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Mr. RISCH, Mr. PETERS, Mr. WYDEN,
Mr. WARNER, Mr. SULLIVAN, Mr.
BLUNT, Mr. BOOZMAN, Mr. ROBERTS,
Mr. KENNEDY, Mr. COCHRAN, Mr. BAR-
RASSO, Ms. CoLLINS, Mr. TOOMEY, Mr.
MANCHIN, Mr. FLAKE, Mr. BOOKER,
and Mrs. CAPITO):

S. Res. 6. A resolution objecting to United
Nations Security Council Resolution 2334
and to all efforts that undermine direct ne-
gotiations between Israel and the Palestin-
ians for a secure and peaceful settlement; to
the Committee on Foreign Relations.

By Mr. CARDIN (for himself, Mr.
LEAHY, Ms. WARREN, Mr. CARPER,
Mrs. MURRAY, Mr. WYDEN, Mr. DUR-
BIN, Mr. REED, Ms. STABENOW, Mr.
BROWN, Mr. CASEY, Ms. KLOBUCHAR,
Mr. WHITEHOUSE, Mr. UDALL, Mr.
MERKLEY, Mr. BENNET, Mr. FRANKEN,
Mr. CooNS, Mr. BLUMENTHAL, Ms.
BALDWIN, Mr. MURPHY, Ms. HIRONO,
Mr. HEINRICH, Mr. MARKEY, Mr. BOOK-
ER, Mr. PETERS, Mr. VAN HOLLEN, and
Mrs. FEINSTEIN):

S. Con. Res. 4. A concurrent resolution
clarifying any potential misunderstanding as
to whether actions taken by President-elect
Donald Trump constitute a violation of the
Emoluments Clause, and calling on Presi-
dent-elect Trump to divest his interest in,
and sever his relationship to, the Trump Or-
ganization; to the Committee on Homeland
Security and Governmental Affairs.

———

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS

8. 11

At the request of Mr. HELLER, the
name of the Senator from Texas (Mr.
CORNYN) was added as a cosponsor of S.
11, a bill to recognize Jerusalem as the
capital of Israel, to relocate to Jeru-
salem the United States Embassy in
Israel, and for other purposes.

At the request of Mr. TOOMEY, his
name was added as a cosponsor of S. 11,
supra.

8. 17

At the request of Mr. SASSE, the
names of the Senator from Wisconsin
(Mr. JOHNSON), the Senator from Dela-
ware (Mr. CARPER), the Senator from
Hawaii (Mr. SCHATZ), the Senator from
Wisconsin (Ms. BALDWIN), the Senator
from Iowa (Mrs. ERNST) and the Sen-
ator from Wyoming (Mr. ENZI) were
added as cosponsors of S. 17, a bill to
ensure the Government Accountability
Office has adequate access to informa-
tion.

S.J. RES. 2

At the request of Mr. CRUZ, the name
of the Senator from Nebraska (Mr.
SASSE) was added as a cosponsor of S.J.
Res. 2, a joint resolution proposing an
amendment to the Constitution of the
United States relative to limiting the
number of terms that a Member of Con-
gress may serve.

S. RES. 5

At the request of Mr. MORAN, the
name of the Senator from Kansas (Mr.
ROBERTS) was added as a cosponsor of
S. Res. 5, a resolution expressing the
sense of the Senate in support of Israel.

———

STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS

By Mr. FLAKE (for himself and
Mr. JOHNSON):
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S. 28. A Dbill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1986 to expand the per-
missible use of health savings accounts
to include health insurance payments
and to increase the dollar limitation
for contributions to health savings ac-
counts, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Finance.

Mr. FLAKE. Mr. President, I rise to
speak today about legislation I am in-
troducing, the Health Savings Account
Expansion Act.

Earlier this month, individuals
across this country were once again
faced with fewer choices and increased
costs when purchasing health insur-
ance coverage. Unfortunately, this has
been a common occurrence since the
Affordable Care Act’s inception, but no
State, I can tell you, is feeling the
pinch more than my State of Arizona.
Prior to the flawed rollout of the ex-
changes in 2013, Arizona had 24 health
insurance companies offering plans in
the individual market. Just last year,
residents in Arizona’s most populous
county Maricopa, where I live, had
only 8 private providers to choose from
on the exchange—so from 24 to 8. Then,
if that wasn’t bad enough, a few
months ago, individuals all across Ari-
zona received notification that their
insurance plans were no longer being
offered, despite the current administra-
tion’s hollow promise that they could
keep their plans. Now nearly stripped
of their preferred health insurance,
residents in 14 of 15 Arizona counties—
14 out of 15 counties—logged into the
ObamaCare exchanges to shop for new
plans only to discover that instead of
the vibrant marketplace they used to
have, they were left with only one in-
surer to choose from—so from 24 to 8,
to 1 for 14 of Arizona’s 15 counties.

So today, when I hear my friends on
the other side of the aisle talking
about preserving this wonderful pro-
gram, I am saying ‘“What State of de-
nial do you live in?”’ because it is cer-
tainly not working in Arizona. In fact,
Pinal County in Arizona briefly held
the unfortunate distinction as the only
county in America without a single in-
surer willing to offer plans on its ex-
change, not a single one. Fortunately,
a few months later, one stepped in—
just one. Of the plans that were ulti-
mately made available to Arizonans on
the exchange, the average policy came
with a premium hike of nearly 50 per-
cent—an average of nearly 50 percent.
With only one game in town, there was
no shopping around for a better deal.

To help put this in perspective, I
would like to compare the average cost
of health care coverage in Arizona to
one of the most important purchases a
family will ever make, and that is a
home. Throughout most counties in
Arizona, it is now cheaper to put a roof
over your family’s head than it is to
pay your monthly health insurance
premium under ObamaCare.

Let me say that again. Throughout
most counties in Arizona, it is now
cheaper to put a roof over your fam-
ily’s head than it is to pay your month-
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ly health insurance premium under
ObamaCare. This is for Maricopa Coun-
ty. It is the county in which I live and
includes Phoenix. Homeowners can ex-
pect to pay nearly $5600 more per month
on their health insurance than they do
on their house—$500 more on their
health insurance than they do on their
house. This is for the ObamaCare silver
plan premium. This is a family—age 40
with two children. So that’s about the
median, and this is the median mort-
gage payment with respect to Maricopa
County—$500 more.

Let’s see the visual for Pima County.
Pima County is home to Tucson.
Health care premiums ran an average
family $100 more per month than their
mortgage. So in Pima County you are
still paying more—$100 more for your
health insurance premium than you
are for your mortgage.

Then there is Pinal County, the third
largest in Arizona. According to Arizo-
na’s Department of Insurance, the av-
erage premium for a silver plan in
Pinal County for the average family of
four is over $1700. That is double the
median monthly mortgage payment for
the same county. If you live in Pinal
County, AZ, you are paying twice as
much for your health insurance pre-
mium.

Keep in mind, we are talking about
the premium, to say nothing of what
happens when you go to the hospital or
to your doctor and you have to pay
deductibles that are through the roof
or co-pays that people have never expe-
rienced before. So when they utilize
that coverage they paid for with their
premium, they realize they can’t afford
that either.

The situation isn’t unique to these
counties, the three most populous
counties in Arizona. In all 15 of Arizo-
na’s counties, premiums for a family of
4 dramatically exceed the median
monthly mortgage.

It is unacceptable for the Federal
Government to force families to spend
upwards of $1,700 per month of their
hard-earned income on a substandard
product without options or choices,
only to then slap them with a draco-
nian penalty that they simply can’t af-
ford to pay for an untenable law.

Arizona is, without a doubt, ground
zero for the structural failures that are
plaguing insurance markets around the
country. Insurance exchanges are on
the verge of collapsing; premiums,
deductibles, out-of-pocket expenses are
skyrocketing; and our health care sys-
tem is in desperate need of reform.
That is why I stand here today to in-
troduce the Health Savings Account
Expansion Act.

The Health Savings Account Expan-
sion Act goes a long way toward re-
forming our health care system by put-
ting consumers back in charge of their
own health care. The bill provides indi-
viduals and families with freedom to
choose the health care that best meets
their needs and allows them to use
their health savings accounts on med-
ical products and services they value
most.
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HSAs give consumers greater control
over their health care dollars by pro-
viding them with a tax-advantaged sav-
ings option for their medical expenses.
This means that the dollars they work
so hard to save can grow over time, tax
free, and can be withdrawn tax free for
qualified medical expenses. The HSA
Expansion Act strengthens this impor-
tant tool by nearly tripling the arbi-
trarily low contribution limits, thus
allowing for greater tax equity and
more universal participation in HSAs.
The bill would then allow individuals
to use these expanded HSAs to help
cover the costs of their monthly health
insurance premiums. This is a criti-
cally important feature, particularly
for middle-class families whose in-
comes fall slightly above the qualified

threshold for subsidies but whose
health insurance has become
unaffordable.

In Arizona, I like to go to the gym in
the morning, and I like to get on an ex-
ercise bike. By that bike is kind of a
hallway where people will walk by. In-
evitably, in the morning, I will have a
lineup of people who will stand to tell
me their ObamaCare horror stories—
how much their premiums have gone
up or that they no longer have any op-
tions or that they have had to pay the
penalty or that when they go to utilize
their care, they simply can’t afford the
co-pays and deductibles. I can tell you,
it is sobering to hear these stories
again and again and again.

In addition to further incentivizing
prudent savings for health expenses,
this legislation repeals existing restric-
tions put in place by ObamaCare on
over-the-counter medications while
also reducing the penalty for with-
drawing HSA funds for nonqualified
purchases. These reforms will help
streamline HSAs while also making
them more user-friendly for consumers.

Arizonans are struggling. They are
struggling under the weight of bu-
reaucracy that is complicating their
health care decisions that are some of
the most personal and important deci-
sions individuals make for themselves
and their families. If we hope to lift
that burden off the backs of our con-
stituents, we have to recognize that
the key to reforming our health care
system is not more government inter-
vention; rather, it is allowing individ-
uals the freedom to take back control
of their health care and incentivizing
prudent decisionmaking.

As the Senate looks to repeal this
disastrous law and replace it with real
reforms that would successfully lower
health care costs and improve choice, I
look forward to working with my col-
leagues to ensure that this legislation
is included in those negotiations.

By Mr. SCHUMER (for Mrs. FEIN-
STEIN (for herself, Mr. CORNYN,
Ms. KLOBUCHAR, Mr. INHOFE,
Mr. FRANKEN, Mr. TILLIS, Mrs.
GILLIBRAND, Mr. MARKEY, and

Mr. FLAKE)):
S. 30. A bill to extend the civil stat-
ute of limitations for victims of Fed-
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eral sex offenses; to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, I
rise to introduce the Extending Justice
for Sex Crime Victims Act, a bill to ex-
tend the time for minors to seek jus-
tice against their perpetrators.

Sex crimes committed against chil-
dren tragically remain a vile and dan-
gerous reality in communities across
this country.

Just this past summer, as the world
tuned into the 2016 Olympic Games in
Rio de Janeiro, the Indianapolis Star
reported that USA Gymnastics had
failed to report to law enforcement al-
legations of child sexual abuse com-
mitted by some of its coaches.

Due to these purported failures, ath-
letes as young as 7 years old were re-
ported to have been abused for years,
without any action taken to prevent
the abuse.

Since the initial Indianapolis Star
report, more and more young gymnasts
have come forward about their abuse.

All over the world, and all over this
country, sex abuse victims are bravely
coming forward to tell their stories of
abuse when they were children.

In my home state of California, nu-
merous victims have contacted my of-
fice. They have shared the amount of
courage and strength it took to finally
come forward with their experiences.

These stories represent an untold
amount of pain and suffering. They
also represent how difficult it is to
come forward until later, in adulthood.

It has been estimated that 90 percent
of child sex crime victims never go to
the authorities concerning their abuse.

To put this into context, studies indi-
cate that at least one in four girls and
about one in five boys is sexually
abused. 90 percent of those victims
never go to the authorities.

A great number of victims don’t ever
disclose their abuse. If they do, they do
not come forward until many years
later, after reaching adulthood.

This bill extends the civil statute of
limitations in two ways for minor vic-
tims of Federal sex crimes to seek jus-
tice against their perpetrators.

For one, the bill extends the statute
of limitations for minor victims until
the age of 28, from age 21, for injuries
stemming from sex crimes such as sex-
ual abuse and child pornography.

Second, for the two laws that provide
civil remedies for sex abuse and sex
trafficking victims, the bill clarifies
that the statute of limitations does not
begin to run until after the victim ac-
tually discovers the injury or the viola-
tion.

This is significant because victims of
sex crimes are sometimes abused even
before they can remember the abuse,
some as young as 3 years old. Some vic-
tims are unable to connect their abuse
to the injurious symptoms they exhibit
throughout their lives.

The bill therefore clarifies that the
limitations period begins when the vic-
tim first discovers the injury or the
violation.
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Through these provisions, the bill en-
sures that minor victims have an ex-
tended period to seek justice against
their perpetrators after discovering
their injury or violation.

I want to thank Senator CORNYN
again for working so closely with me
on this issue. I also want to thank the
cosponsors to this bill: Senators KLoO-
BUCHAR, INHOFE, FRANKEN, FLAKE,
GILLIBRAND, TILLIS, and MARKEY.

I also want to acknowledge the sup-
port for this bill from the National
Center for Victims of Crime, Rape
Abuse & Incest National Network, the
National Children’s Advocacy Center,
SGS for Healing, National Crime Vic-
tim Law Institute, National Associa-
tion of VOCA Assistance Administra-
tors, National Network to End Domes-
tic Violence, Stop the Silence, PRO-
TECT, the National Association to
Protect Children, Rights4Girls, End
Rape on Campus, National Children’s
Alliance, Lauren’s Kids, Minnesota Co-
alition Against Sexual Assault, and
Survivors Network of those Abused by
Priests.

By Mr. WYDEN (for Mrs. FEIN-
STEIN (for herself, Mr. WYDEN,
Ms. CANTWELL, Mr. MERKLEY,
Mrs. MURRAY, and Ms. HARRIS)):

S. 31. A bill to amend the Outer Con-
tinental Shelf Lands Act to perma-
nently prohibit the conduct of offshore
drilling on the outer Continental Shelf
off the coast of California, Oregon, and
Washington; to the Committee on En-
ergy and Natural Resources.

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, I
rise to introduce a bill, the West Coast
Ocean Protection Act, which would
amend the Outer Continental Shelf
Lands Act to prohibit the Department
of the Interior from issuing a lease for
offshore oil or gas in federal waters off
the coast of California, Oregon, or
Washington.

I am pleased to be joined today by
Senators WYDEN, MERKLEY, CANTWELL,
MURRAY, and HARRIS in sponsoring this
bill, which has been reintroduced in
every Congress since 2010.

The original impetus for this bill was
the Deepwater Horizon catastrophe in
the Gulf of Mexico in April of 2010,
which demonstrated yet again the
risks of offshore oil and gas extraction.

When the Deepwater Horizon well
blew out, 11 people died and 17 others
were injured. Oil and gas rushed into
the Gulf of Mexico for 87 days.

0il slicks spread across the Gulf of
Mexico, tar balls spoiled the pristine
white sand beaches of Florida, wet-
lands were coated with toxic sludge,
and more than one-third of federal
waters in the Gulf were closed to fish-
ing.

While Deepwater Horizon served as
an important reminder, the dangers of
offshore oil and gas were already too
well known to Californians. In 1969, the
Santa Barbara oil spill leaked up to
100,000 barrels of oil, and remains the
third largest oil spill in the country to
this day.
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Like the Deepwater Horizon, the
Santa Barbara oil spill was caused by a
natural gas blowout when pressure in
the drill hole fluctuated.

It took 11 days to plug the hole with
mud and cement, but oil and gas con-
tinued to seep for months.

Using containment technologies still
in place today, the cleanup effort relied
on skimmers, detergent, and booms.

There has been no new drilling in
waters controlled by the State of Cali-
fornia since then, and there has been
no new drilling in Federal waters off
the coast of California since 1981.

Appropriately, the most recent plan
from the Department of the Interior
for Outer Continental Shelf Oil and Gas
Leasing will not allow new leasing off
the Pacific Coast of California, Oregon
or Washington through 2022.

The fact is that those of us on the
Pacific coast do not want any further
offshore oil or gas development.

In 2012 California’s 19 coastal coun-
ties generated $662 billion in wages and
$1.7 trillion in GDP. This accounts for
80 percent of the economic activity in
the State.

California’s Ocean economy, includ-
ing tourism, recreation, and marine
transportation, accounts for over
489,000 jobs.

Unlike other areas of the country,
any potential fossil fuel resources off
the coast of California are likely to be
found within only 50 miles of the coast,
because of the narrow shelf off the
California coast. This means that any
potential drilling, and any potential
spills, would be in direct conflict with
the ocean environment and economy
that my state enjoys.

Enacting a permanent ban on off-
shore drilling would protect our coast
for generations to come.

————

SUBMITTED RESOLUTIONS

SENATE RESOLUTION 6—OBJECT-
ING TO UNITED NATIONS SECU-
RITY COUNCIL RESOLUTION 2334
AND TO ALL EFFORTS THAT UN-
DERMINE DIRECT NEGOTIATIONS
BETWEEN ISRAEL AND THE PAL-
ESTINIANS FOR A SECURE AND
PEACEFUL SETTLEMENT

Mr. RUBIO (for himself, Mr. CARDIN,
Mr. MCCONNELL, Mr. SCHUMER, Mr.
MORAN, Mr. NELSON, Mr. COTTON, Mr.
MENENDEZ, Mr. GRAHAM, Mrs. GILLI-
BRAND, Mr. CORNYN, Mr. BLUMENTHAL,
Mrs. ERNST, Mr. COONS, Mr. YOUNG, Mr.
BENNET, Mr. HELLER, Mr. CASEY, Mr.
PORTMAN, Mr. DONNELLY, Mr. McCCAIN,
Ms. STABENOW, Mr. RISCH, Mr. PETERS,
Mr. WYDEN, Mr. WARNER, Mr. SUL-
LIVAN, Mr. BLUNT, Mr. BOOZMAN, Mr.
ROBERTS, Mr. KENNEDY, Mr. COCHRAN,
Mr. BARRASSO, Ms. COLLINS, Mr.
TOOMEY, Mr. MANCHIN, Mr. FLAKE, Mr.
BOOKER, and Mrs. CAPITO) submitted
the following resolution; which was re-
ferred to the Committee on Foreign
Relations:

S. RES. 6

Whereas it is long-standing policy of the

United States Government that a peaceful
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resolution to the Israeli-Palestinian conflict
must come through direct, bilateral negotia-
tions without preconditions for a sustainable
two-state solution;

Whereas President Barack Obama ex-
pressed before the United Nations General
Assembly in 2011 that ‘“‘peace will not come
through statements and resolutions at the
United Nations—if it were that easy, it
would have been accomplished by now’’;

Whereas Yasser Arafat committed by let-
ter dated September 9, 1993, to then Prime
Minister Yitzhak Rabin, “The PLO commits
itself to the Middle East peace process and to
the peaceful resolution of the conflict be-
tween the two sides and declares that all
outstanding issues relating to permanent
status will be resolved by negotiation.’’;

Whereas the United Nations has taken a
long-standing biased approach towards
Israel, confirmed in outgoing Secretary-Gen-
eral Ban Ki Moon’s final address to the
United Nations Security Council, when he
described the ‘‘disproportionate’ volume of
resolutions targeting Israel and stated that
‘‘decades of political maneuvering have cre-
ated a disproportionate number of resolu-
tions, reports, and committees against
Israel’’;

Whereas the United Nations is not the ap-
propriate venue and should not be a forum
used for seeking unilateral action, recogni-
tion, or dictating parameters for a two-state
solution, including the status of Jerusalem;

Whereas it is long-standing practice of the
United States Government to oppose and
veto any United Nations Security Council
resolution dictating terms, conditions, and
timelines on the peace process;

Whereas it is also the historic position of
the United States Government to oppose and
veto one-sided or anti-Israel resolutions at
the United Nations Security Council;

Whereas efforts to impose a solution or pa-
rameters for a solution will make negotia-
tions more difficult and will set back the
cause of peace;

Whereas the Obama Administration’s deci-
sion not to veto United Nations Security
Council Resolution 2334 (2016) is inconsistent
with long-standing United States policy and
makes direct negotiations more, not less,
challenging;

Whereas several United States administra-
tions have articulated principles as a vision
for achieving a two-state solution, including
addressing borders, mutual recognition, refu-
gees, Jerusalem, and ending all outstanding
claims;

Whereas Israel is a vibrant democracy
whose leaders are elected and accountable to
the Israeli people; and

Whereas the Palestinian Authority must
engage in broad, meaningful, and systemic
reforms in order to ultimately prepare its in-
stitutions and people for statehood and
peaceful coexistence with Israel: Now, there-
fore, be it

Resolved, That the Senate—

(1) expresses grave objection to United Na-
tions Security Council Resolution 2334 (2016);

(2) calls for United Nations Security Coun-
cil Resolution 2334 to be repealed or fun-
damentally altered so that it is no longer
one-sided and allows all final status issues
toward a two-state solution to be resolved
through direct bilateral negotiations be-
tween the parties;

(3) rejects efforts by outside bodies, includ-
ing the United Nations Security Council, to
impose solutions from the outside that set
back the cause of peace;

(4) demands that the United States ensure
that no action is taken at the Paris Con-
ference on the Israeli-Palestinian conflict
scheduled for January 15, 2017, that imposes
an agreement or parameters on the parties;
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(5) notes that granting membership and
statehood standing to the Palestinians at
the United Nations, its specialized agencies,
and other international institutions outside
of the context of a bilateral peace agreement
with Israel would cause severe harm to the
peace process, and would likely trigger the
implementation of penalties under sections
7036 and 7041(j) of the Department of State,
Foreign Operations, and Related Agencies
Appropriations Act, 2016 (division K of Pub-
lic Law 114-113);

(6) rejects any efforts by the United Na-
tions, United Nations agencies, United Na-
tions member states, and other international
organizations to use United Nations Security
Council Resolution 2334 to further isolate
Israel through economic or other boycotts or
any other measures, and urges the United
States Government to take action where
needed to counter any attempts to use
United Nations Security Council Resolution
2334 to further isolate Israel;

(7) urges the current presidential adminis-
tration and all future presidential adminis-
trations to uphold the practice of vetoing all
United Nations Security Council resolutions
that seek to insert the Council into the
peace process, recognize unilateral Pales-
tinian actions including declaration of a Pal-
estinian state, or dictate terms and a
timeline for a solution to the Israeli-Pales-
tinian conflict;

(8) reaffirms that it is the policy of the
United States to continue to seek a sustain-
able, just, and secure two-state solution to
resolve the conflict between the Israelis and
the Palestinians; and

(9) urges the incoming Administration to
work with Congress to create conditions that
facilitate the resumption of direct, bilateral
negotiations without preconditions between
Israelis and Palestinians with the goal of
achieving a sustainable agreement that is
acceptable to both sides.

————

SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLU-
TION 4—CLARIFYING ANY PO-
TENTIAL MISUNDERSTANDING
AS TO WHETHER ACTIONS
TAKEN BY PRESIDENT-ELECT
DONALD TRUMP CONSTITUTE A
VIOLATION OF THE EMOLU-
MENTS CLAUSE, AND CALLING
ON PRESIDENT-ELECT TRUMP TO
DIVEST HIS INTEREST IN, AND
SEVER HIS RELATIONSHIP TO,
THE TRUMP ORGANIZATION

Mr. CARDIN (for himself, Mr. LEAHY,
Ms. WARREN, Mr. CARPER, Mrs. MUR-
RAY, Mr. WYDEN, Mr. DURBIN, Mr.
REED, Ms. STABENOW, Mr. BROWN, Mr.
CASEY, Ms. KLOBUCHAR, Mr. WHITE-
HOUSE, Mr. UDALL, Mr. MERKLEY, Mr.
BENNET, Mr. FRANKEN, Mr. COONS, Mr.
BLUMENTHAL, Ms. BALDWIN, Mr. MUR-
PHY, Ms. HIRONO, Mr. HEINRICH, Mr.
MARKEY, Mr. BOOKER, Mr. PETERS, Mr.
VAN HOLLEN, and Mrs. FEINSTEIN) sub-
mitted the following concurrent resolu-
tion; which was referred to the Com-
mittee on Homeland Security and Gov-
ernmental Affairs:

S. CON. RES. 4
Whereas article I, section 9, clause 8 of the
United States Constitution (commonly

known as the ‘“‘Emoluments Clause’) de-
clares, ‘“No title of Nobility shall be granted
by the United States: And no Person holding
any Office of Profit or Trust under them,
shall, without the Consent of the Congress,
accept of any present, Emolument, Office, or
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