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Perhaps most importantly, the legis-
lation before us is not only designed for
continued advances in areas where the
U.S. energy sector has seen success, it
is also meant to take a sober assess-
ment of where we are falling short.

As my colleague Chairman MUR-
KOWSKI noted yesterday, the United
States currently relies on foreign im-
ports to meet our demand for dozens of
mineral commodities. We are talking
about rare substances with critical ap-

plications in manufacturing, energy
production, and national security.
These are critical products, but at

present, domestic production does not
satisfy domestic demand. That is why
this legislation provides for new survey
and cataloging efforts to identify new
domestic supplies of important mate-
rials. It invests in extraction tech-
nologies that would harness existing
mining infrastructure in places like
Appalachian coal country to help meet
the demand.

As the senior Senator from Xen-
tucky, I know the importance of these
investments firsthand. The working
families and job creators in my State
know that clean coal technologies and
longstanding mining operations can
continue to add tremendous value to
the security and prosperity of our Na-
tion.

There is a reason why this legislation
has earned widespread praise from the
researchers and energy industry lead-
ers who would be affected the most. It
is a product of serious, good-faith, bi-
partisan work. That is why organiza-
tions from the National Mining Asso-
ciation to the Environmental Defense
Fund have found common ground in en-
dorsing it.

I will have more to say about this
legislation in the coming days, but
right now, I am grateful for our col-
leagues on the Energy Committee for
their work in bringing it to the floor. I
look forward to considering their im-
portant legislation in the days ahead,
and I would encourage all Members to
join me in supporting this excellent
work.

———

RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the leadership time
is reserved.

————
CONCLUSION OF MORNING
BUSINESS

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Morning
business is closed.

————

LEGISLATIVE SESSION

ADVANCED GEOTHERMAL INNOVA-
TION LEADERSHIP ACT OF 2019—
MOTION TO PROCEED—RESUMED

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senate will re-
sume consideration of the motion to
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proceed to S. 2657, which the clerk will
report.

The senior assistant legislative clerk
read as follows:

Motion to proceed to S. 2657, a bill to sup-
port innovation in advanced geothermal re-
search and development, and for other pur-
poses.

Mr. McCONNELL. Madam President,
I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The senior assistant legislative clerk
proceeded to call the roll.

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

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

RECOGNITION OF THE MINORITY LEADER

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Democratic Leader is recognized.

CORONAVIRUS

Mr. SCHUMER. Madam President,
the number of confirmed coronavirus
cases in the United States has recently
surpassed 100. As more Americans are
tested in the days and weeks to come,
that number is expected to increase.
Just this morning, we learned that a
second New Yorker, from New Rochelle
in Westchester County, has contracted
the virus and is in serious condition
and currently in a New York hospital.
Our prayers are with him and his fam-
ily.

This only underlines the urgent need
to respond to the coronavirus on a na-
tional scale. The only appropriate re-
sponse in Congress is to come together
quickly and in a bipartisan fashion to
deliver the resources and authorities
our Federal agencies need to track and
combat the virus, treat Americans
with the disease, and develop a vaccine
and additional treatments. We also
must aid the States and localities in
their efforts to deal with the disease
because they are on the frontlines.

I am glad that Congress is headed in
that direction. I expect that, today, ap-
propriators will announce an agree-
ment on an emergency, bipartisan
funding package to deal with the
coronavirus. The agreement is expected
to include between $7 billion and $8 bil-
lion of funding—very close to the $8.5
billion that we Senate Democrats re-
quested last week—and over four or
five times the amount of new funding
initially proposed by the administra-
tion.

That is good news. When it comes to
Americans’ health and safety, there is
no reason to be penny wise and pound
foolish. If the bean counters at OMB
unnecessarily cut the money we need,
it will cost us more in the long run. It
is far better to get our public health
professionals, experts, and agencies the
funding they need, up front and all to-
gether, rather than be forced to pass
additional appropriations in the com-
ing months. We may have to, but we
ought not skimp now. If we did skimp,
the scenario would make no sense. Yet,
left to its own devices, that is what the
administration would have done. So I
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am glad we pushed them earlier, de-
spite the fact that President Trump
didn’t want to hear anything contrary
to what he was proposing.

I am pleased that both parties in
Congress, in both Houses of Congress,
are coming together to do the respon-
sible thing. I hope and expect that we
can pass the emergency appropriations
through the Senate before the end of
the week.

As Congress does what is necessary
to respond to the coronavirus, unfortu-
nately, the Trump administration’s ef-
forts leave much to be desired. While
the Trump administration’s response is
slow, halting, loose with the facts, and
President Trump blames everyone but
himself, Congress—Democrats and Re-
publicans, House and Senate—are act-
ing like the adults in the room. We are
not letting President Trump’s accusa-
tions and nastiness, his false state-
ments and his inability to really grap-
ple with the problem—and, instead, try
to brush it away—get in our way of
doing what America needs to have done
and done immediately.

Congressional appropriators have had
to include provisions in the emergency
bill to prevent the administration from
stealing funds from other public health
and disease programs to fight the
coronavirus. That is what the White
House wanted to do. Test kits were not
as widely available or accurate as they
should have been in the early days of
the coronavirus outbreak. POLITICO
reported this morning that the admin-
istration was very slow to develop an
accurate test for coronavirus and slow
to allow hospitals and public health
labs to develop that on their own.

The emergency funding bill seeks to
deal with these two issues. It explicitly
funds laboratory testing. We may have
to do even more in the weeks to come,
but that is no reason not to imme-
diately give a generous appropriation
so that testing can be done. Every day
we delay testing, every time a person
who needs a test doesn’t get one, is a
day and a time when the virus gets
worse and worse and worse and can
spread.

There are still major issues with the
lack of testing infrastructure that is
being provided by the administration.
States and cities still don’t have
enough tests, and yesterday we heard
from the National Indian Health Board
that the Indian Health Service and
Tribal health facilities are being left
behind in the coronavirus response and
have received few, if any, resources.
That is unacceptable.

Meanwhile, as Congress works—
Democrats and Republicans, House and
Senate—to come up with a strong,
comprehensive bill with the necessary
dollars, President Trump continues to
spread rumor, loose speculation, and
happy talk. If any member of the ad-
ministration tells the President some-
thing optimistic, he repeats it and ex-
aggerates it to the point of absurdity.
The President said the disease might
magically ‘‘disappear’ once the weath-
er gets warmer and promised that the
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vaccine would arrive ‘‘soon’—his
words. Only yesterday were a group of
governmental health experts and phar-
maceutical executives able to convince
the President that a vaccine will not be
ready in a matter of months—as the
President believed and said—and, in
fact, could take a year to develop.

We need leadership in this country.
We need serious leadership at a time of
crisis like this. We don’t need the facts
being brushed under the rug. We don’t
need executives being told: Just do
happy talk. Don’t tell the American
people the truth.

We don’t need a President who
doesn’t know the facts and blithely
states whatever pops into his head that
he thinks will benefit him for the mo-
ment.

This is a crisis. There is no sub-
stitute for credibility and honesty from
our political leaders. We need the
President and his team to level with
the American people and tell the truth,
more during a health crisis than ever
before. Our public health professionals
must tell the President the facts, and
the President and his team must tell
the American public the facts—just the
facts.

Now, the Vice President and Ambas-
sador Debbie Birx will speak to both
Senate caucuses at lunch today. I am
disappointed that Dr. Anthony Fauci,
the Director of the National Institute
of Allergy and Infectious Diseases, who
was originally slated to join us, is no
longer coming, but Senate Democrats
have many questions for the Vice
President about his administration’s
response to the outbreak and, even
more importantly, what they are doing
now to help deal with the problem as it
gets worse and worse.

We look forward to pressing him on
the need for transparency and decisive-
ness and hopefully getting useful an-
swers because the health and safety of
the American people are at stake.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Illinois.

Mr. DURBIN. Madam President,
Samuel Johnson was a great thinker in
the 19th century and was quoted many
times for things that he observed even
then. He did have one statement about
nothing focusing the mind like the
prospect of a hanging, and I would like
to use that as an analogy to my com-
ments this morning.

I do notice that the Senator from
South Dakota has taken the floor. Let
me yield to him because I think, in the
order of speaking, he is next, and I will
follow him.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from South Dakota.

S. 2657

Mr. THUNE. Madam President, I
thank the Democratic whip for yield-
ing time. I will be short here.

We are in a pretty good place in this
country right now when it comes to en-
ergy. Our energy supply is abundant,
and energy prices are generally afford-
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able. We can’t afford to become com-
placent. We are in a good place right
now because of American innovation,
because President Trump, working
with our Republican majority in the
Congress, took steps to expand our do-
mestic energy supply and to lessen our
dependence upon foreign oil.

If we want to keep American energy
affordable and abundant, we need to
make sure we stay on the cutting edge
of energy innovation and continue to
invest in our domestic energy supply,
from oil and natural gas to renewable
energy sources like hydropower and
wind. We also need to make sure we
stay on top of threats to our energy
grid and our energy security.

Our colleagues at the Energy and
Natural Resources Committee have
spent a lot of time over the past
months working on these issues, and
yesterday we voted to move forward on
bipartisan energy legislation put for-
ward by Energy and Natural Resources
Committee Chairman LISA MURKOWSKI
and Ranking Member JOE MANCHIN.
The bill they put together, the Amer-
ican Energy Innovation Act, contains
measures from more than 60 Senators
focused on energy innovation—particu-
larly, clean energy innovation—work-
place development, and the security of
our energy grid.

The American Energy Innovation Act
invests in a wide range of clean energy
technologies, from wind and solar to
hydropower and geothermal. It also fo-
cuses on improving energy storage.
Many modern clean energy tech-
nologies are intermittent or lack the
reliability of traditional electric
sources. The amount of energy pro-
duced from wind, for example, is de-
pendent on the amount of wind on any
given day. So it must be backed up by
a traditional plant, often powered by
natural gas.

Creating new ways to store clean en-
ergy will allow us to increase our reli-
ance on renewable energy sources. The
American Energy Innovation Act also
focuses on improving research into car-
bon capture, and it directs the estab-
lishment of a research and develop-
ment program to identify ways to use
captured carbon.

The bill also invests in advanced nu-
clear energy research so that we can
regain our edge in the use of this clean
energy technology.

I plan to introduce amendments to
the legislation to review where we can
boost hydropower in the Upper Mis-
souri River Basin and to develop ways
to recycle the windmill blades used in
wind energy generation.

Nearly half of the electricity gen-
erated in South Dakota is from hydro-
electric, and we should explore build-
ing off of these investments through
repowering existing dams and adding
power generation to those without.

In addition to clean energy and inno-
vation, the Energy and Natural Re-
sources Committee’s legislation fo-
cuses on boosting the security of our
electric grid. Our electric grid is the
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subject of a steady stream of cyber at-
tacks, some of which could have dev-
astating consequences. It is not hard to
imagine the deadly results of prolonged
traffic signal outages or long-term
power outages at hospitals or fire sta-
tions. That is why the American En-
ergy Innovation Act invests in cyber
security and grid modernization.

The act also focuses on improving
our domestic supply of some of the key
elements and minerals that we rely on
for manufacturing everything from
computer chips to batteries, to defense
applications. Right now we have to im-
port too much—too much—of these
critical minerals from countries like
China. For the sake of our national se-
curity, it is important that we find
ways to identify supplies of these min-
erals here at home.

Finally, the American Energy Inno-
vation Act invests in workforce devel-
opment. All the innovative tech-
nologies in the world will not help us if
we don’t have the skilled workers to
operate and maintain these tech-
nologies. We need to ensure that, while
we are investing in innovation, we are
also investing in the energy workforce
of the future.

This legislation would help ensure
that we maintain our energy independ-
ence for the long term. It will boost the
security of our electric grid, strength-
en our national security, and invest in
American workers. It will help pave
the way for a clean energy future.

This is a good bill, and I hope that
my colleagues will support it and not
derail this legislation with partisan
amendments. I know many of my col-
leagues across the aisle have a keen in-
terest in adding certain energy tax pro-
visions to this bill. I will remind them,
however, that last summer the Senate
Finance Committee created a number
of task forces to examine expiring and
expired tax policies. I co-led the En-
ergy Task Force along with the senior
Senator from Michigan, and many of
the energy tax items that we reviewed
were included in the year-end bill in
December. Others were not yet ready
for prime time.

I am eager to continue to work with
my colleagues on advancing American
energy innovation, as this bill will do,
but we have to be realistic about the
fact that a number of the energy tax
proposals in question are not yet ready
for implementation and need to be con-
sidered in the context of other reforms
and corrections to the Tax Code.

As I said, I hope debate over tax pro-
visions or other amendments will not
delay passage of this important bipar-
tisan legislation, and I look forward to
working with colleagues of both parties
to advance this bill and to help secure
America’s energy future.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Illinois.

CORONAVIRUS

Mr. DURBIN. Madam President, as I
noted earlier, Samuel Johnson once
noted that there is nothing that fo-
cuses the mind like the prospect of a
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hanging. I would say there is nothing
that focuses the mind on the issue of
healthcare like the prospect of a pan-
demic, and that is what we are facing
now with the coronavirus. Americans
should not panic and shouldn’t be pes-
simistic, but we need to be realistic as
the numbers total up around the world
and we start to take an assessment of
our own vulnerabilities—personal, fam-
ily, community, and State vulnerabili-
ties—here in the United States of
America.

We are also, I hope, reflecting on
what we are counting on to get us
through this pandemic in a positive
fashion in America. The first thing is
we look to two major healthcare orga-
nizations of the Federal Government:
the National Institutes of Health,
which is the premier health research
agency in the world, and the Centers
for Disease Control, which, again, leads
the world when it comes to preventing
the spread of disease and threats to the
public health of America.

The question we should ask ourselves
is, How have we treated these agencies
to date? The answers are mixed. The
answer, when it comes to National In-
stitutes of Health, is a positive one.

Over the last 4 years, something dra-
matic has occurred. I was happy to be
part of a bipartisan effort that was led
by Senator PATTY MURRAY of Wash-
ington, Senator ROY BLUNT of Mis-
souri, and Senator LAMAR ALEXANDER
of Tennessee. What we have accom-
plished in the last 4 years is to increase
the spending at the National Institutes
of Health for medical research grants
from $30 billion to $39 billion. It is a
dramatic increase.

We started off with a premise we
wanted to increase the NIH budget by
real growth of 5 percent—that is 5 per-
cent over inflation—each year. We held
to that standard; in fact, some years
were even better. We have a lot to show
for it. There have been real break-
throughs when it comes to medical re-
search. We want to continue down this
line.

When it came to the Centers for Dis-
ease Control, I had the same goal in
mind. We didn’t quite reach it. Over
the last 4 years, we have seen a 14-per-
cent increase at the CDC. I believe this
coronavirus pandemic threat is going
to open the eyes of America to the need
to make sure the CDC is adequately,
properly funded for years to come.

At the outset, the focus of the mind
is on those agencies of government
which do the absolute essential work of
research and the prevention of the
spread of disease. The NIH and CDC
need to occupy a special place when it
comes to budgeting by the Federal
Government.

The second thing we note is there are
practical questions to be asked and an-
swered. We are now talking about the
development of a test to determine
whether individuals have been affected
by the coronavirus. That test is now
starting to come forward. It will be re-
leased in States across the United
States in the next several weeks.
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Some obvious, practical questions
face us: How much does this test cost?
Is it covered by health insurance? If it
is not covered by health insurance, can
the average family afford it? These are
the practical questions which those of
us who have good health insurance and
are not worried about the next pay-
check can take care of, but for millions
of Americans, it is a significant chal-
lenge. We notice that in some cases it
takes more than one test to determine
that a person is truly free of the
coronavirus.

The obvious question is, Does our
health insurance cover this kind of
testing? As I stand here, I don’t know
the answer to it. If it turns out to be an
expensive test, and it is not covered by
insurance, Americans are going to be
faced with that challenge right off the
bat.

It brings to mind the real funda-
mental issue of the debate in Congress
over the last 10 years about health in-
surance. Our friends on the other side
of the aisle argue that people ought to
be able to pay less for health insurance
that covers even less. We on this side
call that junk insurance. The Afford-
able Care Act said that health insur-
ance plans had to have certain basic
coverage before they could be offered
in this country. We got rid of the life-
time limits that some health insurance
plans had. We eliminated the discrimi-
nation against people with preexisting
conditions. We said that kids could
stay on their parents’ health insurance
plan until they reached the age of 26.
We said every health insurance plan
had to include those provisions. We in-
cluded coverage in basic health insur-
ance of mental illness and addiction
services—basic fundamental care that
every American should expect when
they buy health insurance.

The Republicans on the other side of
the aisle say: Well, we ought to be able
to buy insurance that doesn’t cover
those things. It will be cheaper. Let the
consumers decide.

It is OK for a consumer to decide for
less coverage, I suppose, if they can be
guaranteed good health for the rest of
their lives. No one knows about the
next accident or the next diagnosis
that might really call into question the
adequacy of our health insurance cov-
erage.

I stand with the Affordable Care Act.
We should have a basic standard when
it comes to health insurance in Amer-
ica so that when you buy a plan, it cov-
ers what most Americans will need, the
basics that they will need. Junk insur-
ance has no place in America, and it is
no bargain for people who truly need
health insurance for reimbursement.

When it comes to the cost of dealing
with the coronavirus, whether it is the
initial test or followup hospitaliza-
tions, we all want the peace of mind
that our health insurance plan will
cover those needs.

The third issue that is clear is that
there are people who are going to miss
work because of this coronavirus. Some
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of them are asked to stay home and
work from home and things continue
as usual, and they receive their regular
paycheck, but for others, they have to
leave the workplace because of fears
they may have a flu or may be con-
tagious or someone else at work might
be. What happens when they go home
when it comes to their paycheck? Are
they going to be given medical leave
and paid for their absences?

It is an issue which comes to the
forefront in this coronavirus debate.
Frankly, it is with us all of the time.
Those of us on the Democratic side be-
lieve that medical leave should be ex-
tended. We have just expanded it when
it comes to Federal employees. We
should do it as well for people across
the United States. Medical leave gives
you peace of mind to make the right
medical decision. Don’t go to work
with a fever. Don’t go to school with a
fever. Stay home. Protect yourself,
your family, the people you work with,
the people you are around during the
course of a day. Medical leave gives
you that option, and it is one that is a
practical solution to something that
we face all the time.

The fourth issue that I will raise has
been brought up by this coronavirus
debate is the role of pharma in the fu-
ture. It is interesting that across
America when you ask Americans their
concern when it comes to the cost of
healthcare, the cost of prescription
drugs is high on the list.

It is also interesting that health in-
surance companies—the major compa-
nies—tell us that one of the biggest
drivers in the increase in health insur-
ance premiums is the cost of prescrip-
tion drugs. Pharma is obviously a chal-
lenge to all of us. We want them to
have the money to be profitable, to in-
vest in research, but we don’t want
them to dramatically overcharge for
the products they make. ‘Your
money”’ or ‘‘your life”’ is not a good an-
swer when it comes to pharma and the
public health of America.

Now we are going to face it again,
the prospect of a vaccine. We hope to
have a vaccine quickly, but even
“quickly” by medical terms is a long
time.

Dr. Fauci, of NIH, has said it could be
a year, a year and a half, even 2 years
before a real, reliable vaccine is discov-
ered to deal with coronavirus. It is an
indication of the kind of research that
has to take place—research that starts,
I might add, at the Federal level, with
your government doing research.

I know pharmaceutical companies
will ultimately produce the product,
the vaccine, but it starts with an in-
vestment by the Federal Government
in the basic research to lead up to that
vaccine whenever it is discovered. Then
we have the question about once the
vaccine is discovered, who will sell it
to America and at what price? That is
a debate that we went through several
years ago.

We faced the swine flu. During that
period of time, some 40 million Ameri-
cans were actually vaccinated in 1976



March 3, 2020

for swine flu—45 million, to be exact.
For several months, four pharma-
ceutical firms refused to sell the vac-
cine they had manufactured to the gov-
ernment until they received full liabil-
ity indemnity and a guaranteed profit.
The vaccine was there, but they
wouldn’t sell it until they received
those promises. In fact, the Federal
Government assumed the liability for
this vaccine. According to this article
that was published this morning in the
New York Times, they eventually paid
out over $100 million in claims.

Are we going to face that again with
pharma when it comes to a vaccine for
coronavirus? Certainly, they are enti-
tled to a profit for their own invest-
ment, whatever it may be in that vac-
cine, but the initial work on the re-
search is being done by the Federal
Government. That Federal Government
research will lead to a product which
will lead to a profit for these compa-
nies.

I am not opposed to a reasonable
profit, but I do think, if they are going
to hold us hostage for months over a
guaranteed profit that is unreasonable,
that America is going to rebel against
these pharmaceutical companies. Our
debate about pharma and its relation-
ship with America in the future has
really sharpened its focus by this de-
bate on the coronavirus that we are
facing today.

Madam President, there is one other
aspect that I would like to raise. I was
surprised at the briefing we received 2
weeks ago in Washington on the
coronavirus to learn how many phar-
maceuticals are actually produced in
China and how many pharmaceutical
ingredients are produced in China and
India. It turns out we have a real de-
pendence, when it comes to developing
medicines and drugs, on these two
countries and many others. When it
comes to medical devices, the same is
true; medical equipment, the same.

It raised a question in my mind as to
whether we should do something
thoughtful and perspective in terms of
dealing with global dependence on
medicine, medical devices, and medical
supplies.

I am introducing legislation this
week calling for the creation of a com-
mission to look at this dependence, to
measure it today. Today we are facing
the coronavirus, the possible—I under-
line ‘‘possible’’—interruption in the
supply of pharmaceuticals and the sup-
ply of pharmaceutical ingredients from
China because of the coronavirus. Did
we anticipate this? Have we stockpiled
enough of these drugs so we will not be
caught short on something that is ab-
solutely vital? If we haven’'t, we
should.

We should also think about the pros-
pect that in the future, for certain crit-
ical drugs, there should be a domestic
source in the United States that we
can count on if there is some interrup-
tion in global trade because of a med-
ical crisis such as this or because of
terrorism, for example. I hope we can
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get some guidance on this from the
agencies involved and from those we
respect who can give us third-party
judgment on this.

Let us, at this moment in time as we
face this crisis, look ahead to what the
next challenge might be and be pre-
pared for it. As we debate this
coronavirus, I urge my colleagues to do
our best to try to find bipartisan
ground to work on. I have found, across
my State, regardless of political alle-
giance, the people of Illinois and in
many other States are looking for us in
Washington to address this problem re-
sponsibly, in a mature way, in a totally
nonpolitical way.

When statements are made by polit-
ical observers, even by the President
himself, that are far afield from the
truth, let’s not be derailed by that.
Let’s focus on medical expertise that
we can trust, public health experts who
can guide us through this in the appro-
priate way.

In the meantime, realize we are
blessed to live in a country with the
best, most talented medical profes-
sionals in the world and the best med-
ical resources on Earth. We want to
make certain we give them all the
room they need to lead us through this
crisis and challenge in a very positive
way.

I yield the floor.

I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The senior assistant legislative clerk
proceeded to call the roll.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mrs.
LOEFFLER). Without objection, it is so
ordered.

BIPARTISAN BACKGROUND CHECKS

Mr. BOOKER. Madam President, I
have prepared remarks, but before I do
that, I want to thank the pages who
are in this class right now. They are
hard at work, and they do so much for
this institution. I just want it written
in the RECORD of the U.S. Senate that
on this day in March, the junior Sen-
ator from New Jersey recognized them
for everything they do around here,
even though they do not tell jokes that
are very good.

Now, if I may start my prepared re-
marks, I rise today with other col-
leagues who are speaking, particularly
my colleague from Connecticut, Sen-
ator MURPHY, to speak on a bill that
actually passed out of the House, which
was something that was extraordinary.
It passed out of the House of Rep-
resentatives just over a full year ago,
and we are waiting here in the Senate
for it to come to the floor.

I am one of these folks who really be-
lieve that we have too much unneces-
sary partisanship around issues when
there is so much common cause in our
country and when there is so much
common ground in our country. Yes,
indeed, debate is important. Disagree-
ment is important. It undergirds the
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ideals of democracy that we should
form a national conversation and work
through our differences—the idea that
that actually produces a better whole
and a better result.

But when we have a nation that has
such extensive agreement on an issue,
where 97 percent of Americans agree,
where Republicans and Democrats in
the House of Representatives agree,
and we can’t get action here, to me,
that is not adding to the strength of
democracy. It is weakening our Repub-
lic.

It was almost exactly a year ago that
the House of Representatives passed
H.R. 8, the Bipartisan Background
Checks Act of 2019. This legislation
would require a background check be-
fore any sale or transfer of a firearm.
Under existing law, you can go to a gun
show and purchase a gun from an unli-
censed seller without having gone
through a background check. Think
about this. You could be on a terrorist
no-fly list; you could be a convicted
felon; and you could be a spousal
abuser. You can be a lot of things—
anything—and be able to go to an unli-
censed seller at a gun show and fill up
a trunk full of weapons. This is a glar-
ing loophole that allows dangerous in-
dividuals—who we all agree are dan-
gerous—to purchase a gun in violation
of Federal law.

Again, 97 percent of Americans want-
ed that loophole closed. The evidence is
clear. A study found last year that
States that have this commonsense,
widely supported, bipartisanly backed
background check law—when States
have it in place, they get 10 percent
lower homicide rates. This isn’t specu-
lation. Folks who have that law in
place on a State level have 10 percent
fewer homicides.

But today, over a year out of its pas-
sage out of the House, the Senate has
failed to take up this commonsense
bill, which we know—which we know
factually—would save lives.

What is one of the fundamental rea-
sons our government was founded in
the first place? For the common de-
fense. We are here to defend our Nation
from violence, from terror, from in-
jury, from harm. Everyone in this body
takes that commitment very seriously.
So here we have something 97 percent
of Americans want. We know it would
save lives, protect our country and,
yet, no action. The bill has not come to
the floor.

I know this personally. I was the
mayor of my State’s largest city, and
in the overwhelming majority of homi-
cides and shootings where we captured
the person and found out how they got
their gun, they were not qualified to
buy a gun. It was illegal for them to
buy a gun in any State because many
of them had criminal convictions. Yet
they found easy ways to obtain a gun
because we have so many loopholes in
the commonsense law—Iloopholes that
allow violence to happen that is terror-
izing communities. Of course, we know
that is not just anecdotal evidence. Ac-
cording to the Gun Violence Archive,
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an estimated 15,208 people were killed
with a gun in the United States in 2019.

We know that gun violence is the sin-
gle leading cause of death for children
and teenagers. Our greatest natural re-
source in this country is our children.
Black children and teenagers are 14
times more likely to die of gun homi-
cide than their White peers. There is
tragic carnage going on for African-
American kids. In just one city, for ex-
ample, in St. Louis, MO, between April
and September of last year, 13 children
ranging in age from 2 to 16 were killed
by a gun.

There is another kind of gun violence
we don’t talk about. We don’t talk
enough about the death of our children,
but we definitely don’t talk about do-
mestic violence in our country. It is
factual that when an abuser can get a
gun—if that abuser has a gun, a victim
of domestic violence is five times more
likely to be killed. Again, with the ra-
cial disparities in communities of color
like the one I live in, we know a Black
woman is twice as likely to be shot and
killed by an intimate partner as well.

Our duty is to protect this Nation
and to protect one another. This is not
controversial when you have 97 per-
cent—97 percent. Every year in the
United States of America, on average,
100,000 people are shot, and they sur-
vive. Many of them will carry with
them, for their lives, mental and phys-
ical wounds. The economic cost of
being a gun violence survivor is meas-
ured in the tens and tens of thousands
of dollars. The community costs of
folks being killed—I have seen this in
my community when a shooting hap-
pened in front of the THOP in Newark
on Bergen Street. The IHOP had to
close one of its shifts, and people lost
jobs. It reverberates out into the com-
munity.

You see scars happening every day in
America. These wounds are physical,
are economic, and involve mental
health. I can’t tell you how many com-
munities in America—when we cele-
brate the very ideas of our country on
July 4, when those firecrackers go off
and children hear them, they duck for
cover. They hide under beds. They
show signs of post-traumatic stress.
That is what we are living in right
now. This is an everyday reality.

I just came to the floor today to
point out that a year—12 months, 365
days—from the House’s passing of the
bipartisan bill supported by 97 percent
of Americans, which is fundamental to
the reason for government, the com-
mon defense in the wake of one of the
greatest killers of children in our coun-
try—all of these things, and we here
are doing nothing.

What did Martin Luther King say?
What we have to repent for is not just
the vitriolic words and violent actions
of the bad people; it is also the appall-
ing silence and inaction of the good
people.

I have stood for comprehensive gun
safety reform, and a lot of things I sup-
port aren’t supported by 97 percent of
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Americans like background checks.
Heck, I support gun licensing. The per-
centage of Americans who support that
falls into the seventies. I support an as-
sault weapons ban. Support for that
falls as well. So maybe that is an area
where we debate. I will stand for those
commonsense changes because, again, 1
believe in the data. States that do that
have seen dramatic drops in violence.
We can debate that.

But when we have a bill from the
House that 97 percent of Americans
support, that has bipartisan support,
that we know will save lives, and we
don’t act, what does that say about us?
Every day in this country, people are
being shot, and people are killed, and
we do nothing when we all agree.

This week, March 7, will mark the
55th anniversary of the day that 600
civil rights activists, led by a young
man named JOHN LEWIS, set out to
walk from Selma to Montgomery to
protest systematic racialized dis-
enfranchisement, discrimination, and
violence. Those nonviolent protesters
were met with vicious beatings with
billy clubs by Alabama State troopers.
They had tear gas and dogs set on
them. Congressman LEWIS had his
skull cracked open.

By the next day, Americans all over
this country—that horrific scene, we
know this as Bloody Sunday—Ameri-
cans all over this country saw that vio-
lence, saw that viciousness, and saw
what was being done to people who
were nonviolent marchers fighting for
justice and equality. It motivated
Americans of all backgrounds—Black,
White, Christian, Jewish, Republican,
and Democrat—to join in the call for
change.

I love this Nation, and I love my
country. I love folks who agree with
me and who disagree with me. I think
patriotism is love of country, and you
can’t love your country unless you love
your fellow country men and women.

I say to the Presiding Officer, I love
you, man.

My friends across the aisle, we don’t
agree. Heck, in our own caucus, we
don’t agree, but we love one another.

My faith and the other faiths rep-
resented in this body—I am excited
that we have more religious diversity
in this body than ever before—all of
our faiths are founded on this funda-
mental principle: Love thy neighbor.

This is the challenge. It is, how do we
manifest love into our policy? Well, as
I have read, one of the great authors
said: What does love look like in pub-
lic? It looks like justice.

This is the great thing about our
country. We don’t always act right
away, but throughout our history,
when we were confronted with the
wretchedness of our society, with the
incongruences between reality and our
morals and beliefs, we have seen this
country rise up and make change.
When four girls died in the bombing in
Birmingham, it shocked the conscience
of this country, and we made change.
When women in a factory called the
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Triangle shirtwaist factory were
trapped in sweatshop-like conditions—
a fire broke out—this country watched
in horror, read about in horror back
then, and saw in horror through the
pictures of women throwing themselves
out windows, dying on the pavement
below, it shocked the conscience of this
country, and we in this body passed
laws to protect workers. I could go on
throughout our entire history.

We are not always fast to get there,
but we are a caring, compassionate,
loving country. We are. That is the
root of who we are. They are the values
we profess. I know that as much as we
disagree and try to vilify each other,
the truth is, we are a nation founded on
the ideals of love.

Again, I look at my colleague up
there in that seat. I have watched him.
I saw him on HBO reading our founding
documents. It was moving to me to see
Republicans and Democrats—I am sure
you saw it—reading our founding docu-
ments. Our Declaration of Independ-
ence—I hate to say this, you might say
I am a little too mushy—it ends with
one of the greatest declarations of love
in human history. It says, if we are
going to make this Nation work, all
the stuff we just talked about, if we are
going to be the country that is, as the
prophet Isaiah said, ultimately a light
unto other nations, inspiring free peo-
ples across the globe—we are the oldest
constitutional democracy. We stepped
out into the course of human events
and said we are going to found a coun-
try based on virtue, not a theocracy,
not a monarchy, on virtue—that we
would be a nation based on ideas. And
those ideas, as imperfect as the
geniuses who founded this country—
and, God, they didn’t believe that
women were equal or Blacks were
equal, but they believed in those ideals
and those virtues and that this Nation
should always strive to make a more
perfect Union, making more real those
virtues and those values in people’s
lives. The history of our country is a
glorious testimony of us getting better
and better with each generation.

Susan B. Anthony stood up and said
that it was we the people, not we the
male citizens that made this country,
not the White male citizens. It was we
the people. She used the words of our
founding documents to inform her mo-
ment of history to call to the con-
science of our country.

Martin Luther King, right here in DC
on the Mall, did he turn to some new
radical treatise? No. He went back to
our founding documents and quoted
them in his speech at the March on
Washington. That is the beauty of our
Nation.

So what does it say, that testimony
to love, that the founding of our Na-
tion in the Declaration of Independ-
ence—and, yes, to all those people, I
will give you deference that that dec-
laration called Native Americans sav-
ages. I will give you deference that the
men who wrote them were imperfect
representatives of the values to which
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they were called to, but that declara-
tion of love at the end is unmistakable.
At the end of the Declaration of Inde-
pendence, they say, if we are to make
it all work, we must mutually pledge—
I look at my colleague in the seat be-
cause he knows these words backward
and forward. It says we must mutually
pledge; that is, pledge to each other
our lives, our fortunes, and our sacred
honor.

God, I think about those words more
than you might realize. What does it
mean to give someone your sacred
honor, to pledge to them your lives and
your fortunes? God, I would die for this
country, as I know my colleagues
would. None of the people in this
body—I know many of my friends in
this body have come here with great
wealth, but none of them are doing it
for wealth.

Our lives, our fortunes, but that last
one, sacred honor, what does that
mean? To me, a word that evokes that
greatest of human values, love; that
word that we honor each other. We be-
lieve we are people who must elevate
each other and protect each other.

There is a bill in the House that
passed in a bipartisan way on that fun-
damental ideal of being there for one
another. Whether you pray like me or
look like me, we are there for one an-
other. We protect each other. We stand
for each other. I may have differences
with the man in that seat who is on the
other side of the aisle, but, God, I give
you my sacred honor that I am not
going to vilify or demonize your char-
acter because we are Americans.

Now, the call of our country is people
who are overlooked are dying every
day in communities like mine around
this country, people being felled by do-
mestic abusers. We know from the data
that this can make a difference, a bi-
partisan voice. Ninety percent of
Americans ask: Can we pass com-
prehensive background checks?

We can do better. Let’s leave the
things we want to debate that, God, I
want to debate—gun licensing, assault
weapons ban, leave those aside, but we
agree that someone on the terrorist no-
fly list should not be able to go to a
gun show and go to a casual seller and
buy weapons. Those are the weapons
showing up on the streets in Newark.
We have traced them.

My country tis of thee
Sweet [sweet] land of liberty
Of thee I sing.

May our country be free from fear
and free from violence, and may we be
empathetic toward those today who are
fearful of their abuser, who are fearful
to walk their kids to school. May we
understand that that liberty to fight
for freedom from fear is still an
unachieved dream in this country.
That liberty that comes from safety
and security is still an unrealized
dream for millions of Americans. May
we join together and pledge our lives,
our fortunes, and our sacred honor.
May we pledge to one another to do the
work America wants—to keep each

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

other safe and secure and to ensure our
children, disproportionately impacted
by violence, grow up to carry on our
culture, and our traditions, and the
honor that is America.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER
CRUZ). The Senator from Missouri.

CORONAVIRUS

Mr. BLUNT. Mr. President, I want to
talk for a few moments about where we
are with the coronavirus response and
the supplemental. I think all Senators
will have an opportunity to be updated
again today.

This is not a new place for us to be.
This time last year, the Appropriations
Subcommittee on Labor, Health and
Human Services, Education, and Re-
lated Agencies held a hearing on
emerging threats, and at that point we
were experiencing the second largest
outbreak of Ebola in the Democratic
Republic of the Congo, antibiotic re-
sistance was a global danger, and there
was a flu outbreak bigger than we had
seen in a long time. So 1 year later, we
are still fighting the Ebola outbreak in
the DRC, antibiotic resistance con-
tinues to be a global problem, and, ac-
cording to Dr. Tony Fauci, the Direc-
tor of the National Institute of Allergy
and Infectious Diseases, the flu we are
seeing this year is shaping up to be one
of the worst in decades.

Several thousand Americans die
every year from the flu—usually, at
least 35,000, sometimes as high as
75,000. I think about 350,000 Americans
have died from the flu in the last dec-
ade.

We are now facing a new danger—the
COVID-19 danger. That is the new
coronavirus that we hadn’t seen before.
As we learned with Ebola, patient zero,
who doesn’t know they even have this
yet, can board a plane or a cruise ship,
and they can be in another country or
even in another continent in a matter
of hours. This lesson is, once again, re-
inforced.

This is like all other diseases. It
doesn’t know any boundaries. We are
no longer living in a world where our
health can be separated from the
health of other countries. Last week,
the number of new coronavirus infec-
tions outside of China outpaced those
inside China for the first time. Maybe
the good news is that China is begin-
ning to see something headed in a dif-
ferent direction, but the bad news is
the infections in Iran, Italy, South
Korea, Japan, and other places. This
has moved into Europe now, and in
South America a case was just an-
nounced in Brazil.

This is kind of that moment where
we have some opportunity to do every-
thing we can to prepare for the worst,
but we still have the option of hoping
for the best. That is what happened
with SARS. That is what happened
with HIN1. To some extent, it is what
happened with Zika. It turned out to be
bad for the people who had it but not as
bad as we anticipated at one point it
might be.

(Mr.
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It is disturbing to see the first deaths
in the State of Washington, but, cer-
tainly, the message to us is to be more
vigilant and be better prepared.

The Congress, in the last 5 years, has
increased money—that doesn’t count
whatever we do this week and next
week—for preparedness by 44 percent.
A year ago, we created for the first
time an infectious disease fund—our
colleague in the House, ToM COLE, was
one of the major proponents of this—to
let the Health and Human Services
people have access to money imme-
diately. Because of that, they had $105
million that they wouldn’t have pre-
viously had to be able to spend imme-
diately to help contain this problem,
where it can be contained, to bring
Americans back here, particularly
from China, and to keep them in a
known location for the 14-day incuba-
tion period to see if anything hap-
pened. All of that was possible because
we had given them the flexibility that
they hadn’t had before.

The first-line-of-defense funding has
been there. We are now moving toward
a conclusion of what we can do to
make more money available for a vac-
cine. A vaccine takes a while. We are
not going to have a vaccine for a while.
We are going to be continuing to talk
to Dr. Fauci and his team about this.
We are working with experts at what is
called BARDA, or the Biomedical Ad-
vanced Research and Development Au-
thority, to move those vaccines quick-
ly. But even if we had a vaccine in 18
months, that would be the U.S. world
record to develop a vaccine here with
the safety that we would think it
would need to have so that anybody
could take a vaccine and, with that
vaccine, this particular virus would
likely be dealt with.

So there is no treatment right now.
There is no cure right now. The treat-
ment is to handle these issues in the
way that we can in a public health sys-
tem that has been built over decades.
There are 50 States and the District of
Columbia, and all have local public
health providers. We are going to have
new money available to work with
them, but, again, the preparedness
money that they have had for the last
5 years should have been used in a
way—and I believe was used in a way—
that gets them all more ready to deal
with this than they otherwise would
have been.

We need to continue so that the Cen-
ters for Disease Control and Prevention
have what they need to improve the
surveillance systems, the testing sys-
tems. I think we are going to find
quickly that there will be a test that
will be approved by the FDA that al-
lows people to check, in a number of lo-
cations, and have that process in a
number of locations that tests to see if,
in fact, you have what you thought was
a worse-than-usual cold—or maybe you
thought it was a not-worse-than-usual
cold. Sometimes this particular disease
doesn’t evidence that much happened
at all. Because of that, I think there is



S1280

probably, at this point, a bigger num-
ber of people who we think would be a
percentage of people who would have
really negative consequences—even
death—from this disease, rather than
all the people who had it and didn’t
know they had it.

We have learned in the past, through
outbreaks of a flu strain that we didn’t
have a vaccine for, of Ebola, of Zika,
that what we do to protect people in
other countries winds up protecting
people here. We have to be sure that we
understand that a lot of our fate in this
has been determined and will continue
to be determined by what we do to first
try to contain this virus and, secondly,
to provide the money to be sure that,
when we do have an outbreak, which
has already begun in our country, it is
an outbreak that is really held at the
lowest possible level of people im-
pacted and, if you are infected by this
disease, that you have the ability to
work from home, to do other things.
The hospital is not always the place to
g0.

We are working with State and local
health officials right now to see that
that happens. The money that has been
used, I think, has been used effectively.
Clearly, we are trying to agree—be-
tween the House and the Senate and
the administration—to exactly the
right number. I would say that, at this
point, the administration has been the
most agreeable to whatever money we
want to provide but, obviously, would
like to have that money provided
quickly.

I feel confident we are going to have
the resources to deal with this. I feel
confident that this will be a problem
that will not impact more people than
would usually be impacted by some-
thing like the flu. Again, we need to
prepare for the very worst and hope for
the very best, but our job right now is
to prepare for the worst things that
could happen and have the funding
available so that we don’t have to go
through a couple of weeks again where
an easy determination should have
been reached.

One thing we could have done is to
have given the administration exactly
the amount of money they asked for—
we could have decided to spend it dif-
ferently—2 weeks ago and then get into
a discussion of what we need next.
That is not the course we decided to go
down.

We are trying to come up with an
amount of money, it appears, that
would get us through this entire inci-
dent with this virus, but it is time to
get that done. Hopefully, we will see a
bill filed later today and the House
able to vote on that bill before they
leave this week. Once that number is
done, I think it will be seen as almost
certain that the Senate will be able to
deal with that bill and approve that
number.

We are going to move forward. I
think, again, we are going to move for-
ward in a way that minimizes, as much
as possible, the impact that this has on
families and on individuals.
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Mr. President, I look forward to you
and I both having a chance to learn
more about this even today and to
learn more as we move forward. The
big thing we need to learn now is the
amount of money we need to have to
spend and how we allocate that money
for a vaccine and other things.

——
RECESS

Mr. BLUNT. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senate re-
cess under the previous order.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, under the previous order, the
Senate stands in recess until 2:15 p.m.

Thereupon, the Senate, at 12:28 p.m.,
recessed until 2:15 p.m. and reassem-
bled when called to order by the Pre-
siding Officer (Mrs. CAPITO).

————

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Iowa.

Mr. GRASSLEY. Madam President,
the bill before us supports clean energy
and emerging technologies, so this is
the perfect opportunity to update an
outdated aspect related to a legacy en-
ergy source.

Senator UDALL of New Mexico and I
have an amendment that will close a
loophole in Federal energy policy. I
want my colleagues to know—and I
think they do—of my long support for
renewable and alternative sources of
energy, and so I agree with the aims of
the Murkowski-Manchin Energy bill.

The amendment Senator UDALL and I
have introduced is the same as the bi-
partisan bill we introduced last week.
The title of that bill is the Fair Return
for Public Lands Act. This bill was in-
troduced 100 years to the date of the
Mineral Leasing Act of 1920.

This amendment would increase the
royalty rates on Federal lands from
12.5 percent to 18.75 percent. Everybody
here knows that a royalty is what the
oil company will pay to a mineral
owner—in this case, the mineral owner
is the American taxpayer—and that
royalty is paid for the right to extract
oil and natural gas from the lands of
the United States. The legislation mod-
ernizes the public lands leasing system,
and it does this for the first time since
royalty rates were set in 1920.

The legislation increases both the
share of royalties taxpayers receive
from public lands leasing as well as the
rental rates. The new rental rate we
are offering in this amendment reflects
the current fair market value, while
the bill also establishes minimum bid-
ding standards to lease public lands
that will stay in line with inflation.
This bill is a simple fix by making Fed-
eral leasing rates the same whether
you are on land or offshore.

The royalty rate the bill offers is
very comparable to what current leases
are for oil-producing States on their
State-owned land. We use the State of
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Texas as an example. Texas charges a
2b-percent royalty on its State lands,
while States in the Rocky Mountain
West charge royalties that are some-
where between 16-25 percent and 18%
percent. The royalty rate on Federal
public lands is more than one-third
lower, at 12% percent; hence our
amendment—the same as our bill—up-
dating this and bringing more parity
between State rates and Federal rates
and, of course, absolute parity with off-
shore drilling.

The current regulatory system al-
lows companies to get a sweetheart
deal on Federal public lands. Senator
UpALL and I are asking our colleagues
to fix this for the American people.

According to studies done by the
Congressional Budget Office and the
Government Accountability Office,
modernizing public lands royalty rates
for oil and gas could increase Federal
revenues by as much as $200 million
over the next decade and do it with lit-
tle to no impact on production.

It is time—hence our amendment—
for my colleagues in Congress to end
this oil company loophole and bring oil
leasing into the 21st century.

I yield the floor.

I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The senior assistant legislative clerk
proceeded to call the roll.

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

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

CORONAVIRUS

Mr. BARRASSO. Madam President, I
come to the floor today as a Senator as
well as a physician. I want to do this to
reassure the American people that we
are doing everything possible to com-
bat and contain the coronavirus. Ac-
cording to Johns Hopkins University, a
well-known medical institution, we
here in the United States are the most
prepared Nation on the face of the
Earth to protect ourselves in terms of
preparation for an infectious disease
like the coronavirus.

Nevertheless, this virus is a global
concern and is a problem with pan-
demic potential. We know the outbreak
started in China. It goes without say-
ing that we are deeply saddened by the
loss of life there, as well as here and
around the world. We are concerned
about those currently suffering from
the virus. Our focus continues to be on
protecting the health and the well-
being and the safety of the American
people. That is where we need to focus.

Notably, President Trump’s early
travel restrictions on China have actu-
ally helped slow the spread of the
virus. He has since expanded these re-
strictions. The President, I believe, has
acted swiftly, boldly, and decisively to
contain the virus and to keep Ameri-
cans safe. Still, this country is not a
hermetically sealed bubble. It will
never be—can’t be. We are likely to see
more cases here in the days and weeks
ahead.
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