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measures that have bipartisan support.
In other words, there is a lot of overlap
between what Democrats want to do
and what Republicans want to do. We
have to just learn how to take yes for
an answer.

We all want to get 100 percent of
what we want, but as a practical mat-
ter, you need to follow the 80/20 rule
sometimes. That is, if you can get 80
percent of what you want, that Repub-
licans and Democrats can agree on,
then you need to grab it. That is what
we need to do here, not focus on the
differences, but focus on the com-
monality, on the overlap.

By the way, when I first got to the
Senate, Teddy Kennedy was one of the
great liberal lions here. I asked one of
my conservative colleagues, the senior
Senator from Wyoming who worked
very productively with him, how they
did it, one of the most liberal Members
of the Senate, one of the most conserv-
ative Members of the Senate. Senator
ENzI, our friend from Wyoming, said: It
is easy. It is the 80/20 rule.

That is how they were so productive.
That is how they got so much done.
They didn’t focus on what separated
them; they focused on what they
shared in common, and that is what we
need to do particularly now at this
time to demonstrate to America that
we hear you, we understand the reason
for the protests. We understand the
reason for concern, and we share your
anguish when innocent lives are lost.

Madam President, as we prepare to
debate the JUSTICE Act on the floor
next week, finding that common
ground is more important than ever,
but I am worried that the same old par-
tisan dysfunction which hijacks so
many good ideas here in the Congress
may dominate over our need to actu-
ally pass legislation.

I hope our colleagues on the other
side of the aisle will allow us to get on
the bill, and hopefully, we will have an
amendment process that will allow
them to contribute, maybe even make
the bill better. That is what we should
do. That is what we used to do in the
Senate. We had debates, we offered
amendments, and then we voted.

We didn’t shut it down before we
even got it started, which is what I
know—at least based on press reports—
Senator SCHUMER, Senator HARRIS, and
others are considering doing, voting no
and not allowing us to get on the bill
in the first place.

Well, this is an important moment.
We will begin debating this legislation
on the floor of the Senate next week,
and we will demonstrate whether we
have risen to the challenge, whether we
have set aside political and partisan
differences in order to find the common
good or not, so I hope our discussions
will prove more productive than what
we have seen reported so far.

As we continue to try our best to de-
liver for the American people, I encour-
age all of us to remember the impor-
tance of the 80/20 rule. There is a lot
more that unites us than divides us. I
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know the news, social media, and
maybe in our debates we seem to focus
on who divides us, but that is not who
we are, what divides us. We are what
unites us. There is a lot more that
unites us.

Tomorrow, I will be privileged to be
in the city of my birth, Houston, TX,
with Mayor Sylvester Turner and a
number of community leaders for a
roundtable to talk about these very
issues. I was in Dallas last week doing
the same thing with my friend, the
mayor, Eric Johnson, and it really a
great opportunity to do something that
Members of the Senate don’t do
enough, myself included, and that is to
listen.

I am excited to report on what we are
doing here, but more importantly, I am
eager to spend some time listening and
learning from the people closest to the
problem and then bringing that knowl-
edge back here to the floor of the U.S.
Senate so that we can deliver real re-
sults for the American people.

UNANIMOUS CONSENT AGREEMENT

Madam President, I ask unanimous
consent that it be in order for Senators
GRASSLEY, PORTMAN, BROWN, and CRUZ
to be recognized and complete their re-
marks prior to the confirmation vote
on the Walker nomination.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER
YOUNG). The Senator from Iowa.

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that additional ma-
terial be printed in the RECORD after
my remarks.

INSPECTORS GENERAL

Mr. GRASSLEY. In recent months, a
lot of attention has focused on the Na-
tion’s inspectors general. It seems like
a good idea to take a few minutes now
to remember what inspectors general
are, why Congress created them in the
first place, and how we got here.

Congress first established offices of
inspectors general in 1978 ‘‘to create
independent and objective units’ in the
Federal Government to do three
things: conduct audits and investiga-
tions; No. 2, promote efficiency and de-
termine fraud and abuse; and No. 3,
keep agency heads and Congress ‘‘fully
informed” about the problems that IGs
find.

In short, Congress designed inspec-
tors general to shine a bright light on
waste, fraud, and abuse throughout the
Federal bureaucracy with the hope
that the executive and legislative
branches could work together to do
something about those problems.

IGs, then, are the original swamp
drainers, and—an equally important
point for those who weren’t around at
the time it was created—the support
for creating these offices was breath-
takingly bipartisan. The vote in the
House of Representatives where I was
then a Member was 388 to 6. Now, more
than 40 years later, we have 75 offices
of inspectors general working to stop
fraud and abuse.

Their actions also save the taxpayers
billions of dollars. In 2020 so far, IGs
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have identified more than $20 billion of
potential savings through their audits,
reports, and recommendations—3$20 bil-
lion—and this year is not even half
over. On oversight.gov, you can find
the latest figures on these watchdogs’
contributions, as well as investigative
and audit reports on every kind of
topic you can think of. IGs have found
everything from blatant government
employee misconduct to procurement
fraud and, of course, much more. It is
all there in black and white in the pub-
lic domain for all to see. These inspec-
tors general are helping Congress
watch over the people’s business and
ensure the fidelity of agency action.

We in Congress cannot perform our
constitutional mandates of oversight
without IGs. The IGs’ work makes gov-
ernment more transparent and more
accountable, and that strengthens the
public trust in our democracy. That is
a good thing for Congress and a good
thing for the Presidency. In this way,
these watchdogs serve an indispensable
function in our system of checks and
balances.

What makes a good inspector gen-
eral? If I learned anything about over-
sight, it is that this type of work is not
for the faint-hearted or the thin-
skinned or the thick-headed. You need
a strong code of professionalism to
withstand pressures to go along to get
along. You need a real backbone to
wring wrongdoing from the bowels of
bureaucracy, and you need a quick wit
to look on smiling faces and discern
truths from half-truths and bald-faced
lies.

The law says IGs are supposed to be
objective and independent. They have
to be fierce watchdogs, not lap dogs.
They can’t bow to personal agenda or
political machinations, and they
shouldn’t be subject to inappropriate
political pressure from any corner
whatsoever.

When IGs are working hard, staying
independent, and shining the light on
waste, fraud, and abuse, they should
stay. But when they don’t put in the
work, when they pull the punches,
when they became political hacks, or
when they compromise their vital inde-
pendence, then IGs must go.

For many years, I have investigated
and held accountable IGs from both
Democratic and Republican adminis-
trations for these very failures. In 2003,
I pushed the Health and Human Serv-
ices IG to resign over whistleblower
complaints about poor staff manage-
ment. I also investigated allegations of
poor work product, coercive manage-
ment decisions, and questionable hir-
ing practices by the watchdog at the
Federal Housing Finance Agency. Just
last year, I began pushing hard to get
to the bottom of whistleblower com-
plaints about another apparently inef-
fective Commerce IG, although the
media at that time didn’t seem to care
about that despite bipartisan concerns
and briefings from my staff.

Alternatively, when IGs come under
fire for doing good work, this Senator
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has their backs. In 2009, I shined a light
on a sudden departure of the Amtrak
IG, who signed a gag order in exchange
for significant payout.

When the Obama administration
blocked a broad swath of the IG com-
munity from assessing records needed
for oversight, I worked across the aisle
to introduce and finally pass the In-
spector General Empowerment Act in
2016.

In short, I have gone to the mat my
whole career to ensure inspectors gen-
eral do and are able to accomplish
their work with support, independence,
and integrity. And because this work is
so critical to Congress and our over-
sight role and to the public trust, I
have worked hard to ensure that any
effort to remove an IG is for a darn
good reason. That is what Congress re-
quired in the IG Reform Act of 2008, a
law that then-Senator Obama not only
voted for, but he cosponsored.

That law recognizes two things.
First, it is the President’s constitu-
tional prerogative to manage the exec-
utive branch personnel. The President
can fire an IG. Second, it is Congress’s
intent in that law to support IG inde-
pendence and maintain public trust.
IGs should not be removed for blatant
political reasons. This requires that
Presidents tell Congress and the people
their reasons for removal of an IG.

The IG Reform Act codified those
principles by requiring the President to
submit to Congress a notice of intent
to remove an IG 30 days in advance and
to explain why. The executive branch,
under two successive Presidencies of
both political parties, has sought to ig-
nore the law and keep Congress in the
dark. Both Presidents provided Con-
gress then with paltry excuses of ‘‘lost
confidence.”

In July 2009, less than a year after
Congress passed the IG Reform Act,
then-President Obama removed the in-
spector general for the Corporation for
National and Community Service, Ger-
ald Walpin, from his post and placed
him on administrative leave. Obama’s
White House informed Congress merely
that President Obama had lost con-
fidence in Mr. Walpin.

My colleagues and I made it very
clear that a vague reference to ‘‘loss of
confidence” was insufficient and did
not satisfy the requirements of the
very law that President Obama voted
for and cosponsored when he was a Sen-
ator. This began a bout of negotiations
that resulted in the hold of Presi-
dential nominees and, eventually, a bi-
cameral congressional investigation.

In that case, I pushed for compliance
with the statute, held up nominees to
obtain information, and disagreed with
the stated reasons for Mr. Walpin’s re-
moval. Mr. Walpin was never rein-
stated. In Mr. Walpin’s case, a Federal
court found later that despite a clear
congressional record to the contrary,
the law doesn’t require more than what
President Obama gave us in any other
greater detail beyond its ‘“‘minimal
statutory mandate’ to justify the re-
moval of Mr. Walpin.
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Fast forward to the last several
months when the current President fol-
lowed the court’s incorrect ruling and
the Obama precedent by removing two
Senate-confirmed IGs, placing them on
administrative leave and telling Con-
gress only, as Obama once did before,
that he had lost confidence in them.

In response, I did exactly what I had
done before in the Obama administra-
tion. I, and several colleagues, wrote
asking for a better explanation. When
we finally got a response from the
White House Counsel, we were left
without substantive reasons for the
IG’s removal.

So, as before, I notified the majority
leader of my intent to object to the
two administrative nominees until the
White House coughed up some form of
rationale for the removal. I finally got
those reasons this week. I don’t agree
with all of them, and I am working to
better understand others, but because
the President has finally fulfilled the
law, both Congress and the public can
look to see for themselves what hap-
pened.

This, of course, was the intent of the
law all along.

We took the long road to get here,
and we could have avoided all this hul-
labaloo if both Presidents Obama and
Trump had just followed the statutory
notice requirements in the first place,
but we are here.

These episodes have convinced me
that the executive branch, regardless
of what party is in charge, just doesn’t
get it. From one administration to the
next, Democrat or Republican, it
makes no difference to me. This isn’t
about politics. This is about the sepa-
ration of powers, checks and balances,
public trust. It is clear that Congress
can’t rely on any White House to get it
right.

We need to change the law. We need
to be clearer, and we need to better
safeguard the independence of these
IGs. That is why I have been devel-
oping bipartisan reforms to sharpen
the independent authority and recruit-
ment of those hired and confirmed to
serve as inspectors general.

We are not going to enact a clearly
unconstitutional law that infringes on
the President’s authority to manage
personnel and that would surely result
in lengthy court battles. But we are
going to clarify once and for all that
the law’s notice requirement means
that Presidents have to give clear, sub-
stantive reasons for removing an IG
and that they can’t put an IG on ad-
ministrative leave without a good rea-
son.

To fully safeguard statutorily re-
quired IG independence, we are also
going to make sure that the President
cannot place political appointees with
clear conflicts of interest into acting
IG roles. We can’t have individuals
with political day jobs simultaneously
in charge of confidential, independent
IG matters, including substantive and
sensitive audits, investigative work,
and whistleblower information.
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Today, I have introduced that legis-
lation with my colleagues Senators
PETERS, COLLINS, FEINSTEIN,
LANKFORD, CARPER, ROMNEY, TESTER,
PORTMAN, and HASSAN. I want to thank
Ranking Member PETERS for working
with me on this. His input has been in-
sightful in crafting this bipartisan leg-
islation, and his staff has been diligent
in furthering these efforts.

Whether you have been following the
important work of inspectors general
for many years or you just tuned in for
the last few, we welcome your support.
I hope that support continues well past
the current administration. If we don’t
update the law, we can only expect fu-
ture administrations to continue to do
what has been done lately, not giving
Congress good reasons.

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

THE WHITE HOUSE,
Washington, June 12, 2020.
Hon. CHARLES E. GRASSLEY,
Chairman, Committee on Finance,
U.S. Senate, Washington, DC.

DEAR CHAIRMAN GRASSLEY: I write to fol-
low up on our recent conversation regarding
the removal of the Inspectors General of the
Department of State and of the Intelligence
Community. As a further accommodation,
we are providing the additional information
you requested.

With respect to the State Department In-
spector General, please see the attached let-
ter sent to you today from the Department’s
Assistant Secretary for Legislative Affairs.
The letter includes materials that identify
the concerns of the Secretary of State and
the Under Secretary for Management with
the Inspector General’s performance. As to
the removal of the Inspector General of the
Intelligence Community, the President lost
confidence in him and has spoken publicly
about this loss of confidence, including on
the day after the President notified Congress
of his decision.

As you have stated, the President has the
constitutional authority to remove inspec-
tors general. As a matter of accommodation
and presidential prerogative, the President
complied fully with the statutory notifica-
tion provision of the Inspector General Act.

As I said in my previous letter, the Presi-
dent appreciates and respects your long-
standing support for the role that inspectors
general play. We look forward to the Sen-
ate’s swift confirmation of all of the Presi-
dent’s outstanding inspector general nomi-
nees.

Sincerely,
PAT A. CIPOLLONE,
Counsel to the President.

The following excerpt from an official
White House transcript entitled ‘‘Remarks
by President Trump, Vice President PENCE,
and members of the Coronavirus Task Force
in Press Briefing.”” The briefing was held on
April 4, 2020 in the James S. Brady Press
Room of the White House at 4:15 p.m. EDT.

The full transcript can be found at: https:/
www.grassley.senate.gov/sites/default/files/
2020-0906-12%20White %20House %20Counsel %
20 t0%20Grassley %20-%20 IC%20IG%20and%
20 State%201G.pdf

THE PRESIDENT: Think of it: We’re pay-
ing people not to go to work. How about
that? How does that play?

Q: I understand that.

THE PRESIDENT: And they want to go to
work, by the way. They don’t even want—
they don’t want money. This country is
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great. But we’re paying people. We have to
get back to work. That’s what I'm saying.

Go ahead, please.

Q: Mr. President, this is off topic. It’s
about the announcement from last night. It’s
a yes or no question, but not that we expect
the answer to be yes or no.

But wasn’t Michael Atkinson doing the job
of the Inspector General of the intelligence
community, the job he was supposed to do,
when he simply took the whistleblower com-
plaint to Congress that hadn’t been taken
previously? Wasn’t he doing the job that he
was supposed to do, that American taxpayers
were paying him to do? And why did you de-
cide to terminate—

THE PRESIDENT: I thought he did a ter-
rible job. Absolutely terrible. He took a
whistleblower report, which turned out to be
a fake report—it was fake. It was totally
wrong. It was about my conversation with
the President of Ukraine. He took a fake re-
port and he brought it to Congress, with an
emergency. Okay? Not a big Trump fan—
that, I can tell you.

Instead of saying—and we offered this to
him: “No, no, we will take the conversa-
tion’—where, fortunately, we had that tran-
script. If we didn’t have a transcript with the
kind of deception and dishonesty that were
practiced by the Democrats, I might not be
standing here right now. Okay? Fortunately,
we had a transcript and it was a perfect tran-
script, because even the lieutenant colonel
admitted it was correct. Okay?

Wait a minute. Wait a minute. You asked
a question.

So he took this whistleblower—and I keep
saying, ‘“Where’s the whistleblower?”’ Right?
“And why was the whistleblower allowed to
do this?”’ Why was he allowed to be—you call
it fraudulent or incorrect transcript.

So we offered this IG—I don’t know him; I
don’t think I ever met him. I don’t think I—
he never even came in to see me. How can
you do that without seeing the person? Never
came in to see me. Never requested to see
me. He took this terrible, inaccurate whis-
tleblower report—right?—and he brought it
to Congress.

We offered to have him see my exact con-
versation. It was all about the conversation,
by the way. That was the whole thing, was
about the conversation. Right? And then
after he saw it, he must’ve said, “Wow,” be-
cause as I've said it many times and it drives
you people crazy, it was a perfect conversa-
tion.

So instead of going and saying, ‘‘Gee, this
is a terrible thing he said about the Presi-
dent’s conversation”—well, it was a fraud. I
didn’t say that. And, by the way, you have
the whistleblower. Where’s the informer?
Right?

And here’s another question: Remember
before I did the—before I gave the tran-
script—in other words, before I revealed the
real conversation—where’s the second whis-
tleblower? Remember the second whistle—

Wait, wait, wait, wait. There was going to
be a second whistleblower. But after I gave
the conversation, he just went away. He mi-
raculously went away.

Where’s the informer? Because there was
going to be this informer. Maybe Schiff was
the informer. You ever think of that? He’s a
corrupt guy. He’s a corrupt politician.

So, listen, I say this: Where’s the informer?
Remember, the informer was coming for-
ward. But I gave—because, see, I did one
thing that surprised everybody. This gen-
tleman right here said, ‘‘Boy, that was a
shocker.” I revealed the conversation. I got
approval from Ukraine because I didn’t want
to do it without their approval. And they
said, ‘‘Absolutely. You did nothing wrong.”’

By the way, President of Ukraine, Foreign
Minister said, ‘‘He did nothing wrong.” And
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over that, with 196 to nothing vote by the
Republicans—not one dissenting Republican
vote—dishonest Democrats impeached a
President of the United States. That man is
a disgrace to 1Gs.

All right, let’s go. Next. Please. He’s a
total disgrace.

Q: Mr. President, did you run by your deci-
sion to dismiss the Inspector General by Sen-
ator McConnell?

THE PRESIDENT: Okay, we’ll get off this
because people want to talk about what
we’re talking about. But let me just tell you
something: That’s my decision. I have the
absolute right. Even the fake news last night
said, ‘‘He has the absolute right to do it.”

But ask him, “Why didn’t you go and see
the actual conversation?’’ There was no rush.
He said, ““Oh we’d have to rush it.” He even
said it was politically biased. He actually
said that. The report could have been—you
know who the whistleblower is, and so do
you and so does everybody in this room, and
so do I. Everybody knows. But they give this
whistleblower a status that he doesn’t de-
serve. He’s a fake whistleblower. And, frank-
ly, somebody ought to sue his ass off.

Q: I just want to follow up, sir.

THE PRESIDENT: All right, it’s enough
with the whistleblower.

Go ahead, please.

Q: Mr. President, the governor of New York
today said that he is still desperate for ven-
tilators and that he has accepted 1,000 of
them from the Chinese government. Are you
concerned that states—

THE PRESIDENT: Well, what he didn’t say
is—okay, let me tell you what he didn’t say.

Two very good friends of mine brought him
those whistleblower—brought him those ven-
tilators, right? Two very good friends of
mine—they brought them. If you’d like their
name, I'll give you their name.

Q: But should states and cities have to rely
on—

THE PRESIDENT: No, but he—the gov-
ernor didn’t—

Q: —China and Russia for supplies?

THE PRESIDENT: —mention that. It came
through the Chinese—the country of China.
But they were given by two friends of mine,
but he didn’t tell you that.

Now, the governor also—

Q Who are your friends?

THE PRESIDENT: You’ll see when you
read the letter.

The governor also asked for 40,000—40,000.
He wanted 40,000 ventilators.

Now, the governor, as you know, had a
chance to get 16,000 a few years ago. He de-
cided not to get that. The State of New York
has asked for help. I've given him four hos-
pitals, four medical centers. Then I gave him
an additional hospital. Then I gave him mili-
tary people to operate the hospital. They
were not supposed to be COVID hospitals.
The boat—the ship is not—an interesting
thing happened with the ship. People aren’t
in accidents because there’s nobody driving.
There’s nobody taking motorcycle rides
down the West Side Highway at 100 miles an
hour. People are away. So people aren’t
being injured.

Now they’re asking whether or not we
could open up the ship for COVID. We have
given the governor of New York more than
anybody has ever been given in a long time.
I'1l just say—I was going to say ‘‘in history,”’
but in a long time. And I think he’s happy.

But I think that—because I watched what
he said today, and it was fine. I wouldn’t say
gracious. It wasn’t gracious. It was okay. I
must tell you, Gavin Newsom has been gra-
cious—Los Angeles, California, the job we’ve
done, and all of California.

Q: But why does that matter if they’re gra-
cious or not gracious if they need the sup-
plies?
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THE PRESIDENT: It doesn’t matter. It
doesn’t matter. But I think when we’ve given
as much as we’ve given to New York, some-
body should say—

Nice—I’ll tell you who’s been very nice:
Mayor de Blasio has been very nice. He un-
derstands what we’ve given him. We brought
him some more ventilators, too, yesterday.

But nobody has been given like New York.
And I think—I know he appreciates it. He
just can’t quite get the words out, but that’s
okay.

Q: So when he says—but when he says that
he needs 40,000—

Q: Mr. President—

THE PRESIDENT: Please, go ahead.

THE FIRST AMENDMENT

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, in 3
weeks, America will celebrate Inde-
pendence Day. For 244 years, Ameri-
cans have fought, marched, voted, peti-
tioned, legislated, published, protested,
and died to defend and build our bless-
ings of freedom. The American experi-
ment has plenty of battle scars and
growing pains handed down from one
generation to the next.

The first half of 2020 shows us there
are plenty of historical wounds to heal
and challenges to overcome.

In the interest of public health, stay-
at-home orders limited individual free-
doms that many Americans take for
granted, including the right to earn a
living or to worship with fellow believ-
ers.

Just as the economy began to reopen,
the shadows of racial injustice dark-
ened America’s doorstep. All people are
created equal, but not all people are
treated equally.

The unconscionable suffocation of
George Floyd at the knee of a police of-
ficer in Minneapolis struck a chord of
unity to end racism in America. Hun-
dreds of thousands of people have gath-
ered to exercise their First Amendment
rights. They march to protect racial
injustice and police brutality.

Unfortunately, some exploited the
peaceful protests to riot, loot, van-
dalize, and burn. These criminal acts
were not protected by the Constitu-
tion. It is obvious they weren’t pro-
tected. They were antithetical to the
laws of the land protecting life, liberty,
and domestic tranquility.

All of this led one of my colleagues,
the junior Senator from Arkansas, to
submit an essay to the New York
Times. In his opinion piece, he advo-
cated why he thought the President
ought to use his authority to deploy
Active-Duty military forces to uphold
the law and public order, as had been
done by Presidents in past instances of
civil unrest.

The Times op-ed pages accepted his
column and published it online under
the headline: ““‘Bring in the Troops.”

Within hours, the newsroom was in a
frenzy. The leftwing rallied their
troops to stop the press. The New York
Times, as we know, prides itself as the
“paper of record.”

Since 1851, it has served as an influ-
ential platform to gather and report
the news and to hold government ac-
countable. Policemen keep the public
peace. Journalists are the policemen of
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