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young woman in custody, refusing to 
release her for a medical appointment 
for a procedure until HHS was able to 
find her a sponsor who would serve as a 
foster parent, was not an undue burden 
under the Supreme Court’s legal test. 

He did not consider holding someone 
in government custody to be an undue 
burden. This is the view of someone 
who will not follow the law as it is cur-
rently set forth by the Supreme Court 
if confronted with challenges to Roe. 
Let us remember, it is the Supreme 
Court that sets precedent, and that can 
happen if Judge Kavanaugh is on the 
Court. Really, his dissent in this case 
is a view of someone chosen for a rea-
son, ready to fulfill Donald Trump’s 
campaign promise to see Roe v. Wade 
overturned. 

This fight matters. Who sits on our 
courts matters. How we exercise our 
constitutional duty to examine a nomi-
nee for the highest Court in our land 
matters. Just as well-financed conserv-
ative interests have spent decades set-
ting the stage for the court packing 
going on today, those of us who oppose 
this agenda need to mobilize, resist, 
and stay engaged for the long haul in 
the fight for a fair and independent ju-
diciary. 

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

ator from Iowa. 
DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE OVERSIGHT 

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, I 
come to the floor today to discuss the 
continuing need for addressing hard- 
hitting oversight of the Department of 
Defense. That need for oversight is as 
great today as it ever was. Waste is 
alive and very well at the Pentagon. 

I have a poster, a blowup of a cartoon 
published in the Washington Post in 
1985, during my early years in the U.S. 
Senate. It shows Ernie Fitzgerald, a fa-
mous whistleblower, confronting what 
are quite obviously his chief adver-
saries, the big spenders at the Pen-
tagon. 

As a senior Air Force official, Ernie 
Fitzgerald committed a crime. He says 
he ‘‘committed truth.’’ Ernie Fitz-
gerald is famous for, in 1968, exposing a 
$2.3 billion cost overrun on the C–5 air-
craft program. In those days, having a 
senior Pentagon official like Ernie 
Fitzgerald speak the truth about a cost 
overrun on a high visibility program 
was unheard of. In fact, it was dan-
gerous. It was so dangerous that it cost 
Ernie Fitzgerald his job. That is why I 
like to call Ernie Fitzgerald the father 
of whistleblowers. 

The cartoon also depicts the infa-
mous $640 toilet seat that made history 
back in those days as one example of 
the terrible waste at the Defense De-
partment. That happened in 1985, when 
I, as a first-term Senator, began 
watchdogging the Pentagon. After a re-
port uncovered a $640 toilet seat and a 
$400 hammer, I began asking very 
tough questions, such as: How could 
the bureaucrats possibly justify paying 
such exorbitant prices? I am still wait-
ing for a straight answer. 

A lot has changed since the 1980s. The 
internet, which was in its infancy in 
the 1980s, is now a part of everyday life. 
Mobile phones back then were once the 
size of bricks. Now those mobile phones 
can fit in the palm of your hand and do 
a lot more work than just making tele-
phone calls. But one thing hasn’t 
changed in all those decades—wasteful 
Department of Defense procurement 
practices. 

Since I began my work on this issue, 
there have been 6 Presidents and 12 
Secretaries of Defense, yet the problem 
of wasteful spending at the Defense De-
partment keeps going on. Since those 
earliest revelations, there has been a 
steady flow of new reports on spare 
part rip-offs. No political party is im-
mune from these horror stories. 

During the administration of George 
H.W. Bush, oversight efforts uncovered 
soap dishes that cost $117 and pliers 
that cost nearly $1,000. In some cases 
the Department of Defense admitted 
that some high prices didn’t pass the 
smell test. 

True, better deals were negotiated. 
People tried to make some changes, 
but to offset losses on lower prices, the 
contractors jacked up overhead and 
management charges, making the over-
all contract price the same. 

Exercising oversight on these con-
tracts is like working with a balloon. 
You know the famous balloon—when 
you squeeze it in one place, the prob-
lem pops out someplace else. 

Under President Bill Clinton, a re-
port by the Government Account-
ability Office—we know it here as the 
GAO—revealed that one defense con-
tractor paid its top executives more 
than $33 million a year, an amount 
that was reimbursed by the Federal 
Government as part of a contract. 

I happen to agree that a company has 
a right to pay its executives whatever 
it wants; however, when the govern-
ment enters into cost-reimbursement 
contracts, those contracts in which the 
government directly repays the com-
pany for costs incurred instead of pay-
ing a fixed price, the contractor loses 
incentive to control costs, and top ex-
ecutives draw sky-high salaries at the 
taxpayers’ expense. 

I introduced an amendment in the 
1997 Defense authorization bill to curb 
executive compensation billed directly 
to the taxpayers, but as you might ex-
pect, with the respect the Defense De-
partment has in this body, that amend-
ment was voted down. 

During the Bush administration in 
the early 2000s, I worked with the GAO 
to expose abuse of government charge 
cards by Defense Department employ-
ees. We found some truly egregious ex-
penditures—for examples, over $20,000 
at a jewelry store, over $34,000 on gam-
bling, and over $70,000 on tickets to 
sporting events and Broadway shows. 
In some cases, employees who spent 
thousands of taxpayer dollars on per-
sonal expenses—way beyond anything 
that was an ordinary business ex-
pense—were not only not asked to 

repay the money to the taxpayers but 
oddly were promoted and even issued 
new charge cards. Instead of being held 
accountable, it is quite obvious they 
were rewarded for their illegal activ-
ity. 

During the Presidency of President 
Obama, I pressed the Pentagon to an-
swer for a $43 million gas station built 
in Afghanistan. This project was re-
vealed as part of an audit conducted by 
the Special Inspector General for Af-
ghan Reconstruction. When I pressed 
for answers, the Defense Department 
responded by saying that the direct 
cost was actually only $5 million, but 
the number didn’t include the massive 
overhead costs charged to the project, 
which pushed the overall price tag up 
to that $43 million. Anybody anywhere 
else—outside the beltway—knows that 
doesn’t meet the smell test, and that is 
not even a commonsense answer to my 
overall question. How did we waste $43 
million there? 

Even more alarming is what hap-
pened to the rest of the $800 million 
provided for other business develop-
ment projects in our efforts to help Af-
ghanistan recover. Auditors could only 
find documentation to support about 
half of the money spent, leaving about 
$400 million unaccounted for. This kind 
of sloppy bookkeeping means we may 
never know how the rest of the money 
was spent. Was it used for unauthorized 
purposes or pocketed by crooked peo-
ple? We will probably never know. 

Now, under the Presidency of Donald 
Trump, over 30 years since all this 
started with me, the overpriced air-
borne toilet seat has really gained alti-
tude. Instead of the $640 that this cost, 
the new pricetag was reported by the 
Air Force to be $10,000, and that hap-
pens to be only for the lid of the toilet 
stool. Any American can tell you that 
$10,000 for a toilet seat cover is ridicu-
lous. Americans work too hard to see 
their precious tax dollars flushed down 
the toilet. 

I asked the Department of Defense 
for confirmation that the seats cost 
$10,000. They still haven’t answered my 
letter, but after my inquiry, the De-
partment of Defense has changed their 
story. They clarified to the media that 
they are now 3D printing the toilet 
seat lids for much less, but they never 
answered my questions. We don’t know 
how many seat covers were purchased 
at the $10,000 pricetag; we don’t know 
when they moved to 3D printing in-
stead of purchasing; and we still don’t 
have documentation or official con-
firmation on the true price of toilet 
seat lids. 

Even if the issue of the toilet seat 
has been sorted out, it is clear the De-
partment of Defense still does not have 
a grip on spending. OIG reports have 
revealed that the Pentagon frequently 
overpays for simple parts and does not 
perform adequate cost analysis. 

One of the primary culprits for con-
tinuing waste and misuse of tax dollars 
is the Department of Defense’s non-
compliance with the congressional 
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mandate to pass an audit. The Depart-
ment of Defense has a very bad record. 
It is impossible to know how much 
things cost or what is being bought 
when nobody is keeping good track of 
the money being shoveled out the door. 

For nearly 30 years, we have been 
pushing the Pentagon to earn a clean 
opinion on any of their audits. Way 
back in 1990, Congress passed the Chief 
Financial Officers Act, which required 
all departments of the government to 
present a financial statement to an in-
spector general for audit by March 
1992. All departments have complied 
and earned clean opinions except one 
and that is the Department of Defense. 
Instead of clean opinions, the Depart-
ment of Defense has earned a long 
string of failing opinions called dis-
claimers. It boils down to the fact that 
the books at the Department of De-
fense are unauditable. 

In 2010, 20 years after that 1990 con-
gressional action, Congress finally got 
fed up and passed a new law requiring 
the Pentagon to be ready for audit by 
September 2017. The Department was 
given 7 long years to get its act to-
gether and to meet the same require-
ments as every other Federal agency 
entrusted with public money. Obvi-
ously, that deadline has come and gone 
like other deadlines have come and 
gone. According to the Comptroller and 
Chief Financial Officer, Mr. David 
Norquist, a clean audit is still at least 
10 years away. That is 10 years of not 
being able to follow the money. If you 
can’t follow the money, you don’t 
know whether it is spent legally. 

There is a longstanding, underlying 
problem preventing the Pentagon from 
reaching the goal of a clean audit. This 
is the so-called feeder system. I will 
not describe a feeder system, but feeder 
systems are supposed to capture trans-
action data, but those feeder systems 
are broken. Auditors cannot connect 
the dots between contracts and pay-
ments. You can’t follow the money be-
cause there is no reliable transaction 
data and little or no supporting docu-
mentation. You tend to spend money 
without knowing what you even 
bought. The Pentagon will never earn a 
clean opinion until those accounting 
systems are able to produce reliable fi-
nancial data that meet accepted stand-
ards. 

Over the last 25 years, the Depart-
ment of Defense has spent billions try-
ing to fix these outdated accounting 
systems but with no success. How is it 
that the very mighty Pentagon can de-
velop the most advanced weapons in 
the world but can’t seem to acquire 
something as simple as an accounting 
system? We need to get to the bottom 
of this problem and fix it. 

I am working with my colleagues on 
the Budget Committee to get the Gov-
ernment Accountability Office to con-
duct an independent review of the Pen-
tagon’s effort to acquire modern ac-
counting systems. What is the prob-
lem? That is what we are trying to find 
out. Should the Defense Department 

keep trying to fix the antiquated feeder 
systems or is it time to develop new, 
fully integrated systems that can de-
liver reliable financial information? We 
need and we want some answers. 

The Department of Defense is cur-
rently attempting to conduct a full fi-
nancial audit. Secretary Mattis has di-
rected all employees to support the 
audit, and the results are expected in 
November. Although the new Chief Fi-
nancial Officer appears to be making a 
good-faith effort to get a handle on the 
problem, he also happens to be spend-
ing hundreds of millions of dollars a 
year for audits with a zero probability 
of success. It could be very wasteful 
spending that kind of money if they 
don’t have a feeder system in place. 

The first priority of our Federal Gov-
ernment remains and ought to be na-
tional security. We must ensure that 
our military forces remain strong 
enough to deter any potential aggres-
sor and, as a result, preserve the peace. 

The men and women on the 
frontlines deserve fair compensation 
and the best weapons and equipment 
money can buy. We want to field the 
most capable military force in the 
world. Because national defense is so 
very important, congressional 
watchdogging of defense spending is 
very essential. We don’t want one sin-
gle dollar to be wasted—not even a 
penny. 

Until the Defense Department is able 
to earn a clean opinion on a very reg-
ular basis, we have no assurance that 
Defense dollars are being spent wisely 
and, most importantly, according to 
law. Report after report shows that 
precious Defense dollars are being 
wasted, misused, and unaccounted for. 
Reforms have been made, but very 
clearly the war on waste has not been 
won. Much more work needs to be 
done. 

From my oversight post in the Sen-
ate, I will continue to apply pressure 
on the Pentagon to step up the war on 
waste. I don’t expect much help from 
the inspector general. Mr. Fine seems 
to be AWOL on waste. I raised the issue 
of the $10,000 toilet seat cover with him 
over a month ago and still haven’t re-
ceived an answer. His office found the 
time to update the media about the 
toilet seat cover. Yet my letter has 
gone unanswered. 

However, after revelations about the 
$43 million gas station, Secretary 
Mattis’s reaction was sweet music to 
my ears. He issued an all-hands memo. 
In that memo, he stated flatout: I will 
not tolerate that kind of waste. Known 
for being a man of your word, Sec-
retary Mattis, I am counting on you 
for your help. Maybe together we can 
wipe out the culture of indifference to-
ward the American people’s money by 
the Pentagon. 

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. 

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

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

FAMILY SEPARATION 
Ms. CORTEZ MASTO. Mr. President, 

I want to share with my colleagues and 
the American people what I witnessed 
on a visit to a couple of immigration 
detention facilities on our southern 
border and the stories of the people, 
children, and infants being held there. 

On a visit to an adult detention facil-
ity, I sat down with a group of six 
mothers whose children had been taken 
from them. One of them, Anna, had a 5- 
year-old daughter she brought with her 
to the United States. After witnessing 
a brutal murder in her neighborhood 
and receiving death threats in her 
home country, she decided to leave 
that country to keep her 5-year-old 
daughter safe. 

She traveled 3,000 miles to get to our 
southern border, and when she finally 
arrived, she thought: I am safe. I made 
it. I am going to tell them who I am 
and why I am here because I know I fi-
nally made it to safety. 

She flagged down Customs and Bor-
der Patrol agents thinking that they 
would help her, but when she did, CBP 
officials arrested her. They took her 
into custody, and then they separated 
her from her daughter. Anna’s daugh-
ter was put on a bus and driven hun-
dreds of miles away. 

As Anna was telling this story to me, 
every single one of the mothers began 
to cry. Anna told me this was the first 
time she had ever been separated from 
her 5-year-old daughter, and she had no 
idea—no idea—where her daughter was 
and what they were doing with her. All 
of the women, as Anna was telling me 
the story, had experienced the same 
thing. 

Each one of the women I spoke with 
had children under the age of 12 who 
were taken away from them. Their sto-
ries were the same. They had all faced 
horrific gang violence and abuse in 
their home country and fled to protect 
their families. They had been raped and 
tortured. They saw loved ones killed 
before their very eyes. 

Another one of the women I spoke 
with, Griselda, explained that in her 
community, the gangs expect extortion 
payments every week from business 
owners, such as herself, and if you 
can’t pay, they come to your house and 
kidnap or rape or kill your children. 

One day, gang members came and 
started threatening her son. She knew 
in that moment she had two options: 
stay and watch her son die or pack up 
her children and run. 

I asked the group of women: Why 
didn’t you go to the police for help? 
They explained to me that the police in 
their country are just as corrupt as the 
gangs. In their country, there is no rule 
of law. There are no protections. If you 
want to save your children’s lives, your 
only option is to run, and that is what 
these women did. 
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