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elsewhere, the Senate Democratic lead-
ership at times seems bound and deter-
mined to ensure that no Member of 
their party engages on these issues. 

Most recently, the Senate minority 
leader has insisted on two conditions 
before he will agree to work with Re-
publicans on tax reform. 

The first condition is that Repub-
licans commit to not moving tax re-
form through the budget reconciliation 
process. This is an odd demand, one 
that is, quite frankly, unprecedented in 
the modern history of tax policy. Cer-
tainly, the reconciliation process 
makes it easier to move reform 
through Congress on a partisan basis, 
but, historically speaking, most major 
tax bills that have moved through rec-
onciliation have had bipartisan sup-
port. There is no reason, if agreements 
are reached on policy, that Democrats 
could not agree to support a tax reform 
package moved through reconciliation, 
so taking it categorically off the table 
before discussions even begin seems, at 
best, counterintuitive. 

History tells us that reconciliation 
need not be partisan. In fact, when Re-
publicans have had control of both 
Houses of Congress and the White 
House, we have enacted tax reconcili-
ation bills that have enjoyed some Sen-
ate Democratic support. 

It is also worth noting that at var-
ious points in the recent past, Repub-
licans have stayed at the negotiating 
table, participating in formal and in-
formal discussions on major policy 
matters with reconciliation instruc-
tions in place and without any assur-
ances that reconciliation would not be 
used. Are Democrats going to be more 
amenable to compromising on policy if 
reconciliation is not on the table? It is 
hard to see why that would be the case. 
Taking reconciliation off the table 
would really only make it easier for 
Democrats to prevent any kind of tax 
reform from passing. 

So, essentially, what some of my 
Democratic colleagues are saying is 
that before they will even enter into 
talks on tax reform, they want us to 
ensure upfront that they will have the 
ability to block the bill once it is 
brought up. As I said, that is an odd de-
mand, and not one you would expect to 
hear from someone who is willing to 
negotiate in good faith. 

My colleagues’ second precondition 
for working with us on tax reform is 
that President Trump release his tax 
returns. Like their first demand, this 
one makes me doubt whether the Sen-
ate Democratic leadership really wants 
to be constructive on tax reform. This 
is a political demand, pure and simple, 
likely poll-tested and focus-grouped to 
please the Democrats’ base. I don’t 
imagine this demand is really about 
uncovering conflicts of interest in tax 
reform. If it is, it is a horribly mis-
guided strategy. 

After all, if tax reform were to suc-
ceed, the President is only one small 
part of the equation. There are 435 
Members of the House of Representa-

tives and 100 Senators, all of whom 
would be called upon to vote either for 
or against the tax reform bill, and 
whether a Member of Congress sup-
ports or opposes a particular bill, a 
conflict of interest could potentially 
influence that decision, just as one 
could theoretically influence a Presi-
dent’s decision to sign or veto a bill. 
Yet I don’t hear anyone from the other 
side of the aisle demanding the release 
of the tax returns of every Member of 
Congress before we can even start 
working on a bill. That has never been 
a prerequisite for working on tax legis-
lation in the past, and it certainly 
should not be a prerequisite in the fu-
ture. 

In any event, despite these unreason-
able demands, I will once again state 
that I am more than willing to work 
with my Democratic colleagues on tax 
reform, and I sincerely hope at least 
some of them will be willing to do so. 
I have been in the Senate for a while 
now. I think I have more than suffi-
ciently demonstrated my willingness 
to put partisan differences aside and to 
reach across the aisle. 

Make no mistake, I believe Repub-
licans can move a tax reform package 
on a purely partisan basis. We have the 
procedural mechanism in place that 
would allow us to do that. But my 
strong preference would be to find a bi-
partisan pathway forward, and I hope 
that can be achieved. 

Speaking more broadly, whether we 
move forward on a partisan or bipar-
tisan basis, being successful on tax re-
form is going to require that we prac-
tice the art of the doable. There are a 
lot of ideas out there on tax reform and 
no shortage of competing interests. I 
have my own ideas and proposals that 
I have been working on for a number of 
years that I would like to see included 
in the final package. However, no idea 
should be considered more important 
than the broader goals of tax reform. 
That goes for my ideas and those of 
anyone else in Congress or in the ad-
ministration. 

There is a great deal of consensus 
among Republicans on the most impor-
tant tax reform policies and principles. 
In fact, I would say we agree on rough-
ly 80 percent of the key issues, which is 
a good starting point. I will not go into 
specifics today, but there are some 
high-profile items in the remaining 20 
percent, and there are some differences 
of opinion regarding most of those 
items. 

Bridging that gap and finding the 
path forward is going to take some se-
rious negotiation and compromise. My 
hope is that people will be willing to 
adjust their expectations and bend on 
their preferences in order to achieve 
success in this very important endeav-
or. Speaking for myself, I can say that 
I would be willing to do so, and I have 
confidence that my colleagues who will 
also be playing leadership roles in this 
effort are similarly willing. Perhaps 
most importantly, I believe the Presi-
dent and his advisers in the adminis-

tration are willing to make the nec-
essary compromises to finally make 
tax reform a success. 

This is the closest we have been to 
success in tax reform in the past three 
decades. I hope both parties, both 
Chambers, both sides of Pennsylvania 
Avenue are up to that challenge. 

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

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

RECOGNITION OF THE MINORITY LEADER 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Democratic leader is recognized. 
GOVERNMENT FUNDING LEGISLATION 

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. President, late 
last night, due to the hard work and 
diligence of the staffs of the Appropria-
tions Committees on both sides of the 
aisle in both Houses, the staff of the 
leadership, and so many others, we 
were able to come to a bipartisan 
agreement on a bill to fund the govern-
ment through September. Most impor-
tantly, this agreement takes the threat 
of a government shutdown off the 
table. It is also a good agreement for 
the American people. 

The bill ensures taxpayer dollars are 
not used to fund an ineffective border 
wall; it excludes over 160 poison pill 
riders; and it increases investments in 
programs that the middle class relies 
on, like education, infrastructure, and 
medical research. 

It includes a permanent extension for 
health benefits for miners. Here, I want 
to praise—and I can’t give enough 
praise—to the Senator from West Vir-
ginia, JOE MANCHIN, who was relentless 
even after disappointment after dis-
appointment, at holding the Senate’s 
feet to the fire and making sure this 
was done. Many miners can rest easy 
tonight—people who have worked so 
hard all their lives and had so much 
disappointment—because of JOE 
MANCHIN’s work and what we put into 
the bill. 

There is also funding to shore up 
Puerto Rico’s Medicaid Program, and 
$2 billion to help States like California, 
West Virginia, Louisiana, and North 
Carolina recover from recent natural 
disasters. 

The bill also includes a significant 
increase in NIH funding, which deals 
with cancer research and the Cancer 
Moonshot that both President Obama 
and Vice President Biden pushed for 
and continues onward, and a restora-
tion of year-round Pell grants that will 
benefit about 1 million students. Col-
lege is often the ladder up for a lot of 
students, and this will help them stay 
on that ladder. 

And the bill includes significantly in-
creased funding for infrastructure, as 
well as funding to combat the scourge 
of opioid abuse which affects all parts 
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of the country—urban areas, suburban 
areas, rural areas. It affects the poor, 
the middle class, and the rich. 

Good news: It protects 99 percent of 
the Environmental Protection Agen-
cy’s budget so their quest to keep our 
water and air clean will be able to con-
tinue. It increases funding for clean en-
ergy research as well. That is one of 
the great hopes for jobs in this coun-
try, as our Senator from Washington, 
MARIA CANTWELL, constantly reminds 
us. 

For my home State of New York, I 
was particularly pleased the agreement 
supports critical programs that are 
greatly needed and very popular in my 
State, like the Community Develop-
ment Block Grant Program, which so 
many smaller cities depend on; the 
Great Lakes Restoration Initiative to 
get pollution out of all the Great 
Lakes, Lake Ontario and Lake Erie 
being on the shores of New York; and 
the vital TIGER Grant Program, which 
has done so much to support infra-
structure, road building, and highways 
throughout my State and throughout 
America. 

As I said, the bill explicitly precludes 
the use of any of this funding for a bor-
der wall. This is an idea that both par-
ties rejected. A load of Congressmen 
and Senators on the Republican side 
have said that the wall doesn’t make 
sense. In fact, you couldn’t find one Re-
publican on the border in the States of 
California, Arizona, New Mexico, and 
Texas who supported that wall. Why? 
Unlike the President’s promise, Mexico 
is not paying for it. There is no plan 
for the wall. We don’t even know where 
we would build it. The Secretary of the 
Interior, President Trump’s appointee, 
said: We can’t build it from the U.S. 
side because it cuts us off from the 
river. Mexico will not build on their 
side. Where are we going to build it? In 
the middle of the river? And, mainly, 
because it is not very effective—you 
can tunnel under a wall. 

We all want to prevent the scourge of 
drugs from coming across our border; 
so many of them come in little planes 
and boats. When they come by land, 
they are often hidden in parts of cars, 
in the carburetor or the exhaust tank— 
hidden. They will be able to come 
through because the wall obviously is 
going to have portals in it where 
trucks and cars can go through. So 
there is no money for the border wall, 
not one plug nickel. 

We do have money, of course, for bor-
der protection, which both parties have 
always supported, and comprehensive 
immigration reform. Senator MCCAIN 
and I, in a bipartisan bill supported by 
68 Members of this body, made sure we 
had very strong border protection. But 
it has to be smart, it has to be cost ef-
fective, and it has to work. 

Early on in this debate, Democrats 
clearly laid out our principles and in-
sisted there would be no poison pill rid-
ers in this bill. We were able to knock 
out more than 160 poison pill riders 
from the final agreement, including 

the border wall, anti-labor measures 
that hurt the working people of Amer-
ica, and efforts to defund Planned Par-
enthood. So many women depend on 
these clinics for their health. And we 
were able to achieve significant invest-
ments in domestic programs that help 
the middle class and those struggling 
to get to the middle class. 

Of course, this bill doesn’t include all 
the things we wanted, but that is the 
nature of compromise. At the end of 
the day, this is an agreement that re-
flects our basic principles—something 
that both Democrats and Republicans 
can support. It took a few extra days, 
but we got a very good agreement. 

I want to thank my friend, the ma-
jority leader, Senator MCCONNELL. He 
worked very hard to get a good bill. I 
thank the chairmen and ranking mem-
bers of the House-Senate Appropria-
tions Committees, particularly Sen-
ator LEAHY from Vermont in our 
Chamber. I thank Speaker RYAN and 
Leader PELOSI and all of their staff for 
working so hard last week and over the 
weekend to forge an agreement. 

I must tell you, and I must tell my 
colleagues, the negotiations between 
our two sides were consistently produc-
tive and always respectful. Throughout 
the process, both Republican and 
Democratic Members and staff nego-
tiated in good faith because we all 
wanted to get something done. I be-
lieve this experience bodes well for the 
2018 budget and future negotiations be-
tween our two parties on appropria-
tions. If we can show the same desire 
to get things done—the same mutual 
respect, the same ability to com-
promise—we can get a darn good budg-
et for the year 2018 without the specter 
of a government shutdown hanging 
over the country’s head. 

I wish to say one final thing. It shows 
that when our Republican colleagues 
are willing to work with us, we can get 
things done. All too often—particularly 
from the White House—this attitude is 
just do it our way, my way or the high-
way. That is what happened on the 
healthcare bill—no consultation with 
Democrats. That is what happened on 
this little tax plan. 

When you don’t do things in a bipar-
tisan way, it is much harder to pass 
things. It is much harder to get a prod-
uct that is at the consensus of where 
America is. I hope that not only will 
this successful negotiation on the 2017 
appropriations bill be a model for the 
2018 bill but a broader model that we 
can all work together to get things 
done for the country we love. 

I expect we will vote on this bill later 
this week, and I believe it will receive 
overwhelming support in this Chamber. 

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. CRAPO. Madam President, I ask 

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mrs. 
ERNST). Without objection, it is so or-
dered. 

Mr. CRAPO. Madam President, I rise 
today in support of Jay Clayton, who 
has been nominated to serve on the 
U.S. Securities and Exchange Commis-
sion. In the interest of time, I will save 
my longer remarks for later. 

As demonstrated at the Banking 
Committee’s nomination hearing, Mr. 
Clayton is eminently qualified to serve 
on the U.S. Securities and Exchange 
Commission, or the SEC. 

He impressed both Republicans and 
Democrats and was voted out of com-
mittee on a bipartisan vote of 15 to 8. 
His extensive expertise and experience 
in our financial markets will be a ben-
efit to the Commission and to the 
American people. 

His testimony about the need to 
make our capital markets more attrac-
tive, which would rejuvenate their abil-
ity to invest in the United States and 
grow and create jobs, was well re-
ceived. Additionally, he pledged to 
members of this committee and to the 
American people that he will show no 
favoritism to anyone. 

While some have raised issues about 
his previous work potentially creating 
conflicts, Mr. Clayton is not new in 
this regard, nor will he be any less vigi-
lant to ensure that he acts appro-
priately and ethically. 

I will be supporting his nomination 
and look forward to having him at the 
SEC, where he can help protect and 
promote the success of our security 
markets and our investors. 

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

MORAN). 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. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time 
is expired. 

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 nomi-
nation of Jay Clayton, of New York, to be a 
Member of the Securities and Exchange 
Commission for a term expiring June 5, 2021. 

Mitch McConnell, John Cornyn, Tom 
Cotton, Dan Sullivan, Shelley Moore 
Capito, John Barrasso, Roger F. 
Wicker, Mike Rounds, Orrin G. Hatch, 
Bill Cassidy, Pat Roberts, Mike Crapo, 
Lamar Alexander, Richard Burr, John 
Thune, Jerry Moran, James E. Risch. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
LANKFORD). By unanimous consent, the 
mandatory quorum call has been 
waived. 

The question is, Is it the sense of the 
Senate that debate on the nomination 
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