despite Tuesday’s steadying 
presence, Luis was still feeling pain in 
his leg when he walked. Sometimes 
that made it difficult to get around. To 
ease the pain, he had his leg amputated 
a few months ago, and he was in an in-
tensive therapy program to relearn to 
walk with a prosthetic. 

He had other physical difficulties 
though. I talked to Luis’s parents this 
week to call them and tell them how 
sorry I was for their profound loss, and 
they told me that among other health 
difficulties, he was suffering from very 
severe heart problems. So he was going 
through a difficult period. 

I wish to celebrate the legacy he 
leaves behind, his legacy of helping 
veterans cope with life after combat. 
Because of Luis, more veterans are now 
able to access service dogs. 

Let me tell you something about 
these amazing dogs. Obviously, a serv-
ice dog can’t do everything, but they 
do a lot to help. Service dogs raise 
their master’s sense of well-being. 
They help reduce depression. They 
ward off panic attacks—as they did 
with Luis. They assist when their 
owner needs help standing back up 
after falling. They do so many things— 
and not just for veterans. They do it 
for diabetics. They can smell when the 
blood sugar is too low. They can be 
companions for autistic kids. The par-
ents had told me that they could take 
their child to the mall now because 
they won’t act out because they are 
taking care of their service dog while 
their service dog is taking care of 
them. 

For veterans living with service-re-
lated injuries, these dogs can make a 
tremendous difference between vet-
erans having a very good life—a decent 
life—and a very difficult one. My bill 
was a step in the direction to make 
sure that all veterans who need a serv-
ice dog are able to get one. 

Still, we must realize that so many 
of our veterans still struggle mightily, 
sometimes years and decades after 
they come home. The hard truth is 
that in many ways we are family—our 
vets. 

The VA estimates that upwards of 20 
percent of veterans of Operation Iraqi 
Freedom and Operation Enduring Free-
dom in Afghanistan suffer from PTSD. 
Twelve percent of gulf veterans and 30 
percent of Vietnam veterans have suf-
fered PTSDs during their lifetime. 

These statistics should serve as a so-
bering reminder of the pain that so 
many veterans live with. It should re-

mind us that unless you yourself have 
seen combat—which I have not—there 
is really no way to ever fully under-
stand what they have gone through. I 
know I certainly don’t, but I do know 
that these men and women put them-
selves in harm’s way in service to our 
country, and it is our obligation to do 
everything we can to help them when 
they come back. 

As Members of Congress, it is our re-
sponsibility—more than anyone else’s 
in this country—to do right by them. I 
certainly do not have all of the an-
swers, but I do know we can do better. 

Luis was my friend. He was a good 
man who loved his country and wanted 
nothing more than to help ease the 
pain that so many of his fellow vet-
erans experienced. I don’t have the 
words to describe the sadness I feel 
knowing Luis is gone. 

There is a lot to learn from Luis’s 
book about what these men and women 
endure when they come back from war, 
but learning about the relationship be-
tween Luis and Tuesday is really one of 
my favorite parts. 

Here is one of my favorite passages. 
And remember that one of the things 
Tuesday could do for Luis is anticipate 
panic attacks. Here is the quote, and 
this is from his book. 

Tuesday quietly crossed our apartment as 
I read a book and, after a nudge against my 
arm, put his head on my lap. As always, I im-
mediately checked my mental state, trying 
to assess what was wrong. I knew a change in 
my biorhythms had brought Tuesday over, 
because he was always monitoring me, but I 
couldn’t figure out what it was. Breathing? 
Okay. Pulse? Normal. Was I glazed or dis-
tracted? Was I lost in Iraq? Was a dark pe-
riod descending? I didn’t think so, but I 
knew something must be wrong, and I was 
starting to worry . . . until I looked into 
Tuesday’s eyes. They were staring at me 
softly from under those big eyebrows, and 
there was nothing in them but love. 

Luis, I want you to know that while 
you are not with us anymore, I am so 
proud of you. I am so proud that you 
were brave enough to serve your coun-
try for 17 years, and then brave enough 
to share the story of the hardship you 
faced afterward. I am so proud of you 
for giving hope to other veterans who 
faced the same struggles you did. Your 
book sits on my Senate desk still and 
always will. It will stay there as a re-
minder of the man I am proud to have 
called my friend. 

Thank you, Mr. President. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Montana. 
BLACKFEET WATER RIGHTS SETTLEMENT BILL 
Mr. DAINES. Mr. President, today 

the Senate can make history in Mon-
tana. The Senate has the opportunity 
to send the Blackfeet Water Rights 
Settlement Act to the President for his 
signature with the passage of this 
WRDA bill, an issue I have been work-
ing on since I first came to Congress. 

Modern efforts to settle the Black-
feet tribe’s water rights date back to 
1979. After long negotiations and after 
being introduced four times in the Con-
gress since 2010, this year, the compact 

passed the Senate for the very first 
time, and with the passage of this bill, 
it will finally become law. The Black-
feet Tribe has waited long enough. It is 
time to get this compact across the fin-
ish line, and we are very, very close. 

This compact will not only establish 
the tribe’s water rights but irrigation 
for neighboring farmlands. We call that 
area Montana’s Golden Triangle. It is 
some of the most productive farmland 
in our State. In fact, it is where my 
great-great-grandmother homesteaded. 

Today is a historic day for the Black-
feet Tribe, for Montana farmers, and 
for Montana families. The Blackfeet 
water compact will update decades-old 
infrastructure, and it will strengthen 
irrigation for agriculture, while also 
protecting habitat. 

I want to commend the Blackfeet 
Tribe and its chairman, Harry Barnes, 
who have been diligent and patient in 
seeing this settlement forward. I com-
mend our State for its commitment to 
the Blackfeet Tribe and Indian Country 
in Montana. I urge the support of my 
colleagues in passage of this WRDA 
bill. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, today the 

Senate will vote to put the government 
on autopilot for the next 4 and a half 
months. Coupled with the continuing 
resolution we are currently under, that 
is 7 months of fiscal year 2017 priorities 
funded—or not—under the terms of the 
fiscal year 2016 omnibus bill. Freezing 
in place an earlier year’s priorities—ig-
noring the many hearings and the com-
mittee work and the debates and the 
oversight that the Appropriations 
Committees have invested in genuine, 
full-year funding bills for next year— 
by definition means this stop-gap bill 
is chock-full of great mismatches be-
tween our current priorities and those 
set long ago for an earlier fiscal year. 
By definition it means wasted diver-
sion of funds to past priorities and giv-
ing short shrift to changing cir-
cumstances, needs and priorities. 

What does that mean to Vermonters? 
It means cuts to food assistance needs. 
It means halted homeland security pre-
paredness grants. It means uncertainty 
for affordable housing developers and 
transportation planners. It means we 
here in Congress didn’t get our job 
done. 

What makes the vote on this con-
tinuing resolution all the more frus-
trating is the fact that we didn’t need 
to be in this predicament today. The 
Senate Appropriations Committee 
carefully considered 12 individual ap-
propriations bills. All but one were re-
ported with broad if not unanimous 
support. Through September, October, 
and into November, we negotiated in 
good faith and in a productive way 
with our counterparts in the House of 
Representatives. That is until the 
order came to stand down. The word 
was that the President-elect didn’t 
want us to pass a responsible, full-year 
budget. The word was that he wanted 
Congress once again to kick the can 
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further down the road. Then Democrats 
in both the Senate and House were shut 
out of the process—no consultation and 
no negotiations. 

In the absence of what could have 
been an achievable omnibus appropria-
tions bill, this continuing resolution 
does fulfill a few key priorities. It 
avoids a government shutdown, just be-
fore the holiday season. It provides the 
millions of dollars authorized earlier 
this week in the 21st Century Cures Act 
to fight opioid abuse and cancer. It re-
jects the National Defense Authoriza-
tion Act’s proposal to increase base de-
fense spending through an increase in 
overseas contingency operations funds. 
It provides billions of dollars in emer-
gency disaster assistance for recent 
natural disasters. It supports addi-
tional funds to care for unaccompanied 
children from Central America and 
Mexico. And at long last, it provides 
overdue funds—fully offset through the 
Water Resources Development Act au-
thorization—to address the shameful 
lead contamination crisis in Flint, MI. 
The people of Flint have waited far too 
long, while Congress has dragged its 
feet, to finally have access to the need-
ed resources for the children and fami-
lies suffering there. 

These are, surely, all reasons to sup-
port this continuing resolution. But, as 
with most things, there is another side 
to this story. 

The continuing resolution extends, 
without desperately needed reforms, 
the EB–5 immigrant visa program. I op-
posed the current continuing resolu-
tion for this same extension. As I have 
said numerous times, the EB–5 pro-
gram has become mired in fraud and 
abuse. Almost everyone agrees it is 
broken. It is time we fix it. If EB–5 can-
not be reformed due to a paralysis of 
leadership, the time has come for it to 
end, not be extended, without debate, 
in a continuing resolution. 

This continuing resolution—again, 
negotiated behind closed doors by Sen-
ate and House Republicans—does noth-
ing to resolve the questions about how 
to sustain health care for miners and 
miners’ widows. The Senate Finance 
Committee approved legislation in Sep-
tember to address this crisis in a bipar-
tisan vote of 18 to 8. The Republican 
leadership has chosen—chosen—to not 
bring that legislation forward. Instead, 
now mine workers will be forced to 
spend the last dollars in their multiem-
ployer health plan to cover this 4- 
month extension. What promises do we 
have that there will be a real commit-
ment to provide for these men and 
women come next May? None. These 
mineworkers cannot afford thousands 
of dollars in monthly health care bills 
on the small pension payments they re-
ceive. 

Further, the continuing resolution 
includes a troubling, precedent-setting 
provision to expedite consideration of 
waiver legislation for the President- 
elect’s announced nominee to serve as 
Secretary of Defense. The Framers of 
the Constitution provided that the 

Senate should provide advice and con-
sent in the appointment of such Cabi-
net nominees. Congress subsequently 
sought to implement limitations on 
who could serve as Secretary of De-
fense, thereby ensuring that America’s 
military would remain under civilian 
control. Circumventing these limita-
tions requires an act of Congress. It 
has been done just once before and not 
with any deal of levity. This con-
tinuing resolution, however, seeks to 
truncate the Senate’s debate over 
granting, for only the second time in 
history, such a waiver. My opposition 
to the inclusion of this language stands 
apart from the nominee himself, as 
well as the legislation granting such a 
waiver, each of which should be de-
bated fully. I oppose limiting the Sen-
ate’s debate over the granting of such a 
waiver. That is what this language 
does. The Senate is the most delibera-
tive body in the world. With this provi-
sion, we cede that designation, at least 
a bit, and pave the way for further ero-
sions. 

Nonetheless, we face what is iron-
ically both a complicated and straight-
forward decision: allow for a govern-
ment shutdown, 2 weeks before the 
winter holidays, or approve this con-
tinuing resolution that casts aside 
Congress’s responsibility to enact 
meaningful appropriations bills for the 
fiscal year. As the incoming vice chair-
man of the Senate Appropriations 
Committee, I don’t take this decision 
lightly. I want the record to be clear. 
To Senate Republican leaders and Re-
publican leaders in the House; to the 
President-elect and the Vice President- 
elect: Democrats will not rubberstamp 
a partisan agenda in the 115th Con-
gress. We will not tolerate being shut 
out of negotiations about how our tax-
payers’ dollars are spent. And we will 
not allow Congress to continue to buck 
its constitutional duties to quite sim-
ply do its job. 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I had 
hoped to offer two amendments to the 
continuing resolution, CR, we are con-
sidering to fund government operations 
through April 28, 2017. I want to say 
from the outset that I am disappointed 
the Republican majority has decided to 
consider another CR rather than pass 
full appropriations bills. 

This is an abdication of our responsi-
bility to govern, and there are real neg-
ative effects for the American people. 
As vice chairman of the Defense Appro-
priations Subcommittee, I can tell you 
that 4 more months of a CR poses sig-
nificant funding issues for the Depart-
ment of Defense, DOD. 

Given the thousands of funding lines 
that make up the DOD budget and the 
changing needs from one fiscal year to 
the next, it does not work to simply 
continue spending from year to year. 
For example, rolling the fiscal year 
2016 DOD budget into fiscal year 2017 
means that procurement accounts are 
overfunded by $6 billion, while oper-
ations and maintenance accounts— 
those primarily concerned with main-

taining military readiness—are under-
funded by $12 billion. This is not the 
support our men and women in uniform 
deserve. 

To mitigate the worst of these ef-
fects, the bill before us contains a very 
small number of changes to particular 
funding needs, so-called anomalies. The 
two amendments I filed today suggest 
two more such changes, to ensure that 
important DOD medical research ef-
forts and significant increases in 
spending for Israeli missile defense pro-
grams move forward. 

Just this summer, during the consid-
eration of the fiscal year 2017 National 
Defense Authorization Act, the Senate 
voted in a strong, bipartisan fashion to 
maintain a comprehensive DOD med-
ical research program. We debated at 
great length the important contribu-
tions DOD medical research continues 
to make for our Active Duty personnel 
and their families, as well as our mili-
tary retirees, veterans, and the Amer-
ican public. 

Under a CR, because the bulk of DOD 
research dollars—over $1 billion—are 
added by Congress, much of this work 
will stop cold. No new projects will be 
funded, with impacts on fiscal year 2016 
research projects as well. Passing this 
amendment will ensure that this crit-
ical work and medical advances for our 
soldiers, airmen, sailors, and marines 
are not delayed by allowing $1.8 billion 
contained in the fiscal year 2017 De-
fense Appropriations bill to be spent. 

At the same time, over the last dec-
ade, Congress has overwhelmingly sup-
ported significant increases for Israeli 
missile defense programs, including 
Iron Dome, David’s Sling, and Arrow. 
The fiscal year 2017 Defense Appropria-
tions bill includes a $113 million in-
crease for these programs—totaling 
$600.7 million—and this spending is 
necessary to get new technologies into 
the field in a timely manner. 

I think we can all agree that 7-month 
CRs are not the way we should be fund-
ing our government. While we should 
be considering all of our appropriations 
bills, passing both of these amend-
ments would enable important pro-
grams to maximize their impacts in 
fiscal year 2017. 

Mr. PETERS. Mr. President, today I 
wish to speak, once again, about how 
critically important it is to pass legis-
lation that will finally help the people 
of Flint repair their devastated drink-
ing water system. We have before us a 
water resources bill that was identified 
a long time ago as the vehicle to assist 
Flint during their still-ongoing water 
crisis. We have been working for 
months and months on this. We have 
had strong commitments from leaders 
in both parties and on both sides of the 
Hill. 

The Water Infrastructure Improve-
ments for the Nation Act, formerly 
known as the WRDA bill, includes 
funding authorizations for commu-
nities that have had a drinking water 
emergency, as well as language author-
izing increases in health funding and 
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lead exposure prevention. But the ac-
tual appropriations funding for these 
provisions are contained in the Con-
tinuing Resolution. 

The bottom line is this: For Flint 
and any other future communities with 
drinking water emergencies to receive 
money, this body must pass both the 
water resources bill and the continuing 
resolution. This may be the last, best 
chance to secure the long-overdue as-
sistance that the people of Flint de-
serve. 

The families in Flint have suffered 
through unspeakable hardships over 
the last couple years. To this day, 
many are still using bottled water to 
drink, cook, wash their dishes, and 
even take sponge baths. After Thanks-
giving, it broke my heart to see the fa-
mous ‘‘Little Miss Flint’’ post on social 
media about how it took 144 bottles of 
water to prepare Thanksgiving dinner. 

Can you imagine having to open 144 
bottles of water simply just to cook 
your Thanksgiving meal? These same 
people have heard promise after prom-
ise that they will get the help that 
they need to put new pipes in the 
ground. Some of that work has started, 
and the water quality is slowly start-
ing to improve. Still, the fact remains 
that Flint residents still cannot access 
clean drinking water directly from 
their taps. 

We shouldn’t forget that the Flint 
provisions in the water resources and 
the CR also contains language to set up 
nationally significant programs and 
policies to help prevent and respond to 
any future emergencies that are simi-
lar to the Flint water crisis. The bills 
include money for a lead monitoring 
registry and an associated expert advi-
sory committee, as well as for a child-
hood lead prevention and a better pub-
lic notification process. 

The water resources legislation also 
has nationally significant, bipartisan 
provisions to restore some of our Na-
tion’s great bodies of water, such as 
the Great Lakes, Everglades, Lake 
Tahoe, the Delaware River Basin, and 
more. Not to mention this bill contains 
critical projects for reducing the risk 
of flood damage, as well as maintaining 
our navigational waterways and har-
bors. But I must recognize that this 
bill is flawed and imperfect. I was very 
disappointed to see last-minute 
changes to provisions that threatened 
the bill’s strong, bipartisan support. 

The WRDA bill passed the Senate by 
a vote of 95–3 just a few months ago, 
but these new changes to the text 
threaten to dismantle that support. We 
must make tough decisions in Con-
gress, and the vote on this compromise 
bill will certainly be a hard choice for 
several of my colleagues. But I would 
ask you think hard about the balance 
of this bill and measure all the benefits 
of the many positive provisions. And I 
would ask you to think about our re-
sponsibility to care for communities in 
crisis. 

We will soon have a chance to deliver 
on a long-standing promise for some 

unbelievably resilient and strong peo-
ple. I urge you to follow through on 
that promise by voting in support of 
the water resources bill and continuing 
resolution. Thank you. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Kansas. 

UNANIMOUS CONSENT REQUEST—S. 290 
Mr. MORAN. Mr. President, I wish to 

call to the attention of my colleagues 
S. 290. S. 290 is a piece of legislation 
passed unanimously by the Senate 
Committee on Veterans’ Affairs. It is a 
bipartisan bill that was crafted by the 
ranking member, the Senator from 
Connecticut, Mr. BLUMENTHAL, and me, 
and it deals with accountability at the 
Department of Veterans Affairs. 

This legislation has a number of com-
ponents, but the one I wish to focus on 
this evening is one that has a con-
sequence to those in senior executive 
positions at the Department of Vet-
erans Affairs who commit felonies in 
the scope of their employment at the 
Department of Veterans Affairs. This 
legislation, S. 290, would eliminate 
their pension if convicted of a felony in 
a court of law and only that portion of 
their pension that was accrued after 
the conduct that resulted in the felony 
conviction. 

That is the circumstance that was 
approved by the Veterans’ Affairs Com-
mittee a year ago this month. That bill 
has yet to come to the Senate floor. 
During that time in which we have 
been waiting for consideration of this 
legislation, certain terribly unfortu-
nate events occurred at the VA hos-
pital at Leavenworth, KS. 

I have been on the Senate floor 
speaking to this issue previously, but 
the basic facts are that a physician’s 
assistant committed sexual acts with 
his patients—veterans who came to the 
VA hospital at Leavenworth, KS, for 
care and treatment, and we learned of 
this reprehensible conduct from news-
paper reports in 2015. 

That conduct has affected many vet-
erans in Kansas and in Missouri who 
sought the care and treatment of a 
physician’s assistant and who relied 
upon the VA to provide that care for 
them. In fact, Mr. Wisner was never 
discharged from the VA; he resigned a 
month after the conduct was reported 
to the inspector general. Veterans have 
now sued Mr. Wisner in court, and at 
least a dozen veterans are seeking re-
dress, and criminal proceedings are 
pending in the District Court of Leav-
enworth County, KS, against Mr. Wis-
ner. 

One of the things the veterans who 
have called our office to talk about 
this circumstance—and we believe 
there are many other veterans who 
have suffered the consequence of this 
sexual abuse by a VA employee who is 
a health care provider—one of the con-
sequences has been phone calls to our 
office asking for our help. One of the 
common conversations is: It is so dif-
ficult for me to get my pension, my 
benefits from the VA. Why would Mr. 
Wisner, if convicted of these crimes, re-
ceive his? 

So I have authored an amendment to 
S. 290 that would add an additional cat-
egory of Department of Veterans Af-
fairs employees who also would suffer 
the loss of their pension should they be 
convicted in a court of law for conduct 
they committed in caring for patients 
at the VA, and that reduction in pen-
sion would occur from the point of 
time of the conduct that resulted in 
the felony conviction of that VA em-
ployee. 

What we are talking about is adding 
positions such as physicians, dentists, 
podiatrist, chiropractors, optometrists, 
registered nurses, and physicians as-
sistants to the language; the theory 
being if it is appropriate to remove the 
pension benefits of a member of the 
upper echelon—the executive team at 
the VA for conviction of felony con-
duct—why would it not be appropriate 
to also add those who can do even more 
damage to a veteran by felony conduct 
against them while seeking care and 
comfort and treatment from the VA? 

So what we now present to the Sen-
ate—in fact, we have asked for unani-
mous consent on two previous occa-
sions for this to be considered. We have 
hotlined this legislation. It has cleared 
the Republican side twice but has yet 
to clear the Democratic side of the 
Senate. So the request soon will be 
that S. 290, as amended by a Moran 
amendment, the language of which was 
negotiated between me and the ranking 
member, Senator BLUMENTHAL of the 
Veterans’ Affairs Committee, be added 
to the original S. 290, the bill that Sen-
ator BLUMENTHAL and I created to cre-
ate accountability at the Department 
of Veterans Affairs. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the Committee on Veterans’ 
Affairs be discharged from further con-
sideration of S. 290 and the Senate pro-
ceed to its immediate consideration; I 
further ask that the Moran substitute 
amendment be agreed to; the bill, as 
amended, be considered read a third 
time and passed, and the motion to re-
consider be considered made and laid 
upon the table. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

The Democratic leader. 
Mr. REID. Reserving the right to ob-

ject, we have to be back here in 2 hours 
anyway. I would ask my friend if he 
would be willing to come to the floor at 
about 10 minutes to 10 again to renew 
his request. I have a few calls I need to 
make to make sure the matter about 
which this side has raised a concern is 
valid. 

So if Senator MORAN would be willing 
to come back in a couple of hours, we 
can take a look at it. 

Mr. MORAN. I appreciate the re-
marks of the distinguished leader, and 
I am happy to accommodate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the request? 

Mr. MORAN. Mr. President, based 
upon the conversation and dialogue 
that occurred with the Senator from 
Nevada, I withdraw my unanimous con-
sent request. I will renew my request 
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later and look forward to the majority 
leader being present at that time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
CRUZ). The request is withdrawn. 

The Senator from Colorado. 
UNITED STATES ENERGY 

Mr. GARDNER. Mr. President, over 
the past several years, we have heard 
from our allies around the globe about 
the need for U.S. energy. The fact that 
the United States can produce abun-
dant and affordable energy is the envy 
of the world, and allies from Eastern 
Europe to Asia look at the United 
States as a place where they can 
achieve and get that abundant, afford-
able energy supply they need to help 
grow their economy so our allies aren’t 
dependent on countries in the Middle 
East that aren’t necessarily friendly to 
them for their energy supply and en-
ergy sources. 

When it comes to energy production, 
we know across this country the shale 
revolution has created hundreds of 
thousands of jobs. In my home State of 
Colorado alone, it has created over 
100,000 jobs. It is an incredible oppor-
tunity that we have to gain North 
American energy independence and se-
curity. 

We also know we have an overabun-
dance of natural gas supplies right 
now. At the very same time that our 
allies are asking for American energy 
supplies, we have an abundance of 
American energy. Especially in the 
Rockies, we have the potential for an 
asset to become stranded—an asset 
that we can produce a lot of but lack 
the markets to send it to. 

As energy developments have oc-
curred in the Northeastern part of the 
United States, we have seen that 
Northeastern States are now able to 
get their energy resources, natural gas, 
and others, from right in their back-
yard instead of relying on the Western 
United States. Those of us in the West 
have urged the construction of LNG 
terminals in the gulf along the west 
coast so we can export that natural gas 
through LNG terminals to our allies 
who desperately need it. 

That not only gives our allies the en-
ergy they desire, but it also makes sure 
we can continue producing energy in 
Colorado and the West and not result 
in a stranded product that can no 
longer go east but has an outlet to the 
west. Because of this demand by our al-
lies and because of the incredible suc-
cess we have had producing that en-
ergy, the Jordan Cove LNG terminal 
has been proposed for construction in 
Oregon. Jordan Cove would provide an 
outlet for Colorado and other States’ 
energy productions to have an outlet 
to Asia. 

I am chairman of the East Asia Sub-
committee on Foreign Relations. When 
I visited across and throughout the re-
gion, one of the key conversations I 
have had with leaders, government 
leaders, and business leaders in those 
nations is the conversation sur-
rounding energy, and they talk about 
what we can do to expedite and to in-

crease energy exports from the United 
States. 

This Senate has made great progress, 
this Congress has made great progress 
when it comes to exporting energy. In 
fact, earlier this year, we allowed for 
the export of crude oil for the first 
time since Jimmy Carter made it im-
possible decades ago. We also know we 
continued to work on LNG Exports ex-
pediting the permanent approval proc-
ess for LNG terminals. Legislation that 
was included in the Energy bill would 
have allowed those approvals, required 
those permits to be approved in an ex-
pedited fashion. Unfortunately, the En-
ergy bill did not get approved. It does 
not look like it is going to move at the 
end of this Congress, but I certainly 
hope it will next year, and I certainly 
hope we will get language expediting 
LNG terminals. 

One of the most clear outrages, 
though, of this administration’s poli-
cies over the last year—8 years has 
been its outright hostility to energy 
development. Unfortunately, many of 
our commissions and agencies in our 
government continue to reflect that 
hostility toward the development of 
our energy resources. 

Let’s just take a decision that was 
announced mere hours ago as it relates 
to Jordan Cove. Once again, FERC de-
nied the application of Jordan Cove to 
exports, shutting down their pipeline, 
preventing them from getting the re-
sources they need to open the facility 
to be able to export to our allies in 
Asia. 

They claim that Jordan Cove has not 
demonstrated a market. They don’t 
have enough of a market proven to ap-
prove the pipeline necessary to feed the 
terminal to export to LNG. Jordan 
Cove has substantial customer base in 
Asia. They have proven it to FERC. 
This is nothing but the continuation of 
a denial in March that FERC made to 
shut down exports of LNG, to shut 
down our ability to get energy out of 
the Rockies and send it to our allies in 
the West. 

Over the next several years, luckily 
we will be asked to confirm a number 
of nominees from commissions and 
agencies across the government, in-
cluding FERC. It is my hope this body, 
as it looks to these nominations and 
approvals, will start asking some very 
difficult questions to those people who 
are going to be filling these commis-
sions about whether we are serious 
about energy production in the United 
States and whether we are serious 
about allowing States such as Colorado 
the ability to produce energy and then 
to export it to our allies around the 
globe. 

If people—like FERC right now—have 
their way, their answer is, no, shut it 
down, keep it in the ground. That is ex-
treme and an activist point of view, 
and it is an outrage. It is denying the 
people of Colorado economic oppor-
tunity. It is denying the people in the 
West economic opportunity, and it is 
letting the government decide what is 
right and wrong in the marketplace. 

FERC, this government shouldn’t be 
in the business of picking winners and 
losers. Yet that is what it continues to 
do. Jordan Cove has tremendous bipar-
tisan support. Republicans and Demo-
crats alike believe that facility is im-
portant to Japan, that facility is im-
portant to opportunities in Korea, that 
facility is important to our allies 
throughout Asia, throughout the West, 
and it is my hope that as this process 
moves forward, we can get a deep ex-
pression and understanding from FERC 
about why they continue to deny these 
jobs, deny these opportunities. 

The demand is there. The need is 
there. The economics are there, and we 
certainly need the jobs there in Colo-
rado with the approval of this pipeline 
and that facility at Jordan Cove. 

I thank you for the time this 
evening, and I certainly hope we can at 
least make some progress over the next 
few years with people in agencies and 
people in commissions who believe in 
the American economy instead of the 
American bureaucracy. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Nevada. 
ACCOMPLISHMENTS OF THE 114TH CONGRESS 
Mr. HELLER. Mr. President, as we 

approach the end of this Congress, I 
rise to discuss not only what we have 
accomplished in this Chamber but also 
specifically what we have accomplished 
for the State of Nevada. I am especially 
proud that many of my priorities have 
been able to move forward to help Ne-
vadans thrive—from veterans to health 
care, to infrastructure. 

These accomplishments prove that 
this majority was prepared to work and 
produce lasting results. I look forward 
to advancing even more priorities that 
benefit Nevada in the 115th Congress. 
As a member of the Senate Committee 
on Veterans’ Affairs, I have been proud 
to advocate on behalf of Nevada’s brave 
heroes. My focus has always been on 
issues impacting Nevada’s veterans 
most. I will give you some examples: 
guaranteeing our veterans have access 
to care, ensuring they receive care 
quickly, working to hire more VA doc-
tors, providing health care for rural 
veterans, and addressing the disability 
claims backlog we have been working 
on for years. 

In this Congress, there has been a lot 
of progress. As a cochair of the Senate 
VA Backlog Working Group, I have 
been holding the VA’s feet to the fire 
on the disability claims backlog. The 
VA has adopted many of the working 
group’s policy recommendations, and 
this pressure has helped reduce the 
backlogs from 405,000 claims in 2014 to 
92,000 today. 

Although, clearly, there is much 
more room for improvement, Nevada’s 
veterans are far better off submitting a 
claim to our Nevada VA Regional Of-
fice today than they were 2 years ago. 
Nevada was once the worst in the Na-
tion and now it is in the top 25 percent 
for performance. 

Another issue plaguing veterans in 
Nevada and nationwide is VA doctor 
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shortages. It is hard for VA to recruit 
and retain medical professionals, and 
that impacts how quickly our veterans 
can get their care. 

I have asked the Government Ac-
countability Office to examine the 
VA’s current policies for recruitment 
and retention and report back to me on 
what improvements can be made. I 
look forward to receiving that report 
next year and enacting to ensure we 
address this issue that affects urban 
areas, such as Las Vegas, and our rural 
veterans in Elko, Ely, and 
Winnemucca. 

When it comes to bringing high-qual-
ity care to Nevada, I am also proud 
that the VA finally opened a brandnew 
VA clinic in Pahrump. While there 
have been many positive steps forward 
for Nevada’s veteran community, clear-
ly there is more to accomplish in the 
next Congress. 

In fact, I am working to pass legisla-
tion through the Senate right now that 
would bring greater accountability to 
the VA by reporting each year on bo-
nuses awarded to critical positions like 
VA hospital directors. 

We still have a 20-percent disability 
claims backlog and a growing appeals 
backlog. The VA Choice Program must 
be revisited in 2017 for reauthorization 
and improvements. The VA still strug-
gles to fire employees who are poorly 
performing. Rural veterans still strug-
gle to find doctors to serve in their 
area. These are priorities for Nevada’s 
veterans that I am committed to ad-
vancing every day that I am in the U.S. 
Senate. 

I am also particularly proud of the 
work we have done in the 114th Con-
gress on infrastructure. Those efforts 
yielded major results for the State of 
Nevada. Last year, we enacted the first 
long-term highway bill in nearly a dec-
ade called the Fixing Americans Sur-
face Transportation Act, or better 
known as the FAST Act. 

This 5-year bill provides States with 
resources and the tools to advance 
high-priority projects, such as the new 
Interstate 11 connecting Phoenix to 
Las Vegas, the Carson City freeway, 
and the widening of the Las Vegas 
busiest freeway, Interstate 15 in Las 
Vegas. 

The bill also included in my top in-
frastructure priorities the expansion of 
Interstate 11 to Northern Nevada. I 
have been working for years to improve 
mobility from Las Vegas to Reno. Sur-
face transportation projects like these 
spur economic development opportuni-
ties. It reduces congestion and in-
creases safety—the recipe for creating 
short-term jobs and long-term eco-
nomic growth. 

In July, the FAA Extension, Safety, 
and Security Act was enacted into law. 
This important legislation imple-
mented important reforms that make 
U.S. air travel safer, more efficient, es-
sential to tourism destinations, such as 
Las Vegas, Reno, and Lake Tahoe. 

Again tonight, we will debate yet an-
other important infrastructure bill— 

the Water Infrastructure Improve-
ments for the Nation Act. Included in 
that package is a bill I sponsored and 
have been working on with my Nevada 
and California colleagues for nearly a 
decade—the Lake Tahoe Restoration 
Act. This initiative will reduce wildfire 
threats, jump-start transportation and 
infrastructure projects, combat evasive 
species at Lake Tahoe, and ensure the 
jewel of the Sierras is preserved for 
generations to come. 

It also includes a provision I crafted 
with Senator HEINRICH that improves 
the water security of rural western 
communities. I hope my colleagues will 
agree to quickly take up and pass this 
critical, important legislation for my 
State, sending it to the President’s 
desk before the end of the year. 

With a new majority in the Senate, 
we were also able to make good on a 
number of promises to the American 
people on the health care front. First 
and foremost was being able to be send 
an ObamaCare repeal bill to the Presi-
dent’s desk within the first year of our 
new majority. One of my top priorities 
in our ObamaCare repeal efforts was to 
repeal the 40-percent excise tax on em-
ployee health benefits. 

In Nevada, 1.3 million workers who 
have employer-sponsored health insur-
ance plans will be hit by the Cadillac 
tax. I knew the devastating impact this 
tax would have on Nevadans, but I also 
knew that in order to get anything 
done, we needed a bipartisan effort. My 
friend Senator HEINRICH from New 
Mexico and I teamed up to successfully 
include a delay of the Cadillac tax in 
the omnibus bill at the end of last 
year. Rest assured, I will continue to 
fight for a full repeal in the next Con-
gress. 

This week, we were able to pass the 
21st Century Cures Act, which has a 2- 
year process to work in a bipartisan 
way to advance medical research and 
clear out government redtape at the 
Food and Drug Administration. I was 
very pleased two of my bills that focus 
on mental health and protecting sen-
iors’ Medicare benefits were included 
in this health care package. 

First, my bill, Bringing Postpartum 
Depression Out of the Shadows Act, 
was included in the mental health title 
of the bill. After working with mental 
health care providers in my home 
State, I learned that Nevadans lack ac-
cess to the appropriate treatment, 
screenings, and community support 
needed to provide effective care for new 
mothers struggling with postpartum 
depression. 

I worked with Senator GILLIBRAND 
and HELP Committee Chairman ALEX-
ANDER on this important piece of legis-
lation, which builds upon existing 
State and local efforts by providing 
targeted Federal grants to assist 
States in developing programs to bet-
ter screen and treat maternal depres-
sion. 

Another bill we were able to pass as 
part of the Cures Act was my legisla-
tion, the Medicare Advantage Coverage 

Transparency Act. This legislation re-
quires more transparency of the Medi-
care Advantage and prescription drug 
benefits enjoyed by seniors throughout 
the State. 

It will also ensure that these benefits 
continue to provide meaningful cov-
erage to seniors and will help us pro-
tect important health care benefits for 
current and future retirees. 

More than 30 percent of Nevada’s sen-
iors enjoy their Medicare Advantage 
benefits, and enrollment continues to 
grow in my State. Successfully passing 
a number of health care bills will sure-
ly set the tone early next year when 
the united Republican government fi-
nally repeals ObamaCare. 

I am optimistic that with a willing 
partner in the White House, we can 
build on these successes. I plan on 
using my role on the Senate Finance 
Committee; Senate Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation Com-
mittee; and the Senate Committee on 
Veterans’ Affairs to tackle the chal-
lenges facing Nevadans across the 
State. 

I know we will do everything in our 
power to protect our constituents’ ac-
cess to care as we transition out of 
ObamaCare and into a new era of a 21st 
century care system that works for pa-
tients. 

I know we will honor our veterans by 
improving the quality of care and bene-
fits they have earned. 

We will invest in roads, bridges, clean 
water, a modern and reliable elec-
tricity grid, telecommunications, and 
other pressing domestic infrastructure 
needs. 

I look forward to working with my 
colleagues in the U.S. Senate on these 
important priorities in the coming 
year. 

I thank the Presiding Officer and 
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. SHELBY. Mr. President, I ask 

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

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

UNANIMOUS CONSENT REQUEST—H.R. 3394 
Mr. SHELBY. Mr. President, I will 

take just a few minutes. I rise to call 
up for consideration H.R. 3394, the 
CAPTIVE Act. I have long advocated 
for the Senate to pass the CAPTIVE 
Act, which passed the House by unani-
mous consent in July. 

In 2003, a group of Department of De-
fense contractors were on a counter-
narcotics mission in Colombia when 
their plane crash-landed. These Ameri-
cans were captured by members of the 
Revolutionary Armed Forces of Colom-
bia, which we know as FARC, which is 
a violent guerrilla group that is heav-
ily involved in drug trafficking. 

My fellow Alabamian Thomas J. 
Janis, the pilot of the plane, tragically 
lost his life at the hands of these ter-
rorists on February 13, 2003. The three 
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other Americans abroad the flight were 
kidnapped, held hostage, and tortured 
for more than 5 years until they were 
finally rescued by the Colombia mili-
tary. These heroes are now seeking jus-
tice for themselves and their families 
against those who carried out unthink-
able acts of violence. 

The CAPTIVE Act is simple. It would 
make it easier for all U.S. victims of 
terrorism to recover court-awarded 
damages. I believe that the family of 
Tom Janis and all of the victims of ter-
ror deserve nothing less than for the 
Senate to swiftly pass the CAPTIVE 
Act. I urge my colleagues to join me in 
supporting that. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
Senate proceed to the immediate con-
sideration of H.R. 3394, which was re-
ceived from the House; I further ask 
that the bill be considered read a third 
time and passed and the motion to re-
consider be considered made and laid 
upon the table. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mrs. 
ERNST). Is there objection? 

The Senator from Ohio. 
Mr. BROWN. Madam President, re-

serving the right to object, I share Sen-
ator SHELBY’s and other colleagues’ 
strong desire to ensure that this small 
group of Americans who suffered such 
violence at the hands of FARC is com-
pensated for their ordeal. Earlier this 
week, at the behest of Senator NELSON 
and others, I met with some of those 
former hostages. I heard of their suf-
fering firsthand. I have read about it. I 
have talked to them. I cannot imagine 
what they went through. While the vic-
tims have already received a portion of 
the compensation awarded them by 
Federal courts—around $16 million so 
far—out of a total of $318 million 
awarded, they still have a long way to 
go. 

The administration, including the 
Treasury Department, which overseas 
our efforts to combat the narcotics 
trafficking that is having such a dev-
astating impact on our country and 
others around the world, has expressed 
serious concerns that the CAPTIVE 
Act would undermine our successful 
anti-narcotics efforts. 

I want to help these victims. It is ter-
rible what happened to them. They 
were trying to serve our country—they 
were serving our country when this 
happened. But I have serious concerns 
about this legislation written in this 
way, how it would undermine success-
ful anti-narcotics efforts. 

Since the administration’s concerns 
and the risk to our anti-narcotics ef-
forts have not been addressed—and I 
think we can address them, I hope 
early in January once we have coordi-
nated and gotten this information in a 
way to present it back to Congress in 
another piece of legislation that pre-
serves these anti-narcotics efforts and 
at the same time fulfills our commit-
ment to compensation. But because of 
all of that, I must object. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion is heard. 

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The senior assistant legislative clerk 
proceeded to call the roll. 

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

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

WRDA 
Mr. MERKLEY. Madam President, I 

rise to share a few thoughts on the 
Water Resources Development Act, or, 
as it is referred to, the WRDA Act. This 
is a bill which has a tremendous num-
ber of water projects across America 
that in general will work to make 
many communities’ economies work 
far better. These are widely distributed 
across the country, and they are widely 
needed. It was worked out through a 
tremendous amount of effort on the 
Senate side and on the House side. 
There are certainly projects there I 
have fought for that will be of assist-
ance on the Columbia River and to the 
tribes who were affected by the dams 
on the Columbia River and on the 
WIFIA, the Water Infrastructure Fi-
nance and Innovation Act—a vision I 
have been working on for years to put 
in place. 

All of that is very good, but I have 
real concerns about a provision that 
was airdropped into the conference. 
This is not just a little one-sentence 
rider; this is 90 pages called the Cali-
fornia Drought Act. 

Picture the big vision here. For 
years, the Central Valley of California 
has been a massive consumer of water 
for agriculture. We have had years of 
drought. During those years that the 
Central Valley was a massive consumer 
of water, they planted a lot of crops 
that consume a lot of water. Crops like 
almonds—it takes a gallon of water for 
every almond. There are crops like 
rice, where you have to flood the 
paddies of rice and there is massive 
loss to evaporation. But the agricul-
tural community there wants to con-
tinue growing the same crops even 
throughout the drought, and so they 
are looking for ways to pull more 
water out of the Northern California 
rivers and ship it to the Central Valley. 

Why is this a concern? This is a con-
cern because these rivers in the north-
ern part of the State are key rivers for 
salmon. If you drain these rivers to ful-
fill the water needs of the Central Val-
ley, you will do enormous harm to the 
salmon and to the salmon fishermen. 

When salmon go downstream and 
head out to sea for 5 or 6 years, they 
swim north. They have a huge impact 
and role to play off the Oregon coast 
and off the Washington coast. That is 
why during the course of this debate 
you have seen two Senators from 
Washington State, MARIA CANTWELL 
and PATTY MURRAY, talk about how 
concerned they are and why you have 
seen my colleague from Oregon, RON 
WYDEN, talk about how concerned he 

is—because we have at play here a bat-
tle between the salmon fishermen and 
that industry and its iconic species and 
all it provides to the Northwest and 
the agricultural growers of the Central 
Valley. 

It isn’t as if the growers in the Cen-
tral Valley haven’t benefited from tak-
ing water from north California—from 
the northern rivers; they have been 
doing it for decades. They have been in-
creasing the amount of water for dec-
ades. Now they are asking to use this 
drought, through this California 
drought bill, to give them authority to 
take even more water despite a nega-
tive impact on the salmon. 

That is why I am troubled, and there 
are some key provisions that I thought 
are worth talking about specifically 
because some folks have come to this 
floor and said: Don’t worry, be happy. 
Nothing in here is going to change the 
provisions and applications of the bio-
logical opinions that control how we 
make sure we sustain a healthy envi-
ronment for the fish. Others have come 
and said: Don’t worry, there is nothing 
that changes the application of the En-
dangered Species Act. But unfortu-
nately that is just not accurate. I 
thought I would give some insight into 
how this works. 

Section 4001 in the bill provides an 
opportunity to bypass biological opin-
ions by setting up a pilot project and 
then studying the outcome of the pilot 
project. It uses the pilot project as a 
way to do an end run around the bio-
logical opinions and the Endangered 
Species Act. 

Just to share a little bit of the lan-
guage, quoting directly from the bill, 
‘‘[T]he California Department of Water 
Resources . . . [will] implement a pilot 
project to test and evaluate the ability 
to operate the Delta cross-channel 
gates daily or as otherwise may be ap-
propriate to keep them open to the 
greatest extent practicable . . . and 
maximize Central Valley Project and 
State Water Project pumping.’’ 

Here is the thing. What you have is a 
river coming down, and salmon that 
are coming back from the ocean swim 
up that river in order to spawn. But 
along the way are these gates that con-
trol water that can move into the delta 
toward the Central Valley. If those 
gates are opened, the salmon, instead 
of going upstream to spawn, get di-
verted, and it has a big impact on the 
species, so those gates are kept closed 
in order to protect the success of the 
spawning salmon. 

This basically says: Do a pilot 
project and open the gates. Then it pro-
ceeds to say that what we will do about 
that is to collect data on its impact. I 
will quote again: 

[W]ith respect to the operation of the 
Delta cross-channel gates described in (1), 
collect data on the impact of that operation 
on . . . species listed as threatened or endan-
gered. 

So it is a direct impact on the Endan-
gered Species Act. It gives permission 
through this so-called pilot project to 
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open the gates and then to collect data 
on how much harm it does to the fish. 
That is very unlike the information 
that has been presented by some on 
this floor. 

Here is another provision within the 
4001 section. It instructs adoption of ‘‘a 
1:1 inflow to export ratio for the incre-
ment of increased flow,’’ and it gives a 
bunch of details about that, and it says 
this must happen ‘‘unless the Sec-
retary of the Interior and Secretary of 
Commerce determine in writing that a 
1:1 inflow to export ratio for that incre-
ment of increased flow will cause addi-
tional adverse effects.’’ 

It doesn’t say you can do this 1:1 flow 
unless it causes adverse effects; it says 
you can’t do this 1:1 flow unless the 
Secretary of the Interior and Secretary 
of Commerce say it will cause bad ef-
fects. So essentially here is another 
end run around the biological opinion 
and around the Endangered Species Act 
by just giving the Secretary of Com-
merce and Secretary of the Interior of 
the incoming administration the power 
to just let this water be diverted unless 
they act. That is not something that 
can be challenged in court because 
there is no standard being applied for 
violating the biological opinion, no 
standard being applied for violating the 
Endangered Species Act, except the 
opinion of the Secretary of the Interior 
and the opinion of the Secretary of 
Commerce. 

Those two things are in section 4001. 
Let’s turn to section 4002. 

Section 4002 says essentially there is 
a range at which a biological opinion 
allows you to drain a river. When you 
normally think of water being taken 
out of a river, you picture the river 
flowing down, and maybe there is a 
place where some of that water is 
pulled out of the river, but the rest of 
the river keeps flowing on down. But in 
this case, the amount of water taken 
out is called a negative flow because it 
actually ends the river. It pulls the 
water back. That is very dramatic. 

This bill has specific instructions, 
and in that range of possibilities that 
might be considered within a biological 
opinion, they are instructed to pump at 
the maximum rate, a rate that will not 
be less negative ‘‘than the most nega-
tive reverse flow’’—I am reading from 
this bill—‘‘the most negative reverse 
flow rate prescribed by the . . . biologi-
cal opinion.’’ 

So they are instructed specifically 
not to find the right space within the 
judgment of the scientists and the bio-
logical opinion, but if there has been 
an estimate—as it could be from here 
to here—to take the very maximum 
rate, and this rate is so high that it 
causes this negative flow of water, 
which is why they talk about rivers 
running backward to feed water to the 
Central Valley. 

So that is a precise instruction that 
changes the normal application and 
work of scientists who are evaluating 
the effect, under all the various condi-
tions, of how much water to pull out, 

and so it very much affects the biologi-
cal opinion and very much affects the 
Endangered Species Act. 

There is a way that this can be over-
ridden recent, but not by challenging it 
in court—the only way it can be over-
ridden is if the Secretary of the Inte-
rior or the Secretary of Commerce 
shall document in writing that it is 
going to go have a very bad impact. So, 
again, this is giving no recourse to 
those who see enormous damage to the 
fish because they have no power. All 
the power is given to the Secretary of 
the Interior and the Secretary of Com-
merce. 

Let’s go to another section, 4003. The 
language itself essentially says that 
the Central Valley projects and the 
State water projects should take the 
absolute maximum flow rate that is al-
lowed and then go beyond that. 

In section 4002, it was like: Here is 
the range. Take the top end of the 
range. Don’t use your scientific judg-
ment about where you should really be 
to protect the fish and the salmon in-
dustry. This one says: Here is the range 
from here to here, but you have to go 
further, take even more. This is almost 
unbelievable. I have never seen any-
thing like it. 

I will quote: ‘‘authorize the Central 
Valley Project and the State Water 
Project, combined, to operate at levels 
that result in OMR flows more nega-
tive than the most negative reverse 
flow rate prescribed by the . . . biologi-
cal opinion.’’ 

So when some of my colleagues have 
come to this floor and said this doesn’t 
affect the biological opinion a bit, yes 
it does. It says it in plain language. 
Here is the opinion; you have to be be-
tween here and here. And the law, if 
passed, if adopted, says: No, no, no. Go 
further, go beyond the range of the bio-
logical opinion. 

This language is unambiguously in-
consistent with the requirements of 
the biological opinion. It just says in 
plain, straight language: Ignore it. Go 
beyond it. 

It also says that these transfers 
through delta water for the State 
water project can occur even if they 
violate the 1992 Central Valley Im-
provement Act—even if they violate it. 

So what is in that section (a)(1)(H) of 
the Central Valley Improvement Act 
that can be violated? I pulled up that 
language. Let’s just check this out. It 
refers to contractual obligations or fish 
and wildlife obligations under this 
title. 

So, in other words, this bill says you 
can ignore the obligations related to 
fish and wildlife. So, once again, we see 
a provision aimed at ignoring the im-
pact upon fish or upon wildlife and au-
thorizing the raiding of water from 
Northern California for more almonds 
in the Central Valley. 

Now, 20,000 people work in the salm-
on industry, and a huge part of this are 
the salmon that come out of these 
streams—streams that are already 
compromised. So the reason there is 

such a profound objection from Senator 
BOXER of California, from Senator 
MURRAY of Washington, from Senator 
CANTWELL of Washington, from Senator 
WYDEN of Oregon, and from me is that 
this is a blueprint for running over the 
top of carefully crafted biological opin-
ions designed to prevent the extinction 
of key species. In this case, it is not 
just the extinction. It is also a key 
commercial enterprise—the salmon in-
dustry. 

So I am offended that this overrun of 
the salmon, this permission slip to 
drain the rivers of the north to feed the 
Central Valley, is being presented as 
having no impact on the biological 
opinions for the Endangered Species 
Act. It is a full-fledged bulldozer run-
ning over the top of the poor protec-
tions for the salmon. 

This is a terrible precedent for Con-
gress because each time an industry is 
threatened, there will be those who 
will point to this precedent and say: 
Look, when the almond farmers were 
threatened because they didn’t have 
enough water in the Central Valley, we 
gave them permission to destroy the 
salmon. So when something else is 
threatened, let’s give permission to run 
over some other aspect of the Endan-
gered Species Act or some other aspect 
of the biological opinion. This is an un-
acceptable precedent for anyone who 
cares about the balance between our 
commerce and the diversity of species 
in our States and other competing in-
dustries. This is not just almonds 
against the survival of a species; it is 
almonds against 20,000 fishermen who 
depend upon the salmon runs that will 
be so grievously impacted by this bill. 

So I encourage folks to read it. Read 
the fact that it lays out specific in-
structions that require the maximizing 
of water beyond the highest levels al-
ready existing within a biological opin-
ion. This is wrong. 

I will be opposing closing debate on 
this bill because this air-dropped provi-
sion did not go through the House side, 
and it did not go through the Senate 
side. It sets a precedent that should be 
fully debated in committee. The Amer-
ican people should have a chance to re-
spond and know about this air-dropped 
provision—an attack on the Pacific 
salmon—before this Chamber votes on 
this bill. 

Thank you, Mr. President. 
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. MCCONNELL. Madam President, 

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

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

THE 114TH CONGRESS 
Mr. MCCONNELL. Madam President, 

the day after the election I said that 
we had two main priorities for this 
postelection session of the Senate: Pass 
the 21st Century Cures bill and fund 
the government. 
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We passed the Cures bill already, and 

we will be voting shortly to keep the 
government running. Soon after that 
vote, we will pass the bipartisan water 
resources bill, which directs assistance 
to families in Flint and supports im-
portant waterways projects in nearly 
every one of our States. It is testament 
to the hard work of so many and Chair-
man INHOFE, in particular. 

Under the leadership of Chairman 
MCCAIN, this week we also passed the 
Defense authorization conference re-
port, which addresses many of the na-
tional security challenges facing our 
country. I would also like to point out 
that the Cures bill, which passed ear-
lier this week, simply would not have 
happened without Chairman LAMAR 
ALEXANDER. And it is impossible to 
overlook the unending, unyielding 
work of Senator MURKOWSKI on the En-
ergy bill, as well, or our indispensable 
Finance Committee chairman, Senator 
HATCH, who has been involved in al-
most every bill from the doc fix to the 
tax extenders that come through this 
Chamber. 

I would like to note the great work of 
the Appropriations Committee, specifi-
cally for its efforts to ensure that indi-
vidual bills and an omnibus were pre-
pared for consideration. We know they 
have been putting in long hours, espe-
cially this week, and for that we are 
certainly thankful. 

This Congress, the Senate has passed 
nearly 300 bills, and nearly 200 of those 
are now law. But what really matters 
isn’t the number of bills passed; it is 
what we can achieve on behalf of the 
American people, and by that standard, 
I am incredibly proud of what we have 
been able to accomplish for our coun-
try. 

Over the past week I have had the op-
portunity to pay tribute to many col-
leagues who have made such a lasting 
impact on the Senate during their ten-
ure. But as the 114th Congress comes to 
a close, I would like to take a moment 
to recognize another set of individuals 
whose work makes the business of the 
Senate possible in the first place. 

It goes without saying that keeping 
the Capitol running is a vast under-
taking. It requires a passion for serv-
ice, round-the-clock work, and great 
sacrifice by everyone employed. The 
legislative process simply wouldn’t be 
possible without the dedicated work of 
so many. On behalf of the Senate, I 
would like to acknowledge their efforts 
and say thank you to the following: 

To my leadership team for their wise 
counsel; to our committee chairs and 
ranking members for so much great 
work over the past 2 years; to the 
many, many colleagues in both parties 
for working so hard to make this Sen-
ate a success; and, to those we are say-
ing farewell to—Senators COATS, 
BOXER, MIKULSKI, REID, VITTER, KIRK, 
and AYOTTE—for your service to our 
country, I say thank you. 

To my chiefs of staff, Sharon 
Soderstrom and Brian McGuire, for 
their indisputable talent and for lead-

ing a team that is second to none, 
every member of which I would thank 
individually if I could, I say thank you. 

To the floor staff, Laura Dove and 
Gary Myrick and their teams, for keep-
ing the floor running, for running it 
smoothly, and for making it look ef-
fortless every single time—even though 
we know it is anything but; to the Par-
liamentarians and clerks who sit on 
the dais whenever the Senate is in ses-
sion, making sure our operations are 
smooth and by the book; to the Sec-
retary of the Senate and her team for 
protecting the rich history of this body 
and for overseeing so many different 
legislative and administrative oper-
ations, I say thank you to all of these 
folks. 

Off the Senate floor there are so 
many more to thank too: the Capitol 
Police, for putting themselves in 
harm’s way to protect everyone who 
works in or visits this institution; the 
Sergeant at Arms staff for overseeing a 
dizzying range of efforts—from setting 
up rooms and enacting security proto-
cols to preparing for next year’s inau-
guration; the Architect of the Capitol 
staff, which is always hard at work 
making the Capitol the best it can be— 
from the conservation of these illus-
trious hallways to the extensive res-
toration of the Capitol dome; and to 
literally countless others: the door-
keepers, the legal counsels, the com-
mittees and their staff, the pages, and 
all those whom I have not mentioned, 
we appreciate what you do. Please 
know that your service and your dedi-
cation does not go unnoticed. 

Let me also again recognize the 
Democratic leader for his more than 
three decades of service. As I said yes-
terday, HARRY and I clearly have had 
some different views on many things 
throughout the years, but we have 
shared similar responsibilities as the 
leaders of our respective parties, and I 
think we can both agree that none of 
this would have been possible without 
the support of our staff. I want to rec-
ognize HARRY’s team, past and present, 
and thank them for many years of 
partnership with my office. 

We now turn the page on one Con-
gress and get ready to write a new 
story in a different one. 

I am proud of the work this Repub-
lican-led Senate has done the past 2 
years. My colleagues should be proud of 
their work as well. It has been incred-
ible to see what we have been able to 
achieve already. We know our work 
doesn’t end here, though, and I know 
each of us is eager to get started in the 
115th Congress. For now, I want to 
thank my colleagues for a productive 
Congress, and I want to wish each of 
you a happy holiday season and a 
happy New Year. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Maryland. 

Ms. MIKULSKI. Madam President, I 
rise for a final time as the vice chair of 
the Appropriations Committee. To-
night, as we get ready to vote, these 
will be the last votes I will cast in the 

U.S. Senate. The ones we do today and 
possibly tomorrow will write my final 
chapter as a voting Member of the U.S. 
Senate. 

I am very proud to be the first 
woman and the first Marylander to 
chair the Appropriations Committee. I 
am going to thank my fellow members 
of the Appropriations Committee and 
especially Chairman COCHRAN, who has 
been my friend and ally on moving 
these bills forward. 

I wish to also express a special 
thanks to my colleague and partner on 
the Commerce-Justice Subcommittee, 
Chairman RICHARD SHELBY, for his 
steadfast advocacy for the important 
needs facing this country. 

The Appropriations Committee is a 
problem-solving committee. Our mark-
ups are vigorous and rigorous, but at 
the end of the day, we do try to find 
compromise without capitulating on 
our principles. That is why I wish I was 
standing here today presenting the 
Senate with a full-year funding bill in-
stead of a temporary bill through April 
28. 

Throughout the year, I have come to 
the floor seeking additional funding for 
fighting heroin and opioid abuse, help-
ing the people of Flint, MI, and also 
dealing with the Zika response treat-
ment. I am happy to report to my col-
leagues the Zika bill did pass in Sep-
tember, and this continuing resolution 
would have done all three. 

This bill includes important needs for 
our country. First of all, it meets our 
national security needs. There is fund-
ing in here for our troops overseas and 
money to enhance humanitarian relief 
and also very crucial needs related to 
embassy security. There are also other 
needs facing the people, and this goes 
to the disaster relief for victims of 
floods and Hurricane Matthew. While 
we are looking at the disasters of 
floods and hurricanes, there is also 
help for Flint, MI—$170 million, subject 
to authorization. 

We also looked at the other chal-
lenges facing our communities. One of 
the things we see is the big challenge 
of opioid abuse. I have heard it in my 
State and from my Republican Gov-
ernor. I know the Presiding Officer has 
heard it in the great State of Iowa, and 
this terrible scourge and challenge 
knows no party, nor any geography, 
and we have an important downpay-
ment in fighting that with $500 million. 

Also in the Cures Act, there is money 
to deal with the dreaded ‘‘c’’ word, can-
cer. With the advocacy of the Vice 
President and again working across the 
aisle and across the dome, we have 
come up with something called the 
Cancer Moonshot. In other words, if we 
could send someone to the Moon and 
return them safely, as our beloved 
John Glenn pioneered, then we can also 
have a Moonshot to find a cure for can-
cer. I am so pleased that as we wrap up 
our time here that that is there, al-
though I am disappointed the funding 
for Flint is subject to authorization in 
the Water Resources Development Act 
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and that the extension of the miners’ 
health benefit lasts only through April 
30. I believe promises made should be 
promises kept, and the miners deserve 
permanent extension of these benefits. 
I also support Senator MANCHIN’s ef-
forts on his behalf. 

I am disappointed our Republican 
colleagues wrote the CR behind closed 
doors and that we began to have to 
fight between coal miners versus Flint, 
MI, and others, pitting one group 
against another. I hope we can have a 
different approach in the next Con-
gress. I will not be here, but I am here 
now as we try to finish this work. 

We hear a lot of Washington words, 
words that people don’t understand— 
CR, stopgap, shutdown. I want to talk 
about what appropriations are, not in 
the technical bills but saying that we 
fund government doesn’t mean any-
thing. It means that we tried to find 
solutions, we tried to make sure we 
stood up for national security, that we 
promoted economic growth, and that 
we met compelling human needs and 
invested in what we as a nation value. 

This appropriations bill does pay for 
our troops in the field and the people 
back home to make sure they have the 
equipment and supplies they need to do 
their job. It also supports diplomacy, 
our Foreign Service Officers, and also 
our foreign aid to make sure we meet 
compelling human needs in our own 
country and around the world. 

It does fund the Homeland Security, 
while at the same time looking out for 
our Coast Guard, clearing the ice and 
keeping our ports open. It is the FBI, 
and here we make a downpayment on 
the new, much needed FBI facility to 
meet the new changes they have— 
fighting domestic terrorism and cyber 
security. 

We all want to put people back to 
work. That is why the Appropriations 
Committee does make investments in 
transportation because we know trans-
portation not only moves goods and 
cargo, but it provides good jobs today: 
airports, seaports, roads, bridges, tran-
sit, and rail. 

To develop new ideas, we need to con-
tinue to lead the way. That is why we 
have made major efforts in innovation: 
in energy, agriculture, weather, cli-
mate, and astronomy. I am not going 
to sound like an accountant. I am 
ready to give an accounting to the peo-
ple of Maryland, to this Nation about 
how we are spending their money. We 
want to spend the money to give the 
people of Flint safe drinking water, 
give people treatment to kick their 
prescription drug habit, to find cures 
for disease from cancer, Alzheimer’s, 
and I am proud of the resources we pro-
vide to make our communities better 
and safer. 

I am proud of my service as the 
Democratic leader of the Appropria-
tions Committee. I am proud to have 
worked with my colleagues. I have the 
best subcommittee chairs or rankings 
that anyone could have. We have an ex-
cellent staff, and we have all tried to 
work together. 

Today, as I bring this bill—the con-
tinuing resolution before the Senate—I 
say to you, I ask you to vote for the 
continuing resolution. It has parity for 
defense and nondefense. It doesn’t have 
poison pill riders, and it has additional 
money for Flint, heroin, and opioid 
abuse. This continuing resolution ac-
complishes the goals we set out for this 
year. I am sorry that it only funds the 
government to April. 

This is my last set of votes. I hope 
you vote for the continuing resolution, 
and I hope in March, with the good 
work of Senator LEAHY, who will then 
be the Democratic vice chair of the Ap-
propriations Committee, working with 
Senator COCHRAN, who is so able and so 
skilled and yet such a man of principle, 
you will be able to arrive at a full-year 
funding for the Appropriations Com-
mittee. 

I do hope in the next Congress we do 
return to regular order. This com-
mittee is capable of it if the Senate is 
capable of it. In other battles, I have 
always said to my colleagues, and you 
know this when I have said to the 
women of the Senate: Let’s put our lip-
stick on, square our shoulders, and get 
out there and fight. 

As we get here to vote on this con-
tinuing resolution, my final sets of 
votes, I want the people of Maryland to 
know and the people of America to 
know, I have my lipstick on, my shoul-
ders are squared, and I am ready to get 
out there and vote, and although this 
will be my last fight in the U.S. Sen-
ate, it will not be my last fight to help 
America be the great country it is. 

God bless you, God bless this honor-
able body, and God bless the United 
States of America. 

Madam President, I yield the floor. 
(Applause, Senators rising.) 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-

jority leader. 
Mr. MCCONNELL. Madam President, 

I ask unanimous consent that the man-
datory quorum be waived. 

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

Mr. MCCONNELL. I yield back time 
on our side. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the time is yielded back. 

CLOTURE MOTION 
Pursuant to rule XXII, the Chair lays 

before the Senate the pending cloture 
motion, which the clerk will state. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
CLOTURE MOTION 

We, the undersigned Senators, in accord-
ance with the provisions of rule XXII of the 
Standing Rules of the Senate, do hereby 
move to bring to a close debate on the mo-
tion to concur in the House amendment to 
the Senate amendment to Calendar No. 96, 
H.R. 2028, an act making appropriations for 
energy and water development and related 
agencies for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 2016, and for other purposes. 

Mitch McConnell, Roger F. Wicker, Orrin 
G. Hatch, Johnny Isakson, John Cor-
nyn, Thad Cochran, Mike Crapo, Pat 
Roberts, Bill Cassidy, John Hoeven, 
John Barrasso, Thom Tillis, John 
Boozman, John Thune, Daniel Coats, 
Marco Rubio, Roy Blunt. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. By unan-
imous consent, the mandatory quorum 
call has been waived. 

The question is, Is it the sense of the 
Senate that debate on the motion to 
concur in the House amendment to the 
Senate amendment to H.R. 2028 shall 
be brought to a close? 

The yeas and nays are mandatory 
under the rule. 

The clerk will call the roll. 
The bill clerk called the roll. 
Mr. CORNYN. The following Senator 

is necessarily absent: the Senator from 
Arkansas (Mr. COTTON). 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
RUBIO). Are there any other Senators 
in the Chamber desiring to vote? 

The yeas and nays resulted—yeas 61, 
nays 38, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 160 Leg.] 

YEAS—61 

Alexander 
Ayotte 
Baldwin 
Barrasso 
Bennet 
Blunt 
Boozman 
Burr 
Cardin 
Cassidy 
Coats 
Cochran 
Collins 
Corker 
Cornyn 
Crapo 
Daines 
Donnelly 
Enzi 
Ernst 
Feinstein 

Fischer 
Flake 
Gardner 
Grassley 
Hatch 
Heinrich 
Hoeven 
Inhofe 
Isakson 
Johnson 
King 
Kirk 
Leahy 
McConnell 
Mikulski 
Moran 
Murkowski 
Murray 
Nelson 
Perdue 
Peters 

Reed 
Risch 
Roberts 
Rounds 
Rubio 
Scott 
Sessions 
Shaheen 
Shelby 
Stabenow 
Sullivan 
Tester 
Thune 
Tillis 
Toomey 
Udall 
Vitter 
Whitehouse 
Wicker 

NAYS—38 

Blumenthal 
Booker 
Boxer 
Brown 
Cantwell 
Capito 
Carper 
Casey 
Coons 
Cruz 
Durbin 
Franken 
Gillibrand 

Graham 
Heitkamp 
Heller 
Hirono 
Kaine 
Klobuchar 
Lankford 
Lee 
Manchin 
Markey 
McCain 
McCaskill 
Menendez 

Merkley 
Murphy 
Paul 
Portman 
Reid 
Sanders 
Sasse 
Schatz 
Schumer 
Warner 
Warren 
Wyden 

NOT VOTING—1 

Cotton 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. On this 
vote, the yeas are 61, the nays are 38. 

Three-fifths of the Senators duly cho-
sen and sworn having voted in the af-
firmative, the motion is agreed to. 

Cloture having been invoked, the mo-
tion to refer falls. 

Under the previous order, all 
postcloture time has expired. 

MOTION TO CONCUR WITH AMENDMENT NO. 5139 
WITHDRAWN 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent to withdraw 
the motion to concur with further 
amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 
Mr. MCCONNELL. I ask unanimous 

consent that there now be 2 minutes of 
debate equally divided before a vote on 
adoption. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 
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Without objection, it is so ordered. 
The Senator from Arizona. 
Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, what we 

are doing here is we are cutting defense 
spending, we are increasing nondefense 
spending, and we are locking in the le-
gitimacy of the nondefense spending 
according to the Budget Control Act. 
So what we are doing by passing a con-
tinuing resolution is putting in seques-
tration again, while even reducing de-
fense spending. 

In the words of the four uniformed 
chiefs of our military, you are—and I 
quote them directly—‘‘putting the 
lives of the men and women serving 
this Nation in uniform at greater 
risk’’—at greater risk. You are putting 
the lives of the men and women who 
are serving in the military at greater 
risk because we want to get out of here 
for Christmas. Shame on you. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-
jority leader. 

ORDER OF BUSINESS 

Mr. MCCONNELL. For tonight’s 
schedule, we hope to have the WRDA 
vote around midnight, and we will seek 
to get a limited time agreement during 
the vote that is about to occur. 

VOTE ON MOTION TO CONCUR 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
further debate? 

If not, the question is on agreeing to 
the motion to concur in the House 
amendment to the Senate amendment 
to H.R. 2028. 

Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, I ask for 
the yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There is a sufficient second. 
The clerk will call the roll. 
The senior assistant legislative clerk 

called the roll. 
Mr. CORNYN. The following Senator 

is necessarily absent: the Senator from 
Arkansas (Mr. COTTON). 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mrs. 
FISCHER). Are there any other Senators 
in the Chamber desiring to vote? 

The yeas and nays resulted—yeas 63, 
nays 36, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 161 Leg.] 

YEAS—63 

Alexander 
Ayotte 
Baldwin 
Barrasso 
Bennet 
Blumenthal 
Blunt 
Boozman 
Burr 
Cantwell 
Capito 
Cardin 
Cassidy 
Coats 
Cochran 
Collins 
Cornyn 
Daines 
Donnelly 
Enzi 
Ernst 

Feinstein 
Fischer 
Gardner 
Grassley 
Hatch 
Heinrich 
Hoeven 
Inhofe 
Isakson 
Johnson 
Kaine 
King 
Kirk 
Klobuchar 
Markey 
McConnell 
Mikulski 
Moran 
Murkowski 
Murphy 
Murray 

Nelson 
Peters 
Portman 
Reed 
Roberts 
Rounds 
Rubio 
Scott 
Sessions 
Shaheen 
Shelby 
Stabenow 
Sullivan 
Tester 
Thune 
Tillis 
Toomey 
Udall 
Vitter 
Whitehouse 
Wicker 

NAYS—36 

Booker 
Boxer 
Brown 
Carper 

Casey 
Coons 
Corker 
Crapo 

Cruz 
Durbin 
Flake 
Franken 

Gillibrand 
Graham 
Heitkamp 
Heller 
Hirono 
Lankford 
Leahy 
Lee 

Manchin 
McCain 
McCaskill 
Menendez 
Merkley 
Paul 
Perdue 
Reid 

Risch 
Sanders 
Sasse 
Schatz 
Schumer 
Warner 
Warren 
Wyden 

NOT VOTING—1 

Cotton 

The motion was agreed to. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-

jority leader. 
f 

ORDER OF PROCEDURE 

Mr. MCCONNELL. For the informa-
tion of all colleagues, I think we are 
headed toward completion here. There-
fore, I ask unanimous consent that 
there now be 80 minutes of debate on 
the House message to accompany S. 
612; that following the use or yielding 
back of time, the Senate vote on the 
cloture motion with respect to the 
House message. I further ask that if 
cloture is invoked, all time postcloture 
be considered expired, the motion to 
concur with further amendment then 
be withdrawn, and the Senate vote on 
the motion to concur in the House 
amendment. I further ask that fol-
lowing adoption of the House message, 
H. Con Res. 183 be considered and 
agreed to. Further, I ask that 60 min-
utes be under the control of Senator 
BOXER or her designee and that the 
mandatory quorum call be waived. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from California. 

Mrs. BOXER. Reserving the right to 
object, I am not going to object, but 
you said 80 minutes. Who has the 
other—the reason I am asking is, I 
didn’t know if I needed to yield time to 
the other side, which I prefer not to 
since you have your own time, right? 
That is fine with me. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Madam President, 
I modify that to designate 20 minutes 
under the control of Senator INHOFE. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 
Mr. MCCONNELL. Let me say that 

hopefully the 80 minutes will not be 
used. Hopefully, much of it will be 
yielded back. A lot has already been 
said. The night is late, but if all the 
time is used, it is going to occur 
around 12:30 a.m. 

f 

GEORGE P. KAZEN FEDERAL 
BUILDING AND UNITED STATES 
COURTHOUSE 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ate will resume consideration of the 
House message to accompany S. 612, 
which the clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
House message to accompany S. 612, a bill 

to designate the Federal building and United 
States courthouse located at 1300 Victoria 
Street in Laredo, Texas, as the ‘‘George P. 
Kazen Federal Building and United States 
Courthouse.’’ 

Pending: 
McConnell motion to concur in the amend-

ment of the House to the bill. 
McConnell motion to concur in the amend-

ment of the House to the bill, with McCon-
nell amendment No. 5144, to change the en-
actment date. 

McConnell amendment No. 5145 (to amend-
ment No. 5144), of a perfecting nature. 

McConnell motion to refer the message of 
the House on the bill to the Committee on 
Environment and Public Works, with in-
structions, McConnell amendment No. 5146, 
to change the enactment date. 

McConnell amendment No. 5147 (the in-
structions (amendment No. 5146) of the mo-
tion to refer), of a perfecting nature. 

McConnell amendment No. 5148 (to amend-
ment No. 5147), of a perfecting nature. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from California. 

Mrs. BOXER. Madam President, I 
want to say to my friends, this is my 
last moment on the floor of the U.S. 
Senate. I already gave my farewell, and 
I thought that was the end of it. I find 
myself filibustering my own bill, which 
is really a bizarre way to end my ca-
reer here. As I said, I always came in 
defending the environment, and I guess 
I will go out the door in the same way. 
I feel that this is something I have to 
do. 

The Water Resources Development 
Act is a beautiful bill. We are going to 
be voting on it. But, very sadly, at the 
last minute, a midnight rider was 
added in the House by KEVIN MCCAR-
THY, which essentially, according to 
every fishing group in my State—and I 
mean every single fishing group and 
every single fishing group on the west 
coast, and that covers Oregon, Wash-
ington, California—is a major threat to 
their livelihood, to their future. 

As everybody talks about the mes-
sage of this election being the protec-
tion of hard-working people, here we 
have a rider that is slipped in. No one 
even saw it but 2 hours before, and it 
turns out that the water the fishermen 
need to have a thriving business is 
going to be diverted away from them 
and done in such a way that it goes 
against the Endangered Species Act. 

You will hear people stand up and 
say: No, it is not true. There is a sav-
ings clause; we say no way. The fact is, 
when you dictate what kind of oper-
ations you are going to have in terms 
of moving water and you say you shall 
move this water and the other side has 
to prove it is dangerous, everybody 
knows where this is going. Everybody 
knows it is going to be impossible to 
save the salmon. 

Here we have the salmon fisheries on 
the west coast up in arms. Here we 
have a rider that doesn’t even belong in 
the Environment and Public Works 
Committee. It should have been dis-
cussed with the Energy Committee. It 
is out of order. 

The question is, Are we going to vote 
for a beautiful bill? I just said today 
that I got more things in here for Cali-
fornia than I probably should even talk 
about because I got so much. There are 
26 different provisions for my State, 
from Lake Tahoe to the Salton Sea, 
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