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floor, but she has invited them into her
home, welcoming any page wishing to
celebrate a Jewish holiday with her
family. I want to thank her especially
for how much she has done for Senate
pages, and from the vantage point of
the lens of the C-SPAN camera, the
Senate floor looks like a forum for dis-
agreement and sometimes for vocif-
erous debate. Few beyond this Chamber
appreciate how important it is for our
two parties to cooperate every day
amidst those disagreements to make
the work of the Senate come to life.
Though our parties have vastly dif-
ferent opinions on everything, ranging
from policy to procedure, Laura has al-
ways represented the position of her
caucus honestly and treated our staff
with civility and respect.

She even takes a bit of that work
home with her. Her husband, Dan Sol-
omon, worked for someone—Senator
Wofford—who was a good, strong, lib-
eral Democrat, if there ever was one.

The Republican leader this morning
gave a very personal and emotional
tribute to Laura’s service. You could
see how much she means to him and
the entire Republican caucus. I echo
those sentiments, and I would extend
them to the Senate as a whole. Few
care more about this institution, its
traditions, its history, and its future
than Laura Dove, and few have worked
harder to support the Senate in their
careers.

Robert Duncan, Laura’s assistant,
will be taking her place today. He has
big shoes to fill but is a really talented
guy who knows how this place works.
All I can tell you, Robert, is if you lis-
ten to Gary Myrick, you can’t go
wrong.

Laura, we wish you nothing but the
best for the next chapter of your life,
and we thank you profoundly for your
service to the Senate.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the question is, Will
the Senate advise and consent to the
Greaves nomination?

Mr. PAUL. I ask for the yeas and
nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There appears to be a sufficient sec-
ond.

The clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk called the roll.

Mr. THUNE. The following Senators
are necessarily absent: the Senator
from Tennessee (Mr. ALEXANDER), the
Senator from Texas (Mr. CRUZ), the
Senator from Kansas (Mr. MORAN), and
the Senator from Georgia (Mr.
PERDUE).

Further, if present and voting, the
Senator from Tennessee (Mr. ALEX-
ANDER) would have voted ‘‘yea’ and the
Senator from Kansas (Mr. MORAN)
would have voted ‘‘yea.”

Mr. SCHUMER. I announce that the
Senator from Maryland (Mr. CARDIN),
the Senator from Illinois (Mr. DURBIN),
the Senator from New Mexico (Mr.
HEINRICH), the Senator from Minnesota
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(Ms. KLOBUCHAR), the Senator from
Massachusetts (Mr. MARKEY), the Sen-
ator from Vermont (Mr. SANDERS), the
Senator from Hawaii (Mr. SCHATZ), and
the Senator from Massachusetts (Ms.
WARREN) are necessarily absent.

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

The result was announced—yeas 85,
nays 3, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 62 Ex.]

YEAS—85
Baldwin Graham Risch
Barrasso Grassley Roberts
Bennet Hassan Romney
Blackburn Hawley Rosen
Blumenthal Hirono Rounds
Blunt Hoeven Rubio
Boozman Hyde-Smith Sasse
Braun Inhofe Schumer
Brown Johnson Scott (FL)
Burr Jones Scott (SC)
Cantwell Kaine Shaheen
Capito Kennedy
Carper King Shelby
Casey Lankford Sinema
Cagssidy Leahy Smith
Collins Lee Stabenow
Coons Loeffler Sullivan
Cornyn Manchin Tester
Cortez Masto McConnell Thune
Cotton McSally Tillis
Cramer Menendez Toomey
Crapo Merkley Udall
Daines Murkowski Van Hollen
Duckworth Murphy Warner
Enzi Murray Whitehouse
grr_lstt . Eagl Wicker
einstein eters
Fischer Portman gvggsg
Gardner Reed
NAYS—3
Booker Gillibrand Harris
NOT VOTING—12
Alexander Heinrich Perdue
Cardin Klobuchar Sanders
Cruz Markey Schatz
Durbin Moran Warren

The nomination was confirmed.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the motion to re-
consider is considered made and laid
upon the table and the President will
be immediately notified of the Senate’s
action.

The majority leader.

e —

LEGISLATIVE SESSION

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I
move to proceed to legislative session.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the motion.
The motion was agreed to.

ADVANCED GEOTHERMAL INNOVA-
TION LEADERSHIP ACT OF 2019—
Motion to Proceed

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I
move to proceed to Calendar No. 357, S.
26517.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will report the motion.

The senior assistant legislative clerk
read as follows:

Motion to proceed to Calendar No. 357, S.
2657, a bill to support innovation in advanced
geothermal research and development, and
for other purposes.

CLOTURE MOTION

Mr. McCCONNELL. I send a cloture
motion to the desk for the motion to
proceed.

The

S1173

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clo-
ture motion having been presented
under rule XXII, the Chair directs the
clerk to read the motion.

The senior assistant legislative 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 mo-
tion to proceed to Calendar No. 357, S. 2657,
an act to support innovation in advanced
geothermal research and development, and
for other purposes.

Mitch McConnell, Lisa Murkowski, Steve
Daines, Bill Cassidy, John Barrasso,
Martha McSally, Deb Fischer, Richard
C. Shelby, John Hoeven, Thom Tillis,
John Thune, Pat Roberts, Richard
Burr, Mike Rounds, Shelley Moore Cap-
ito, Roy Blunt, Mike Crapo.

Mr. MCCONNELL. I ask unanimous
consent that the mandatory quorum
call be waived.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Without objection, it is so ordered.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Utah.

UNANIMOUS CONSENT REQUEST—S. 3173

Mr. LEE. Mr. President, in a message
to Congress on July 4, 1861, Abraham
Lincoln wrote that the leading object
of government was to ‘‘elevate the con-
dition of men, to lift artificial weights
from all shoulders; to clear the paths of
laudable pursuit for all; to afford all an
unfettered start and a fair chance in
the race of life.”

It is no coincidence that he gave this
message on the anniversary of our Na-
tion’s birth. Lincoln was echoing the
profound legacy of our founding—a leg-
acy that shaped our Nation and there-
after rippled across not only the West-
ern Hemisphere but the entire world.

When the Founders broke off from
the yoke of British tyranny, they de-
clared all men to be endowed with cer-
tain inalienable rights—rights that
come not from the State, a church, any
man or woman, or even from a govern-
ment, but, rather, from God himself.

The first of these inalienable rights
was life. Never was any nation in the
history of human beings born of a high-
er principle or a deeper connection to
human happiness and flourishing. Here,
the people would rule. Here, govern-
ment would serve the people and not
the other way around. Here, for the
first time ever, each person, no matter
his or her station in life, was endowed
with these rights and entitled to their
equal protection.

Today, 159 years since Lincoln’s mes-
sage to Congress and 244 years since
the Founders’ message to the world,
here we stand sworn, still, to fulfill
their promise.

As far as we have come during that
time period, we still have so far to go.
Today, our government—founded to
protect Americans’ rights to life, lib-
erty, and the pursuit of happiness—
threatens unborn Americans on all
three counts. The Supreme Court im-
poses and Congress subsidizes the most
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radical abortion policy in the Western
world.

Since 1973, more than 60 million little
lives, innocent lives, have been lost.
The children lost to abortion cannot be
seen, they cannot be heard, but the loss
of every single one of them is felt.
Mothers have been robbed of their chil-
dren. There are gaping holes left
throughout our Nation, in our families
and in our communities—gaping holes
that only those unique, unrepeatable
souls could have and would have other-
wise filled.

For more than four decades, we have
failed American women and their un-
born children. Today, we have a chance
to do better, to aspire for more, not to
settle for mediocrity or tyranny but to
celebrate and embrace life and liberty.
We have a chance to stand up for the
very weakest and most vulnerable
among us, the ones still being knit to-
gether in their mothers’ wombs, the
ones we know respond to human touch
by the age of 8 weeks, who feel pain by
the age of 20 weeks, and who recognize
the sound of their mother’s voice be-
fore they are even born.

Science and medicine are only con-
firming what we know deep down—that
unborn human beings are, in fact, just
like us. Every day, more scientific evi-
dence confirms our moral intuition
that a person is a person no matter
how small that person happens to be.

The so-called Pain-Capable Unborn
Child Protection Act that was before
us earlier this week would have banned
abortions for babies more than 20
weeks of age, upholding in law what
science already confirms; that is, that
these babies feel every bit of their life
as it is being ended. This should not
have been a controversial bill.

Still less controversial should have
been the Born-Alive Abortion Sur-
vivors Protection Act. The Born-Alive
Abortion Survivors Protection Act
takes no position on abortion, and it
takes no position even on the rights of
the unborn. It simply says that in this
country, the United States of America,
when a child is born, even if by acci-
dent, even in the most dangerous place
in the world for an infant—that is, a
Planned Parenthood clinic—he or she
becomes a citizen of the United States
under our Constitution, entitled to the
full and equal protection of our laws. It
says that when a child intended to be
aborted is, in fact, instead born alive,
he or she cannot simply be ‘‘disposed
of”” in the back room of a clinic or a
hospital, as if it were nothing more
than medical waste. This bill merely
outlaws the murder of the innocent in
the first moments of life; that is, the
first moments of life outside the womb.

It is a tragedy, a blight, and a poor
commentary of frightening reflection
not only upon this country but on this
very legislative body that these meas-
ures failed this week. A minority of
this body chose to reject both the sci-
entific facts of human biology and the
essential moral principle of human dig-
nity.
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When someone talks about not ac-
cepting science, I hope they will re-
member what happened this week. I
hope they will remember that against
all medical and scientific evidence, to
say nothing of what people know mor-
ally, intuitively, and within their own
hearts, this body failed to protect the
most vulnerable among us.

Unfortunately, this is not the first
time in our Nation’s history that we
have sometimes looked at the people
according to a really evil logic of util-
ity and power, and it is not the first
time that we have tried to dehumanize
human beings. It is not the first time
we have tried to pick and choose who is
wanted and who is valuable in society,
penuriously doling out rights to exist
and to be free on the basis of that arbi-
trary and unjustifiable determination.

Nonetheless, thankfully, if there is
one thing that we know about our
country, it is that the American people
have a way of bending the arc of his-
tory toward life or, as Winston Church-
ill is credited for saying, the American
people will always do the right thing
after they have exhausted every other
alternative.

We have a long, proud history as
Americans of standing up for the weak,
for the innocent, and especially for the
vulnerable. We have made mistakes—
grave, grave mistakes—but the right
thing to do is always the right thing to
do, and we come around in the end. It
is one of the things that differentiates
us from other societies. We aspire to-
ward that which is good.

Today there is reason to hope. Abor-
tions in my home State of Utah have
been steadily declining over the past
four decades, with fewer than 3,000 hap-
pening in 2017. Six States are now down
to just one abortion clinic: Kentucky,
West Virginia, North Dakota, South
Dakota, Mississippi, and Missouri. This
past year, Alabama passed a law ban-
ning elective abortions in most cir-
cumstances, and just last month hun-
dreds of thousands of Americans
marched joyfully once again through
Washington, as they have year after
year after year, for those who cannot,
for those who are rendered absent by
this barbaric practice.

The tide is turning, and today we
have another chance to right these
same wrongs. Through my bill, the
Abortion Is Not Healthcare Act, we
have the chance to stop the tax deduct-
ibility of abortions which are currently
categorized as medical care by the IRS.

The purpose of healthcare is to heal,
is to cure. It is not to kill. Let us be se-
rious. Whatever else abortion may be,
of course, elective abortion is not
healthcare. That is why physicians lit-
erally take an oath to do no harm.

The government should not offer tax
benefits for a procedure that kills hun-
dreds of thousands of unborn children
each year, nor should taxpayers have
to subsidize it. This bill would end this
preferential tax treatment and clarify
that this gruesome practice is not
healthcare.
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We also have the chance to perma-
nently stop the use of our foreign aid
money from funding or promoting
abortions overseas. The Protecting Life
in Foreign Assistance Act will save
countless lives across the globe and af-
firms the truth that the lives of all un-
born children, regardless of where they
might happen to be from, have dignity
and worth. Today we can stand to
allow all human beings—mo matter
what their age, their appearance, or
their abilities—a fair chance in the
race of life.

We have only to remain loyal to that
bedrock principle that we claim to de-
fend in the Declaration of Independ-
ence: the inalienable, fundamental
right to life, the equal dignity, the im-
measurable worth of all human life.

I ask unanimous consent that the Fi-
nance Committee be discharged from
further consideration of S. 3173 and the
Senate proceed to its immediate con-
sideration.

I further ask that the bill be consid-
ered read a third time and passed and
that the motion to reconsider be con-
sidered made and laid upon the table.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. WYDEN. Mr. President, reserving
the right to object.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oregon.

Mr. WYDEN. Mr. President, the ma-
jority party’s anti-women healthcare
agenda has certainly been on display in
the last few days here in the U.S. Sen-
ate: two votes on Tuesday, more votes
and debate today. Every time it is the
same basic proposition on offer: legis-
lation that squeezes Republican politi-
cians in between women and their doc-
tors.

I have said the old GOP slogan used
to be ‘‘a chicken in every pot.” These
days it is ‘‘a Republican in every exam
room.”

Not only
count the
healthcare,
healthcare;

does this legislation dis-
fact that reproductive
including abortion, is
it would make women’s
healthcare services more expensive.
This would head this country back to
the days when the healthcare system
was just for the healthy and the
wealthy.

My view 1is decisions about the
healthcare of women, especially repro-
ductive healthcare—including abor-
tion—are enormously personal. They
ought to be decisions made between
women and their physicians. Politi-
cians ought to stay away. They ought
to stay out of it all. That is what the
Roe v. Wade case is all about, and it is
the law of the land.

So because I believe in keeping poli-
ticians out of the medical exam room,
I object.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ob-
jection is heard.

The Senator from Utah.

Mr. LEE. Mr. President, I appreciate
the opportunity to address these im-
portant issues today. I thank my friend
and colleague from Oregon for out-
lining his reasons for objecting to this
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legislation. I feel the need to respond
to a few things that he said because
they call for an immediate response.

First, he noted that there were two
votes cast earlier this week that he de-
scribed as part of an ongoing pattern,
an ongoing campaign among Senate
Republicans that, according to my col-
league, are anti-woman. This is offen-
sive on a variety levels—first when you
consider that the abortion is no re-
specter of persons. It is not just male
babies aborted; it is also female babies.
There are parts of the world where
abortion of female babies occurs in
much higher numbers—in many cases
because they are female babies.

Abortion is itself—elective abortion
is an act of violence against a human
form, against a human life, albeit a life
in utero.

I remember a few months ago we
were holding a hearing, of all things,
addressing issues relating to wild
horses and burros in the Western
United States. Certain wild horse popu-
lations have grown out of control.
They have devastated rangelands. They
have depleted resources available to
them, and many of them are starving,
malnourished, and suffering.

There have been programs that have
sought not only to help them in one
way or another but also to sterilize
them. I never thought I would be part
of a significant hearing addressing the
nonsexy topic of equine contraception,
but in this instance we had one. One of
our witnesses, who was from an organi-
zation devoted to preventing cruelty to
animals, explained that one of the
most effective techniques of horse
birth control involves the sterilization
procedure. I asked why that was not
the preferred method. She said because,
in many instances, it can result in the
loss of the unborn horse. I asked her
why that mattered. She said: Well, be-
cause it is a life, notwithstanding the
fact that it hasn’t been born. It is cruel
to the unborn baby horse. It is cruel to
the foal. If it is cruel to the foal, why
isn’t it cruel to the baby, whether it is
a male baby or a female baby? This is
not anti-woman.

There was also the suggestion that
the campaign somehow involves a Re-
publican in every exam room, and that,
according to those who advocate pro-
life positions, it would relegate
healthcare to the healthy and wealthy.
Well, this gets back to the very point I
was making. An exam room—actual
healthcare—involves protecting and
preserving human life. Elective abor-
tion, by contrast, has one object; that
is, the termination of a human life—an
unborn, in utero human life but a
human life just the same.

You can say whatever you want
about it but to call it healthcare, to
me, is counterintuitive—nmot just to me
but to many, many Americans who find
the practice abhorrent and are shocked
by the thought that the U.S. Govern-
ment would be subsidizing it, whether
through its tax policy or through more
direct forms or, as we see today, both.
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As to the suggestion that politicians
ought to stay out of this issue, well, let
me ask you this: What about the idea
that politicians and, therefore, law-
makers ought to stay out of other
issues involving violence to a human
being? There was a day and age in this
country where people would say that
lawmakers ought to stay out of other
issues involving violence, of domestic
violence: That is a family matter, after
all. Politicians ought to stay out. The
law should have nothing to do with
that. Well, it involves violence to an-
other human being.

To say simply that politicians and,
therefore, lawmakers and, therefore,
the law ought to stay out of a topic
means to suggest that it is somehow
beyond the reach of the law. If we have
reached, if we ever do reach the point
where we can’t say no human being can
kill another human being, we have
really, really big problems.

We are not talking here about an
exam room. We are not talking about
procedures designed to promote, to
heal, and to prolong life. We are talk-
ing about a procedure to end life. This
is, itself, not a bill that talks about the
appropriateness or lack thereof of elec-
tive abortion. This simply says that,
given how many Americans feel about
this, as many of us in this very room
feel about abortion, we shouldn’t be
subsidizing it, and we shouldn’t be pre-
tending it is something it is not.

Finally, let me remind this body and
anyone who may be watching from out-
side this body that, of the legislation
we voted on this week, one of those
pieces of legislation didn’t even involve
abortion at all. It didn’t regulate any
facet of abortion. It dealt only indi-
rectly with the topic of abortion, but it
had nothing to do with the perform-
ance or availability of an abortion
itself.

It simply said that, when a baby is
born, following or in the middle of a
failed attempt at an abortion, if that
baby is born alive, notwithstanding the
attempt by the abortionist to kill the
baby, that baby shouldn’t simply be ne-
glected. In any other circumstance, a
human being, particularly a wvulner-
able, brandnew newborn baby—an in-
fant—to neglect the baby and allow
that baby to die of exposure, to not ad-
minister lifesaving care or nutrition or
sustenance to that baby, to neglect the
baby and allow that baby to die of ex-
posure would be a crime. In some cir-
cumstances, it may well be murder. In
others, it would be a serious criminal
form of deliberate child neglect.

So, to suggest that a baby is some-
how different as a result of a subjective
intent of the abortionist to Kkill the
baby and that we shouldn’t make sure
that baby is properly cared for fol-
lowing its birth is barbaric. Look, I get
it. Not everybody shares my viewpoint
with regard to when human life begins.
I get it. Not everybody shares my view
with regard to abortion policy. Now, I
will defend to my dying day my views
on these issues, and I will not shrink

S1175

from them, but regardless of whether
you agree with me on that, I seriously
question how anyone would credibly
maintain that a human being born
alive following a failed abortion at-
tempt shouldn’t be given the same pro-
tection under the law as any other
human being.

In other words, the humanness of a
baby shouldn’t depend on that baby’s
“wantedness.” The fact that anyone
wanted to Kkill that baby before the
baby was born doesn’t give anyone the
right to kill the baby with impunity.

That is what they voted down this
week. Let’s not pretend that this is
about exam rooms. Let’s not pretend
that this is about actual healthcare.
Let’s not pretend that this is somehow
an anti-woman strategy.

By the way, many women I know—
most, I would say—actually find quite
offensive the suggestion that to be in
favor of protecting babies is somehow
anti-woman. This is offensive. It is sad
to me, more than anything.

This was a lost opportunity that we
had this week to protect the dignity of
human life, not just unborn human life
but human beings who have been born.

One day we will look back and see
this week through sad eyes in much
the same way we now look back on
other episodes in American history
where we have failed to accord the full
dignity to a human life that each
human life truly deserves.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Mississippi.

COMMEMORATING THE 150TH ANNI-
VERSARY OF THE HISTORIC
SEATING OF HIRAM RHODES
REVELS AS THE FIRST AFRICAN
AMERICAN UNITED STATES SEN-
ATOR

Mr. WICKER. Mr. President, as Black
History Month comes to a close in our
land, I rise this afternoon to draw at-
tention to the fact that the first Afri-
can-American U.S. Senator in our Re-
public’s history was Hiram Rhodes
Revels of my State of Mississippi.

As a matter of fact, 1560 years ago this
week, history was made in this very
room when Hiram Rhodes Revels took
the oath of office and broke the color
barrier in the U.S. Senate. There was
celebration. There was a congratula-
tion on both sides of the aisle, but it
was not unanimous. As a matter of
fact, eight Senators objected to the
seating of Hiram Revels as a U.S. Sen-
ator, simply because he was a Black
man. Thank goodness it was only eight
and that position did not prevail, and
Hiram Revels entered the history
books of the United States of America
as being our first African-American
Senator.

In a moment, I will ask unanimous
consent for the consideration of a reso-
lution commemorating this momen-
tous occasion, some 150 years ago this
week. I will not read the entire resolu-
tion that I have, but I point out that I
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