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the reason these pension plans are 
struggling financially. The reason 
many of these pension plans are in 
trouble is because of the greed, reck-
lessness, and illegal behavior on Wall 
Street that drove this country into the 
worst recession since the Great Depres-
sion of the 1930s. Let us never forget, 
when the largest financial institutions 
were on the verge of collapse 7 years 
ago, it was the taxpayers of this coun-
try who bailed them out. I didn’t vote 
for it, but a majority of the Members of 
Congress did. 

Congress gave Wall Street some $700 
billion in financial assistance. The 
Federal Reserve provided $16 trillion in 
virtually zero-interest loans to every 
major financial institution in this 
country and to foreign banks through-
out the world because they were, as we 
will all recall, too big to fail. If Con-
gress can bail out Wall Street, if Con-
gress can bail out foreign banks, we 
have to protect the pension benefits of 
American workers. 

The legislation that I will be reintro-
ducing on May 9 would prevent the re-
tirement benefits of about 10 million 
workers and retirees from being cut by 
repealing the anti-pension rider that 
was included in an appropriations bill 2 
years ago. It establishes an emergency 
fund within the Pension Benefit Guar-
anty Corporation to make sure that 
multiemployer pension plans can con-
tinue to provide every pension benefit 
owed to every eligible American for 
decades to come. 

It is fully paid for by closing two tax 
loopholes that allow the wealthiest 
Americans in this country to avoid 
paying their fair share of taxes. Closing 
these loopholes will allow us to protect 
the earned pension benefits of every 
worker and retiree in multiemployer 
pension plans in this country. 

At a time of massive wealth and in-
come inequality, when half of all older 
workers have no retirement savings at 
all, when 20 percent of seniors are liv-
ing on less than $13,000 a year, we have 
to do everything we can to protect and 
expand the fine pension benefit plans in 
America. 

I look forward to the support of my 
colleagues for this important legisla-
tion. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
I suggest the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. CAS-

SIDY). The clerk will call the roll. 
The legislative clerk proceeded to 

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

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the quorum call be rescinded. 

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

(The remarks of Mr. MERKLEY per-
taining to the introduction of S. 987 are 
printed in today’s RECORD under 
‘‘Statements on Introduced Bills and 
Joint Resolutions.’’) 

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

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

REGULATORY REFORM AND THE BUDGET 
PROCESS 

Mr. LANKFORD. Mr. President, 
there is a lot of conversation about all 
that is moving this week in the Senate 
and the House and the executive 
branch. There is a lot of conversation 
about 100 days. It is somewhat of a 
look back, and it is reasonable for 
Americans to be able to look back and 
say the beginning of a new Presidency 
or the beginning of a new session of 
Congress has begun and what has al-
ready happened. There has been quite a 
bit that has actually happened, but let 
me highlight one specific area. I want 
to highlight an area that has moved 
and to, quite frankly, highlight an area 
that has not. 

What has moved has been a lot of 
conversation about regulation. When I 
walked into Congress just a few years 
ago, I had a lot of people in my State 
who would catch me and ask for one 
specific thing. They said: I don’t want 
anything other than to make it stop. 
Because every time they get news, 
every time they open up something 
from an association or try to be able to 
track something, all they got was a 
new regulation. Some of them were 
large and some small, but it seemed 
like every time they opened the mail, 
they had a new requirement from some 
entity they had never heard of, 1,000 
miles away, telling them how to oper-
ate their business or to submit some 
new form. Whether they are a school or 
a hospital or a small business or a 
large business, whether they are doing 
manufacturing or are service-oriented 
or technology, the flood of regulations 
coming out of Washington, DC, caused 
people around my State to say: Make it 
stop; we are trying to catch up. And 
literally they are hiring more people 
for compliance than they are to actu-
ally do what their business is designed 
to do. At some point, they want to hire 
somebody to actually do their business. 

A dramatic shift happened starting 
January 20 of this year when the ad-
ministration stepped in and for a mo-
ment said: Pause on regulations. And 
literally the Nation could take a deep 
breath. They didn’t turn anything 
back. They didn’t turn anything off. 
America didn’t become less safe. They 
asked a simple question: How can peo-
ple actually get involved in the proc-
ess? And before a regulation comes out, 
we make sure that it is, No. 1, con-
sistent with the law, and No. 2, that 
the people who are affected by it actu-
ally get a chance to raise their hands 
and say: When you do a regulation, 
make sure you consider this. 

It doesn’t seem unreasonable. If we 
are going to be a nation of the people, 
by the people, and for the people, it is 
a good idea to have people involved in 

the process of the regulations that af-
fect them. The government should not 
be their enemy. The government 
should be their ally. It should be the 
way to make sure that we have fair 
rules, that everyone has a consistent 
set of guidelines and that those guide-
lines don’t change all the time. 

Before this year, there had been only 
one time in the past decade that the 
Congressional Review Act was used. 
The Congressional Review Act was ac-
tually due to a fellow Oklahoman 
named Don Nickles who, in the Senate 
years ago, passed a simple piece of leg-
islation to say that if a regulation is 
promulgated by an administration— 
any administration—that is not con-
sistent with the desires of Congress, 
that Congress can pull it back out in 
the first few days after it was passed, 
and most of the time, it is legislative 
days—it is actually months in calendar 
time. In the first few months it is in 
existence, Congress can pull that regu-
lation out and look at it and say: Is 
this consistent with what Congress 
passed? If it is not, Congress would 
have a fast-track process to be able to 
look at it and say: This is inconsistent 
with what Congress desired when it 
passed the law; that it had to go 
through the House, the Senate, and 
then to the White House to be signed. 
That has happened only one time. 

In the past few months, Congress has 
passed now 13 Congressional Review 
Acts—13 different reviews of different 
regulations that were put down by the 
previous administration in their final 
months, some of them in their final 
days of—the administration—an ad-
ministration that lasted 8 full years. 
These were the things they crammed 
into the very end, what are called mid-
night regulations. Those regulations 
cost billions of dollars, and some had 
very little review. Thirteen different 
times this Congress has pulled those 
out. It is literally billions of dollars in 
regulations that were laid on the econ-
omy and millions of hours of work on 
people filling out compliance forms and 
submitting things to Washington, DC, 
that most likely no one will ever read. 

Those thirteen bills that have now 
been signed into law have helped free 
up our economy, and it has started a 
process that is very simple: What do we 
do to make sure that we have good reg-
ulations as a nation, that they stay 
consistent and have the maximum 
number of people involved? 

The administration has also laid out 
something that many called a radical 
idea; that is, for every one regulation 
that goes in, an agency would pull two 
out; to go back and review old regula-
tions and say: Are there other regula-
tions that need to come out? For those 
who have called this a radical idea, I 
have had to smile and say: You realize 
the United Kingdom has done that for 
years. Canada has done that for years. 
Australia has done that for years. 
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It is not a radical, crazy idea; it is a 

simple statement to say that when reg-
ulations go in, we need to have consid-
eration for those who are already regu-
lated and say: Are we burying them in 
new compliance requirements? Is there 
an area where we can help free them of 
things that are not needed anymore, 
that are old, that are not used or not 
even appropriate anymore? It is a rea-
sonable thing to be able to look at. It 
is not in statute, it is an Executive 
order, but it is one of those things that 
I think are wise for agencies to be able 
to take a look at. 

Every administration over the past 
several decades has said they are going 
to do what is called a retrospective re-
view—go back and look at it. This ad-
ministration has said: We are really 
going to look at it. If a new regulation 
goes in, we have to go back and review 
and see if two can come out at the 
same time, to force that retrospective 
review. 

Many other areas of regulations are 
coming out, but the primary issue that 
has come out is very simple; that is, 
slowing down the process and making 
sure it is wise to be able to impose new 
regulations. We should have them in 
health and safety areas, but we 
shouldn’t do regulations just because 
someone in Washington, DC, thinks it 
is a good idea to be able to run every-
one else’s business. 

With any set of decisions made by 
the executive branch, we should resolve 
many of these things in law. The Con-
gressional Review Act—those are all in 
law. Those have all been settled. The 
executive actions like the ‘‘one in, two 
out’’—that is an executive action. A fu-
ture executive can flip it back around 
and say: We are not going to go back 
and review it at all. 

I proposed a whole series of issues 
that we need to deal with on regu-
latory actions. I chair the Regulatory 
Affairs Subcommittee, in fact. We have 
had very bipartisan conversations to 
say: Where can we find common 
ground, and what do we need to do to 
be able to resolve this issue of regula-
tions just showing up? 

So we have set out a simple set of 
ideas, one beginning in small business. 
If we are going to start with regulatory 
issues, let’s start in the area where we 
have the greatest amount of agree-
ment; that is, on small businesses. 
Small businesses should have an oppor-
tunity to have a voice at the table. 
Now, when regulations are put out, 
often those regulations are put out and 
only the largest businesses are con-
sulted on them—those that might have 
lobbyists or government relations or 
have a team of attorneys to be able to 
go engage with the Federal Govern-
ment and get their input considered. 

We required years ago that small 
businesses get a voice. The problem is, 
many agencies actually don’t do it. We 
need to be able to press the issue and 
put into statute an absolute require-
ment that small businesses be con-
sulted. So when a regulation is created, 

the people who are affected the most— 
like in my State of Oklahoma, where 97 
percent of the businesses are small 
businesses—that those folks actually 
get a voice. 

It may shock some people in this 
Chamber to know that small business 
owners in Oklahoma don’t wake up 
every day and read the Federal Reg-
ister to see if there is an area they 
have to give notice and comment to. It 
may be stunning to know that they 
don’t have a team of lawyers at every 
small business. In fact, there are towns 
in Oklahoma where there are many 
small businesses but there is not a law-
yer in that town. We should not require 
every business to hire attorneys and to 
read the Federal Register every day for 
them to be able to stay in business. We 
should actually reach out to them and 
say: We are not opposed to small busi-
nesses; we want to make sure we facili-
tate them. 

Here is a simple idea of many ideas in 
the small business bill that I have—not 
only getting greater input and to make 
sure they are in consideration, but how 
about this simple idea: If there is a pa-
perwork violation for a small business, 
they are not fined immediately. They 
have forgiveness for that first-time of-
fense. Many of them didn’t even know 
there was a certain amount of paper-
work that had to be turned in. It 
showed up as a requirement in the Fed-
eral Register. They are running their 
small business. They weren’t tracking 
it. Someone comes in and evaluates 
and says ‘‘There is a piece of paper you 
haven’t turned in’’ and drops a $5,000, 
$10,000, $15,000 fine on them for not sub-
mitting something, and they had no 
idea what it was. 

First-time paperwork forgiveness is a 
simple idea. To actually be engaged 
where the Federal Government can go 
to a small business and say ‘‘Hey, you 
missed one,’’ and if they are not health 
or safety related issues, we give them 
forgiveness in the process—why should 
that be so hard for us to do? 

We have another piece of legislation 
we proposed called early participation 
in regulations. Before a regulation is 
written by an agency, this would re-
quire that they actually put out the 
word that they are thinking about 
writing a regulation on a certain topic 
and get as much input as they can, so 
before they even write the regulation 
and we are fighting over whether we 
should use ‘‘or’’ or ‘‘and’’ in a section, 
we actually talk about whether it is 
needed at all, or if they are going to 
write it, make sure it has these certain 
issues in it—again, getting more people 
involved in the process. 

Just a week ago, there was a march 
through this town and through many 
towns saying: We need to have great 
science in our Nation. I could not agree 
more. We should have quality science 
in our research. We should have en-
gagement from science when we put 
policy papers together. 

One of the challenges we currently 
have and one of the things we are try-

ing to correct with another piece of 
legislation is just on using best 
science, just requiring agencies, when 
they make a decision about something 
in a regulation, to actually use peer-re-
viewed, good science that can be shared 
with other people. We bump into issues 
now commonly with agencies where 
they say they have made a decision on 
some of the regulations, and we ask for 
the science behind it, and they say that 
the science is proprietary and they 
can’t share it with us or the American 
people. The American people aren’t 
good about withholding a secret on 
something that actually affects their 
day-to-day life. Don’t lay a new re-
quirement on them and tell them: 
Trust us—we have thought about this, 
and this is the right way to go. Ameri-
cans aren’t great with that. They just 
want to be able to know the facts be-
hind it so they can see that science 
themselves. 

So getting best science is something 
we have talked about within the frame-
work of the Administrative Procedures 
Act for a long time—something many 
administrations for the past several 
decades have said we should do. Well, 
let’s go ahead and do it, and let’s re-
quire that we actually have best 
science out there. 

This body, with a voice vote, just a 
year ago, passed a bill called TSCA. 
That TSCA bill dealt with chemicals 
and how we are going to approve 
chemicals and how the EPA can do it. 
We put new language in that requiring 
good science, peer-reviewed science, 
and on a voice vote from everyone in 
this body, we agreed that is the best 
way to handle science on chemicals. 

So what did I do? I took that exact 
language that we all agreed to on 
TSCA and said: Let’s apply that to 
every agency so that whenever an 
agency of any type makes a decision 
that is science-based, it has good trans-
parency and it is peer-reviewed. We 
have agreed that the EPA should do it 
dealing with chemicals; let’s agree that 
everyone should do it. Let’s agree on 
how we handle guidance, to not allow 
agencies to be able to create guidance 
documents. Let’s have good trans-
parency and simplicity. 

We have a simple bill, as odd as this 
may sound, that just says that for 
whatever regulation is out there, the 
agencies also have to put a description 
out on it in plain language that a non- 
attorney can understand in just 100 
words, just a 100-word description of 
what it is. Right now there are folks 
who actually do try to research things, 
and if you are not a trained attorney, 
you can’t even understand what it 
means. So just plain-language descrip-
tions of regulations are called for. 

These should all be areas of common 
ground. These should all be straight-
forward issues that aren’t partisan 
issues but are commonsense issues. 

We have made progress on regula-
tions over the past 100 days. The Amer-
ican people have now been able to take 
a breath as regulations are not coming 
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out at rapid speed. We still need them, 
though. In the days ahead, we need to 
do good regulations, so let’s figure out 
a good way to do it. 

Let me make one more note on the 
opposite side. We have made progress 
in regulations, with a ways to go. 
Where we have not made progress in 
the past 100 days is on how we do budg-
eting. 

There is a group of us who have 
talked for several years now and have 
said that we have to change the way we 
do budgeting. Year after year, the 
American people have said: Are we 
going to have another continuing reso-
lution? Are we going to have another 
omnibus bill? Are we going to be late 
again on budgeting? 

Year after year, Congress has said: 
Yes, we are. 

Folks around my State occasionally 
catch me and say: This is different. 

I smile at them and say: No, it is not 
different. 

The way we do budgeting was created 
right after Watergate in 1974 to create 
a more transparent process. What they 
actually created was a process so dif-
ficult that it has only worked four 
times since 1974—four times. So if it 
feels like every year you are saying 
‘‘How come the budget process didn’t 
work again?’’ it is because every year 
but four, since 1974, the budget process 
didn’t work. 

At some point, we have to say: The 
budget process is not in the Constitu-
tion. Let’s change the way we are 
doing the process. They were well- 
meaning in 1974 when they made that 
process; it just didn’t work. So let’s fix 
it instead of saying that once again it 
didn’t work. 

We will never get a better product on 
our budget until we fix the process of 
our budget. We will never be able to 
solve the budget debt and deficit issues 
we have with this continuing resolu-
tion autopilot system and with an om-
nibus system that seems to just perpet-
uate the same issues over and over 
again. 

We have made specific proposals: 
doing the budget every 2 years, getting 
time to get more predictability, to get 
more time to be able to walk through 
the research of it; eliminating budget 
gimmicks, and there are a mess of 
budget gimmicks that are out there; 
and getting a better long-term view. 
The budget has what is called a 10-year 
window now, where we have to budget 
over 10 years. So what happens? Con-
gress creates a budget that blows up in 
the 11th year. Well, that has been done 
year after year after year, and we have 
a lot of eleventh-hour years now stack-
ing up and a lot of major problems that 
are out there. 

We need to find a way to prevent us 
from ever having to get in a conversa-
tion about a government shutdown. We 
have a bill called the government shut-
down prevention bill that would keep 
us from ever having that, and it would 
put the pressure back on Congress and 
the White House to resolve the issues 

but would prevent us from ever having 
a government shutdown fight. We 
shouldn’t argue about whether the gov-
ernment is going to be opened or 
closed. We should argue about how we 
are going to handle the issue of budg-
eting and how we are going to actually 
be able to get us back to balance. 

There are a lot of simple, common-
sense things that are out there that we 
can do, but we as a body have agreed 
that we are going to actually tackle 
the way we do budgeting. That is going 
to involve some focus and some time 
commitment and a risk to say: How it 
was done in the 1970s is not the way we 
should do it now. It didn’t work. Let’s 
change the system so we can actually 
get us back on track and bring some 
predictability again to what we are 
doing. 

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

ator from Arkansas. 
REMEMBERING JAY DICKEY 

Mr. BOOZMAN. Mr. President, I rise 
to address the urgent crisis taking 
place in Sudan, but, first, I wish to 
take just a moment to remember 
former Congressman Jay Dickey, who, 
as many in Washington and Arkansas 
now know, passed away last week. 

Jay was a native of Pine Bluff and 
represented Southern Arkansas in the 
Fourth Congressional District for four 
terms between 1993 and 2001. Jay was 
known as a fierce advocate for Arkan-
sas and worked hard to ensure that our 
State had a strong voice in Wash-
ington. 

A successful business owner and at-
torney, Jay was a well-respected mem-
ber of the Pine Bluff community. He 
served as Pine Bluff city attorney and 
had a brief tenure on the Arkansas Su-
preme Court. Jay was a friend to many 
and built a warm relationship with al-
most everyone he met—even those who 
disagreed with him politically. He also 
wore his faith on his sleeve as a proud 
born-again Christian. 

I will always appreciate Jay’s kind-
ness to me when I first started serving 
in Congress and truly valued his friend-
ship. He was a loving father, a dedi-
cated public servant, and he will be 
missed by many. 

My thoughts and prayers are with his 
family and friends as they mourn his 
loss, but I know they are also incred-
ibly proud, as I have been, of the legacy 
Jay leaves behind, which will continue 
to have an impact on us all in the 
years ahead. 

SOUTH SUDAN 
Mr. President, the Trump adminis-

tration has stated it will pursue a for-
eign policy focused on American inter-
ests that puts our national security 
first. I appreciate the President’s com-
mitment to a stronger and more re-
spected America and stand ready to 
work with him to achieve that goal. 

A stronger, more respected America 
does not mean we disengage with the 
international community. In fact, it 
means just the opposite. While there 
are many important issues we must ad-

dress here at home, we cannot lose 
sight of the places around the globe 
that are in need of American engage-
ment. 

As we have seen with Syria and 
North Korea, it makes a difference 
when the United States acts, but not 
every international crisis gets front 
page headlines like Syria and North 
Korea do. One such crisis with little at-
tention but in desperate need of U.S. 
leadership is South Sudan. Hunger 
emergencies are on the rise across Afri-
ca, but the situation in South Sudan is 
so grim that it has led the U.N. to use 
the word ‘‘famine’’ for the first time 
since 2011. 

‘‘Famine’’ is not a word the U.N. or 
the international community throws 
around lightly. In order for the U.N. to 
officially declare a famine, a popu-
lation must reach certain death rate, 
malnutrition, and food shortage 
thresholds. In blunt terms, a formal 
famine declaration means that many 
people have already started dying of 
hunger. 

The famine in South Sudan is almost 
entirely manmade. The much heralded 
August 2015 peace agreement has failed 
to bring peace to South Sudan, which 
has been mired in a civil war almost 
entirely throughout the young nation’s 
lifetime. 

Thousands of civilians have been 
killed and millions more were dis-
placed as a result of the civil war in 
South Sudan. Millions of those who are 
left in the country are facing a severe 
hunger crisis. Fighting between rival 
factions has left an estimated 4.9 mil-
lion people—more than 40 percent of 
the country—in urgent need of food. 
That total is expected to rise to over 
5.5 million people—5.5 million people— 
by summer if the international com-
munity doesn’t act quickly. These in-
nocent civilians are victims of com-
peting groups that use hunger as a 
weapon of war while accumulating 
wealth by exploiting South Sudan’s re-
sources. Millions are suffering in South 
Sudan, but that is not due to shortage 
of food. It is because they are being de-
nied food by a small few getting rich 
off the country’s oil, gold, and live-
stock. 

Meanwhile, humanitarian aid work-
ers trying to reach the hungry are 
being kidnapped and held for ransom. 
Some have even been killed. Food ship-
ments are being blocked, crops are 
being torched, farmers and herders are 
being forced from the land, and civil-
ians so fear for their lives, they have 
been driven away from the violence in 
population centers to remote locations 
where aid workers can’t reach them to 
provide the relief they need. 

There is plenty of evidence to show 
that when people don’t have enough to 
eat, they get desperate. Desperation 
fuels conflict. Conflict in a young 
country, in an unstable region, poses 
the risk of spillover into neighboring 
countries, further exacerbating human 
suffering. This is why U.S. leadership is 
needed. 
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