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When we introduced the Dream Act, 

Senator LINDSEY GRAHAM, Republican 
of South Carolina, said: ‘‘The moment 
of reckoning is coming.’’ It is coming 
in a manner of days and weeks. I im-
plore my colleagues and both sides of 
the aisle: Don’t let that young man 
down. Don’t let down the hundreds of 
thousands who just want a chance to 
prove themselves and earn their way 
into legal status. We can do this. 

Many people are skeptical as to 
whether Congress can get anything 
done on a bipartisan basis. I am not 
skeptical. I believe it can. I believe 
that we can work together. I have sat 
down with a lot of conservative Repub-
lican Senators in my office—Senators I 
never dreamed I would be sitting with, 
discussing this issue, and now we want 
to make sure we get this job done. 

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

ator from Louisiana. 
PROVIDING FOR A CORRECTION IN THE 

ENROLLMENT OF H.R. 2266 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that, as in legisla-
tive session, the Senate proceed to the 
immediate consideration of H. Con. 
Res. 85, which was received from the 
House. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the concurrent resolu-
tion by title. 

The bill clerk read as follows: 
A concurrent resolution (H. Con. Res. 85) 

providing for a correction in the enrollment 
of H.R. 2266. 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the concurrent 
resolution. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the concur-
rent resolution be agreed to and the 
motion to reconsider be considered 
made and laid upon the table with no 
intervening action or debate. 

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

The concurrent resolution (H. Con. 
Res. 85) was agreed to. 

f 

EXECUTIVE CALENDAR—Continued 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Louisiana. 

TAX REFORM 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, as the 
Senate irons out the details of our 
comprehensive tax reform plan to get 
the American economy back on track, 
I want to draw attention today to what 
I believe is one of the greatest obsta-
cles in our path as we pursue 3-percent 
annual growth. That obstacle I am re-
ferring to is our aging national infra-
structure: our roads, our bridges, our 
airports, our water systems, our sew-
age systems, and our waterways that 
desperately need dredging, especially 
in my State. 

If our tax plan is going to be pro- 
growth, then we need to take advan-
tage of this once-in-a-generation 
chance to use Federal revenues to in-
vest meaningfully in our economy. 

Allow me to explain what I mean by 
that. Federal investment in our roads, 
our bridges, our railways, and our wa-
terways would be a shot in the arm for 
the American economy. It would pay 
dividends for decades. Companies need 
good roads and bridges and shipping 
channels to transport their products 
and to ensure that they aren’t sitting 
in traffic for hours—sometimes it 
seems like days—which eats away at 
profits and raises costs for our people. 
But for too long, Washington’s spend-
ing priorities have been to grow the 
Federal bureaucracy instead of growing 
our capacity for economic expansion 
and development through infrastruc-
ture upgrades. We know the result. Our 
Department of Transportation now es-
timates that we have a backlog of con-
struction and repairs that would cost 
$926 billion to clear. It would cost near-
ly a trillion dollars, and that is just 
the backlog. 

I have a simple solution that I would 
respectfully suggest to get us back on 
track. According to the Congressional 
Research Service, $2.6 trillion in cor-
porate profits made by American com-
panies are parked overseas, and some 
outside estimates say $4 or $5 trillion. 
This money is overseas, and it will not 
be brought back to America as long as 
our antiquated corporate tax system is 
going to charge those American compa-
nies 35 percent in tax just to bring 
them back. 

Congress is already discussing repa-
triation as a part of the move to a ter-
ritorial tax system, which would use a 
competitive tax rate to encourage com-
panies to bring their dollars back to 
the United States and keep them here 
and invest them here in American 
products and American businesses and 
American employees. 

When tax reform passes—and it will— 
and we get a one-time surge in tax rev-
enue as a result of this $3 to $5 trillion 
being brought back to the United 
States, we are going to get only one 
chance to spend that money wisely. In-
stead of blowing those repatriated dol-
lars on an already bloated Federal bu-
reaucracy, we ought to invest that 
money solely and exclusively in des-
perately needed infrastructure up-
grades. Even a one-time target invest-
ment in clearing the industrial backlog 
will create jobs and stimulate the 
economy for decades. 

Let’s face it, too many of American 
roads today are axle-breaking insults 
to the 21st century. They are holding 
our economy back. 

Let me be clear. We are talking 
about hundreds of billions of dollars 
flowing into infrastructure if we just 
make good use of those repatriated dol-
lars. For example, just in my State of 
Louisiana, this could mean building a 
new bridge through Lake Charles. It 
could mean widening the interstate in 
Baton Rouge. It could mean closing the 
gaps in I–49 between Lafayette and 
Shreveport and New Orleans. We have 
neglected our highways and bridges for 
far too long, and this is our chance to 

use tax reform to catch up, to boost 
our international competitiveness, to 
lower costs for consumers, and to put 
our economy back on track to 3 per-
cent-plus growth, which the American 
people expect and deserve. 

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. 

CLOTURE MOTION 

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 Scott L. Palk, of Oklahoma, to be 
United States District Judge for the Western 
District of Oklahoma. 

Mitch McConnell, Orrin G. Hatch, John 
Cornyn, Chuck Grassley, Thom Tillis, 
Pat Roberts, John Barrasso, Johnny 
Isakson, Roger F. Wicker, John Thune, 
Marco Rubio, James Lankford, Richard 
Burr, Steve Daines, Mike Crapo, John 
Boozman, James M. Inhofe. 

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 Scott L. Palk, of Oklahoma, to be 
United States District Judge for the 
Western District of Oklahoma, 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. DURBIN. I announce that the 

Senator from New Mexico (Mr. HEIN-
RICH), the Senator from Vermont (Mr. 
LEAHY), and the Senator from New Jer-
sey (Mr. MENENDEZ) are necessarily ab-
sent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. SUL-
LIVAN). Are there any other Senators in 
the Chamber desiring to vote? 

The yeas and nays resulted—yeas 79, 
nays 18, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 250 Ex.] 

YEAS—79 

Alexander 
Baldwin 
Barrasso 
Bennet 
Blunt 
Boozman 
Brown 
Burr 
Cantwell 
Capito 
Cardin 
Carper 
Casey 
Cassidy 
Cochran 
Collins 
Coons 
Corker 
Cornyn 
Cotton 

Crapo 
Cruz 
Daines 
Donnelly 
Durbin 
Enzi 
Ernst 
Fischer 
Flake 
Franken 
Gardner 
Graham 
Grassley 
Hassan 
Hatch 
Heitkamp 
Heller 
Hoeven 
Inhofe 
Isakson 

Johnson 
Kaine 
Kennedy 
King 
Klobuchar 
Lankford 
Lee 
Manchin 
McCain 
McCaskill 
McConnell 
Moran 
Murkowski 
Murray 
Nelson 
Paul 
Perdue 
Peters 
Portman 
Reed 
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Risch 
Roberts 
Rounds 
Rubio 
Sasse 
Schumer 
Scott 

Shaheen 
Shelby 
Strange 
Sullivan 
Tester 
Thune 
Tillis 

Toomey 
Udall 
Warner 
Wicker 
Young 

NAYS—18 

Blumenthal 
Booker 
Cortez Masto 
Duckworth 
Feinstein 
Gillibrand 

Harris 
Hirono 
Markey 
Merkley 
Murphy 
Sanders 

Schatz 
Stabenow 
Van Hollen 
Warren 
Whitehouse 
Wyden 

NOT VOTING—3 

Heinrich Leahy Menendez 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. On this 
vote, the yeas are 79, the nays are 18. 

The motion is agreed to. 
The Senator from Oklahoma. 
Mr. LANKFORD. Mr. President, I rise 

to speak to the Senate about the nomi-
nee that is currently in front of this 
body and on whom we should vote in 
the next few hours. We just finished a 
cloture vote to actually start 30 hours 
of debate. In the past, we wouldn’t 
have had 30 hours of debate for a dis-
trict court nominee, especially a dis-
trict court nominee like this. This 
would have been something that would 
have been done by consent. We would 
have had a vote on this individual, 
rather than burning up 30 hours of time 
in debate on a single individual who 
just passed a cloture vote 79 to 18. This 
is not a controversial nominee. 

Let me introduce you to Scott Palk. 
Scott Palk was actually reported out 
of the Judiciary Committee on June 15 
of this year. He was nominated by 
President Trump on May 8. He has been 
pending since June 15 to get a vote on 
this floor because of the ongoing delays 
for each nominee as we go through the 
process. 

Why do I say Scott Palk is not a con-
troversial nominee? It is not just the 
fact that he passed the cloture vote 79 
to 18. Scott Palk, if you remember his 
name in this body, was also a nominee 
of President Obama for the U.S. Dis-
trict Court for the Western District of 
Oklahoma. He is now a nominee of 
President Trump for the U.S. District 
Court for the Western District of Okla-
homa. 

There may be five things total that 
President Obama and President Trump 
agree on. Scott Palk is one of those 
five. This is not a controversial nomi-
nee, and he will be a great judge for us. 
He will also be a great judge in Western 
Oklahoma. 

He currently serves as the assistant 
dean for students and the assistant 
general counsel at the University of 
Oklahoma College of Law in Norman, 
OK, a position he has held since 2011. 
He has the strong support of the presi-
dent of the University of Oklahoma, 
who happens to be former Senator 
David Boren, a Democratic Senator 
from this body, who is now leading the 
University of Oklahoma and has done 
that with great excellence for the past 
two decades. He is also strongly behind 
this nominee as well. 

Scott Palk joined the University of 
Oklahoma College of Law after 19 years 

of public service as a State and Federal 
prosecutor. He graduated in 1992 from 
the University of Oklahoma College of 
Law, where he began his legal career as 
a legal intern for the district attor-
ney’s office of district 21, serving in 
Cleveland, Garvin, and McClain Coun-
ties. 

After graduating and passing the bar, 
he became an assistant district attor-
ney for Cleveland County, where he 
prosecuted a variety of crimes and 
death penalty cases. In 1994, he became 
the multicounty drug task force coor-
dinator, initiating and directing the 
district’s first wire-interception drug 
investigation and coordinating Federal 
and local resources, culminating in the 
successful prosecution of a significant 
multicounty methamphetamine dis-
tribution organization. 

The Association of Oklahoma Nar-
cotics Enforcers awarded him the Pros-
ecutor of the Year award in 1993. In 
1992, he became the first assistant dis-
trict attorney for district 21 and served 
in a dual prosecutorial and administra-
tive role. 

In 2002, he joined the U.S. attorney’s 
office in the Western District of Okla-
homa, where we are pushing him to be 
a judge now, as an assistant U.S. attor-
ney, prosecuting violent crimes, gangs, 
and domestic terrorism. 

In 2004, he became the deputy crimi-
nal chief of the U.S. attorney’s office 
and served in the additional roles of 
violent crime, national security coordi-
nator, anti-terrorism, advisory council 
coordinator, and crisis management co-
ordinator. 

That same year, in 2004, the Okla-
homa Gang Investigators Association 
awarded him the Prosecutor of the 
Year award. The Executive Office for 
U.S. Attorneys awarded him the Direc-
tor’s Award for Superior Performance. 

In 2005, the Drug Enforcement Ad-
ministration awarded him the Certifi-
cate of Appreciation for Outstanding 
Contribution in the Field of Drug Law 
Enforcement. 

In his most recent role at the U.S. at-
torney’s office, he supervised adminis-
trative staff and assistant U.S. attor-
neys, handling a criminal caseload pri-
marily consisting of national security 
and organized crimes and coordinating 
efforts with the FBI Joint Terrorism 
Task Force, the FBI foreign counter-
intelligence squad, and the National 
Security Division of the Department of 
Justice. 

His work in national security mat-
ters included both traditional criminal 
investigations, as well as investiga-
tions utilizing provisions of the For-
eign Intelligence Surveillance Act. 

In 2011, the FBI awarded him the Di-
rector’s Certificate of Appreciation for 
Assistance to the Joint Terrorism Task 
Force. 

Scott Palk is eminently qualified for 
this task. He shouldn’t be a controver-
sial nominee, and he should already be 
a judge. We are missing three judges in 
the Western District of Oklahoma. 
President Trump nominated him on 

May 8, and it is now the end of October 
when we can finally get him to the 
floor to be able to move him. 

This delay tactic, this stalling tactic 
that is out there, this resist movement 
to try to prevent the President of the 
United States from getting his staff in 
every agency and to prevent judges 
from being able to actually go on the 
bench is delaying good people who are 
not controversial to be able do the job 
that is needed in each district. He is an 
individual who passed 79 to 18 on a clo-
ture vote, and I am confident we will 
not consume the next 30 hours of de-
bate about him. The hours will now ex-
pire as we sit in silence on the Senate 
floor, waiting for us to be able to have 
a final vote—just delays. 

I have made a proposal to my col-
leagues. It is not a radical proposal. 
Quite frankly, it was a proposal in 2013, 
first proposed by a Senator named 
Harry Reid: to be able to move the 
nominations time period from 30 hours 
of just wasted time on the Senate floor 
to 2 hours—2 hours for district court, 2 
hours for the Deputy Assistant Sec-
retary of whatever agency it may be, 
having 2 hours of debate. These are for 
individuals who have already gone 
through committee, already gone 
through extensive vetting, already 
moved to the floor, and who most cer-
tainly will pass because it is a simple 
majority to be able to move these indi-
viduals based on the change of rules 
that at that time Senator Reid led. 

Let’s also do the same rule on time. 
Instead of 30 hours of wasted time on 
the floor when we could do other things 
for the American people, let’s go back 
to the 2-hour agreement that we had in 
the past. It was a simple rule of 2 hours 
for individuals like for district courts 
and other individuals and agencies, 8 
hours for higher tier individuals, who 
may be for a circuit court and such, 
and 30 hours for Cabinet officials. 

I don’t think that is an unreasonable 
request to make. It is a rule that we 
have done in the past, and it is a rule 
that we need to go back to. The Amer-
ican people are frustrated with the 
block in timing on moving people, es-
pecially people with wide bipartisan 
support. No one understands why some-
one who President Obama nominated 
and President Trump nominated has to 
take up 30 hours of time on the floor on 
debate when no one will really debate 
him and it is certain what the outcome 
of these people will be. 

The American people are expecting 
us to debate and to engage on issues. I 
recommend again to this body: Let’s go 
back to the Harry Reid rule—2 hours of 
debate for individuals like this in dis-
trict courts, 8 hours of debate for high-
er tiered courts, and 30 hours of debate 
for Cabinet officials and the Supreme 
Court. We can do that again. We have 
done that in the past, and I recommend 
that we move back to that, not just for 
a single congressional body but as a 
change in the rules of the Senate, so 
that, permanently, we are able to be 
more functional again. A body that is 

VerDate Sep 11 2014 00:25 Oct 26, 2017 Jkt 079060 PO 00000 Frm 00006 Fmt 0624 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\A25OC6.001 S25OCPT1



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S6783 October 25, 2017 
dysfunctional can be fixed by its own 
Members, moving us to a functional set 
of rules. That is what I hope we would 
achieve in the days ahead. 

I look forward to voting for Scott 
Palk, whenever we finish with a 30- 
hour clock of time—of wasted time—to 
be able to move on a nominee and to 
see wide bipartisan support again for a 
good nominee. Scott is going to do a 
great job on the bench. We need him 
there to be able to get started. 

I yield back. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Washington. 
Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent to speak as in 
morning business. 

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

HEALTHCARE 
Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, I come 

to the floor today to talk about what 
my bipartisan healthcare bill with 
Chairman ALEXANDER means for the 
people we are all here to serve, what it 
means for patients and families in my 
home State of Washington and across 
the country who are worried about 
being able to afford the healthcare 
they need, and what it means for 
States and communities and hospitals 
that are administering and providing 
care. 

Negotiations of this magnitude are 
always tough. There are some things 
you agree on, and sometimes there is 
common ground that emerges early, 
but there is no question that you also 
find areas of strong disagreement. You 
have to work your way to each answer 
step by step. 

One issue that Chairman ALEXANDER 
and I agreed on from the very start of 
our negotiations, where we worked our 
hardest, and what we had the most dis-
cussions on was the goal of putting pa-
tients and families first and that it 
would be families who would benefit as 
much as possible from our efforts to re-
store stability to our markets. That 
was the crux of our debate. It was our 
guiding star. 

I am very proud to say that our bi-
partisan bill does just that. Here is 
what is at stake. Here is what we 
know. Patients and families across the 
country are looking ahead to next 
year. They are rightly worried about 
their healthcare—premiums, benefits, 
and coverage—and they are realizing 
that they are about to pay the price for 
the uncertainty and partisanship we 
have seen on healthcare over the last 9 
months. 

Like all of my colleagues, I have lis-
tened and I have talked with many of 
these families in my home State, at 
hospitals, schools, roundtables, and in 
meetings with patients, doctors, pro-
viders, and veterans. They have all 
made it very clear that enough is 
enough with playing politics with peo-
ple’s healthcare. 

Here is how our bipartisan bill would 
protect those families and restore cer-
tainty to the markets. I will not go 
into all of the details, of course, but I 

do want to focus on some really impor-
tant points. 

First of all, this bill would restore 
the out-of-pocket cost reduction pay-
ments that President Trump has an-
nounced he will be ending for this year 
as well as for 2018 and 2019. This means 
that some serious sabotage—something 
that experts say would raise premiums 
by double digits for millions of fami-
lies—would be off the table. 

Second, this bill would make signifi-
cant investments when it comes to 
healthcare outreach and enrollment to 
make sure that families know about 
their insurance options. 

Third, this bill makes some changes 
to give our States more flexibility 
when it comes to developing plans and 
offering options while maintaining es-
sential health benefits, like maternity 
care and protecting people with pre-
existing conditions or protecting the 
elderly—and all of this while making 
sure that costs go down for families 
and preventing insurers from 
doubledipping and padding their profits 
with both cost reduction payments and 
higher premiums. 

Put simply, this bill is an important 
step in the right direction of pre-
venting premium increases, stabilizing 
healthcare, and pushing back against 
President Trump’s recent actions. 

This bill reflects the input of pa-
tients, Governors, State commis-
sioners, experts, and advocates, and it 
has strong support from a majority 
here in the Senate. So far, 24 Sen-
ators—12 Democrats and 12 Repub-
licans—have cosponsored this bill. I 
know there are a lot of others who 
agree that we need to act and that we 
must do so in our working together 
under regular order, as with our bill, 
rather than doubling down on partisan-
ship and dysfunction. 

I am focused on moving our bill for-
ward as quickly as possible, and I cer-
tainly hope that the majority leader 
will listen to the Members on both 
sides of the aisle who also want this 
bill to be brought up for a vote without 
delay. 

Let me be clear. As this bill moves 
forward, I am certainly open to 
changes that expand access to quality 
care, put families ahead of insurers, 
and maintain those core patient pro-
tections that I have been clear all 
along have to be protected. I am cer-
tainly not interested in changing our 
bipartisan agreement to move 
healthcare in the wrong direction. 

Chairman ALEXANDER and I have a 
record of seeing tough legislation 
through to the end together, whether 
that is K–12 education, FDA user fees, 
mental health reform, or opioid use 
disorders, which is why I am confident 
that we can do the same with this sta-
bilization bill. 

We have negotiated a strong agree-
ment that has the support of 60 Sen-
ators, and the support is growing. The 
President has also expressed his sup-
port for our effort, so I see no reason 
why we should not move this bill 

through the Senate, get it signed into 
law, and then continue the bipartisan 
discussion on healthcare in the coun-
try. 

I will also take some time to talk 
about another pressing healthcare 
challenge, and that is the immediate 
need to extend Federal funding for the 
historically bipartisan, expired pri-
mary care cliff programs, like the 
Community Health Center Fund, the 
National Health Service Corps, and, of 
course, the Children’s Health Insurance 
Program, or CHIP. 

It has now been almost 25 days since 
the Federal funding of these primary 
care cliff programs and CHIP were al-
lowed to expire by the Republican ma-
jority, and in that time, I have heard 
from thousands of people in my State 
and nationwide who are urging Con-
gress to act. Each day that passes is a 
day that we are failing to meet our 
commitment to these families and put-
ting the health and well-being of near-
ly 9 million children, including more 
than 60,000 children in my home State 
of Washington and the 25 million pa-
tients who, at great harm and great 
risk, get care from the community 
health centers. 

In Washington State, as in so many 
other States, notices to families about 
gaps in their children’s healthcare are 
about to go out as soon as December 1, 
and in my State, we will run out of 
Federal funds for CHIP in November. 

Let me be clear. Parents in my home 
State and across the country should 
not be up at night, worrying about 
their children’s healthcare because 
Congress cannot get the job done. That 
is so unacceptable. 

There is a bipartisan deal in the Sen-
ate right now that was negotiated be-
tween the chairman and ranking mem-
ber of the Finance Committee that 
would provide certainty for this vital 
program. I understand that extreme 
House Republicans have chosen, in-
stead, to take an irresponsible path in 
their trying to ram through a partisan 
bill that will jeopardize the efforts in 
the Senate and in the House to come to 
an agreement as soon as possible. 

To be clear, this delay has not been 
without serious consequences, but we 
can still act. It is up to Republican 
leaders now to reverse course, come to 
the table, and join with Democrats to 
get this done. It should not have to be 
said, but there should not be any place 
for partisanship or politics when it 
comes to protecting the children and 
families we represent. I hope that we 
get this done and get it done quickly, 
and I hope that all of our Members will 
move forward on this. 

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. ALEXANDER. Mr. President, I 

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

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