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use that transition moment and the le-
verage that exists with this new pro-
posal for major arms sales to the
Saudis to make sure we get this right.

I think there is nothing political
about this. We all join together in try-
ing to abate humanitarian crises and
famines around the world, and we all
want a policy that is going to bring an
end to this civil war because, as I said,
it is just as important to remember
that the most immediate enemies of
the United States—those terrorist
groups who want to do harm to us—
find their most fertile ground today in-
side Yemen. The sooner we can put an
end to this civil war and be able to
have a central government structure
that spreads across the scope of the
country, the quicker we can all be fo-
cused on trying to eliminate the ISIS
and al-Qaida presence—AQAP, as we
refer to them—in Yemen from that
battlespace.

I say to Senator YOUNG, I don’t know
if you have closing remarks, but I ap-
preciate your willingness to speak up
and your leadership here, and I hope we
can get others on both sides of the aisle
to propose and support these common-
sense conditions upon this new mili-
tary transfer so that we can get the sit-
uation right inside Yemen.

Mr. YOUNG. I say to the Senator, let
me end by reiterating my gratitude to
you, of course, for your exceptional
leadership, for walking points on this
issue, and I look forward to our contin-
ued work together.

I thank all our colleagues who have
engaged on this matter. And I, of
course, before the U.S. Senate here,
want to invite others to engage in this.
If they have questions with respect to
this matter, which is critical for our
national security, I know they can
reach out to the Senator or me, and it
is imperative that we send a respectful
message to the administration that we
think this is something that needs to
be addressed in the near term.

I have nothing else to say.

Mr. MURPHY. Mr. President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant bill clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. KENNEDY. 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the quorum call be rescinded.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. KENNEDY per-
taining to the introduction of S. 1150
are printed in today’s RECORD under
“Statements on Introduced Bills and
Joint Resolutions.”)

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, if I
came to you today and told you we had
received a job application from some-
body to work for the government, and
you and I looked at her job application
and we saw she had graduated from
Harvard Law School, if we looked at
her job application and we saw she had
worked for a Presidential campaign, if
we saw she had practiced law in the

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

private sector, if we noticed from her
resume that she had actually worked
as a counsel, as a lawyer, in the White
House, if we saw she had clerked for a
Supreme Court Justice, Justice An-
thony Kennedy—each Justice of the
United States, I think, has four law
clerks every year. I don’t know how
many tens of thousands of lawyers and
law students apply, but to be chosen is
one of the highest honors you can re-
ceive as a young lawyer. If I told you
this person who applied for a job in
government used to work at the De-
partment of Justice as Principal Dep-
uty Assistant Attorney General in the
Office of Liegal Policy, if I told you she
had also worked for one of the most
prestigious law firms in the country,
Wilmer, Cutler, Pickering, Hale &
Dorr—I remember them as Wilmer,
Cutler, but they have changed their
name since then. They have been
around forever. If I told you all of
those things, I think any reasonable
person would say: Wow, let’s hire her
here immediately. Let’s do it before
she finds another position. Well, that
person has applied for a job in govern-
ment. Her name is Rachel Brand. She
has been nominated by President
Trump to be Associate Attorney Gen-
eral.

That is a position that is vitally im-
portant within the Department of Jus-
tice. It is responsible for the oversight
of the Civil Division, the Civil Rights
Division, the Office on Violence
Against Women, and many other im-
portant components of the Department
of Justice. I think no matter what po-
litical party you happen to be in or
whatever your political persuasion, we
can all agree that right now it is par-
ticularly important not only to have a
Department of Justice that is fully
staffed but to have it fully staffed with
extraordinarily qualified people whom
every American can look at and go:
Wow, is she qualified. I am so pleased
she is working for the Federal Govern-
ment and my tax dollars are being well
spent.

Ms. Brand has broad experience, as I
indicated, both within the Department
of Justice and in the private sector. As
I indicated—I am going to say it
again—she worked for Justice Anthony
Kennedy of the U.S. Supreme Court.
Wow, what an honor. She has served as
Assistant Attorney General under
President George Bush. She has been in
private practice, as I indicated. She has
been chief counsel for Regulatory Liti-
gation in the U.S. Chamber of Com-
merce, and I could go on and on and on.

I fully support Ms. Brand’s nomina-
tion. I sit on the Judiciary Committee,
the committee of the Senate that vet-
ted her. She is highly respected, she is
whip smart, she is well qualified, and
she is fully prepared to hit the ground
running. That is exactly what we need.

I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant bill clerk proceeded to
call the roll.
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Mr. ISAKSON. 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.

CLOTURE MOTION

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Pursuant
to rule XXII, the Chair lays before the
Senate the pending cloture motion,
which the clerk will state.

The bill 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 Rachel L. Brand, of Iowa, to be As-
sociate Attorney General.

Mitch McConnell, John Boozman, Jeff
Flake, Thom Tillis, Richard Burr, Mike
Crapo, John Barrasso, Chuck Grassley,
Mike Rounds, John Kennedy, John
Thune, Pat Roberts, James E. Risch,
Orrin G. Hatch, Shelley Moore Capito,
Lindsey Graham, John Cornyn.

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 nomination
of Rachel L. Brand, of Iowa, to be Asso-
ciate Attorney General, 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
North Carolina (Mr. TILLIS).

Further, if present and voting, the
Senator from North Carolina (Mr.
TILLIS) would have voted ‘‘yea’.

Mr. DURBIN. I announce that the
Senator from Hawaii (Ms. HIRONO) is
necessarily absent.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there
any other Senators in the Chamber de-
siring to vote?

The yeas and nays resulted—yeas 51,
nays 47, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 130 Ex.]

YEAS—51
Alexander Fischer Murkowski
Barrasso Flake Paul
Blunt Gardner Perdue
Boozman Graham Portman
Burr Grassley Risch
Capito Hatch Roberts
Cassidy Heller Rounds
Cochran Hoeven Rubio
Collins Inhofe Sasse
Corker Isakson Scott
Cornyn Johnson Shelby
Cotton Kennedy Strange
Crapo Lankford Sullivan
Cruz Lee Thune
Daines McCain Toomey
Enzi McConnell Wicker
Ernst Moran Young

NAYS—47
Baldwin Donnelly King
Bennet Duckworth Klobuchar
Blumenthal Durbin Leahy
Booker Feinstein Manchin
Brown Franken Markey
Cantwell Gillibrand McCaskill
Cardin Harris Menendez
Carper Hassan Merkley
Casey Heinrich Murphy
Coons Heitkamp Murray
Cortez Masto Kaine Nelson
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Peters Shaheen Warner
Reed Stabenow Warren
Sanders Tester Whitehouse
Schatz Udall Wyden
Schumer Van Hollen

NOT VOTING—2
Hirono Tillis

The PRESIDING OFFICER. On this
vote, the yeas are 51, the nays are 47.

The motion is agreed to.

The majority whip is recognized.

AMERICAN LAW ENFORCEMENT HEROES ACT

Mr. CORNYN. Madam President, I
know people outside the beltway think
nothing ever happens here—and cer-
tainly that nothing ever happens on a
bipartisan basis—but they would be
wrong on both counts.

Last night, the Senate passed a piece
of bipartisan legislation called the
American Law Enforcement Heroes
Act. It is a great example of legislation
everyone can agree on and get behind.

The main goal is to connect vet-
erans—those who have served in our
military and have a passion for public
service—to opportunities in State and
local law enforcement. When we think
about it, who better than our retiring
military personnel who are accustomed
to wearing one uniform, moving then
into the civilian law enforcement
world wearing another uniform but
continuing their legacy of public serv-
ice. That way, those who have volun-
tarily put themselves in harm’s way to
keep the peace and promote American
interests abroad and defend our home-
land can continue the record of public
service at home.

For veterans, that can mean a re-
warding job in law enforcement.
Through their training, experience, and
sacrifice, there is no doubt that our
veterans are equipped with wvaluable
skills to keep our communities safe. By
prioritizing existing Federal funds for
State and local law enforcement agen-
cies to hire veterans, we can better
serve them as they transition into ci-
vilian life. We know that can be a chal-
lenging transition, but that is exactly
what the American Law Enforcement
Heroes Act that we passed yesterday
does.

For State and local law enforcement
groups, that means they can attract
the best qualified men and women who
are eager to serve their country in a
new way. So this is really a win-win.

Fortunately, this legislation builds
on the good work already underway in
places like my home State of Texas.
Over the last several months, I have
had a chance to visit cities and coun-
ties all over the State that are actively
recruiting veterans to serve as police
officers or sheriffs. That includes law
enforcement leaders from San Antonio
to Houston, to Fort Worth. As my col-
leagues may recall, following the ter-
rible killing of five police officers and
shooting of seven more in Dallas, Po-
lice Chief David Brown made an appeal
for people who were protesting or oth-
erwise concerned about the law en-
forcement agencies involved to sign up
and join them—to be a part of the solu-
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tion and not just protesting the prob-
lem.

Thankfully, we have set a tremen-
dous example in Texas of how hiring
veterans to serve as law enforcement
officers benefits all of our commu-
nities. I am glad this bill will follow
their inspiration and help communities
across the country hire more veterans.

I said before that this legislation is
something everyone can agree on, in a
polarized political environment, and
that is of course evident by the broad
bipartisan support it has received.

Let me express my gratitude to the
senior Senator from Minnesota, Ms.
KLOBUCHAR, as well as the senior Sen-
ators from Connecticut and Cali-
fornia—all Democratic colleagues—for
being my original cosponsors on the
bill. T am also grateful to my Repub-
lican colleagues, including Senator
CRUZ, as well as the junior Senator
from North Carolina and the senior
Senators from Iowa, Utah, and Nevada,
for working with us on this legislation.

My friend Congressman WILL HURD
on the House side introduced the same
bill there, and I am hopeful it will pass
sometime today so we can get this to
the President’s desk for his signature
without delay.

I would also note that the American
Law Enforcement Heroes Act is backed
by major law enforcement groups
across the country, including the Fra-
ternal Order of Police, the Major Coun-
ty Sheriffs of America, the Major City
Chiefs Association, and the Veterans of
Foreign Wars. I have been grateful for
their help along the way toward pas-
sage of this bill.

I look forward to this bill becoming a
law—hopefully, this week, as we con-
tinue to celebrate Police Week hon-
oring the service of the men and
women in blue who keep our commu-
nities safe—and making it clear that
this Congress cares not only about our
veterans but also our law enforcement
officials as well.

Madam President, I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Maryland.

RUSSIA INVESTIGATION

Mr. CARDIN. Madam President, just
last Wednesday, I spoke on the Senate
floor about the extremely suspicious
timing of the firing of FBI Director
James Comey by President Trump.

In the past few days, President
Trump’s actions, statements, and
changing of his story on the Comey fir-
ing has only strengthened the case for
the appointment of a special counsel to
investigate ties and collusion between
the Trump campaign and the Russian
Government in the 2016 Presidential
election. Congress should also establish
an independent commission to get to
the bottom of the Russian interference
in our election. In addition, there needs
to be an independent investigation into
whether Mr. Trump abused power and
played a role in obstruction of justice
in terms of the ongoing criminal inves-
tigation at the Department of Justice.

Let me start by going back to the be-
ginning of the Trump administration.
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According to news reports, on January
27, Mr. Trump invited Mr. Comey to a
private dinner with him at the White
House. Mr. Trump then asked Mr.
Comey for his ‘loyalty,” but Mr.
Comey only promised to provide his
“honesty’” or his ‘honest loyalty.”
Why did the President allegedly ask
Director Comey for his loyalty?

On March 4, President Trump
tweeted without evidence that ‘“‘how
low has President Obama gone to tap
my phones during the very sacred elec-
tion process. This is Nixon/Watergate.
Bad (or sick) guy!” On March 20, Mr.
Comey testified he has ‘“‘no informa-
tion” to support Mr. Trump’s claim.
Why did the President try to distract
the public’s attention by blaming
President Obama for the Russia inves-
tigation?

On April 12, in an interview, Mr.
Trump said Mr. Comey ‘‘saved Hillary
Clinton” during the campaign and said
that ‘‘it’s not too late’ to remove Mr.
Comey. Mr. Trump continued: ‘‘But,
you know, I have confidence in him.
We’ll see what happens, you know, it’s
going to be interesting.”

What changed between Mr. Trump
having confidence in Mr. Comey in
April and firing him in May?

On May 3, Mr. Comey testified before
the Senate Judiciary Committee and
said ‘it makes me mildly nauseous to
think that we might have had some im-
pact on the election.”

On May 8, former Acting Attorney
General Sally Yates and former Direc-
tor of National Intelligence James
Clapper both testified before the Judi-
ciary Committee.

Ms. Yates testified about the warn-
ings she gave to White House Counsel
Don McGahn about how National Secu-
rity Adviser Michael Flynn was com-
promised by the Russians and was
lying to White House staff and the Vice
President about his conversations and
interactions with the Russians.

On May 9, we witnessed a series of
three letters, all dated that day. The
first letter was from Deputy Attorney
General Rod Rosenstein to Attorney
General Jeff Sessions. The Rosenstein
letter concludes that the FBI's reputa-
tion and credibility had suffered ‘‘sub-
stantial damage’ due to Mr. Comey’s
actions during the Clinton email inves-
tigation. Notably, Rosenstein’s memo
does not explicitly recommend Mr.
Comey’s removal. That same day, At-
torney General Sessions, who has
recused himself from the Russia-Trump
campaign investigation, sent the
Rosenstein letter to the White House,
along with his own letter, concluding
that ‘“‘a fresh start is needed at the
leadership of the FBI.”” Again, on the
same day that Mr. Trump fired Direc-
tor Comey, the Trump letter includes a
curious aside: ‘I greatly appreciate
you informing me, on three separate
occasions, that I am not under inves-
tigation.” Did Director Comey really
give those assurances to President
Trump when the criminal and counter-
intelligence investigations into the
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