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That is not ‘‘everything under con-
trol,” Mr. President.

If any member of his administration
tells the President something opti-
mistic, he repeats it and usually exag-
gerates it. The disease will magically
disappear when the weather gets warm;
a vaccine will be ready soon—all
misstatements from President Trump.

In a televised meeting with govern-
ment health experts and pharma-
ceutical experts, the President repeat-
edly failed to comprehend that a vac-
cine would take over a year to develop
and test. This is the President of the
United States during a crisis. He
doesn’t even understand the basic rudi-
ments of what is going on. He sug-
gested blithely that we could just use
the influenza vaccine for the
coronavirus, and he was quickly cor-
rected by Dr. Fauci, one of our health
experts. Twenty-four hours later, the
President was claiming that pharma
executives would speed up the produc-
tion of a vaccine as a ‘“‘favor’” to him.

President Trump, people are sick.
People are dying. This virus is wreak-
ing havoc on the economy, and you
look at it as a favor to you? It is not
about you, Mr. President; it is about
America and the crisis and what our
Federal Government is doing to help.

The President saying it was a favor
to him, stating such blatant mistruths,
was a shocking demonstration of just
how little the President listens, how
little the President learns, and how lit-
tle leadership he shows at a time when
we desperately need leadership.

During a public health crisis of this
magnitude, we need steady and con-
fident 1leadership from  President
Trump. So far, it has been totaling
lacking—unfortunately for America.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, all postcloture time
is expired.

The question occurs on agreeing to
the motion to proceed.

Mr. SCHUMER. 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 senior assistant legislative clerk
called the roll.

Mr. THUNE. The following Senators
are necessarily absent: the Senator
from Tennessee (Mrs. BLACKBURN) and
the Senator from Texas (Mr. CORNYN).

Mr. DURBIN. I announce that the
Senator from Alabama (Mr. JONES), the
Senator from Minnesota (Ms. KLO-
BUCHAR), the Senator from Vermont
(Mr. SANDERS), and the Senator from
Massachusetts (Ms. WARREN) are nec-
essarily absent.

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

The result was announced—yeas 90,
nays 4, as follows:
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[Rollcall Vote No. 64 Leg.]

YEAS—90
Alexander Fischer Perdue
Baldwin Gardner Peters
Barrasso Gillibrand Portman
Bennet Graham Reed
Blumenthal Grassley Risch
Blunt Harris Roberts
Booker Hassan Romney
Boozman Hawley Rosen
Braun Heinrich Rounds
Brown Hirono Rubio
Burr Hoeven Sasse
Cantwell Hyde-Smith Schumer
Capito Inhofe Scott (SC)
Cardin Johnson Shaheen
Carper Kaine Shelby
Casey Kennedy Sinema
Cassidy King Smith
Collins Lankford Stabenow
Coons Leahy Sullivan
Cortez Masto Loeffler Tester
Cotton Manchin Thune
Cramer Markey Tillis
Crapo McConnell Toomey
Cruz McSally Udall
Daines Menendez Van Hollen
Duckworth Merkley Warner
Durbin Moran Whitehouse
Enzi Murkowski Wicker
Ernst Murphy Wyden
Feinstein Murray Young

NAYS—4
Lee Schatz
Paul Scott (FL)

NOT VOTING—6

Blackburn Jones Sanders
Cornyn Klobuchar Warren

The motion was agreed to.
The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will report the bill.

The

ADVANCED GEOTHERMAL INNOVA-
TION LEADERSHIP ACT OF 2019

The legislative clerk read as follows:

A Dbill (S. 2657) to support innovation in ad-
vanced geothermal research and develop-
ment, and for other purposes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Alaska.

Ms. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, I
have polled the Members of the Energy
Committee and now withdraw the com-

mittee-reported substitute amend-
ment.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The

amendment is withdrawn.

The committee-reported amendment,
in the nature of a substitute, was with-
drawn.

AMENDMENT NO. 1407

(Purpose: In the nature of a sub-
stitute.)

Ms. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, I
call up substitute amendment No. 1407.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Alaska [Ms. MUR-
KOWSKI] proposes amendment No. 1407.

Ms. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the read-
ing of the amendment be waived.

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

(The amendment is printed in the
RECORD of March 3, 2020, under ‘‘Text of
Amendments.”’)

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-
jority leader.

AMENDMENT NO. 1419 TO AMENDMENT NO. 1407

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I
call up amendment No. 1419.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.
The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Kentucky [Mr. McCON-
NELL], for Ms. ERNST, proposes an amend-
ment numbered 1419 to amendment No. 1407.

Mr. McCONNELL. I ask unanimous
consent that the reading of the amend-
ment be waived.

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

The amendment is as follows:

(Purpose: To establish a grant program for

training wind technicians)

At the end of subtitle C of title II, add the
following:

SEC. 23 . WIND ENERGY WORKFORCE DEVEL-
OPMENT.

(a) WIND TECHNICIAN TRAINING GRANT PRO-
GRAM.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Title XI of the Energy
Policy Act of 2005 (42 U.S.C. 16411 et seq.) is
amended by adding at the end the following:
“SEC. 1107. WIND TECHNICIAN TRAINING GRANT

PROGRAM.

‘‘(a) DEFINITION OF ELIGIBLE ENTITY.—In
this section, the term ‘eligible entity’ means
a community college or technical school
that offers a wind training program.

“(b) GRANT PROGRAM.—The Secretary shall
establish a program under which the Sec-
retary shall award grants, on a competitive
basis, to eligible entities to purchase large
pieces of wind component equipment (such
as nacelles, towers, and blades) for use in
training wind technician students.

‘‘(c) FUNDING.—Of the amounts made avail-
able to the Secretary for administrative ex-
penses to carry out other programs under the
authority of the Secretary, the Secretary
shall use to carry out this section $2,000,000
for each of fiscal years 2020 through 2025..

(2) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of
contents for the Energy Policy Act of 2005
(Public Law 109-58; 119 Stat. 601) is amended
by inserting after the item relating to sec-
tion 1106 the following:

“Sec. 1107. Wind technician training grant
program.’’.

(b) VETERANS IN WIND ENERGY.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Title XI of the Emnergy
Policy Act of 2005 (42 U.S.C. 16411 et seq.) (as
amended by subsection (a)(1)) is amended by
adding at the end the following:

“SEC. 1108. VETERANS IN WIND ENERGY.

‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall es-
tablish a program to prepare veterans for ca-
reers in the wind energy industry that shall
be modeled off of the Solar Ready Vets pilot
program formerly administered by the De-
partment of Energy and the Department of
Defense.

“(b) FUNDING.—Of the amounts made avail-
able to the Secretary for administrative ex-
penses to carry out other programs under the
authority of the Secretary, the Secretary
shall use to carry out this section $2,000,000
for each of fiscal years 2020 through 2025.”".

(2) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of
contents for the Energy Policy Act of 2005
(Public Law 109-58; 119 Stat. 601) (as amended
by subsection (a)(2)) is amended by inserting
after the item relating to section 1107 the
following:

‘““Sec. 1108. Veterans in wind energy.”’.

(¢c) STUDY AND REPORT ON WIND TECHNICIAN
WORKFORCE.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall con-
vene a task force comprised of 1 or more rep-
resentatives of each of the stakeholders de-
scribed in paragraph (2) that shall—

(A) conduct a study to assess the needs of
wind technicians in the workforce;

(B) create a comprehensive list that—



March 4, 2020

(i) lists each type of wind technician posi-
tion available in the United States; and

(ii) describes the skill sets required for
each type of position listed under clause (i);
and

(C) not later than 1 year after the date of
enactment of this Act, make publicly avail-
able and submit to Congress a report that—

(i) describes the results of that study;

(ii) includes the comprehensive list de-
scribed in subparagraph (B); and

(iii) provides recommendations—

(I) for creating a credentialing program
that may be administered by community
colleges, technical schools, and other train-
ing institutions; and

(IT) that reflect best practices for wind
technician training programs, as identified
by representatives of the wind industry.

(2) STAKEHOLDERS DESCRIBED.—The stake-
holders referred to in paragraph (1) are—

(A) the Department of Defense;

(B) the Department of Education;

(C) the Department of Energy;

(D) the Department of Labor;

(E) the Department of Veterans Affairs;

(F) technical schools and community col-
leges that have wind technician training pro-
grams; and

(G) the wind industry.

(3) FUNDING.—Of the amounts made avail-
able to the Secretary for administrative ex-
penses to carry out other programs under the
authority of the Secretary, the Secretary
shall use to carry out this subsection
$500,000.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Alaska.

Ms. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, I
thank all of those who just voted for
the motion to proceed to S. 2657. We
have called up my substitute amend-
ment, No. 1407, which now contains the
full text of the American Energy Inno-
vation Act.

We are moving through the process,
albeit a little slowly here, but we are
moving through the process. We now
have more than 150 amendments that
have been filed to the bill. Senator
MANCHIN and I are working together
with other Members to sort through
potential votes on the bill. We are also
working to see which ones might fit
into a managers’ package of easy, non-
controversial, worked-out proposals. I
know everyone thinks that theirs is
easy and that it has been worked out,
and, of course, it is not controversial,
but we have a handful of those pro-
posals and are seeking additional ones.

I would remind Members that amend-
ments require bipartisan cooperation,
especially from those beyond the Com-
mittee on Energy and Natural Re-
sources’ jurisdiction. Those who are on
the committee have had an oppor-
tunity to go through each and every
one of these measures that we have in
front of us and that have been incor-
porated as part of this American En-
ergy Innovation Act. That input has
been helpful and very, very positive as
we have built these proposals. I know
some folks are looking at much of this
for the first time if they are not on the
committee. They have ideas that are
good and worthy, and we want to re-
spect that process and incorporate
them as appropriate and enhance this
bill.

I want to have votes. The leader has
said he wants to have an open amend-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

ment process. I want to have a man-
agers’ package, but it is entirely pos-
sible—we have seen it before—that the
opportunity will be spoiled. I would
just urge Members to be honest about
how ready their proposals really are.
Sometimes, they might not be as vet-
ted as you think they might be, and
they might need some additional work,
but know that, as a committee, we
stand ready to work with Members on
those proposals to better enhance
them.

I have taken the opportunity over
the past couple of days to share with
colleagues more about what our pack-
age includes—the result of this good
work that we have done over the past
year in working through regular order
in our committee. Last night, I talked
about title I, which focuses on innova-
tion—the big, key buzzword here, ‘‘in-
novation’’—everything from energy ef-
ficiency and renewables to energy stor-
age. We all talk a lot about energy
storage—advanced nuclear and carbon
capture, utilization, and storage. So
there is a good focus on the innovation
side of this bill.

This morning, I would like to high-
light what is in title II, which is kind
of our security title, and I put it in
three different buckets. You have min-
eral security, which is critical to the
supply chain. You have cyber security
and grid security, which, again, are
key to all operations of commerce and
our economy. Then you have the eco-
nomic security that comes with good
jobs. The focus on the workforce is
here as well.

Out of these three, I begin with min-
eral security, because we don’t always
associate these efforts with meeting
our energy and our climate goals.

What we focus on within this bill is
the development of new, clean tech-
nologies, but there is also a very im-
portant reality that we have to ac-
knowledge, which is that meeting our
energy and our climate goals will re-
quire a significant increase in our sup-
ply of critical minerals. The world is
not producing nearly enough of almost
all of them. Think about that. We are
pushing and challenging those within
our national labs and those within the
private sector and are saying: Move us
to these cleaner technologies—the
world of renewables. Yet we have to
build all of these things. Whether it is
your smartphone or whether it is a
wind turbine, we need to build them,
and they require minerals—they re-
quire critical minerals.

If we are not producing them, where
are we getting them from? More to the
point, the United States is not pro-
ducing nearly enough of almost any of
these materials that we are talking
about when it comes to how we move
to clean energy sources. We are largely
absent from the field, as countries—
most notably, China—increasingly
dominate long-term supply chains that
will give them an almost insurmount-
able competitive advantage.

Consider a few of the numbers here.
According to the World Bank, meeting
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the goals that have been set by the
Paris Agreement would increase de-
mand for battery storage minerals, like
lithium, cobalt, and nickel, by 1,000
percent. Right now, nearly 70 percent
of raw cobalt is coming from the Demo-
cratic Republic of the Congo, and over
60 percent of the processed cobalt used
in batteries is controlled by China.
Think about that. The United States
has no capacity for battery-grade co-
balt. That is the situation we are in
right now. There is no capacity for bat-
tery-grade cobalt here in this country,
and that is before the projected 600-per-
cent increase in demand over the next
30 years.

Despite new development on State
and private lands in Nevada and North
Carolina, the United States only pro-
duces about one percent of the world’s
raw lithium and contributes about
seven percent of the processed mate-
rials. Think about it—the cobalt that
is so necessary and the lithium that we
require for our batteries. The same
goes for graphite, whereby 60 percent of
mined graphite and 100 percent of the
processed material is coming from
China. We have some very promising
reserves in my State of Alaska for
graphite. Again, think about what this
means when we are talking about solar
panels, advanced batteries, and electric
vehicles. What are they made of? It is
not chocolate and candy canes here. If
we want to compete in the industries of
the future, we are going to have to do
better. We will have to compete with
China, particularly, and right now, we
are at a disadvantage.

Last year, an expert from the For-
eign Policy Analytics testified about
China’s domination of mineral markets
and supply chains. For electric vehi-
cles, China controls or has influence
over 80 percent of the supply of rare
earth elements. China also controls or
has influence over 70 percent of the
supply of graphite and graphene, 59
percent of the supply of lithium, 56 per-
cent of the supply of vanadium, and 36
percent of the supply of cobalt.

Some of this is due to the production
and supply chains in China. Some of it
is as a result of extensive investments
that China has made to acquire mines
and mining interests around the world,
most notably in places like the Congo.
Yet this is the reality that we are fac-
ing right now—this ever-increasing re-
liance on and, therefore, vulnerability
for these minerals that are so nec-
essary to the investments that we will
make.

It is not just China we are talking
about here. Canada is well ahead of us.
Just this week, Prime Minister
Trudeau released the Canadian Min-
erals and Metals Plan, with the goal of
“being the leading mining nation,” in
part, because minerals are critical to
clean energy technologies.

So while other countries are com-
peting to lead in this space, what are
we doing here in this country? How are
we doing it?
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Now, I want to give the administra-
tion credit in this space. They recog-
nize the problem. They are acting on
it. The President laid down an Execu-
tive order. I just visited with the Sec-
retary of the Interior on their minerals
analysis, but, really, the facts in front
of us are pretty clear.

USGS tells us this every year: We are
still a long, long way from true min-
eral security. Right now, we import at
least 50 percent of our supply of 46 dif-
ferent minerals, including 100 percent
of 17 of them.

This is like the Achilles’ heel for us
because we have effectively surren-
dered the front end of the supply chain,
and then we wonder why we have such
a hard time capturing any of the rest
of it.

So our mineral subtitle will help put
us on the right track. It is not an over-
night cure-all; there is none. But it will
enable the United States to increase
the responsible production and proc-
essing of critical minerals. It will help
us figure out what we have. It will help
us develop alternatives and substitutes
for the minerals that we lack, and that
is an important part of this because, as
much as it is important to have that
secure supply here, we need to be push-
ing ourselves to recycle, to find the al-
ternatives and the substitutes. That is
key and folds into the first title, which
is all about innovation and the tech-
nologies that will help us advance that
but keeping and pushing on the R&D in
that space.

Then, also, what we do within the
bill is increase recycling to reduce the
need for new supplies. So you have a
focus on mineral security, but how
that ties into innovation and how we
can reuse, recycle, and develop alter-
natives is key.

Over time, our mineral subtitle will
help America become a leader in grow-
ing industries like battery and renew-
able manufacturing, along with the
jobs and the economic growth that
they represent.

I think it also helps put the United
States in the driver’s seat to prevent
supply disruptions that could quickly
derail our efforts to deploy renewables,
energy storage, EVs, and other tech-
nologies.

There is one thing our minerals sub-
title will not do. It will not weaken
laws that protect our lands and waters.
Our bill continues to ensure that only
responsible development is allowed to
proceed.

I have heard some claim just as re-
cently as yesterday that our bill will
somehow weaken the environmental
review process, but know that that is
not accurate. That is simply wrong.

The United States, right now, has
one of the slowest permitting processes
in the world—in the world. Some years
back we were dead last; we were actu-
ally tied with Papua New Guinea. We
do not have a permitting process that
is the envy of anyone. It is entirely fair
to encourage agencies to do better, like
their counterparts all around the
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world, by working smarter and more
efficiently.

I also want to remind colleagues that
we passed this same provision as part
of our 2016 energy bill. Minerals were
important enough to draw 85 votes
back then, in 2016, so I would think
that we would regard them as even
more important now as our reliance
and our vulnerability have only in-
creased.

I want to thank Senator MANCHIN for
his support on our efforts on mineral
security and for his cosponsorship of
the American Mineral Security Act. I
was also glad to be able to combine his
efforts on a bill that he called Rare
Earth Element Advanced Coal Tech-
nologies. We have included that bill in
our subtitle.

I also want to thank a number of
members on the Energy and Natural
Resources Committee—Senators BAR-
RASSO, RISCH, DAINES, and MCSALLY—
for their help in this very important
subtitle.

Another subtitle within title II on se-
curity addresses the real and growing
threat of cyber attacks. According to
the 2019 Worldwide Threat Assessment
of the U.S. Intelligence Community,
China, Russia, and other foreign adver-
saries are using cyber operations to
target our critical energy infrastruc-
ture.

We have already seen the real-world
ramifications of cyber attacks on en-
ergy infrastructure. In December of
2015, Russian hackers cut off power to
nearly a quarter of a million people in
Ukraine. Two years later, Russian
hackers infiltrated the industrial con-
trol system of a Saudi Arabian petro-
chemical plant and disabled the plant’s
safety systems. We can’t let that hap-
pen here.

Our electric grid, which is composed
of generation, transmission, and dis-
tribution resources, is a uniquely crit-
ical asset. Every sector of our economy
depends on it. We know what the im-
pact would be if there were a successful
hack. It could impact homes, hospitals,
banks, gas pumps, traffic lights, cell
phone services. The consequences real-
ly go without bounds in terms of the
devastation that could be wrought,
particularly if power can’t be restored
for any meaningful duration.

So, working with the administration,
we have seen some good steps to ad-
dress this through the establishment of
the Office of Cybersecurity, Energy Se-
curity, and Emergency Responses, also
known as CESER, at the Department
of Energy. I thank them for the leader-
ship there. This office is really pretty
busy preparing for and responding to
more and increasingly sophisticated
cyber threats.

Our innovation package builds on
that effort through a bill called the
PROTECT Act, which will enhance
cyber security defenses of grid assets
by providing incentives, grants, and
technical assistance for utilities to in-
vest in cutting-edge technologies.

The innovation package will also
allow all utilities and power producers,
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especially those most vulnerable small-
er utilities that have fewer resources,
to continue investing in new tech-
nology that keeps their systems pro-
tected against evolving cyber threats.

This is important because we tend to
focus on the big systems and what that
impact might be, but for many, many,
many around the country in our small-
er, more rural areas, these are our
smaller utilities that don’t have the re-
sources to really be as current or as
protected as they want to be and as
they should be in the event of any kind
of cyber threat. So helping assist them
is important.

We included language from Senator
GARDNER to facilitate State energy se-
curity plans and public-private part-
nerships for grid security. We included
Senator CANTWELL’s Energy Cybersecu-
rity Act, which puts programs in place
for the DOE to effectively partner with
industry and other Federal agencies.

Senator CANTWELL has been a real
leader—when she was the ranking
member on the committee and now—as
she continues to focus on this issue,
the very important issue of cybersecu-
rity. So she has a good provision in-
cluded in this bill as well.

The American Energy Innovation Act
will help improve our national security
in significant ways—again, through
mineral security and protecting our
electric grid from cyber attacks.

We recognize that these measures
play a crucial role in supporting energy
innovation and ensuring that its many
benefits can be enjoyed by the Amer-
ican people.

There is more that I will take the
time to outline at a later point, but I
think it is important that, as Members
consider what this energy provision al-
lows for, it is pretty expansive. It is
pretty expansive, and it is expansive
because, again, we haven’t seen an en-
ergy bill become law in 12 years, so it
should be expansive, and it should
focus on how we can help facilitate
more of the ingenuity and innovation
that will come forward from our uni-
versities, from our labs, from public-
private partnerships, from those who
are working every day with great ideas
to help, really, transform not only our
economy but our environment as well.

So it is more than innovation in the
renewable space. It is innovation in the
carbon space. It is innovation in the
nuclear space. It is innovation when it
comes to industrial emissions. It is in-
novation when it comes to efficiency.

With that innovation comes security,
whether it be recognizing that we must
do more to ensure that we have stable
and secure supply chains through min-
eral security, through the security
that comes with protection of our grids
and protection from cyber threats,
modernization of our grids, and, again,
the security of the good jobs that come
with a skilled workforce.

So there is much to talk about in
this good measure. Again, I encourage
colleagues, we are in an amendment
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process. Come to us with your com-
ments, your suggestions, your con-
cerns. Let’s work them out, but let’s
get an energy bill through the Senate,
through the House, and signed into law
by the President.

I yield the floor.

I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
CRAMER). Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

NET NEUTRALITY

Mr. THUNE. Mr. President, 2 years
ago at this time, we were hearing that
the internet, as we know it, was going
to disappear. On February 27, 2018, Sen-
ate Democrats sent a tweet warning
that Americans would be getting the
internet one word at a time. Why? Be-
cause the Federal Communications
Commission had repealed heavyhanded,
Obama-era internet regulation. If we
didn’t immediately undo the FCC’s
rules change, Democrats warned, the
effects on internet access would be cat-
astrophic.

Well, 2 years later, the internet, as
we know it, isn’t just still with us, it is
flourishing. Broadband access has ex-
panded; Americans are enjoying faster
internet speeds; and we are imple-
menting 5G internet technology across
the Nation, including in more rural
places like South Dakota.

It turns out the internet doesn’t fall
apart without the heavy hand of gov-
ernment. In fact, it thrives. That
should be an important lesson for us
going forward. Historically speaking,
the Federal Government has taken a
light-touch approach to internet regu-
lation. The government largely stayed
out of the internet’s way, and innova-
tion and creativity flourished, deliv-
ering nearly everything from Netflix to
weather apps, to Uber. But in 2014, the
Obama administration decided it want-
ed the Federal Government to start
regulating the internet more heavily,
and in 2015, the Obama Federal Com-
munications Commission passed the
Open Internet Order, which dramati-
cally expanded the Federal Govern-
ment’s power over the internet in the
name of net neutrality.

Now, you might not know it from
Democrats’ rhetoric, but net neutrality
is a concept that enjoys broad support
in both parties. I support net neu-
trality and rules that prevent blocking,
throttling, or the paid prioritization of
internet traffic. I don’t think a major
service provider should be able to block
a small new startup, and I don’t think
Netflix should be able to pay to have
its search results appear before anyone
else’s.

What the Obama FCC did in 2015 went
far beyond net neutrality. In the name
of keeping the internet open to every-
one, the Obama FCC asserted broad
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new government powers over the inter-
net using rules that were designed for
telephone monopolies back during the
Great Depression. This opened a whole
host of new internet regulations, in-
cluding price regulations.

Unsurprisingly, the FCC’s move re-
sulted in a decline in broadband invest-
ment as companies saw the possibility
of burdensome new regulations headed
their way. That was bad news for
Americans, especially Americans in
rural States like my home State of
South Dakota.

Getting broadband to rural commu-
nities is already more challenging than
installing broadband in cities or sub-
urbs. The possibility of heavier regula-
tions acted as a further disincentive to
expanding access.

Fast forward to 2017, and the Federal
Communications Commission, under
Chairman Pai, voted to repeal the
heavyhanded internet regulations
passed by the Obama FCC. Democrats,
as I already mentioned, responded
hysterically, predicting that the inter-
net, as we knew it, would disappear.
Providers, they warned, would slow
down internet speeds to a crawl and
block access to desired content—ex-
cept, of course, none of that has hap-
pened.

Here is what actually has happened.
Broadband investment has rebounded.
In 2018, private broadband investment
rose by $3 billion. Broadband access is
expanding. The FCC reports that in
2018, ‘‘broadband providers, both small
and large, deployed fiber networks to
5.9 million new homes, the largest
number ever recorded.”

Internet speeds have increased.

The Nation is poised for widespread
adoption of the next generation of
internet, which is 5G. All of this de-
spite light-touch government regula-
tion or, perhaps more accurately, be-
cause of light-touch government regu-
lation.

At a time when Democrats are push-
ing for government takeovers of every-
thing from our healthcare to our en-
ergy choices, it is important to remem-
ber that a lot of times heavyhanded
government involvement causes prob-
lems instead of solving them. Of
course, there is a place for government
regulations, but more government in-
volvement does not automatically
mean a better outcome. In fact, a lot of
the time it means the opposite.

Giving the Federal Government more
power over the internet not only didn’t
help anything, it actually discouraged
the investment needed to ensure that
all Americans have access to reliable,
high-speed internet service. Lifting the
heavy hand of government regulation,
on the other hand, encouraged
broadband investment, which is result-
ing in better internet access for more
Americans.

If we want the internet to continue
to thrive and serve as an engine of eco-
nomic innovation and advancement, we
should ensure that the Federal Govern-
ment stays away from heavyhanded
regulations.
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I have spent years calling for a bipar-
tisan net neutrality bill that would ad-
dress concerns about blocking while
codifying a light-touch approach to
internet regulation. I am still waiting
for a Democratic partner on that legis-
lation.

While the current FCC has estab-
lished a healthy approach to regula-
tion, a different administration could
return and, in the same way they did
during the days of the Obama FCC,
slow down internet advances like 5G
and the expansion of broadband that is
happening in rural communities across
the country.

I will continue to work for bipartisan
net neutrality legislation that ensures
that the government will not weigh
down the internet with unnecessary
and heavyhanded regulations. I hope
my Democratic colleagues will join me.

I yield the floor.

I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

Mr. COTTON. Mr. 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. COTTON. Mr. President, yester-
day the Senate passed my resolution to
honor the life of Li Wenliang, the Chi-
nese doctor who heroically tried to
warn his fellow citizens and the world
about the Wuhan coronavirus late last
year. Dr. Li tragically fell victim to
that very disease but not before he was
victimized by his own government, the
Chinese Communist Party. Li was 34
years old when he passed away of
coronavirus on February 7. He had a
wife, a young child, and another child
on the way. His whole life was ahead of
him, and now his wife is widowed, his
child has no father, and his second
child will never know his father.

As Li knew, when you become a doc-
tor, you pledge to care for the sick and
the dying—whatever the hardships,
whatever the cost, whatever the risks
to yourself. So when patients with a se-
vere pneumonia began appearing in
Li’s hospital late last year, he sounded
the alarm to fellow doctors, and the
Chinese Communist Party responded
with lightning speed—not to contain
this epidemic but to intimidate Dr. Li
and attack his reputation.

Local Communist goons paid him a
visit a few days later, forcing him to
retract his statements and apologize
for so-called illegal behavior. China’s
state media piled on, denouncing Li
and other whistleblowers as
rumormongers who were spreading fear
among the Chinese people.

That has been the pattern of the Chi-
nese Communist Party’s response to
the coronavirus from the very begin-
ning—first coverup and then catas-
trophe.

When Chinese internet users flooded
social media with indignation fol-
lowing Dr. Li’s death, their cries were
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scrubbed from the internet by the Com-
munist Party’s army of censors.

When a Chinese human rights activ-
ist called for Chairman Xi to step
down, he was detained and then dis-
appeared.

When Wall Street Journal columnist
Walter Russell Mead wrote a bracing
article about the Chinese Communist
Party’s failure to contain the
coronavirus, the Chinese Communists
kicked three of the paper’s reporters
out of the country.

The Chinese Communist Party’s de-
ception has been so thorough that its
rare moments of candor, however obvi-
ously helpful, have been quickly sup-
pressed and punished.

When the number of reported infec-
tions spiked upward due to an improve-
ment in data reporting, the party
purged local officials who were likely
responsible.

After Chinese scientists gave the
world a headstart in developing a vac-
cine by publishing the disease’s genome
online, what happened? Were they
given awards? Were they celebrated?
No. Their lab was shut down the very
next day. These scientists deserved
awards. They deserved a medal. In-
stead, they were given a professional
death sentence.

The Chinese people have suffered
greatly from this coronavirus. They
are, in fact, the first and the worst vic-
tims of their own Communist govern-
ment. But now the whole world is suf-
fering with them. Just as the Bubonic
plague spread to Europe via traders on
the Silk Road, the Wuhan coronavirus
is traveling China’s new Silk Road. It
turns out that the Belt and Road Ini-
tiative exports not just China’s money
and Chinese debt but China’s viruses as
well as its repression. It threatens not
only economies around the world; it
threatens peoples around the world.

Right next door to China, Iran is suf-
fering a devastating outbreak of the
coronavirus. Birds of a feather flock to-
gether, I would have to add. The
mullahs in Tehran have emulated the
Chinese Communist Party’s shameful
response to coronavirus, first denying
and then downplaying the outbreak
until it was no longer possible to ig-
nore the bodies stacking up in clinics,
a mysterious sickness spreading
through the Cabinet of Iran’s Govern-
ment itself.

Remember the suffering people in
these countries when you hear trium-
phant, self-congratulatory messages
coming from Chinese propaganda rags
like Global Times and China Daily—or
even the World Health Organization,
which, I have to say, seems more inter-
ested in protecting the feelings of the
Chinese Communist Party than pro-
tecting the health of people around the
world. China’s propagandists are re-
portedly hard at work on a book exon-
erating Chairman Xi for his negligent
response to this virus.

The official 1line is that the
coronavirus is contained and China is
back to work, but don’t believe it. Do
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not believe the hype. The Chinese Com-
munist Party lied from the very begin-
ning of this outbreak, and it is lying
still. It is responsible for the scale of
this virus outbreak around the world.
This outbreak didn’t happen in spite of
the Chinese Communist Party’s efforts
to contain it; it happened because of
the Communist system of government.

Three months later, we still don’t
know how many people have been in-
fected or killed by coronavirus on the
Chinese mainland. All we have are
bogus statistics that just so happen to
track perfectly—perfectly—with the
Communist Party line day after day.

I will cite just one example. Barron’s,
the financial publication, discovered
that the official number of deaths
could be predicted perfectly in ad-
vance—in advance—in China using a
simple mathematical formula. This
coronavirus isn’t just contagious and
deadly; it is good at math as well—if
you believe the Chinese Communist
Party. But that doesn’t just happen in
nature. They are obviously cooking
their books. It is not hard to see why.
China’s economy has ground to a halt.
The Chinese Communist Party is des-
perate to restart it and avoid the first
contraction in the last 30 years, what-
ever it may cost in lives of the Chinese
people. If China is truly back to work,
as the Chinese Communists claim, it is
only because it has employed Com-
munist tactics that evoke the worst
horrors of Soviet communism, from
Stalin’s 5-year plans to Leningrad in
1943.

After shutting down almost half the
country’s factories to stop the spread
of coronavirus, the Chinese Communist
Party is opening them again, barely 1
month later. Investors around the
world beware: That decision is moti-
vated not by confidence but by despera-
tion. It will almost certainly lead to
more outbreaks as workers congregate
on crowded subways and factory floors,
all because the Chinese Communist
Party mandarins, living safely behind
armed guards and walls in Beijing, de-
cided that hitting their growth target
was more important than the peasants’
lives.

When I first called for travel restric-
tions on China back in late January,
Dr. Li was still alive and the
coronavirus was, thankfully, far from
our shores. Tragically, it is now a glob-
al disease, and we have to do all we can
to arrest its spread.

The most vital thing China can do is
still be fully open and transparent
about the origins and extent of the
coronavirus.

I say to the Chinese Communist
Party: Stop hiding behind your fake
numbers and politically correct bu-
reaucrats at the World Health Organi-
zation. Let truly independent experts
into Wuhan to investigate this virus.
The United States has offered repeat-
edly—repeatedly—to send a team and
would do so tomorrow if you would just
have the humanity to let them in and
help save your own people.
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Finally, give those people the free-
dom to speak candidly about the dis-
ease that has devastated your nation.
Do not stifle the next whistleblower,
the next doctor or nurse who speaks up
to save the lives not just of their own
people but of the people around the
world.

Here in America, only time will tell
how this virus will run its course. We
have many advantages, though, to help
us in this fight. We have the world’s
best doctors, nurses, and healthcare
professionals. As important, we live in
a republic that protects the liberty of
our citizens and gives every American
the freedom to speak, to write, to dis-
sent, to sound an alarm—Iloudly sound
an alarm—when we see something that
isn’t right and we think we can make
it right.

Tragically, for himself, for his fam-
ily, for the world, Dr. Li Wenliang en-
joyed no such freedom. Yet he still
spoke up to try to save his neighbors
and to save the world. For that he was
punished, and now he has passed.

May he rest in peace, and may his
memories inspire other selfless heroes
who will speak truth and hold the Chi-
nese Communist Party to account, no
matter the cost.

I yield the floor.

I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. RoM-
NEY).

The clerk will call the roll.

The senior assistant legislative clerk
proceeded to call the roll.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
PERDUE). Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

BIPARTISAN BACKGROUND CHECKS

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, on aver-
age, we lose 100 Americans every single
day to firearms.

Last week marked 1 year since the
House of Representatives passed H.R. 8.
It was a bipartisan bill. Both Demo-
crats and Republicans supported it.
The bill stood for a very basic propo-
sition, and the proposition is this:
Whatever your constitutional rights or
God-given rights—if you make that ar-
gument—to a firearm might be, we as a
society cannot allow people who are
convicted felons or who are shown to
be mentally unstable to legally buy
firearms in this country. We are sup-
posed to have background checks to
make sure this doesn’t happen. It turns
out that more than one out of five fire-
arms are sold in America without there
having been background checks on the
purchasers.

So H.R. 8, this bipartisan bill, passed
the House to close the gaps in our
background system. What kind of gaps
are we talking about? We have terrible
gun violence in the city of Chicago.
Some of the critics of Chicago like to
say: You have the toughest gun laws
and the most gun deaths. Well, they
don’t tell you the whole story. Many of
those guns start off not in Chicago and
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not in Illinois but at gun shows in
Northwest Indiana, where they are sold
sometimes in volume without there
being any background checks made on
the purchasers.

It has been 1 year of nothing in the
U.S. Senate in responding to this na-
tional crisis—not one thing. It is with-
in the power of the majority leader,
Republican Senator MITCH MCCONNELL,
of Kentucky, to at least let us address
the issue and debate it.

He has a majority. Nothing is going
to pass here without Republican sup-
port. We know that. But don’t the
American people deserve a debate? One
man, the Republican majority leader,
says no. He styles himself as the Grim
Reaper of the Senate. He takes pride in
the fact that he has killed hundreds of
bills passed by the House that will
never, ever see the light of day in the
U.S. Senate.

Well, I can tell the Senator from
Kentucky that after attending so many
funerals, after giving heartbreaking
sympathy to the families of those who
have lost their children and loved ones,
after hearing about so many mass
shootings—mass shootings that should
shock our conscience—aren’t we
shocked when people just go to a movie
theater in Colorado and are gunned
down as they watch a movie? Aren’t we
shocked when a crowd in Las Vegas
just wants to enjoy a country western
concert and they are gunned down?
Weren’t we shocked at a high school in
Florida or a first grade classroom in
Connecticut when mass shootings take
place?

What will it take, America? What
will it take for this Senate, what will
it take for this majority leader to real-
ize enough is enough?

I Dbelieve in Second Amendment
rights to bear arms for those who buy
them legally, use them and store them
responsibly, whether it is for self-de-
fense, sport, or hunting. But none of
the people who come to me and argue
this issue are arguing for convicted fel-
ons and mentally unstable people to
buy a firearm. We need them to stand
with us and to stand with law enforce-
ment, who are often the victims of
these firearms, to make this a safer na-
tion.

There are obvious gaps in the Federal
gun laws that make it easy for felons,
abusers, and mentally unstable people
to get their hands on guns and hurt in-
nocent people. Loopholes in the back-
ground check system, like the gun
show loophole I mentioned and one I
haven’t mentioned—the loophole on
the internet, where there is no real
background check whatsoever—ac-
count for massive sales of firearms
each year in the United States.

The House-passed Bipartisan Back-
ground Checks Act would close these
gaps in the background check system.
Around 90 percent of Americans sup-
port the proposals in this bill—90 per-
cent of them. It is good enough for
America, but not good enough for the
Senate.
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Obviously, the majority leader needs
to be persuaded, and 90 percent of
America is not enough. It is a common-
sense, bipartisan step we should take,
consistent with constitutional rights
but consistent, as well, with common
sense.

I can’t explain why the Senate Re-
publicans will not take up a bipartisan,
House-passed bill that is so overwhelm-
ingly supported, even by Republicans.
There are literally hundreds of bills,
which have passed the House of Rep-
resentatives, gathering dust on the
Senate desk, and this is one of them.
These bills deal with issues like reduc-
ing the cost of prescription drugs, pro-
tecting the pensions of working Ameri-
cans and retired Americans, securing
our elections from foreign interference,
and, of course, reducing gun violence.
They all wait on the desk of the Sen-
ator who styles himself the Grim Reap-
er.

There have been too many excuses
for inaction. There is plenty of time, as
you can tell, on the Senate floor for us
to roll up our sleeves and actually leg-
islate, and when it comes to gun vio-
lence, the cost of inaction is dev-
astating—100 Americans a day.

It is time for Senator MCCONNELL to
call up H.R. 8, the Bipartisan Back-
ground Checks Act, and have this Sen-
ate actually debate an issue and actu-
ally vote on an issue that can make a
real difference in America.

S. 2657

Mr. President, I will commend the
majority leader and Senator MUR-
KOWSKI of Alaska for doing something
that is out of the ordinary. There is a
bill pending before the Senate on the
issue of American’s energy policy. You
see, last year on floor of the U.S. Sen-
ate—this deliberative body that has
been honored throughout history for
the great debates that have taken
place here—last year, during the entire
calendar year, the Senate considered
only 22 amendments in the entire year.

I have served here for a while. I can
never remember a time when there was
so little activity on the floor of the
U.S. Senate.

Well, I want to commend Senator
MURKOWSKI. She has started us off this
year, I hope, with an indication that
things might change.

This Energy bill before us is going to
be hotly debated. I am not going to
agree with every provision, but that
isn’t required of it. What is required is
to bring a measure forward, debate it,
compromise where you can, and come
up with the best product you can come
up with.

Congress has not passed major en-
ergy legislation since the year 2009.
Over 10 years have passed. Has the en-
ergy picture in America changed in 10
years? Of course. Has the environ-
mental picture changed? We know it
has.

President Obama, in 2009, in a stim-
ulus package, included critical tax
credits for renewable energy like wind
and solar. This week’s debate marks an
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opportunity to tackle a decadelong leg-
islative slump on these issues.

The American Energy Innovation Act
seeks to modernize our electrical grid,
support research into advanced energy
technology, and improve energy effi-
ciency in buildings across America.

Through significant bipartisan effort,
my colleagues have constructed a
package that starts to address one of
America’s most pressing issues—energy
for our future.

Although the bill contains provisions
that support innovation and research
at the Department of Energy, I have to
say I think we can do more. We need
more robust support for basic science
research—the kind of research that
costs too much and takes too long for
private companies to undertake on
their own.

Time and again, whether it is new
medicine, new medical devices, or new
energy policy, the Federal Government
has shown the real leadership in basic
research.

We are at risk of no longer leading
the world in cutting-edge research be-
cause our generation is not adequately
funding basic science. We are living off
the achievements of previous genera-
tions. We are not leaving the world of
our children and grandchildren better
for the research we are doing today—at
least not as much as we should. That is
why I put forth an amendment to this
bill to increase funding for the Depart-
ment of Energy’s Office of Science by 5
percent real growth—that is 5 percent
over inflation—each year for the next 5
years.

This amendment will provide more
than $43 billion over 5 years for basic
research in energy technology and
close a funding gap that has stunted
some of DOE’s most important
projects.

Think for a moment about electric
vehicles. Commonly now, their range of
mileage is 200 to 300 miles. What if we
doubled or tripled that number? Would
it change the attitude of the public
about using electric vehicles and re-
ducing pollution? I think there is no
doubt that it would.

This investment in research will pay
off. It will strengthen the Energy bill
and help move us into the 21st century
in a leadership position where the
United States should be.

While my amendment addresses one
priority to enhance the American En-
ergy Innovation Act, a larger question
remains. It is fundamental and basic:
How does this bill on energy address
the existential threat of climate
change? We should ask that about
every bill that comes across the floor—
certainly a bill talking about the fu-
ture of energy.

My colleagues have worked to im-
prove energy efficiency and fund inno-
vation. I support both of those efforts.
But this bill does not honestly and ag-
gressively deal with climate change.

Unfortunately, facing the global
threat of warming will require more
than just faith and technology. Cli-
mate change impacts every sector of
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American life. It is well past time that
we deal with solutions that can prom-
ise our kids and grandkids a habitable
planet.

According to the climatologist in my
State of Illinois, as a result of climate
change, Illinois faces higher tempera-
tures and more frequent, intense rain-
fall than at any other time in our
State’s history. That is over 200 years.

Our farmers have seen it. Last year,
increased precipitation between April
and June literally crippled our farmers
when it came to planting and left
them, many times, with fields that
were not productive.

We have seen it in the city of Chi-
cago. In January, there were waves as
high as 20 feet pummeling the Lake
Michigan shoreline of Chicago and
flooding our coastal communities.

During the summer, record tempera-
tures in Chicago last year threatened
the elderly with heat stroke and kept
many Kkids behind doors. Even the
Trump administration has seen it. De-
spite the President’s denial of climate
change, people within his administra-
tion spoke up.

In November of 2018, the ‘‘Fourth Na-
tional Climate Assessment’’ reported
that American economic losses could
reach hundreds of billions of dollars by
the end of the century as a result of
climate change.

For decades, scientists have warned
us about this threat, and now we can
see it in our lives almost every day.

As the Senate considers energy legis-
lation, we do the American people a
great disservice by failing to seriously
address climate change. That is why 1
have been working on an approach that
I think has some promise.

Let’s look back at history, to the
1930s. The United States faced a dif-
ferent existential crisis called the
Great Depression. At that time, Frank-
lin Delano Roosevelt established the
Reconstruction Finance Corporation.
This was an agency that issued low-in-
terest loans and harnessed investment
across the economy. The RFC, as it
was known, became a critical lifeline
for the U.S. economy, and its catch-all
approach to investment spurred us into
a recovery.

Though climate change represents a
different set of challenges than the
Great Depression, the RFC model
shows us an example of a broad strat-
egy mneeded to combat existential
threats to our Nation. We need to take
immediate action to decrease green-
house grass emissions and limit
human-induced global warming.

According to the EPA, in 2018, the
United States emitted more than 5.2
billion tons of carbon dioxide—a 3.2-
percent increase over the previous
year. We are moving in the wrong di-
rection.

Clearly, this administration’s strat-
egy of removing the United States
from the Paris climate accord and
skirting around climate change is one
that is not helping us address this issue
successfully and effectively. Tackling
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this issue requires an immediate reduc-
tion in carbon emissions, massive in-
vestments in resilience and clean en-
ergy technology, and a willingness to
take this threat seriously.

Climate change makes the normal
disasters in America that much worse.
It increases their frequency and their
intensity, and it is devastating to the
most vulnerable people and businesses
in America.

I support efforts like the bill before
us—the American Energy Innovation
Act—that take small steps toward ad-
dressing climate change, but this prob-
lem calls for a much larger commit-
ment, not just by the Senate and the
House and by the President, but cer-
tainly by the American people. We
have it within our power, if we have
the will, to deal with this challenge.

Research, technology, and a willing-
ness to make a sacrifice for future gen-
erations is all it takes. We can put that
package together on a bipartisan basis.

I yield the floor.

I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

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

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

CORONAVIRUS

Mr. SHELBY. Mr. President, the
American people are apprehensive
about the spread of the coronavirus in
the United States and abroad, as we
can always remember. Global financial
markets are on edge. Both are resil-
ient, but vigorous action, I believe, is
needed to calm nerves, stabilize the
situation, and get our arms around this
crisis. I believe Congress must marshal
the resources necessary for an aggres-
sive, comprehensive, and swift re-
sponse.

I am pleased to report to my col-
leagues this afternoon that we, with
the House and leadership on both sides,
have reached a bipartisan, bicameral
agreement on an emergency supple-
mental appropriations package to do
just that. The agreement provides a
surge in funding at every level, as I
have advocated for—local, State, Fed-
eral, and international—to meet the
growing challenge that we face.

The total amount included in the
package is $7.76 billion, a little under
$8 billion. We arrived at that figure by
going back to the agencies—the NIH,
the Centers for Disease Control, and so
forth. We asked: What do you need?
What do you think you would need if
this virus really spreads? We wanted to
make sure that they had the tools and
the resources and that we would not
shortchange the American people in
any way.

So the $7.76 billion, we have been told
by the people who know, should be suf-
ficient. We hope it is. Nearly 85 percent
of this funding will be spent right here
in the United States—85 percent. And
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$2.2 billion is for the Centers for Dis-
ease Control, which the Presiding Offi-
cer is very familiar with because it is
located in Atlanta, GA, including, no
less than $950 million—just short of a
billion—to help States and local gov-
ernments prevent and combat the
spread of the virus.

Now, $836 million will go to the Na-
tional Institutes of Health to, among
other things, train healthcare workers
on the frontlines and to develop
diagnostics, therapeutics, and vaccines
related to the virus. And $61 million
will support the Food and Drug Admin-
istration’s role in approving such prod-
ucts for the American people.

Now, $3.1 billion of this package is
for the Public Health and Social Serv-
ices Emergency Fund, among other
things, to supplement the Strategic
National Stockpile here; to develop
and purchase diagnostics, therapeutics,
and vaccines; to provide resources for
community health centers; and to help
hospitals and help systems adapt and
respond if this crisis grows.

Another $300 million is made avail-
able for the purchase of additional
diagnostics, therapeutics, and vaccines,
should further need arise—in other
words, a contingency.

Finally, to fight the spread of the
virus abroad, which we have to do, $1.25
billion is provided to the State Depart-
ment and USAID to continue their
work with our international partners.

We have listened carefully to the
agencies and the experts on the
frontlines in crafting this package.
Vice President PENCE has also been
very helpful in this effort, and I appre-
ciate President Trump’s eagerness to
sign this legislation.

I also take a moment to thank Lead-
ers MCCONNELL and SCHUMER, Vice
Chairman LEAHY of the Appropriations
Committee, Chairwoman LOWEY, chair
of the House Appropriations Com-
mittee, and Ranking Member GRANGER
for all of us coming together to do the
right thing for the American people.

We face this crisis together. We are
fighting it together. Ultimately, I be-
lieve we will prevail together, but now
is the time for action. The House will
act first. All indications are they will
pass it swiftly—this package. I hope so.

When this package arrives in the
Senate, I would urge my colleagues to
do the same so we can get help to those
who need it and ease some of the anx-
iety stemming from this outbreak. I
think we owe it to the American people
to do no less.

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. LEAHY. 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.

CORONAVIRUS

Mr. LEAHY. Madam President,

Chairman SHELBY just spoke. He and I



March 4, 2020

have worked so hard together on the
Appropriations Committee on the
emergency coronavirus supplemental
request. I have always enjoyed working
with Chairman SHELBY, and I am
pleased we can announce that we have
reached a bipartisan, bicameral agree-
ment on an emergency supplemental to
address the spread of the novel
coronavirus and protect the health and
safety of the American people. So I
thank my friend Chairman SHELBY,
Chairwoman LOWEY of the other body,
and Ranking Member GRANGER for
their cooperation.

I think one of the things I found dur-
ing my time on the Appropriations
Committee is that we tend to leave our
labels at the door. We worked together.
We did not see each other as Repub-
licans and Democrats. We looked at
each other as Members of the House
and the Senate trying to get this done.
I urge both the majority leader and the
Democratic leader to move as quickly
as possible, once the House acts today,
to get this agreement to the Presi-
dent’s desk.

As I said last weekend, there is no
reason why we cannot and should not
finish this bill this week and get it
down to the President for signing. If we
have to work Friday or even Saturday,
let’s get it done and get it done now.

Now, what the House of Representa-
tives is debating today is vastly dif-
ferent from the $1.25 billion grossly in-
adequate proposal from the Trump ad-
ministration that was sent to Congress
just 9 days ago. This was so poorly
thought out that both Republicans and
Democrats said it made no sense.

Where President Trump’s proposal
would rob Peter to pay Paul by steal-
ing hundreds of millions of dollars from
funds meant to contain an ongoing
Ebola crisis and take money from pro-
grams the American people rely on,
like the low-income heating assistance
program, LTHEAP, our agreement pro-
vides $7.8 billion in new emergency
funding to address this crisis without
raiding these important programs. We
cannot just turn our backs on funding
to address the ongoing Ebola crisis.

And millions of Amricans rely on
programs like LIHEAP. I would invite
any of those from the White House who
think we do not need this heating as-
sistance in places like my home state
of Vermont, where just a few days ago
it was 10 below zero.

Our agreement does not rob Peter to
pay Paul. We are not stealing hundreds
of millions of dollars from funds meant
to contain an ongoing Ebola crisis but
simply providing $7.8 billion in new
emergency funding to address this cri-
sis without raiding those important
programs.

We also include a $500 million author-
ization to enhance the availability of
telehealth services—something that
could be so helpful in virtually every
one of our States.

We also reject the President’s ex-
treme ‘‘America First” mantra that
would include nothing for USAID to
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help contain the spread of the
coronvirus abroad. Let’s be realistic.
At a time when communicable diseases
are only an airplane flight away, that
is a recipe for failure. If we can stop
this before it gets to our borders, why
shouldn’t we work with other countries
to do that? So, we instead provide $1.25
billion in new resources for the global
health response, provide humanitarian
assistance, and secure funding for
emergency evacuations of U.S. citizens,
if needed.

We provide $2.2 billion to support
Federal, State, and local public health
agencies to prevent, prepare for, and
respond to the coronavirus. The funds
will support laboratory testing and
monitoring, infection control, and pub-
lic health preparedness. Again, we are
taking this completely out of politics
and going to where our best people are
who need the resources to address this
crisis. I talked about some of the need
for help with the Governor of our
State, who is a Republican, and we
worked very, very closely together. I
applaud what he has been doing to pre-
pare for this virus.

Our agreement is going to provide
more than $3 billion for research and
development of vaccines, therapeutics,
and diagnostics to prevent or treat the
effects of coronavirus. We are going to
include provisions to ensure that vac-
cines developed with the support of
Federal dollars—our tax dollars—re-
main affordable to those most in need.
The taxpayers pay for it. They should
not have to pay for it a second time be-
cause a large company wants to make
a huge profit. In fact, we provide near-
ly $1 billion for healthcare prepared-
ness, the procurement of pharma-
ceuticals and medical supplies and
funding to support community health
centers, which provide healthcare to so
many in our underserved urban areas
and rural communities.

We provide $61 million to the Food
and Drug Administration to facilitate
the development of new therapies and
vaccines to combat the coronavirus but
also to mitigate the potential medical
supply chain interruptions.

Importantly, this agreement includes
$7 billion in small business disaster
loans. What is happening can really hit
the small businesses, which are the
backbone of America’s economy. We
have this money, the small business
disaster loans, to help mitigate the
economic impact of the spread of the
coronavirus in the United States.

When we confront this widening cri-
sis, it is important to remember that
we are not doing it as Republicans or
Democrats seeking to score political
points in addressing this threat. It is
not something for the Republican
Party or the Democratic Party to deal
with. We should deal with it as who we
are. We are Americans, and we are U.S.
Senators. One hundred of us have to
speak to our own conscience. At times
of crisis in our Nation’s history, the
Senate has proven its ability to be the
conscience of the Nation and a steady
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guiding hand. That is what we have to
do now.

I am pleased that the House measure
does not include legislation related to
extending FISA, the Foreign Intel-
ligence Surveillance Act. We have had
months to deal with that controversial
legislation. It has no place on urgent
funding legislation to combat the cur-
rent health situation.

I am confident we can, once again,
put aside partisan squabbles and help
to lead our Nation forward. Taking up
this agreement as soon as possible is
the first step.

I will work with Chairman SHELBY.
The two of us will work together to
shepherd this bipartisan, bicameral
agreement through the Senate and to
the President.

I would note—and I will speak fur-
ther on this later on—that there are an
awful lot of members of our staffs, both
Republican and Democratic, who have
worked and worked and worked late
nights, worked weekends, and worked
on days off to get us here. I applaud the
men and women who have done that.

I see my distinguished colleague on
the floor, so I will yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Wyoming.

AMERICA’S TRANSPORTATION INFRASTRUCTURE
ACT

Mr. BARRASSO. Madam President, I
come to the floor today to address
America’s aging roads and bridges.

Our highways are in need of repair all
across the country. In some places, we
actually need to rebuild new roads.
That is why I, along with Senators
CARPER, CAPITO, and CARDIN, have in-
troduced America’s Infrastructure Act.

This bipartisan legislation is going to
make a significant investment in our
roads, in our bridges, and in our tun-
nels. It will fund our highways at his-
toric levels.

These investments are critical, but
just as critical is speeding up govern-
ment’s approvals for important road
projects.

Last Congress, the Environment and
Public Works Committee, which I
chair, heard testimony about a high-
way project in my home State of Wyo-
ming. The project took a decade—a full
10 years—to get the required permits—
one after another after another—but
then it only took a couple of months to
get the project done. It is a project
that is going to make our roads safer
and more efficient, which was the
whole desired effect of this project. It
was held up because of 10 years of wait-
ing for Washington permits. A decade
to permit, months to build—any Amer-
ican with common sense knows that is
absurd. America’s Transportation In-
frastructure Act cuts through Wash-
ington redtape so projects can get done
faster, better, cheaper, and smarter.
That is key.

We used President Trump’s One Fed-
eral Decision policy as a model. It is a
great plan, a great policy put forward
by the President. Under the policy, the
President has set a goal for his admin-
istration of completing environmental
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reviews within 2 years. It is a goal I ab-
solutely applaud. Our legislation will
codify key elements of that policy into
law.

The bill will streamline duplicative
requirements by many different Fed-
eral agencies on the same project. The
permitting process will be simplified
and will occur faster.

Our bill also gives States increased
flexibility—something States want. So
Federal approvals can get moving and
the project construction can get start-
ed sooner. It reduces the amount of pa-
perwork needed from States to com-
plete the projects. It is unacceptable
that the Federal Government would
hold up State projects and put drivers
at risk. Washington should never
prioritize paperwork, which is what
Washington tends to do—prioritize pa-
perwork over people’s safety.

America’s Transportation Infrastruc-
ture Act cuts redtape. It makes safety
a top priority.

Our legislation is bipartisan, passing
the Environment and Public Works
Committee unanimously, 21 to 0.

President Trump called on Congress
to pass the bill. He did it during his
State of the Union Address last month.

This legislation is a win for the en-
tire country. The time is now to pass
America’s Transportation Infrastruc-
ture Act so we can reduce the pun-
ishing and costly regulations and then
do the important work of improving
highway projects so that they can get
built.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. COT-
TON). Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

UNANIMOUS CONSENT REQUEST—H.R. 8

Mr. MURPHY. Mr. President, I am
coming to the floor today as we have
just passed the 1-year mark since H.R.
8, the Bipartisan Background Checks
Act, passed the House of Representa-
tives. This is a piece of legislation sup-
ported by 90 percent of the American
public. It is hard for anything to enjoy
90 percent support in this country
these days.

The data shows us that this is a piece
of legislation that, if enacted, would
save lives. We have begged and pleaded
for this piece of legislation to come be-
fore the Senate. I understand that
there may not be 60 votes in the Senate
to pass the exact piece of legislation
supported by the House, but we could
engage in a process of amendment, a
process of compromise, and that could
end up saving lives and getting a piece
of legislation passed that is supported,
as I mentioned, by 9 out of 10 Ameri-
cans.

I have some remarks after what I ex-
pect will be an objection to my motion
from the majority party.
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I will ask unanimous consent of my
colleagues that the Senate proceed to
the immediate consideration of Cal-
endar No. 29, H.R. 8, the Bipartisan
Background Checks Act; I further ask
that the bill be considered read a third
time and passed, and the motion to re-
consider be considered made and laid
upon the table, with no intervening ac-
tion or debate.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

The Senator from Wyoming.

Mr. ENZI. Mr. President, reserving
the right to object, if this unanimous
consent were passed without a vote or
even debate, that would become law.
Passage of this request could infringe
on the constitutional right of my con-
stituents and many others across the
United States. I believe firmly that
would be the case and could even result
in criminal charges against law-abid-
ing firearms owners. So I object.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion is heard.

The Senator from Connecticut.

Mr. MURPHY. I am sorry to hear the
objection. It is obviously not sur-
prising. We have been waiting for a
year for this body to act on the issue of
gun violence. And though there are a
range of measures that may actually
be controversial, this is not one of
them. This is not one of them.

It is really hard to find folks in
America who object to the idea that
somebody should have to prove that
they are not a criminal, that they
don’t have a history of serious mental
illness, before they purchase a firearm.

The fact is, the longer we wait, the
more people die. There is no piece of
legislation that is going to eliminate
every single gun death in this country.
In my State of Connecticut, when we
passed the universal background
checks law, we saw an immediate 40-
percent reduction in gun homicides.

In Missouri, when they repealed their
universal background checks law, they
saw an immediate 25-percent increase.

That is the short-term immediate
rate of return—both on the upside and
the downside—you get when you take
steps to ensure that criminals don’t get
guns or you take steps to make it easy
for criminals to get guns.

Senator BLUMENTHAL is on the floor
with me as well, and he will make re-
marks. I have been unable to persuade
my colleagues, based on the data, that
we should pass background checks—the
data being the broad public support for
the measure, the data being about the
impact on people’s lives that this piece
of legislation would have.

I want to make the case that, just
from the simple standpoint of human-
ity, we should care about listening to
the American public and passing legis-
lation that will reduce these numbers.
This is heartbreaking. Some 39,000 peo-
ple a year are dying from gunshot
wounds, with 3,011 on average a month
and 100 a day.

The majority of these are suicides,
but the data tells us that by making it
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harder for people to buy guns who
shouldn’t have them because of a seri-
ous history of mental illness or because
of their criminal background, you will
have less suicides. Many of these are
homicides, and many of these are acci-
dental shootings. All of them are pre-
ventable by better policy.

Remember, this happens in the
United States and nowhere else in the
advanced-income world. It is not be-
cause we have more mental illness in
the United States. There is no evidence
of that. It is not because our kids play
more video games in the United States.
There is no evidence of that. It is not
because we spend less money on law en-
forcement. There is no evidence of
that. It is because this country is
awash in illegal and dangerous guns. It
is because we have made a choice to
make it a lot easier for some to find a
way to a lethal firearm to commit an
act of violence.

Every single one of the 100 persons
who die every day is attached to fami-
lies and friends and neighbors. The
data suggests that for everybody who
is killed in a gun homicide, there are 20
other people who experience some kind
of life-altering, diagnosable trauma be-
cause of it.

I want to tell you a few of these sto-
ries today—stories of people who over
the last year have been among this sta-
tistic—40,000 people who died from gun-
shot wounds. In March 2019, 1 month
after H.R. 8 got to the Senate, Shelby
Verderosa was home with her 6-month-
old daughter when she was shot and
killed in Phoenix, AZ. As a new mom,
Shelby ‘‘was doing everything she pos-
sibly could to make sure her daughter
had the best life,” said her cousin. One
month after H.R. 8 passed the Senate,
she was shot and killed when she was
home with her 6-month-old daughter.

Lamar Sharp was at a picnic in Kan-
sas City in April—2 months after H.R.
8 got here to the Senate—when he
heard gunshots. Instead of running
away from the gunshots toward safety,
he ran to save his friend’s 2-year-old
grandson, and he was shot three times.
He died 5 days before his 32nd birthday,
2 months after H.R. 8 got to the Senate
floor.

In May, 3 months after the back-
ground checks bill got to the Senate,
three LGBTQ+ young people were shot
in Detroit. Alunte Davis, Timothy
Blancher, and Paris Cameron were
known for being funny. They were
known for being wildly charismatic.
Police believe their sexual orientation
and gender identity were factors in
their murders.

A month later, 4 months after H.R. 8
got here to the Senate, Durelle Moxley
was Kkilled on Father’s Day when a
shooting broke out in his neighbor-
hood. Durelle and his wife had three
young children. His friends said:

He was really proud to be a father. He was
pumped and he was really celebrating Fa-
ther’s Day.

In July, 5 months after H.R. 8 got to
the Senate, 5 months after sitting on
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MiTcH MCCONNELL’s desk, awaiting ac-
tion, Julianna Carr was killed by her
brother in a murder-suicide at a house-
warming party in Katy, TX. She left
behind a husband and two children
whom she called her ‘‘greatest loves.”

Jurnee Thompson was 8 years old
when she was shot in August, 6 months
after the Senate got H.R. 8—6 months
of doing nothing on a bill with 90 per-
cent public support. Jurnee was the
14th child to be shot and killed in St.
Louis alone last summer. Her dad says
losing her was ‘‘one of the biggest fears
of my life and now I'm living it as a re-
ality.”

In September, 7 months after H.R. 8
showed up in the Senate and the Sen-
ate did nothing with it, Usher Hanns
was 17 years old when he was shot and
killed. He was a senior at Weaver High
School in Connecticut. He was a mem-
ber of Hartford’s Proud Drill, Drum,
and Dance Corp. His mom said he was
“‘a good son. He always made me smile.
He’s a joyful kid.”

Deirdre Zaccardi was murdered by
her husband Joseph in Abington, PA, in
October, 8 months after H.R. 8 got to
the Senate. He also shot their three
children, Alexis, Nathaniel, and Kath-
ryn, before turning the gun on himself.
The Abington police chief said their
deaths were ‘‘a horrific event no one
should ever see.”

Nine months after H.R. 8 got here in
November, Gracie Ann Muehlberger
was shot by a classmate with a semi-
automatic, untraceable ‘‘ghost gun’ in
Santa Clarita, CA. Hundreds attended
Gracie’s memorial service. Her friends
described her as an ‘‘independent spir-
it.”

In December, 10 months after the
House passed H.R. 8—10 months of
doing nothing with it here in the Sen-
ate—Sergeant Chris Brewster was re-
sponding to a domestic violence call in
Houston. When he got there, he was
shot by a suspect fleeing the scene. He
was a devoted husband who loved mak-
ing people laugh. Friends described
him as ‘‘wonderfully weird.”’

In January, 11 months after H.R. 8
got to the Senate, Gregory Rieves was
killed. He had retired after 22 years as
a State trooper, a career that he called
his dream job. He was killed in Illinois.
His friends described him as ‘‘the most
gentle, kind-hearted person you could
ever know.”

In February of this year, two sisters,
Abbaney and Deja Matts, were shot by
Abbaney’s ex-boyfriend in a dormitory
in Commerce, TX. “I just want people
to know they were fun,” said their
mom.

Just last week in Milwaukee, almost
exactly a year since H.R. 8 came to the
Senate, five people were shot on the
campus of Molson Coors. People who
went to work on a normal Wednesday
and whose families will never get to
hug them or tell them goodbye or hear
their voices again were shot and killed
in a workplace shooting.

Senator BLUMENTHAL and I are not
going to give up. We are not going to
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give up because of what we have been
through in Connecticut, having experi-
enced and lived through the aftermath
of the horrific shooting in Sandy Hook,
but also because of what we see hap-
pening every single day in places we
represent—murders that happen in
Hartford and Bridgeport and New
Haven, murders that happen in rural
areas of our State, as well—accidental
shootings, homicides, suicides. No-
where else, other than in the United
States, does this epidemic of carnage
happen at this rate. It happens because
we have made a choice. We have made
a choice to let the gun industry run
Washington, DC, to give them veto
power over gun policy that has helped
their bottom line, that has made gun
company executives rich. But it has re-
sulted in 40,000 people a year dying—100
a day.

I will continue to come to the floor
and tell the stories of those who have
been lost. I am deeply sorry that when
we try to bring up unanimous consent
requests to the Senate to have a debate
or a vote on H.R. 8, we keep hearing ob-
jections.

We don’t run the Senate. Democrats
are not in charge. We don’t get to set
the agenda. MITCH MCCONNELL, Senator
MCcCONNELL, does; Republicans who are
part of leadership do. All you have to
do is bring this bill to the floor. Let’s
have a debate on an expanded back-
ground checks proposal.

I get that the version of the bill that
passed the House might not have 60
votes here, but why don’t we try to find
common ground? Why don’t we sit
down and do what the Senate used to
do and find compromise that makes the
country a better place? The fact that
we aren’t even trying to find bipartisan
agreement on a background checks
proposal is absolutely heartbreaking,
not just to me or to Senator
BLUMENTHAL; it is heartbreaking to the
survivors and the family members of
the folks who aren’t with us any
longer. It is an insult to them that we
are not even lifting a finger to try to
make this country a safer place.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Connecticut.

Mr. BLUMENTHAL. Mr. President, I
am honored to join my colleague and
friend, Senator MURPHY.

First, let me thank him for his lead-
ership. We have worked together as a
team. We have been partners in this ef-
fort from the very first days of our
elections, and we were together at
Sandy Hook on the afternoon of De-
cember 14, 2012, when we saw and met
many of the families who suffered that
absolutely unspeakable loss in an un-
imaginable tragedy that haunts us
both to this day.

Just this morning, as a matter of
fact, I was with one of the dads, Mark
Barden, who has turned his grief into
tremendously positive work in our
schools, forming an organization called
Sandy Hook Promise, one of the nu-
merous grassroots organizations that
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has grown in the wake of that tragedy.
Of course, Brady existed before Sandy
Hook, but afterward, there was Sandy
Hook Promise and Newtown Action Al-
liance. Connecticut Against Gun Vio-
lence expanded, Moms Demand Action,
Students Demand Action, Everytown
for Gun Safety, Gifford—the list re-
flects the outrage and fear of the
American public against this epidemic.

I am here to talk about an epidemic,
a public health menace. Of course, we
must do something to take effective
action and do it promptly against
coronavirus, COVID-19, which also re-
flects a threat to our health and safety.
It has already Kkilled Americans. It
threatens to spread. There is a need for
preparedness and honesty and truthful-
ness to the American public about the
extent of the threat and about the need
for action.

Gun violence today in America—just
today and every day in America—Kkills
more than 100 people. That number re-
flects only the fatalities. It is no meas-
ure of the people who are injured,
sometimes crippled for life, and often
emotionally damaged. It fails to reflect
the families who suffer those losses and
the trauma that affects children who
are truly innocent bystanders to the
drive-by shootings in downtown Hart-
ford or Bridgeport or New Haven.

Literally, no community in America
is immune from this public health epi-
demic, this menace that afflicts Amer-
ica unlike any other country in the
world. Globalization has affected many
public health threats, as we are learn-
ing about coronavirus. But America is
unique in the magnitude of its gun vio-
lence epidemic, as my colleague Sen-
ator MURPHY has said so well.

The costs are not just in human lives
and emotion. Even if you care nothing
about the human condition, think
about the dollars and cents—the costs,
the medical care, and, of course, the
talent and energy, the intelligence, the
productivity that is lost literally every
day in those 100 lives. There is no vac-
cine. There is no panacea. There is no
magic cure for this epidemic.

The bill that brings us here today is
just one piece of legislation, one tool
that is vitally necessary, but it is only
one step. It will not solve all of the
problems of gun violence, but we know
it will save lives. We know it from our
experience in Connecticut. We know
this enforcement mechanism will keep
guns out of the hands of dangerous peo-
ple.

It adds no new prohibitions. It im-
poses no new categories of people who
are prohibited from buying guns. Those
categories and those prohibitions are
already in the Federal law. This back-
ground check expansion to all sales—
not just federally licensed deals but
private sales, sales on the internet—is
simply a way to enforce the existing
prohibitions, which were supported, by
the way, by the NRA when they were
passed decades of ago. It simply makes
those prohibitions real.

I know, from my experience as a
prosecutor over decades and as a State
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attorney general, that the best laws on
the books are dead letter if they are
unenforced. That is really why 98 per-
cent of the American people, the vast
majority of gun owners, and even NRA
members support this legislation. It is
a simple, commonsense way to enforce
existing prohibitions that keep guns
out of the hands of dangerous people. It
is the least we can do for those victims
of gun violence whose images and
voices and faces are with their families
still and many of them with us every
day.

We should be very clear—because this
measure should not be oversold—that
it will not alone solve the problem of
gun violence. There are a variety of
other measures. I have introduced the
emergency risk protection order legis-
lation that would enable law enforce-
ment—Ilocal police or State and Fed-
eral law enforcement—to take guns
away from people who are dangerous to
themselves or others. That legislation
would require a warrant, and it would
enable the warrant to be eventually
challenged in a court proceeding. It
would provide due process, which would
be particularly important in domestic
disputes when an estranged intimate
partner may have a gun or when there
is suicide and self-harm is threatened.
This has worked in Florida thousands
of times, where it was passed most re-
cently, and in Connecticut. Con-
necticut was the first in the Nation to
adopt an emergency risk protection
order, and it has worked.

Along with that law are safe storage
measures. There is Ethan’s Law, which
was named after Ethan Song, who was
lost to his wonderful parents, Kristin
and Michael Song. Ethan was visiting a
friend whose parents failed to store
their gun safely, and in that unimagi-
nable tragedy, he was lost.

Of course, there are also other meas-
ures, like eliminating sweetheart deals
that provide unique and virtually abso-
lute immunity to gun manufacturers.
The Sandy Hook surviving families are
seeking redress against the manufac-
turer of the gun that killed their 20
children and 6 great educators. They
are overcoming the obstacles imposed
by the law that provides that immu-
nity to the gun manufacturers.

Assault weapons bans, ammunition
background checks, and high-capacity
magazines are a series of measures that
we should consider. It is not that every
one of them is necessary, but every one
of them can help to save lives. Not one
of them alone will prevent all of these
fatalities.

The least we can do is debate H.R. 8,
which has been language on the Senate
floor now for a year without its being
called for a vote. That is really uncon-
scionable. I know we use that word
‘“‘unconscionable’” so frequently that
perhaps it has lost its meaning, but if
we have a conscience and if we have a
belief and a conviction in the demo-
cratic process, we should at least give
a vote to this measure that is life-
saving, that is supported by almost all
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of the American people, and that is op-
posed only by the NRA and a gun lobby
that is diminishing in power. In fact,
the NRA is crumbling from within be-
cause of a financial scandal and on the
outside because its extreme, inflexible
positions are untenable to an American
public that sees the public health epi-
demic before us as a result of gun vio-
lence and says: Enough is enough.

There is a movement that will even-
tually prevail. Whether it will win in
this session—because we have been
blocked again from unanimous consent
by our Republican colleagues—I don’t
know. I do know with certainty that it
will prevail because these grassroots
have grown and have created a move-
ment. The students of Parkland have
created a movement. The Sandy Hook
Promise, the Newtown Action Alliance,
Brady, Giffords, and others have cre-
ated a movement. Like many move-
ments and social causes in this coun-
try—the civil rights movement being
the best example—this is fuel and
power and is led by young people who
are saying with the most passion of all:
Enough is enough.

Every one of them and every one of
us knows someone—a family member, a
coworker, a co-student, a colleague—
who has been affected by gun violence.
Almost two-thirds of those 100 deaths
every day are from suicide, so we know
mental health has to be addressed and
that we need to invest more in mental
health diagnoses and treatments.

Again, mental health diagnoses and
treatments alone are not a solution. I
have long spearheaded and advocated
for mental health parity—more treat-
ment, more insurance coverage—but
they alone will not solve the gun vio-
lence epidemic in this country.

The fact is that the States that have
universal background checks, accord-
ing to a recent study, have had 52 per-
cent fewer mass shootings than the
States that have lacked them. It
makes sense. Background check laws
mean that 80 percent of the firearms
acquired for criminal purposes can be
stopped from being sold by unlicensed
sellers.

We in Connecticut have one of the
strongest universal background checks
on the books anywhere in the country.
Yet we know guns have, really, no re-
spect for State borders. They cross
State borders with impunity. They
cause deaths in Connecticut even if
they have been manufactured else-
where or have been sold in the South
and have come via the Iron Pipeline to
Connecticut or to New York or to New
Jersey, which also has strong gun laws.
This national public health epidemic
demands a national—Federal—solution
that protects our Nation.

The Odessa shooting just this past
August serves as a tragic reminder of
the steep price that inaction exacts.
The Odessa shooter failed a background
check, but then he turned right around
after he failed that background check
from a licensed dealer and bought an
assault-style rifle in a private sale.
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That private sale was not covered by a
background check, and seven more in-
nocent people are dead as a result.

On December 14, 2012, I promised the
parents who lost loved ones at Sandy
Hook and other families that I would
fight and do everything I could to
make sure that no more parents would
have to bury their children. I have
worked tirelessly, along with others,
like my colleague Senator MURPHY and
many of us on this side of the aisle, on
public health and safety measures that
would stop gun violence. I have also
worked with Senator GRAHAM on an
emergency risk protection order pro-
posal that has shown very serious signs
of acceptance on that side of the aisle
and even by the White House. So far,
inaction has been the result.

Since that day, December 14, 2012,
there have been 2,389 mass shootings,
not counting the individual lives lost
in Hartford or in the suburbs or in the
rural areas. It is an equal opportunity
public health epidemic. Like any epi-
demic, no one is immune. Over 2,000
times, families have had to wait, like
the parents of Newtown, to see whether
that morning’s kiss goodbye would be
the last. They have had to wait to see
whether that last wave at the school
door would be the final one. That real-
ly is unconscionable in the greatest
country in the history of the world.

When I stood here in the months
after 2012—in fact, in 2013—when we
last voted on a universal background
check bill, it was supported by a major-
ity of my colleagues. There were 54
who voted for it, but it was not enough
to reach the 60-vote threshold.

From the Galleries, I heard one of
those parents shout ‘“‘Shame.”” He was
right. Shame on my Republican col-
leagues then, and shame on them now
if they defy common sense and the will
of the American people by preventing a
vote—simply a vote. That is what we
are asking for—a vote on H.R. 8. A year
has passed since the House voted and
approved this bill. Shame on them—my
Republican colleagues—if they stand in
the way of saving lives. Shame on them
if they allow the carnage to continue
on our streets, in our neighborhoods,
and in our communities, crippling fam-
ilies and tearing apart those commu-
nities.

The vicelike grip of the gun lobby is
breaking, and there will be bipartisan
collaboration. It will be the result of
not my persuasion from speeches given
on the floor but of the American people
at the polls, because the ultimate court
is the court of public opinion and be-
cause the ultimate voice here is that of
the American people.

In the military, there is a saying:
“The enemy has a vote.”” Here, the en-
emies are the shooters, and the en-
emies are the opposers of these com-
monsense measures. We cannot allow
them to have a vote. It is the American
people who will vote, and they will
hold accountable those colleagues who
fail to be on the right side of this issue
and on the right side of history.
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I urge my Republican colleagues to
rethink, to revisit, to reconsider their
staunch, unyielding, inflexible opposi-
tion to even having a vote. To them, I
say: Do your job. We are here to vote
and save lives.

I yield the floor.

I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
YOUNG). Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

BROADBAND ACCESS

Mr. WICKER. Mr. President, I call
the Senate’s attention this afternoon
to a pair of bills that are critical to the
deployment of broadband access across
the United States and the worldwide
race to 5G, which we, of course, hope to
win and will win.

The first of these measures will en-
sure that telecommunications net-
works are safe and secure from foreign
intrusion. The second bill, which I hope
the Senate will take up and pass even
today by unanimous consent, would
help create highly accurate broadband
coverage data that will help expand ac-
cess to high-speed internet. Both of
these measures are Commerce Com-
mittee priorities and are the result of
extensive negotiations and work on a
bipartisan and bicameral basis.

Our economic and national security
depend on nationwide access to high-
speed internet that is safe and secure.
The threat of foreign espionage
through our broadband infrastructure
is real, and it stems directly from the
Chinese tech firms, like Huawei and
ZTE.

These companies are pawns of the
Chinese Government. As a matter of
fact, for all practical purposes, they
are wholly owned entities of the Chi-
nese Government, and they are putting
on a full-court press to establish their
footprint in wireless networks around
the world and right here in the United
States.

Huawei and ZTE receive massive sub-
sidies each year from the Chinese Gov-
ernment, and it is really beyond dis-
pute that they are doing the bidding of
the Chinese Communist Party.

Some of our allies have come to real-
ize this threat and have taken decisive
action. I want to commend Australia,
New Zealand, and Japan. They have all
banned Huawei technologies from their
networks.

I am grateful that the Trump admin-
istration has shown strong leadership
on this issue.

Last year, the Department of Com-
merce placed Huawei on its Entity
List, severely limiting its ability to do
business with U.S. companies. That
was a bold step, but, unfortunately,
some of our networks had already been
compromised by Huawei by the time
the Commerce Department took ac-
tion.
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So last week, the Senate took a
major step toward removing the Chi-
nese threat by passing the Secure and
Trusted Communications Networks
Act.

This bill, which some refer to as the
“rip and replace’” bill, would rip out
the Huawei equipment and replace it
with reliable equipment that will not
engage in espionage.

This legislation will lay the founda-
tion to give strong financial incentives
to U.S. firms to strip out their Huawei
and ZTE technology and replace it
with secure alternatives. It will also
help small, rural telecom providers
transition away from firms that are
controlled by Beijing.

That bill is now on the President’s
desk, awaiting his signature, and it
may be that he is going to wait until it
can be joined by the Broadband DATA
Act, which, again, I say can be passed
by this body as early as this evening,
when we adjourn.

In December, the Senate unani-
mously passed the measure, but be-
cause the House passed a slightly
amended version of the bill yesterday,
we need to act again today to get this
bill across the finish line and on to the
White House.

The Broadband DATA Act addresses
the Federal Communication Commis-
sion’s flawed maps, which the Pre-
siding Officer and I have been so con-
cerned about. Every year, the FCC
spends billions of dollars to promote
deployment of broadband across the
United States. This funding is espe-
cially important for America’s rural
communication, which so often lags be-
hind in broadband development. We
have done a lot to close the digital di-
vide, but an estimated 20 million Amer-
icans still lack access to broadband.

For years, Members from both par-
ties have noted that the FCC’s maps
have overstated broadband coverage,
thereby understating the problem. For
example, for Mississippi, the FCC map
claims that we have a 98-percent mo-
bile broadband coverage—something
anybody can say from experience is not
true. It is far from true. Without accu-
rate maps, the FCC cannot direct sup-
port to areas most in need.

The Broadband DATA Act will fix
this problem by creating a new data-
base of areas in need of service, requir-
ing providers to submit precise data,
establishing specific standards for data
collection, and allowing crowd sourcing
to encourage public participation in
the process.

As a result, the Broadband DATA Act
will also help target Federal funds to-
ward those areas most in need of as-
sistance. These steps will pave the way
for more Americans across the heart-
land to exercise and to access high-
speed broadband and to enjoy the eco-
nomic opportunities that come with
that.

Coupled with last week’s passage of
the ‘“‘rip and replace’ legislation, Con-
gress has achieved an important vic-
tory for our country and national secu-
rity.
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In conclusion, I want to recognize the
excellent work of my staff on the Com-
merce Committee, both the majority
and the minority.

I want to thank my friend and rank-
ing member, Senator CANTWELL, as
well as Chairman PALLONE and Rank-
ing Member WALDEN of the House of
Representatives on the Energy and
Commerce Committee, as well as the
members of their staff. Their efforts
have gotten us to this point, ready for
the President to put a signature on
these two very important bills.

Thank you.

I yield the floor.

I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mrs.
HYDE-SMITH). The clerk will call the
roll.

The senior assistant legislative clerk
proceeded to call the roll.

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

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

UNANIMOUS CONSENT REQUEST—S. 2590

Mr. BRAUN. Madam President, the
discovery of thousands of fetal remains
in Indiana at an abortionist’s home
last year horrified us all and high-
lighted a disturbing trend that Indiana
has taken the lead in rectifying.

This bill is our chance to fix the
problem nationally. I believe all
human life deserves a dignified burial,
and fetal remains deserve to be treated
with respect, not as medical waste.
Sadly, irreverence toward fetal re-
mains, like Dr. Klopfer’s grotesque col-
lection, in our case, is not an isolated
incident. For example, in 2015, a Min-
nesota hospital threw out the body of a
stillborn baby with dirty laundry.

Indiana has led the way. Governor
MIKE PENCE signed a law in 2016 pro-
tecting the dignity of fetal remains,
upheld by the Supreme Court last year
in Box v. Planned Parenthood.

This legislation, the Dignity for
Aborted Children Act, builds on Indi-
ana’s success and provides guidelines
for handling fetal remains and pen-
alties for failing to respect the sanctity
of human life, and it ensures that
crimes like Dr. Klopfer’s have con-
sequences.

The bill would require abortion pro-
viders to dispose of the remains of un-
born children just as any other human
remains or to release the remains to
the family, should the family wish to
receive them. This bill does not tell
anyone what to do with their body. It
only holds human fetuses to a higher
standard of dignity than medical
waste.

Last week, this body could not agree
to ban abortions after science tells us
fetuses are capable of feeling pain. This
body could not agree to ensure that ba-
bies born alive after botched abortions
should receive the same standard of
care as a baby born in a hospital.

At the very least, we should be able
to agree to treat the remains of unborn
children with the reverence befitting a
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human life rather than as medical
waste.

Given this, I ask unanimous consent
that the Committee on Health, Edu-
cation, Labor, and Pensions be dis-
charged from further consideration of
S. 25690 and the Senate proceed to its
immediate consideration.

I ask unanimous consent that the bill
be considered read a third time and
passed and that the motion to recon-
sider be considered made and laid upon
the table.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

The Senator from Washington.

Mrs. MURRAY. Madam President, re-
serving the right to object, we have a
serious public health crisis on our
hands right now, and we expect it to
get much worse. Right now, families
across this country are actually look-
ing to Congress to put partisanship
aside and put their needs first and are
counting on us to listen to experts and
make decisions that are guided by
science, not by ideology.

They need to know that our No. 1 pri-
ority and what we should be talking
about is public health today.

Instead of discussing this harmful
bill that will gut reproductive rights,
put unnecessary restrictions on med-
ical providers, and undermine medical
research, which is an absolute non-
starter and the absolute last thing we
should be doing right now, I think we
should be focused on what families ac-
tually need us to be focused on, which
is the coronavirus outbreak and what
it means for them and what we are
doing about it.

The news of this virus is spreading
throughout the country. The deaths,
the illness, and the confusion it has
caused in my home State of Wash-
ington and elsewhere are beyond
alarming. The Trump administration
has fallen far short of its responsibil-
ities to Washington State and to com-
munities nationwide.

I am pleased Democrats and Repub-
licans in Congress were able to put par-
tisanship aside to hammer out the ro-
bust emergency supplemental funding
agreement that was announced earlier
today. It is an agreement that goes
well beyond President Trump’s totally
inadequate request in order to actually
meet the needs we are hearing about
from the officials on the frontlines of
this crisis, like reimbursing States and
local governments that have shoul-
dered the cost of this response so far or
the need to support research so we can
develop new treatments and diagnostic
tests and vaccines and the need to
make sure those are available to every-
one.

This agreement helps us prepare for
what is next by providing funding to
shore up our store of medical supplies,
support medical community health
centers in underserved areas, and bol-
ster global health and public health
preparedness programs.

I am working to make sure we get
that bill signed into law as soon as pos-
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sible, and I will continue to follow it
closely because experts have already
made it very clear this is not going to
be over soon.

While the funding is a great first
step, we need to make sure it is not the
last one. It is very critical that we con-
tinue listening to our health experts,
providing needed resources, and pre-
paring for what is next, including what
this will mean for families’ day-to-day
lives and for people who can’t take a
day off work without losing a paycheck
or don’t have affordable childcare if a
school closes or don’t have health in-
surance or are experiencing homeless-
ness.

I hope my Republican colleagues will
think long and hard about what their
priorities are in the midst of this and
choose to refocus their energy on work-
ing with us to address the urgent issues
of the day instead of distracting us
from serious work and wasting time we
don’t have.

I object.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion is heard.

The Senator from Indiana.

Mr. BRAUN. Madam President, I
think if we continue to make the argu-
ment with women’s healthcare that it
is mutually exclusive to consider that,
and you define what we are talking
about here—banning abortions where
there is pain-felt capability or not try-
ing to preserve the life of a baby born
through a botched abortion—adding
this as well: not treating the fetal re-
mains with the dignity that they de-
serve—I think it is increasingly dif-
ficult to make the argument that we

constantly hear about women’s
healthcare. They are not mutually ex-
clusive. This 1is something that

shouldn’t be put into the category that
it would impact any of that by putting
this into effect.

I yield floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Utah.

UNANIMOUS CONSENT REQUEST—S. 3259

Mr. LEE. Madam President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Foreign
Relations Committee be discharged
from further consideration of S. 3259
and the Senate proceed to its imme-
diate consideration. I further ask that
the bill be considered read a third time
and passed and that the motion to re-
consider be considered made and laid
upon the table.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

The Senator from New Hampshire.

Mrs. SHAHEEN. Madam President,
reserving the right to object, I am dis-
appointed that my colleague would try
to codify a policy that has been proven
to cause extensive harm to the most
vulnerable women and families around
the world.

In the past 3 years, we have seen the
global impact of this policy. Health
clinics have closed, access to care has
decreased, and lives are needlessly put
at risk. When women in developing
countries and other parts of the world
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don’t have access to family planning
and information they need for women’s
reproductive health, abortions actually
increase rather than decrease. Re-
search shows that by decreasing access
to information about modern contra-
ceptive options, abortion rates in-
crease. This policy doesn’t stop abor-
tions; it only limits the resources that
are available that prevent women from
having unwanted pregnancies.

My Republican colleagues can call it
whatever they want—the Protecting
Life in Global Health Assistance pol-
icy, the Mexico City Policy—I call it
dangerous and deadly. In fact, instead
of protecting life, the global gag rule
erects new barriers to critical health
services, including reproductive health
services, for people and communities
who already have limited access to af-
fordable, high quality healthcare.

Across U.S. global health assistance,
we are seeing a breakdown in systems
of health care provisions which dis-
proportionately impacts the most vul-
nerable, hard-to-reach populations. In
Uganda, mobile health teams that go
into communities and provide some-
times the only health care available
are being cut.

ABBEF, the International Planned
Parenthood Federation member in
Burkina Faso, was forced in 2017 to pre-
maturely end its U.S.-supported pilot
initiative to distribute contraceptives
in secondary schools where there is a
huge family planning need.

Marie Stopes International, MSI, re-
ceived 17% of its donor income from
USAID at the time the global gag rule
was reinstated. These funds were exclu-
sively used for voluntary contraception
services and the loss of funding has im-
pacted work with poor and
marginalized communities most in
need of accessing services.

Marie Stopes Ethiopia, with exper-
tise in reaching remote communities,
ended its U.S.-funded program pro-
viding vasectomies and tubal ligations
to rural populations. No other organi-
zation has the technical skills and ex-
pertise to provide the same quality of
service and choice.

Clearly this policy decreases care, in-
creases abortions, and risks the lives of
women around the world. And this is
not about abortion, this is about con-
trolling a woman’s body and limiting
her choices.

If we are actually going to get seri-
ous about improving women’s health,
we should be working to end the global
gag rule.

Given the negative impact this policy
has already had on so many women and
families around the world, codifying it
would just exacerbate those issues, so I
object.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion is heard.

The Senator from Utah.

Mr. LEE. Madam President, it is dis-
appointing that when we take a look at
something that is controversial like
abortion and we peel it back a layer
further, we make it noncontroversial
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by making the discussion about some-
thing that most Americans—the over-
whelming majority of Americans—
agree about, which is, regardless of
how you feel about abortion, you don’t
necessarily want your government tak-
ing your taxpayer dollars and the tax-
payer dollars of a whole lot of people
who have very strong feelings against
abortion and using those to fund orga-
nizations that either perform abortions
or that engage in promoting or lob-
bying or counseling or referring in
order to encourage abortions. The over-
whelming majority of Americans don’t
want that regardless of how they feel
about life.

This shouldn’t be a controversial
issue. It is a non sequitur. It is a straw
man argument to suggest that this
somehow limits anyone’s options. It
doesn’t. In fact, it expands options of
individuals by saying: We are not going
to take your money at the point of a
gun, which is what governments do at
the end of the day when they take
money, in order to spend it on some-
thing that—depending on how you
phrase the question and which pollster
you are talking to, it is either a sizable
majority or a bare majority of Ameri-
cans who find that morally problem-
atic. But an overwhelming majority of
Americans say that, no matter what,
you shouldn’t be taking all taxpayer
money and then using that to fund
abortion or abortion-related advocacy.

Last week, the Senate had a chance
to adopt some measures that would
protect the dignity of human life—not
just unborn human life but also born
human life, including babies who had
been born alive following a failed abor-
tion attempt. Unfortunately, due to a
minority of this body, we lost the op-
portunity to enact those reforms.

Those colleagues opposed to these
measures did so largely on the claims
that they were, as they put them, anti-
woman or anti-healthcare. They claim
somehow that these measures inter-
fered with what should be considered
personal—the personal nature of
healthcare between women and their
doctors.

I could not agree more that
healthcare is personal. It is, after all,
about healing, preserving, and pro-
longing the life of a human being, the
life of a person. In the case of a preg-
nant woman, it is about two persons,
sometimes three. If it is a woman who
is pregnant with a single baby, it is
two persons with two beating hearts,
two distinct sets of DNA, and two
unique and eternally valuable,
unrepeatable souls—two persons with
equal dignity and worth. We ought to
value both of them and provide oppor-
tunity and care and rights and protec-
tion to both.

In the spirit of our founding, we
ought to affirm through our laws and
through our taxpayer dollars the truth
that every member of our society—
every woman, every man, every unborn
child—is entitled to the right to life
and to the full protection of that right
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under the laws of the United States.
Our healthcare ought to heal, preserve,
and protect those lives. Unfortunately,
many of our laws themselves permit
and subsidize exactly the opposite of
life in our country and even, tragically,
abroad.

Congress allows and helps fund the
most radical abortion policy in the
Western world, enabling procedures
that impose barbaric violence upon
women and unborn children and ending
the lives of hundreds of thousands of
innocent babies in our Nation every
single year. It allows our foreign aid
money to go to organizations that fund
and promote abortions overseas, taking
the lives of thousands of innocent ba-
bies across the globe—especially, by
the way, baby girls.

In some of these countries, abortions
happen in much higher numbers to fe-
male babies precisely because they are
female. Abortion is, in many cases, the
knife’s edge of sexism—the exact tool
they use to denigrate women’s equal
dignity and value and worth and right
to breathe.

In some of these countries, women
don’t even want the abortions. In some
cases, these organizations force their
own so-called enlightened values on
them, pressuring these women to take
their own children’s lives whether or
not they really want to. This form of
cultural and imperialism is not pro-
woman, it is not pro-child, and it is
certainly not pro-healthcare. It is pro-
sexism and pro-violence. And we must
end it. Today, we can, through the pas-
sage of the Protecting Life in Foreign
Assistance Act. This bill would perma-
nently stop the use of our foreign aid
money for funding or promoting abor-
tions overseas.

We ought to uphold the equal dignity
of women, whether born or unborn, in
America and across the world, and we
should treat their bodies with rev-
erence and dignity and respect, the re-
spect they deserve, not because any
government decided to confer that re-
spect upon them but because they
exist. Today, we can choose that, too,
through Senator BRAUN’s bill, the Dig-
nity for Aborted Children Act. That
measure, as Senator BRAUN has ex-
plained, will ensure that aborted chil-
dren’s bodies are not treated simply as
medical waste to be crudely disposed of
and that they should instead receive a
proper burial or cremation, just as we
accord to all other human beings.

We have to support and value women
and babies everywhere. In our laws and
for our lives, we ought to uphold the
dignity of each and every human per-
son, regardless of race, sex, appearance,
abilities, or age. The measures before
us today—those I have outlined and
those that have been proposed by Sen-
ator BRAUN—do just that, and we
should support them for the very same
reasons that we should pass them.
They shouldn’t be objectionable.

It is tragic that they have drawn an
objection today. It is tragic that any
American, much less any Member of
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the Senate, which calls itself the
world’s greatest deliberative legisla-
tive body, would object to these meas-
ures. After all, it is difficult to fathom
how someone wouldn’t want to protect
babies. It is difficult to fathom why
someone wouldn’t be in favor of some-
thing at least protecting the con-
science rights of U.S. taxpayers who
don’t want to see their hard-earned
taxpayer dollars going to fund an oper-
ation, a procedure that they know is
designed to end a human life—a human
life that in many cases is deliberately
ended because of the sex of the person
whose life is being taken. This is trag-
ic, it is unacceptable, and it shouldn’t
happen—not here, not on this soil, not
on our watch.

We are not going to give up. The fact
that we have endured these setbacks
today, the fact that these well-con-
ceived, non-objectionable pieces of leg-
islation have drawn an objection today,
doesn’t mean this issue is going to go
away. It doesn’t mean these proposals
are going to go away.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Louisiana.

Mr. KENNEDY. Madam President, I
want to talk to the Senate for a few
minutes about refrigerators and air
conditioners. Thank the Lord for both
of them. They make our lives so much
better, especially in the Presiding Offi-
cer’s home State of Mississippi and,
certainly, in my home State of Lou-
isiana.

Refrigerators and air conditioners
and the like are able to keep people
and things cold by using coolants or re-
frigerants, I think some people call
them. I am going to call them coolants.
Basically, I will not go into the chem-
istry and/or the physics, but when a
coolant in liquid form is converted to a
gas, it is called phase conversion. It ab-
sorbs heat. That is why you will hear
people, including but not limited to re-
pair women and repair men, talking
about coolant for an air conditioner or
coolant for a refrigerator. It is that
coolant that keeps us and our food
cool.

Years ago, we used to use a coolant
called Freon. You probably have heard
that term. It is seldom used today.
There are some small occasions when it
is used, but for the most part, we have
decided Freon is not a good coolant,
not because it doesn’t work but be-
cause it is very, very harmful to our
environment. So a number of years
ago, people the world over, including
the U.S. Government, said: OK, we are
not going to use Freon anymore. We
are going to use another coolant, which
we generally refer to as
hydrofluorocarbons. If you hear me use
the expression HFC or the acronym
HFC, that is what I mean.

So we went along and, instead of
using Freon, we started using HFCs,
hydrofluorocarbons. Then we discov-
ered—and by ‘“‘we’”’ I mean that most of
the scientists throughout the world
came to realize that
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hydrofluorocarbons or HFCs are not
very good for the environment either.
The people who made this decision,
many of whom were American sci-
entists, decided we need to develop a
third type of coolant other than Freon
and other than HFCs to run our air
conditioners and run our refrigerators
and protect our environment at the
same time.

A few years ago, most of the coun-
tries throughout the world made this
decision. The representatives of these
countries got together and said: OK,
you remember we decided to stop using
Freon, and now we have been using
these HFCs. Yet we have discovered
these HFCs are also harmful, so we are
going to agree—all of these countries
said—to develop a third type of coolant
that is not as harmful to our environ-
ment.

That is the direction in which the
world is headed. Within 5, 10, 15 years,
not only will Freon be eliminated, but
so will hydrofluorocarbons because the
rest of the world is going to be using a
third type of coolant, which has been
developed and is being developed as we
speak.

There is just one problem. The
United States has not agreed with
those other countries. That is OK. That
is our right to do it our way. But that
presents yet another problem because
in 5 or 10 or 15 years, we are going to
look up, and we are going to be the odd
person out. The rest of the world is
going to be using this new technology,
and we are still going to be using
hydrofluorocarbons. We are going to be
isolated, and it is going to cost our
business community a lot of business,
and it is going to hurt us.

I and Senator Tom CARPER—a fine
American and a good man—have a bill.
It is called the American Innovation
and Manufacturing Act—the Senator
and I call it the AIM Act—and we have
a lot of support. At last count, we had
32 cosponsors—half Republican, half
Democrat—and that number is rising
as we speak. That is a third of the U.S.
Senate. You can’t get a third of the
U.S. Senate to agree on much of any-
thing except that they like ice cream,
but for this august body, having 32 co-
sponsors is a big deal.

Let me also say that we have a lot of
support from the business community.
For example—and I will not read all of
the groups that are supporting it—the
Air Conditioning, Heating and Refrig-
eration Institute is supporting this
bill. It is in charge of our refrigerators
and air conditioners, and it is saying:
Yes, we want to do this. The environ-
mental community supports this bill.
It is rare that we get both the environ-
mental community and the business
community on the same page, but
mainly through Senator CARPER’S in-
tellect and charm, we have been able to
do that.

As you know, we are in the process of
considering an energy bill, and that en-
ergy bill is really an amalgamation of
a lot of other bills that deal with en-
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ergy that are going to be put together
in one bill, ably handled by Senator
MURKOWSKI. Senator CARPER and I
want to take our bill—the AIM Act,
the American Innovation and Manufac-
turing Act, which is supported over-
whelmingly by the business commu-
nity and by the environmental commu-
nity—and add it to Senator MUR-
KOWSKI’s bill as an amendment, and
that amendment has already been sub-
mitted. We have a lot of support for the
amendment. The last time I looked, we
had 28 cosponsors to the amendment,
and once again, the business commu-
nity and the environmental commu-
nity are supporting it.

The Presiding Officer is probably
thinking, OK, KENNEDY. What is the
problem? This is interesting, but what
is the problem here?

How can I put this? The problem is
the way we operate. One person in the
Senate can stop the entire Senate from
ever voting on something, as we all
know, and I am not going to go into
the details. In some cases, that is not
necessarily a bad thing. Our Founders
intended the Senate to move carefully
and slowly, but it is a bad thing, in my
judgment, when it is used routinely to
keep the Senate from having an up-or-
down vote on something that is impor-
tant to the American people.

I mean, the logical approach would
be, OK, you don’t agree with the
amendment. That is why God made
rollcall votes. Let’s vote. You can vote
yea or you can vote nay or you can
jump the rail, but everybody gets to
weigh in. That is why I was sent up
here. My people sent me up here to de-
bate and decide. They didn’t send me
up here to participate and delay in
stultification. So that is my message
today: Let my people vote.

Once again, I understand there are
rare occasions on which a Senator feels
so strongly about something that he or
she can and should exercise his or her
right to prevent the whole body from
considering something, but it has be-
come a routine political weapon. That
is one of the reasons, in my judgment,
that we don’t get more done in the
Senate.

I am not criticizing anybody. I am
part of this body. If I am criticizing
this body, I am criticizing myself. But
doing nothing is hard because you
never know when you are finished. We
can do a lot more in this body, and I
think we all understand that, and I
think we can all agree with that. I
think one of the reasons the Senate
polls right up there with skim milk
among the American people is that we
don’t get more done, and one of the
reasons we don’t get more done is that
we are not allowed to vote.

Once again, I am not telling anybody
how to vote, for our votes are sacred,
but you can vote yea on my ideas and
Senator CARPER’s ideas, or you can
vote nay, or you can not vote at all—
you can jump the rail—but please let
us vote.

I am not criticizing anybody. I am
really not. I know we are together a
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lot, as the Presiding Officer knows, and
we all know each other, and I can hon-
estly say I like and respect every one
of my colleagues in this body. I truly
do. I may not agree with them, but I
like and respect them, so my criticism
is not personal. Yet our process here is
a problem, which is my plea today to
my colleagues: Please don’t object to
this amendment. Please. It doesn’t
mean you have to vote for it—you can
vote against it—but please let the en-
tire body have a vote because that is
what democracy is supposed to be all
about.

I yield the floor to my friend Senator
CARPER.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Delaware.

Mr. CARPER. Madam President, I
commend the Senator from Louisiana
for his leadership and for his courage in
not just helping to develop this pro-
posal that we have offered in a legisla-
tive forum but in trying to make sure
that it gets the debate it needs and the
vote it needs on this floor.

For a couple of centuries, Members of
the Senate would introduce legislation,
and that legislation would be debated.
Democrats and Republicans would have
the opportunity to offer amendments
to that legislation and to get votes on
that legislation and on their amend-
ments. We would hammer out a com-
promise in the Senate and eventually
with the House and with whoever was
President.

The Presiding Officer may remember
an old movie called ‘“The Way We
Were.”” That is the way we were, and
we need desperately to get back to the
way we were when we were the world’s
greatest deliberative body. A good way
to get started on that path is by sup-
porting the legislation that my friend
from Louisiana and I have coauthored
with the support of a broad coalition of
Senators and with the support of the
business community and the environ-
mental community as well.

Our amendment, as Senator KENNEDY
has described today, is identical to leg-
islation called the American Innova-
tion and Manufacturing Act. I am not
a really big one for acronyms, but the
acronym that the Senator has used is
AIM, the AIM Act. It is currently sup-
ported by a bipartisan group of 32 Sen-
ators—16 Republicans and 16 Demo-
crats. I would describe this as Noah’s
Ark, whereby, for every Republican, we
add a Democrat and on and on and on.
Even today, we are continuing to add
sponsors and cosponsors to our bill and
to this amendment.

This amendment, like the stand-
alone bill, would save consumers
money; it would create jobs; it would
support economic growth; and it would
help us to address the climate crisis.
This amendment would authorize the
EPA to implement a phase-down of the
production and consumption of some-
thing called hydrofluorocarbons,
known as HFCs, over the next 15 years.
HFCs are used as coolants in refrig-
erators and air conditioners. They are
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substances that help to make sure our
air conditioners work and our freezers
work and our vrefrigerators work,
among other things, and that our
chillers work.

Unfortunately, what came before the
HFCs was bad for our ozone and our
planet, and it created a big hole in the
ozone layer of our planet. We figured
out that it was not good. It turned out
to be the refrigerants that we were
using that were causing it. Scientists
came along and said: Let’s replace
them. Let’s get rid of those CFCs and
replace them with something that
doesn’t give us a hole in the ozone
layer.

Guess what. HFCs work. They do.
They do a really good job at that. That
is the good news. The bad news is these
hydrofluorocarbons are 1,000 times
worse than carbon dioxide as a green-
house gas—1,000 times worse. So they
are good on the one hand and are bad
on the other hand.

So the scientists go to work again.
Scientists in this country and busi-
nesses in this country go to work and
ask: What can we do about this? They
have come up with a replacement to re-
place the HFCs—1,000 times worse as a
greenhouse gas than carbon dioxide.

We also have the opportunity, in
using American technology, to put
Americans to work in selling these
products not just in America but
around the world. American companies
have invested literally billions of dol-
lars to produce and sell the next-gen-
eration technology to replace HFCs.
Our amendment protects those invest-
ments.

Again, the amendment is good for
consumers, and I will explain why. The
amendment drives the deployment of
more efficient air-conditioning and re-
frigeration products and equipment. It
reduces energy and upkeep costs as
well. How much? What is it worth in
terms of saving money for consumers?
Apparently, the EPA has calculated it
through its own economic analysis, and
it has come up with a number that says
that over the next 15 years, our legisla-
tion would save consumers $3.7 bil-
lion—not millions but billions of dol-
lars.

Our amendment is good for American
jobs. The chamber of commerce expects
our legislation to result in the creation
of 150,000 additional direct and indirect
jobs in this country in the years to
come—150,000 additional, good-paying
jobs. Our amendment is good for our
economy.

Our legislation is expected to im-
prove the trade imbalance in chemicals
and equipment by $12.5 billion, which is
something we need to do, and it is ex-
pected to increase manufacturing out-
put close to $39 billion over the next 7
years.

Oh, by the way—P.S.—our amend-
ment is good for the planet we live on
and the people who inhabit it. We will
end up joining the rest of the world to
phase out HFCs, which will help to
avoid an increase of up to a half a de-
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gree Celsius in our climate, in our tem-
perature on this planet.

All of these are win-wins. They are
all win-wins. They are the reason that
our legislation has such broad support
from stakeholders. Our legislation is
supported by an unlikely coalition. As
Senator KENNEDY said, it is not every
day that you find the lamb and the lion
lying down together in their finding a
common cause. Yet, in this case, there
is a whole host of environmental
groups, the U.S. Chamber of Com-
merce, the National Association of
Manufacturers, and other business
groups, a lot of Democrats, a lot of Re-
publicans, and maybe one or two Inde-
pendents. I mean, it is a great coali-
tion, and it is one that I am proud of in
my having worked with Senator KEN-
NEDY to create. We do all of this with
the broad support of this unlikely coa-
lition.

Our legislation doesn’t preempt the
roles of States. With that said, I know
that some of our colleagues have called
for adding to this amendment new pre-
emption authorities that would pre-
vent States from addressing HFCs. My
response to them is that there are rea-
sons this is not an issue to be addressed
at this time.

And as we have seen with TSCA and
the California waiver for vehicle stand-
ards, this administration doesn’t seem
keen on following the law, and there is
no guarantee that if we require EPA to
phase out HFCs that the Trump EPA
will do so in a timely manner or in a
legally defensible way.

Allowing the States to act helps hold
the Federal Government accountable.
However, once a strong Federal pro-
gram is in place, States will not need
to act and will spend their resources
elsewhere. We have seen this happen
before with programs similar to the
one this amendment would create.

I would like to add that many of my
colleagues in this Chamber have stated
that they support innovation to help
achieve our climate and clean energy
goals.

The Federal Government has many
tools to drive innovation—many tools
to drive innovation—Federal funding,
Federal procurement, and also regula-
tion.

There is a reason we have broad sup-
port from the business community.
Businesses know that regulation will
further drive innovation and U.S. in-
vestments. Without the regulations
that would be created if this amend-
ment were adopted, the United States
will continue to lose global leadership
in the production of HFC alternative
technologies.

And let me just add a P.S. I know
some people think climate change is a
hoax; it is not real. My wife and some
of her colleagues from the DuPont
Company that she worked with for
years traveled to Antarctica earlier
this year. They spent a couple weeks
down there, an incredible trip, learned
a lot, and they came back and I said:
How warm was it down there? She said
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it was in the thirties—rarely below,
not above.

She came back about 5, 6 weeks ago.
In the weeks since then, the record-
high temperature in Antarctica, South
Pole, hit 63 degrees. That record lasted
for about a week, and it was replaced
by a new record, 65. That lasted for
about another week or two. That was
broken by another record. I think it
was 67 or 68 degrees—like that.

A piece of Antarctica about the size
of the District of Columbia fell off into
the ocean. Something is happening
here. Something is happening here, and
I think what it is, is getting to be pret-
ty clear.

Here is the good news. The good news
is we can address that concern, that
problem, which is not a hoax, and we
can do so in ways that create tens of
thousands of jobs, billions of dollars in
exports, all kinds of economic oppor-
tunity, innovation, and technology
that we would celebrate, and we should
celebrate.

We need to support this amendment.
I just want to again thank my col-
league for his leadership, for allowing
me to be his wingman in this effort,
and I look forward to garnering the
support of a broad coalition of our col-
leagues. It is the right thing do. Let’s
do it.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Wyoming.

ABORTION

Mr. BARRASSO. Madam President, I
come to the floor tonight to briefly dis-
cuss a message from the Chief Justice
of the Supreme Court, Chief Justice
John Roberts.

As you know, Chief Justice Roberts
recently sat in the very chair, Madam
President, in which you are sitting
right now as he ably oversaw the im-
peachment trial.

In a very rare admonition, the Chief
Justice of the Supreme Court this
afternoon released a statement in re-
sponse to statements made by the mi-
nority leader of the U.S. Senate, CHUCK
SCHUMER.

The Senator, speaking outside the
Court, across the street from this
building, was at a protest while argu-
ments were being heard inside the
Court, and the comments made by Sen-
ator SCHUMER certainly appeared to
threaten members of the Supreme
Court.

The video clip shows Senator SCHU-
MER saying this. He said:

I want to tell you, Gorsuch. I want to tell
you, Kavanaugh.

These are members of the Supreme
Court, confirmed by the Senate. He
said:

I want to tell you. . . . You have released
the whirlwind, and you will pay the price.

“You will pay the price.”

Well, it can’t be a political price be-
cause Justices serve for life. Either
they die in office or they can resign,
step down. There is no political price
to be paid.

To me, this sounds like he is talking
about a physical price, violence.
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Now, SCHUMER told abortion rights
advocates who were outside the Court
these very things:

I [will] tell you, Gorsuch. I [will] tell you,
Kavanaugh. You have released a whirlwind,
and you will pay the price.

He goes on to say:

You won’t know what hit you. . . .

You, members of the Supreme Court.
He, the minority leader of the U.S.
Senate, saying:

You won’t know what hit you if you go for-
ward with these awful decisions.

I believe these statements are out-
rageous; they are uncalled for; they are
out of bounds; and on their face, they
appear to invite violence against mem-
bers of the U.S. Supreme Court.

Let me just read to you what the
Chief Justice said today in his release.
Chief Justice Roberts responded:

This morning, Sen. Schumer spoke at a
rally in front of the Supreme Court while a
case was being argued inside.

He goes on to say:

Sen. Schumer referred to two Members of
the Court by name and said he wanted to tell
them that ‘‘you have released the whirlwind!
And you will pay the price! You won’t know
what hit you if you go forward with these
awful decisions.”

The Chief Justice continued:

Justices know that criticism comes with
the territory, but threatening statements of
this sort from the highest levels of govern-
ment are not only inappropriate, they are
dangerous.

He concludes by saying:

All Members of the Court will continue to
do their job, without fear or favor, from
whatever quarter.

That is the statement of the Chief
Justice of the Supreme Court referring
to the actions by the minority leader,
the Senator from New York, CHUCK
SCHUMER.

We cannot tolerate political violence
or threats of harassment. We as a body,
as a community, as a country should
be looking to elevate our debates rath-
er than lower them, which is what, in
my opinion, the minority leader did
today.

I hope the minority leader will think
twice about comments like these in the
future.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER
BRAUN). The majority leader.

(Mr.

—————

EXECUTIVE SESSION

EXECUTIVE CALENDAR

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the Sen-
ate proceed to executive session for the
consideration of Executive Calendar
Nos. 572 and 586; that the nominations
be confirmed; that the motions to re-
consider be considered made and laid
upon the table with no intervening ac-
tion or debate; that the President be
immediately notified of the Senate’s
action; and the Senate then resume
legislative session.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
The nominations considered and con-
firmed are as follows:
IN THE AIR FORCE
The following named officer for appoint-
ment in the United States Air Force to the
grade indicated while assigned to a position
of importance and responsibility under title
10, U.S.C., section 601:
To be lieutenant general
Lt. Gen. Thomas A. Bussiere
IN THE AIR FORCE
The following named officer for appoint-
ment in the United States Air Force to the
grade indicated while assigned to a position
of importance and responsibility under title
10, U.S.C., section 601:
To be lieutenant general
Lt. Gen. Jacqueline D. Van Ovost
[NEW REPORTS]

———

LEGISLATIVE SESSION

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ate will now resume legislative session.

———

MORNING BUSINESS

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the Sen-
ate be in a period of morning business,
with Senators permitted to speak
therein for up to 10 minutes each.

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

———

DIGNITY IN AGING ACT

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, last
night we passed by unanimous consent
legislation to revise and extend for 5
more years the key programs that Con-
gress established under the Older
Americans Act of 1965. I cosponsored
the final version of this measure, which
passed our Chamber as a Senate
amendment to the Dignity in Aging
Act, H.R. 4334.

I want to take this opportunity to ex-
press my appreciation to Senator COL-
LINS for leading the bicameral negotia-
tions that made this bipartisan com-
promise possible. I expect that the
other Chamber will soon accept the
changes we made to their version of
this legislation, so that Congress can
send the final version to the Presi-
dent’s desk in fairly short order.

For over five decades, the Older
Americans Act has made resources
available to the Aging Network and
States for services to the elderly and
disabled. An example is the nutrition
services program authorized under title
III, which makes resources available
for home-delivered meals, enabling the
homebound to remain independent.
This statute also helps older Ameri-
cans live independently by supporting
community-based services, making in-
formation about care options available
to family caregivers, and supporting
the Long-Term Care Ombudsman Pro-
gram.

As I continue my 99 county meetings
across the State of Iowa each year, I
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welcome the feedback and ideas I get
from local residents to help make our
communities safer and stronger for
older Americans. I also want to take
this opportunity to commend the mem-
bers of the Elder Justice Coalition, as
well as groups such as the Iowa Asso-
ciation of Area Agencies on Aging, for
their efforts in this area. These organi-
zations and their members deserve rec-
ognition for their continued work on
behalf of the Nation’s older Americans
and their contributions to this year’s
Older Americans Act extension.

In a decade, all of our Nation’s baby
boomers will have reached the age of 65
or older, and this demographic shift
creates new challenges for our commu-
nities. With this in mind, I am cur-
rently working with my colleagues on
other bipartisan initiatives to improve
the quality of life for older Iowans, in-
cluding legislation that would extend
the Elder Justice Act. As the former
chairman of the Senate Judiciary Com-
mittee, I wrote the Elder Abuse Pre-
vention and Prosecution Act to curb
elder abuse and beef up tools and re-
sources within local communities to
help prevent financial fraud and exploi-
tation of older citizens. For those
Iowans who enjoy working and need to
continue working to pay the bills, I
have also championed legislation to
strengthen age-related workplace dis-
crimination laws.

Mr. President, as noted by the former
head of the Iowa Association of Area
Agencies on Aging, ‘““The Older Ameri-
cans Act provides the foundation that
allows Iowa to continue to be a great
place to for Iowans to call home.” I
want to again thank my colleagues for
working with me in a bipartisan way
on this legislation to improve the lives
of older Americans in Iowa and across
the United States.

ARMS SALES NOTIFICATION

Mr. RISCH. Mr. President, section
36(b) of the Arms Export Control Act
requires that Congress receive prior no-
tification of certain proposed arms
sales as defined by that statute. Upon
such notification, the Congress has 30
calendar days during which the sale
may be reviewed. The provision stipu-
lates that, in the Senate, the notifica-
tion of proposed sales shall be sent to
the chairman of the Senate Foreign
Relations Committee.

In keeping with the committee’s in-
tention to see that relevant informa-
tion is available to the full Senate, I
ask unanimous consent to have printed
in the RECORD the notifications which
have been received. If the cover letter
references a classified annex, then such
annex is available to all Senators in
the office of the Foreign Relations
Committee, room SD-423.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:
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