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he voted against included significant
new language that closed a glaring
loophole in the jurisdictional require-
ments of this basic law. The bill guar-
anteed and granted tribal communities
power over non-Indian defendants who
commit domestic violence against Na-
tive Americans in Indian Country. Be-
fore the reauthorization act, tribal
courts lacked jurisdiction to prosecute
these horrific crimes and often the
assaulter would escape prosecution en-
tirely.

During his confirmation hearing,
Senator SESSIONS told us that he had
““a big concern” about that jurisdic-
tional provision in the reauthorization
act. He was concerned that the law
would leave non-Native Americans
open to prosecution under tribal law,
despite safeguards in the bill that were
clear and unequivocal. The large gaps
that the original law left were appar-
ently acceptable to him.

Additionally, the VAWA reauthoriza-
tion included a nondiscrimination
clause. This provision protects mem-
bers of the LGBT community from dis-
crimination in housing and employ-
ment, schools, and other areas of civil
rights cases.

Senator SESSIONS also took this issue
with the nondiscrimination provisions
in the reauthorization act, including
the protection for LGBT individuals.
He took issue with those provisions.

I am concerned, also, by several
other votes that Senator SESSIONS took
in 2004. He voted against extending
Federal unemployment benefits to peo-
ple who leave their jobs as a result of
being victims of domestic or sexual as-
sault.

In 2009, he voted against an amend-
ment which would have strengthened
the rights of victims of wage discrimi-
nation, contributing to the roadblocks
and hurdles that women encounter
while facing issues of inequality.

As recently as March of 2015, Senator
SESSIONS voted against the Paycheck
Fairness Act, a vote he has taken mul-
tiple times before. These bills sought
to strengthen women’s rights and op-
portunities in the workplace.

In 2017, our world is one where
women still struggle to obtain the
same pay levels as men in the work-
place for the same work. This kind of
discrimination is un-American and
really an embarrassment to our Na-
tion.

Senator SESSIONS’ voting record con-
sistently shows his opposition to this
kind of key legislation designed to pro-
tect women from oppression and dis-
crimination and protect women’s au-
tonomy and choice, and I cannot sup-
port an Attorney General with this
record.

Speaking on the floor some time ago,
I added other details as to the reasons
why I have opposed Senator SESSIONS. I
see colleagues on the floor right now so
I will end here with this point. Over
the past weeks, I have received an out-
pouring of outrage from throughout
my State of Connecticut, more than
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4,500 letters from Connecticut residents
opposing this nomination because they
recognize the need, the desperate im-
perative for a true champion of civil
rights and liberties, constitutional
freedoms in this office facing the
threat that is more real and urgent
than ever before in our history.

Just hours ago, I received a million
signatures on a petition from civil
rights groups. They are contained
magically on a thumb drive that is so
easy to display, even if the signatures
are not readily visible, but these mil-
lion brave and steadfast individuals
and the organizations that represent
them. The Leadership Conference on
Civil Rights and Liberties, other
groups that have proudly and actively
worked on this cause are to be
thanked, as are the advocates through-
out the country who have galvanized
public opinion, raised awareness, and
shown what democracy looks like.

This is what democracy looks like.
This is what America looks like. This
is what Connecticut looks like—people
rallying and rising up against an un-
constitutional immigration ban,
against a set of nominees that fail to
reflect and serve America against an
Attorney General nominee, in par-
ticular, who cannot be relied upon to
actively and aggressively, vigorously,
and vigilantly protect our constitu-
tional rights and liberties. We need a
champion of those rights and liberties.

I regretfully oppose JEFF SESSIONS as
our next Attorney General because we
cannot count on him to do so, and I
urge my colleagues to join in this oppo-
sition.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Georgia.

Mr. ISAKSON. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that following my 5
minutes, the distinguished senior Sen-
ator from New Hampshire, Mrs. SHA-
HEEN, be recognized for 5 minutes; and
following Mrs. SHAHEEN, the distin-
guished whip of the Republican Party,
Mr. CORNYN, be recognized.

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

BIENNIAL BUDGET PROCESS

Mr. ISAKSON. Mr. President, I come
to the floor with a labor of love before
the U.S. Senate. We are talking about
confirmations of people for Secretary
positions on the Cabinet of the new
President. We are talking about all
kinds of things. We are in a budget pe-
riod of time. We are talking about this
year having two budgets—one we are
going to use early and one we are going
to use late.

The truth is, since 1980, we haven’t
passed all 12 appropriations bills in the
year but twice. In other words, in the
last 37 years, we have only twice done
our job that we ought to do every year.
So 2 years out of 37 we did it; 35 years
we did not do it.

I am joining with the distinguished
Senator from New Hampshire, a great
Governor of that State and now a great
Member of the U.S. Senate, to pro-
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pound for the third Congress in a row
an idea that is so simple and so great
that it works and it works for all the
American people. It is called a biennial
budget process. What it does is it em-
braces a discipline for how you budget
to bring about the right solutions in
terms of what you do budget.

What the biennial budget process
does is it says this. We would be far
better off if we had more oversight of
spending, more authorization projects,
and more discipline in the way we
spend money we are already spending
before we start appropriating more.

Therefore, in every even-numbered
year, we ought to do oversight of our
spending, we ought to do account-
ability in our spending processes, we
ought to do accountability in our
spending process, and we ought to do
no appropriations.

In our odd-numbered years, the non-
election years, is when you appro-
priate. Every other year you are spend-
ing, and then every other year you are
doing accountability. What that causes
is the cream to rise to the top. All of a
sudden in 1 year, instead of depart-
ments coming to say we don’t have
time to oversight, we have to authorize
more, they come to you and say: Here
is how we spent our money, here are
the savings we have found, and here is
how we want to move forward in a
more efficient way.

It is a little bit like my kitchen table
and my family. All the way through
my 49 years of marriage, my wife and I
and our kids have sat around the kitch-
en table, decided what our family pri-
orities are, from our vacations to our
jobs, and then we budget our money for
that year so we can pay our bills, enjoy
the time we had together, and end up
not being broke at the of the year.

What happens when you don’t do that
and you are a government is you end
up owing $19 trillion and don’t know
how to pay for it. We cannot continue
to spend at the escalated rate that we
are spending without more account-
ability on the process so I think the bi-
ennial process is the right way to go.

There is some documentation for
that. The distinguished Senator from
New Hampshire was a Governor of her
State who had a biennial budget, but 19
of the 50 States have biennial budgets
already. They work, and they work
fine. They give them the luxury of
doing what we don’t do in Washington,
they give them the luxury of having
the time to study their appropriations,
find savings in existing taxation before
they start raising anybody’s taxes or
appropriating anymore.

It is a simple, disciplined way to go
about the business of spending the peo-
ple’s money in the same way they
make their determination.

I ran a pretty large company for 19
years and was in business for 35 years
before I came to Congress. I know that
running a business is hard, but it is not
hard because it is complex; it is hard
because it is tough. Prioritizing your
appropriations is tough business.
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Somebody has to do it, and the people
who are elected to the Congress of the
United States are elected to do that
job.

I am proud to join Senator SHAHEEN
on the floor today and urge all Mem-
bers to vote for a biennial budget proc-
ess in the Congress of the United
States. I remind everyone in the room
that we had this vote a few years ago
as a test vote on an all-night vote-
arama on the budget, and we got 72
votes, if I remember correctly, in favor
of the biennial budget. We have had
past Budget Committee chairmen vote
in favor of the biennial budget.

We have had people from the major-
ity and the minority vote for it. The
fact is, it is a good idea whose time has
come. I am pleased to join Senator
SHAHEEN from New Hampshire and
plead to the Members of the U.S. Sen-
ate to do what we ask the American
people to do. Let’s prioritize the way
we spend our money, find savings
where we can, and run a more efficient,
more honest government, and a more
transparent government for all.

Mr. President, I yield to the distin-
guished Senator from New Hampshire.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Hampshire.

Mrs. SHAHEEN. Mr. President, I am
really pleased to be able to join my col-
league Senator ISAKSON from Georgia
as we have introduced our bipartisan
legislation, the Biennial Budgeting and
Appropriations Act. I think this is a
welcomed piece of bipartisan legisla-
tion at this point in the year.

I want to start by thanking the Sen-
ator from Georgia for his very good
work on this legislation. He has been
leading this effort since he first came
to the Senate in 2005, and I have been
fortunate enough to partner with him
on the legislation in the past two Con-
gresses.

I think that by working together, we
could pass this commonsense, bipar-
tisan legislation that could change the
way we do business in Washington for
the better. As Senator ISAKSON said,
there is no question that our budget
process is broken.

Since 1980, we have only finished two
budgets on time. In that timeframe,
Congress has resorted to nearly 170
short-term funding bills or continuing
resolutions. We also experienced a
costly and dangerous government shut-
down in October of 2013 that cost our
economy $24 billion.

It hurt small businesses. It hurt the
people across this country.

That is no way to govern. I under-
stand, as Senator ISAKSON said, that bi-
ennial budgeting will not fix every-
thing, but it is a reform that will en-
courage us to work across the aisle to
become better stewards of taxpayer
dollars. I can attest to this personally
because, as Governor of New Hamp-
shire, I saw how you make a biennial
budget work.

In each biennium, I worked with a
Republican legislature, and we put to-
gether a balanced budget in the first
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year of the legislative session. In the
second year, we had the opportunity to
do oversight. That is exactly what this
bill would allow us to do here in Wash-
ington. It is a reform that has worked
in New Hampshire, and it has worked
in 18 other States. So as Senator ISAK-
SON said, 19 States in all have biennial
budgeting, and it really gives us a bet-
ter opportunity to review the budget to
see what is working, what is effective,
and what is not.

One example that I think shows how
we can do this better is looking at sev-
eral reports that have been issued by
the Government Accountability Office.
They have found areas of waste, fraud,
and duplicative programs. And they
have identified ways to reform things,
like our farm program, to cut down in-
efficiencies in defense, and to reduce
fraud in health programs. But today,
Congress hasn’t really taken the time
and effort to go through those rec-
ommendations. Under biennial budg-
eting, we would be able to look at
those kinds of recommendations and
implement savings in the second year
of the budget process.

Biennial budgeting also reduces the
number of opportunities for manufac-
tured crises, like a government shut-
down. As Senator ISAKSON said, we
have gotten real momentum in the last
couple of years. We had a great vote in
2013 in the Senate, where we had an
overwhelming bipartisan group endorse
the concept. We saw a vote in the
House Budget Committee, where legis-
lation on a biennial budget passed with
a bipartisan vote. It not only passed
the House but had over half of the
House Members as cosponsors. And we
saw a favorable hearing in the Senate
Budget Committee on the legislation,
so I think momentum is growing for
this idea. It is a real way for us to take
action to reform the budget process
and make it work better.

The bill that we are introducing has
13 bipartisan cosponsors. We are going
to keep working to get more bipartisan
cosponsors, and I hope that all of our
colleagues will join us in this effort.

I look forward to continuing to work
with Senator ISAKSON and with Sen-
ators ENZI and SANDERS on the Budget
Committee to get this important re-
form through the Senate.

I yield the floor.

I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
RUBIO). The clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

Mr. KING. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

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

Mr. KING. Mr. President, I yield the
remainder of my post closure debate
time to Senator FEINSTEIN from Cali-
fornia.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has that right.

Mr. KING. Mr. President, I suggest
the absence of a quorum.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

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

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

Mrs. SHAHEEN. Mr. President, I
came to the floor this afternoon to ad-
dress the nominee for Attorney Gen-
eral of the United States, Mr. SES-
SIONS. The U.S. Constitution provides
that the Senate will advise and consent
on all nominees put forward by the
President. This fundamental check on
Executive power continues to give con-
fidence to the public that the individ-
uals charged with the immense respon-
sibilities and authorities of our Federal
Government are of the highest ethical
and professional character, are highly
qualified, and are committed to exer-
cising those powers in a manner that is
consistent with our founding prin-
ciples.

Any person seeking to serve in such
high positions of public trust ought to
be able to explain his or her record of
personal and professional conduct, not
only to close colleagues and friends but
also to the public they seek to serve.

I have great respect for Senator JEFF
SESSIONS for his commitment to public
service, but I don’t believe that he is
the right choice to serve as our Na-
tion’s chief law enforcement officer.
Time and again in the course of his ca-
reer, his actions have demonstrated
disinterest or even hostility to many of
the civil rights that we rely on the At-
torney General to protect and defend,
from voting rights to civil rights, to
equality for women, minorities, the
LGBTQ community, and people with
disabilities.

Senator SESSIONS’ record in the Sen-
ate provides little evidence that his
views have evolved since the last time
the Senate evaluated his fitness to
serve in high Federal office, when
President Reagan nominated him to
serve as a Federal judge in 1986. Three
decades ago, the Senate voted against
his confirmation to serve as Federal
judge. Today, I believe the Senate
should not confirm him to serve as U.S.
Attorney General.

At this time in our history, with the
growing concern about this administra-
tion’s commitment to basic democratic
principles, such as equality before the
law, separation of powers, freedom of
the press, and protection of minority
views, I cannot support a nominee who
has failed to demonstrate appreciation
for these ideals, regardless of our per-
sonal relationship. We need an Attor-
ney General who will fight for justice
and equal protection for all Americans,
regardless of race, gender, religion,
ethnicity, or sexual orientation.

One of my principal objections to
this nominee is his record of making it
harder for certain groups of people to
vote. In 2013, in Shelby County v. Hold-
er, the Supreme Court struck down sec-
tion 5 of the Voting Rights Act, also
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known as the preclearance provision.
And while the overwhelming majority
of civil rights organizations considered
this ruling, which invalidated a land-
mark achievement of the civil rights
movement—a devastating defeat—Sen-
ator SESSIONS was quoted as saying
that it was a ‘‘good thing for the
South.” He has been quoted as saying
that he views the Voting Rights Act as
an intrusive piece of legislation. We
often refer to the shorthand name for
this case, calling it simply Shelby
County. But I believe the full title is
instructive: Shelby County v. Holder.
Holder, of course, was Attorney Gen-
eral Eric Holder. And in this case, the
Supreme Court ruled against the De-
partment of Justice and against the
views of this Congress, which voted in
2006 to extend section 5 for another 25
years.

It also demonstrated the awesome re-
sponsibility and discretion of the At-
torney General. Eric Holder was fight-
ing to protect minorities in States
with a history of racial discrimination
from future voter suppression efforts.
In contrast, as U.S. Attorney General,
JEFF SESSIONS prosecuted several
members of the Southern Christian
Leadership Conference, the great civil
rights organization formerly led by Dr.
Martin Luther King, Jr. He indicted
these people for allegedly attempting
to fraudulently register people in mi-
nority communities to vote. All of
those counts were dismissed in that
case. However, the chilling effect of
this type of use of government author-
ity on our civil society should not be
underestimated. This illustrated the
awesome power of the prosecutor in
our judicial system. That power is ex-
ponentially greater in the Office of the
U.S. Attorney General.

As I said, Senator SESSIONS is also an
outspoken advocate for voter ID laws,
including at the Federal level. In State
after State, including my home State
of New Hampshire, unnecessarily strin-
gent voter ID laws have been passed by
Republicans with the clear intent to
deny access to the ballot box on the
part of minorities, the young, and the
poor. Striking down the laws passed by
Republicans in North Carolina, a unan-
imous Federal court ruled that they
““target African Americans with almost
surgical precision”—that is a direct
quote—and ‘‘impose cures for problems
that did not exist.”

Invalidating similar laws in Wis-
consin, U.S. District Court Judge
James Peterson wrote: ‘“The Wisconsin
experience demonstrates that a pre-
occupation with mostly phantom elec-
tion fraud leads to real incidents of dis-
enfranchisement, which undermine
rather than enhance confidence in the
elections, particularly in minority
communities.”

President Trump has falsely claimed
on numerous occasions that 3 to 5 mil-
lion undocumented immigrants voted
in the election in November. We have
even heard that claim in New Hamp-
shire, where our deputy secretary of
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State, a Republican, has said those
claims are not accurate.

Throughout our history, these argu-
ments, not grounded in fact and data,
have been used as a pretext for advanc-
ing new voter ID laws, including at the
national level. Yet, as Attorney Gen-
eral, Senator SESSIONS would enthu-
siastically support this agenda. I be-
lieve that to be disqualifying for any
nominee to serve as Attorney General.

When I was Governor of New Hamp-
shire, I had the honor of being able to
appoint the attorney general in our
State. My qualification was that the
attorney general should be the people’s
attorney. I think that is no less true of
the Attorney General of the United
States.

I am also deeply concerned by the
nominee’s record on issues associated
with women’s health and autonomy.
For example, as Senator BLUMENTHAL
said so eloquently earlier this after-
noon: Senator SESSIONS voted against
the 2013 reauthorization of the Vio-
lence Against Women Act. This law has
been reauthorized on a bipartisan basis
each time it has been brought up since
1994.

The 2013 reauthorization expanded
the scope of domestic violence pro-
grams, yet Senator SESSIONS was one
of only 22 who voted no. This is of par-
ticular concern when we see the frame-
work for what is suggested will be the
Trump administration’s budget, which
would eliminate the Office on Violence
Against Women at a time when one in
five women is a victim of rape, either
completed or attempted.

Senator SESSIONS has also been a
fierce opponent of a woman’s right to
choose. He voted against a resolution
supporting the Roe v. Wade decision,
which affirmed the constitutional right
of women to control our own reproduc-
tive choices. He has cosponsored legis-
lation to prohibit Federal funding for
health insurance plans that include
coverage of abortion. He even opposed
the Lilly Ledbetter Fair Pay Act,
which removed barriers to women who
bring charges of discriminatory wage
practices.

Senator SESSIONS voted against it in
2008 and again in 2009, when it became
law over his opposition. Senator SES-
SIONS has consistently argued for
‘“‘color blind” enforcement of our Na-
tion’s civil rights laws. He contends
that racism in the United States has
been effectively addressed, and, there-
fore, diversity programs unfairly dis-
criminate against White Americans.

For the same reason, he has voted
against legislation to protect the
rights and safety of the LGBT commu-
nity. In 2009, he vehemently opposed
the Matthew Shepard Hate Crimes Act,
which protects LGBT Americans from
hate crimes. In debate on that proposed
law, Senator SESSIONS said:

Today I am not sure women or people with
different sexual orientations face that kind
of discrimination. I just don’t see it.

Well, Senator SESSIONS, if you talked
to the members of the gay and lesbian
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community, as I have, if you would
talk to women across this country who
have faced discrimination in employ-
ment practices, who have faced dis-
crimination before the Affordable Care
Act, in terms of our health insurance,
who have faced discrimination in terms
of getting justice in cases of violence
against women, you would understand
that we need to make sure that the
laws protect women and minorities.

In 2013, Senator SESSIONS voted
against a measure to prohibit discrimi-
nation in the workplace based on sex-
ual orientation or gender identity. He
also voted in favor of a constitutional
amendment to ban gay marriage.

Mrs. MCCASKILL. Mr. President,
will the Senator yield for 1 sentence?

Mrs. SHAHEEN. Mr. President, I will
yield to the honorable Senator from
Missouri.

Mrs. MCCASKILL. Thank you so
much. I yield the remainder of my
postcloture debate time to Senator
FEINSTEIN.

I thank Senator SHAHEEN. I apologize
for interrupting.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has that right.

The Senator from New Hampshire.

Mrs. SHAHEEN. So in 2013, as I was
saying, Senator SESSIONS voted against
a measure to prohibit discrimination in
the workplace based on sexual orienta-
tion or gender identity. And similarly,
he voted in favor of a constitutional
amendment to ban gay marriage. Fi-
nally, Senator SESSIONS’ views on im-
migration are just outside the main-
stream. Most Americans want fair, hu-
mane treatment for would-be immi-
grants to the United States, as well as
for undocumented immigrants who are
already here.

Senator SESSIONS has amply dem-
onstrated that he does not agree with
this view. Since he came to the Senate,
he has been a leading opponent of bi-
partisan immigration reform efforts. In
2007 and again in 2013, he was instru-
mental in defeating immigration re-
form proposals that had widespread
support in Congress and the country.

More recently, he has been a key ad-
viser to Candidate Trump and now
President Trump on immigration poli-
cies, encouraging extreme positions
such as a ban on Muslim immigration
and harsh treatment of DREAMers,
those undocumented immigrants who
arrived in the United States as young
children.

I have also had the opportunity to
work with Senator SESSIONS in trying
to renew and extend the special immi-
grant visa program for those Afghans
and Iraqis who helped our men and
women in the military as we were
fighting conflicts in Iraq and Afghani-
stan. We have heard from multiple
members of our military who served
that these interpreters and these peo-
ple from Iraq and Afghanistan who
worked with them to make sure that
they could help keep them safe have
saved lives and have made a difference
in that military conflict because of the
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help they provided to our fighting men
and women.

Yet Senator SESSIONS, as we were
trying to extend that program, was un-
willing to allow us to make sure that
we could bring them to the United
States, with all of the vetting that
goes on to make sure that the people
who come here are actually people who
helped us. He opposed extending that
program to allow all of those folks to
come here.

I believe we need an Attorney Gen-
eral who will not only insist on equal
enforcement of the laws but who has a
passion for pursuing justice and fair-
ness for all Americans, as well as for
those who want to visit or who want to
immigrate to the United States. In my
view, Senator SESSIONS has failed to
demonstrate that commitment.

Indeed, I worry that as Attorney
General, Senator SESSIONS would af-
firm and encourage Trump’s most trou-
bling tendencies, especially with re-
gard to minorities, to women, to immi-
grants, and to the LGBTQ community.
I believe Senator SESSIONS is the wrong
person for the critically important post
of U.S. Attorney General. I intend to
vote against his confirmation.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oregon.

Mr. WYDEN. Mr. President, I yield
the remainder of my postcloture debate
time to Senator SCHUMER. I want to
thank Senator THUNE for his courtesy.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has that right.

The Senator from South Dakota.

Mr. THUNE. Mr. President, we con-
tinue to just sort of—at a glacial
pace—work our way through the nomi-
nations. We have in front of us the
nomination for Attorney General of
Senator JEFF SESSIONS, a colleague of
ours. I am very excited to be able to
support his nomination to be the next
Attorney General of the United States.

But unfortunately it is taking an ex-
traordinarily long time for us to plow
through this because Democrats con-
tinue to use procedural roadblocks to
keep the administration from being
able to get their team in place. I say
that, having concluded today, based on
the research that we have been able to
assemble, that this is the slowest pace
for Cabinet approval since George
Washington.

Now, that sounds a little melodra-
matic, but I think it is accurate. In
fact, if you go back to the Eisenhower
administration and roll forward to
today, every President, going back to
Eisenhower, has had their Cabinet
completely or mostly in place by
today. In fact, going back to the 1880s
and up through the 1930s, the entire
Cabinet for those administrations was
approved on day one—day one of the
Presidency.

Here we are, as we again continue to
run into dilatory tactics by the Demo-
crats here in the Senate. There have
been now, I think, seven of the Cabi-
net-level nominees of President Trump
who have been confirmed. At this point
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in President Obama’s first term in of-
fice, there were 21 confirmed. So this
idea that somehow some purpose is
achieved or some goal accomplished by
dragging this process on, I think, does
a great disservice to the American peo-
ple who, when they voted last fall,
voted with an expectation that when
they put a new President in office, that
President would be able to assemble his
team and get them about the impor-
tant work of governing this country.

So it is regrettable that we are where
we are. It is unprecedented and his-
toric, the levels to which the Demo-
crats here in this Chamber have taken
their attempts to slow this process
down. I hope that will change. I hope
we can get back on track here, get this
team put in place, and then let’s get on
with the important work we have to
do.

There is a lot of stuff that needs to
be done to make this country stronger,
more competitive, safer for Americans
today, to get the economy growing at a
faster rate, to create better-paying
jobs, and increase wages. There is just
a lot of stuff that this body needs to be
working on. Right now, what we are
doing is simply human resources busi-
ness. We are trying to confirm people
to positions, but it could go so much
smoother, so much easier, so much
more quickly, and so much more effi-
ciently if we would just get a little co-
operation from the Democrats in the
Senate. I hope that will happen because
this is unprecedented, as I said, in the
level of degree to which the Democrats
are stooping.

NOMINATION OF NEIL GORSUCH

Last week, President Trump an-
nounced his nomination for the Su-
preme Court. He made an outstanding
choice. Judge Neil Gorsuch has a dis-
tinguished resume. He graduated with
honors from Harvard Law School and
went on to receive a doctorate in legal
philosophy from Oxford University,
where he was a Marshall scholar.

He clerked for two Supreme Court
Justices, Byron White and Anthony
Kennedy. He worked in both private
practice and at the Justice Department
before being nominated to the Tenth
Circuit Court of Appeals where he
served with distinction for 10 years. He
is widely regarded as a brilliant and
thoughtful jurist and a gifted writer
whose opinions are known for their
clarity.

Above all—above all—he is known for
his impartiality, for his commitment
to following the law wherever it leads,
whether he likes the results or not. A
judge who likes every outcome he
reaches is very likely a bad judge,
Judge Gorsuch has said more than
once. Why? Because a judge who likes
every outcome he reaches is likely
making decisions based on something
other than the law. That is a problem.

The job of a judge is to interpret the
law, not to write it; to call balls and
strikes, not to design the rules of the
game. Everyone’s rights are put in
jeopardy when judges step outside their
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appointed role and start changing the
meaning of the law to suit their per-
sonal opinions.

Judge Gorsuch’s nomination has been
greeted with praise by liberals as well
as conservatives. I think one of the big-
gest reasons for that is that both
groups know that Judge Gorsuch can
be relied on to judge impartially. Here
is what Neal Katyal, an Acting Solic-
itor General for President Obama had
to say about Judge Gorsuch:

I have seen him up close and in action,
both in court and on the Federal Appellate
Rules Committee (where both of us serve); he
brings a sense of fairness and decency to the
job and a temperament that suits the Na-
tion’s highest Court. I, for one, wish it were
a Democrat choosing the next justice, but
since that is not to be, one basic criterion
should be paramount: Is the nominee some-
one who will stand up for the rule of law and
say no to a President or Congress that strays
beyond the Constitution and law?

I have no doubt that if confirmed,
Judge Gorsuch would help to restore
confidence in the rule of law.

His years on the bench reveal a commit-
ment to judicial independence, a record that
should give the American people confidence
that he will not compromise principle to
favor the President who appointed him.

Again, those are the words of Neal
Katyal, formerly an Acting Solicitor
General for President Obama.

When Judge Gorsuch was nominated
to the Tenth Circuit Court of Appeals,
his nomination sailed through the Sen-
ate. Both of his home State Senators—
one a Republican and one a Democrat—
supported his nomination, and he was
confirmed by a unanimous vote.

Then-Senator Obama could have ob-
jected to the nomination. He didn’t.
Senator SCHUMER could have objected
to the nomination. He didn’t. Then-
Senators Biden or Clinton or Kennedy
could have objected to the nomination,
but they didn’t. Why? Presumably be-
cause they saw what almost everybody
sees today; that Judge Gorsuch is ex-
actly the kind of judge we want on the
bench—supremely qualified, thought-
ful, fair, and impartial.

Unfortunately, this time around,
some Senate Democrats are being less
public-spirited. They are upset that
their party didn’t win the Presidential
election so they are threatening to fili-
buster an eminently qualified nominee,
an eminently qualified nominee that a
number of them had previously sup-
ported.

The Democratic leader recently said:

Now more than ever, we need a Supreme
Court Justice who is independent, eschews
ideology, who will preserve our democracy,
protect fundamental rights, and will stand
up to a President who has already shown a
willingness to bend the Constitution.

That, of course, is precisely the kind
of judge that Judge Gorsuch is, as pret-
ty much everyone who knows him—
both liberal and conservative—can at-
test, but leaving that aside, if the
Democratic leader really has these
concerns about Judge Gorsuch, why did
he allow him to receive a unanimous
confirmation to the Tenth Circuit?
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