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Johnny Isakson of Georgia, which was
effective at 5 p.m. on Tuesday, Decem-
ber 31, 2019.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The distinguished leader is cor-
rect.

Mr. McCONNELL. I ask unanimous
consent that the letter be spread upon
the Journal and printed in the RECORD.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

The letter follows:

UNITED STATES SENATE,
Washington, DC, December 19, 2019.
Hon. BRIAN KEMP, Governor,
State of Georgia,
Atlanta, Georgia.

DEAR GOVERNOR KEMP: It has been the
honor and privilege of a lifetime to serve the
state of Georgia in the U.S. Senate since
2005. As you know, I have been battling
health challenges for several years, and after
much prayer and consultation with my fam-
ily and doctors, I have decided I will leave
the Senate before the end of my term.

I therefore am notifying you that I am re-
signing my U.S. Senate seat effective at 5
p.m. on December 31, 2019. While it pains me
greatly to leave in the middle of my term, I
know it is the right thing to do for the citi-
zens of Georgia.

I pledge to you that my staff and I will do
everything we can to help whomever you ap-
point to serve in this seat.

Thank you for your service to our great
state.

Sincerely,
JOHNNY ISAKSON.

————

ORDERS FOR MONDAY, JANUARY
6, 2020

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that when the
Senate completes its business today, it
adjourn until 3 p.m., Monday, January
6; further, that following the prayer
and pledge, the morning hour be
deemed expired, the Journal of pro-
ceedings be approved to date, the time
for the two leaders be reserved for their
use later in the day, and morning busi-
ness be closed; further, that following
leader remarks, the Senate proceed to
executive session and resume consider-
ation of the Carranza nomination; fi-
nally, that the cloture motion filed
during today’s session ripen at 5:30
p.m., Monday.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

Mr. MCCONNELL. I suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The clerk will call the roll.

The senior assistant legislative clerk
proceeded to call the roll.

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the quorum call be rescinded.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

——
IMPEACHMENT

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. President, I just
heard Leader MCCONNELL speak for 30

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

minutes on the subject of the Presi-
dent’s impeachment. There was a lot of
finger-pointing, name-calling, and
misreading of history but not a single
argument or discussion about the issue
that is holding up the Senate trial:
whether there will be witnesses and
documents—not one mention. He has
no good argument against having wit-
nesses and documents, so he resorts to
these subterfuges.

I will have more to say on impeach-
ment momentarily, but I first want to
address the issue of Iran.

———

IRAN

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. President, last
night, the United States conducted a
military operation designed to kill
Major General Qasem Soleimani, a no-
torious terrorist. No one should shed a
tear over his death. The operation
against Soleimani in Irag was con-
ducted, however, without specific au-
thorization and any advance notifica-
tion or consultation with Congress.

I am a member of the Gang of 8,
which is typically briefed in advance of
operations of this level of significance.
We were not. The need for advance con-
sultation and transparency with Con-
gress was put in the Constitution for a
reason—because the lack of advance
consultation and transparency with
Congress can lead to hasty and ill-con-
sidered decisions. When the security of
the Nation is at stake, decisions must
not be made in a vacuum. The Framers
of the Constitution gave war powers to
the legislature and made the executive
the Commander in Chief for the precise
reason of forcing the two branches of
government to consult with one an-
other when it came to matters of war
and peace.

It is paramount for an administra-
tion to get an outside view to prevent
groupthink and rash action and to be
asked probing questions, not from your
inner and often insulated circle but
from others—particularly Congress—
which forces an administration, before
it acts, to answer very serious ques-
tions. The administration did not con-
sult in this case, and I fear that those
very serious questions have not been
answered and may not be fully consid-
ered.

Among those questions: What was
the legal basis for conducting this op-
eration? How far does that legal basis
extend? Iran has many dangerous sur-
rogates in the region and a whole range
of possible responses. Which responses
do we expect? Which are most likely?
Do we have plans to counter all of the
possible responses? How effective will
our counters be? What does this action
mean for the long-term stability of
Iraq and the trillions of dollars and
thousands of American lives sacrificed
there? How does the administration
plan to manage an escalation of hos-
tilities? How does the administration
plan to avoid larger and potentially
endless conflagration in the Middle
East? These are questions that must be
answered.
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It is my view that the President does
not have the authority for a war with
Iran. If he plans a large increase in
troops and potential hostility over a
longer time, the administration will
require congressional approval and the
approval of the American people.

The President’s decision may add to
an already dangerous and difficult situ-
ation in the Middle East. The risk of a
much longer military engagement in
the Middle East is acute and imme-
diate. This action may well have
brought our Nation closer to another
endless war—exactly the kind of end-
less war the President promised he
would not drag us into.

As our citizens and those of our allies
evacuate Iraq and troops prepare for
retaliatory action, Congress needs an-
swers to these questions and others
from the administration immediately,
and the American people need answers
as well.

———

IMPEACHMENT

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. President, the
Senate begins this new session of Con-
gress preparing to do something that
has happened only twice before in
American history: serving as a court of
impeachment in a trial of the Presi-
dent of the United States.

President Donald Trump stands ac-
cused by the House of Representatives
of committing one of the offenses the
Founding Fathers most feared when it
came to the stability of the Republic:
abusing the powers of his office for per-
sonal gain and soliciting the inter-
ference of a foreign power in our elec-
tions to benefit himself. The House has
also charged the President with ob-
structing Congress in the investigation
into those matters, the consequence of
an unprecedented blockade of relevant
witnesses and documents—flatly deny-
ing the legislative branch’s constitu-
tional authority to provide oversight of
the Executive.

As all eyes turn to the Senate, the
question before us is, Will we fulfill our
duty to conduct a fair impeachment
trial of the President of the United
States or will we not? That is the most
pressing question facing the Senate at
the outset of this second session of the
116th Congress. Will we conduct a fair
trial that examines all the facts or
not?

The country just saw Senator
McCONNELL’s answer to that question.
His answer is no. Instead of trying to
find the truth, he is still using the
same feeble talking points he was using
last December. The country just saw
how the Republican leader views his re-
sponsibility at this pivotal moment in
our Nation’s history. The Republican
leader prefers finger-pointing and
name-calling to avoid answering the
looming question: Why shouldn’t the
Senate call witnesses? The Republican
leader hasn’t given one good reason
why there shouldn’t be relevant wit-
nesses or relevant documents. We did
not hear one from Leader MCCONNELL
today or any day.
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Once again, Leader MCCONNELL tried
to bury his audience under an ava-
lanche of partisan recriminations and
misleading references to precedents.
There is only one precedent that mat-
ters here: that never, never in the his-
tory of our country has there been an
impeachment trial of the President in
which the Senate was denied the abil-
ity to hear from witnesses. Let me re-
peat that. That is the salient fact here.
There is only one precedent that mat-
ters: There has never, never in the his-
tory of our country been an impeach-
ment trial of the President in which
the Senate was denied the ability to
hear from witnesses. Yet the Repub-
lican leader seems intent on violating
that precedent and denying critical
evidence to this body and to the Amer-
ican people.

Leader MCCONNELL has been clear
and vocal that he has no intention to
be impartial in this process. Leader
McCONNELL reminds us today and pre-
vious days that rather than acting like
a judge and a juror, he intends to act
as the executioner of a fair trial.
Thankfully, the rules of the impeach-
ment trial will be determined by the
majority of Senators in this Chamber,
not by the Republican leader alone.

The crux of the issue still is whether
the Senate will hear testimony from
witnesses and receive documentary evi-
dence directly relevant to the charges
against the President. Since Congress
recessed for the holidays, there have
been several events that have signifi-
cantly bolstered my argument for four
specific witnesses and specific cat-
egories of documents. Nothing—noth-
ing—in that time has bolstered Leader
McCONNELL’s argument that there
shouldn’t be relevant witnesses or doc-
uments.

On December 21, the Center for Pub-
lic Integrity obtained emails through a
Freedom of Information Act request
that showed that Michael Duffey, a top
OMB official and one of the four wit-
nesses I have requested, asked the De-
fense Department to ‘‘hold off”’ on
sending military aid to Ukraine 91 min-
utes after President Trump’s July
phone call with Ukrainian President
Zelensky.

On December 29, the New York
Times’ report included several revela-
tions about the extent of Chief of Staff
Mulvaney’s involvement in the delayed
military assistance; about the efforts
by lawyers at OMB, Justice, and the
White House to create legal justifica-
tions for the delay in assistance; and
about the depth of opposition to and
indeed alarm about the delay in mili-
tary assistance from parts of the ad-
ministration, particularly the Pen-
tagon.

Then, just yesterday, there was a new
report about a trove of newly
unredacted emails that further exposed
the serious concerns raised by Trump
administration officials about the pro-
priety and legality of the President’s
decision to delay military assistance to
Ukraine. One of those emails released
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yesterday was from Michael Duffey—
one of the witnesses we have re-
quested—to the Pentagon comptroller,
and it reads: ‘‘Clear direction from
POTUS [the President] to continue the
hold.” Clear direction from the Presi-
dent to continue the hold is what
Duffey wrote. What constituted ‘‘clear
direction”? Did Michael Duffey get an
order from the President, or did some-
one like Mr. Mulvaney get an order
from the President that was passed on
to Mr. Duffey? Were there discussions
by administration officials about cov-
ering up the reasons for the President
directing the delay in military assist-
ance? These are questions that can
only be answered by examination of
the documentary evidence and by the
testimony of key Trump administra-
tion officials, under oath, in a Senate
trial.

These developments are a dev-
astating blow to Leader MCCONNELL’S
push to have a trial without the docu-
ments and witnesses we have re-
quested. Each new revelation mounts
additional pressure on the Members of
this Chamber to seek the whole truth.
With these new emails, we are getting
certain portions of the truth. We need
the whole truth.

For example, much of the evidence
that was obtained by the recent FOIA
requests has been heavily redacted.

Here is an email chain between offi-
cials at the Pentagon regarding the Po-
litico article that first revealed that
the Trump administration was delay-
ing military assistance to Ukraine. It
is completely redacted. Every word
crossed out. Not available. Can’t be
seen.

Here is another email, with the sub-
ject line ‘“‘apportionment,” between of-
ficials at OMB and the Pentagon, com-
pletely redacted. None of the words can
be seen at all. We know now that some
of these redactions were covered up—
but only some of them.

Why did they redact the sections
they redacted? Who ordered the
redactions? Why are they covering it
up? What are they hiding?

These questions must be asked. When
you are accused of something, you
don’t suppress evidence that will exon-
erate you. The fact that the adminis-
tration is going to such lengths to pre-
vent such emails from coming out is
extraordinarily telling. It seems like
they themselves feel they are guilty.

Getting the full documentary record
would undoubtedly shed light on the
issues at hand. These were senior
Trump officials discussing the delay in
military assistance to Ukraine, who or-
dered it, why it was ordered, whether
or not it was legal, and how it was con-
nected to the effort to pressure
Ukraine into announcing investiga-
tions regarding a political rival of the
President. And these emails represent
just a sliver of the documentary evi-
dence that exists in this case.

There was an exceedingly strong case
to call witnesses and request docu-
ments before the Senate went out of
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session for the Christmas break. In the
short time since, that case has gotten
stronger and remarkably so.

We are not asking for critics of the
President to serve as witnesses in the
trial. We are asking only that the
President’s men, his top advisers, tell
their side of the story, and Leader
MCcCONNELL, once again, has been un-
able to make one argument—one single
argument—as to why these witnesses
and these documents should not be
part of a trial.

I want to respond to one suggestion
by Leader MCCONNELL, that we follow
the 1999 example of beginning the im-
peachment first and then deciding on
witnesses and documents at a later
date.

First, to hear Leader MCCONNELL say
“no witnesses now but maybe some
later” is just another indication that
he has no argument against witnesses
and documents on the merits. Will
Leader MCCONNELL commit to wit-
nesses and documents now and discuss
timing later?

Second, Leader MCCONNELL’s com-
parisons to 1999 are hopelessly flawed
and inaccurate. There were witnesses
in 1999, Leader MCCONNELL. You want
the precedent of 1999. There were wit-
nesses, as there were in every single
impeachment trial of the President in
history. It would be a break in prece-
dent for there not to be witnesses.

Third, there was even a greater ra-
tionale for witnesses in the Clinton
trial. In 1999, the witnesses in question
had already testified under oath exten-
sively, and there were also bipartisan
concerns about the suitability of the
subject matter for the floor of the Sen-
ate. There is no analogy to today’s sit-
uation. The witnesses we have re-
quested never testified under oath, and
the documents we have requested have
not been produced.

Fourth, we have a tradition in Amer-
ica of a fair and speedy trial. That is
why we requested only the relevant in-
formation, up front, so that the trial
can truly be speedy and fair. It makes
no sense and, in fact, it is a ruse to sug-
gest that the Senate wait until the end
of the trial to settle the hardest ques-
tion, when it might take time for wit-
nesses to prepare testimony and for the
Senate to review new documentary evi-
dence. We can and should begin that
process now and ensure that the trial is
informed by the facts and does not suf-
fer unnecessary delays.

Fifth and, finally, when Leader
MCcCONNELL suggests that we have both
sides present their arguments and then
deal with witnesses, he is essentially
proposing to conduct a whole trial and,
then, once the trial is basically over,
consider the question of evidence. That
makes no sense. That is ‘“Alice in Won-
derland” logic. The trial must be in-
formed by the evidence, not the other
way around. The House managers
should be allowed to present all of the
evidence to make their case, not make
their case and, then, afterward, ask for
evidence we know is out there.
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If we don’t get a commitment up
front that the House managers will be
able to call witnesses as part of their
case, the Senate will act as little more
than a nationally televised meeting of
the mock trial club.

If we leave the witness question and
documents until after all of the presen-
tations are complete, Leader McCON-
NELL will argue that the Senate has
heard enough and we shouldn’t prolong
the trial any longer. At that point, you
can be sure he will label anyone who
wants to subpoena evidence as a par-
tisan who wants to drag the whole af-
fair out.

I know this because he has already
told us what his position will be. This
is not a mystery. ‘“‘After we’ve heard
the arguments,”” Leader MCCONNELL
said on FOX News, ‘‘we ought to vote
and move on.”” Does that sound like
someone who, in good faith, intends to
have the Senate reasonably consider
witnesses at a later date? No, it does
not.

Leader McCONNELL’S proposal to vote
on witnesses and documents later is
nothing more than a poorly disguised
trap. ‘‘After we’ve heard the argu-
ments,”” Leader MCCONNELL said, ‘“‘we
ought to vote and move on.”

All of my fellow Senators—Democrat
and Republican—should take stock of
the Leader’s words and remember the
commitment he made on national tele-
vision to take his cues from the White
House.

I say to the Chair, it may feel like we
are no closer to establishing the rules
for a Senate trial than when we last
met, but the question—the vital ques-
tion—of whether or not we have a fair
trial ultimately rests with a majority
of the Senators in this Chamber.

The President faces gravely serious
charges—abuse of power, abuse of his
public trust, soliciting the interference
of a foreign power in our elections, un-
precedented obstruction of Congress—
and, if convicted, the President faces
the most severe punishment our Con-
stitution imagines. The Framers gave
us—this Chamber, the U.S. Senate—the
sole power to discharge this most dif-
ficult and somber duty. Will the Senate
rise to the occasion?

I yield the floor.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Chair recognizes the distin-
guished Senator from Maryland.

Mr. VAN HOLLEN. Mr. President, I
start by thanking Senator SCHUMER,
the minority leader, for his pursuit of a
fair impeachment trial in the Senate,
something supported by the over-
whelming majority of the American
people, whether they be Republicans,
Democrats, or Independents.

The Senate will soon undertake this
most serious of its duties—considering
the impeachment of a President. None
of us relish this moment, but we all
have a solemn responsibility under the
Constitution to try this case, to assess
the evidence, and to render fair judg-
ment.

We will hear a case from the House of
Representatives and from the Presi-
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dent’s lawyers, and we will first be
sworn in to do ‘“‘impartial justice ac-
cording to the Constitution and laws.”

While Senators are primarily ex-
pected to listen to the evidence and
weigh that evidence, we also have a
special ability that most juries do not
have: We can request additional infor-
mation, we can request witnesses, and
we can request documents. It only
takes a simple majority, 51 Senators,
to call witnesses and request those doc-
uments. In the two other times in the
history of the Senate when we have
considered a Presidential impeach-
ment, we have required witnesses to
testify directly or give sworn deposi-
tions.

In President Clinton’s impeachment
trial, three witnesses were deposed
even though they had all given prior
sworn testimony in related pro-
ceedings. At that time, now-Majority
Leader MCCONNELL called their request
for testimony ‘‘modest’—a modest re-
quest.

Senate Democrats have another mod-
est request that is pending today. We
would like to hear from four witnesses
who have not testified previously, who
did not testify in the House, who have
not testified under penalty of perjury,
like we saw other House witnesses tes-
tify.

Why is that? That is because Presi-
dent Trump has ordered them not to
testify. Those four witnesses are White
House Acting Chief of Staff Mick
Mulvaney, former National Security
Advisor John Bolton, and top adminis-
tration officials Michael Duffey and
Robert Blair. We are also asking the
Senate to request key documents the
President has refused to provide.

We know these are relevant wit-
nesses. We know it even more after the
reporting from this week, which has
shown that these four witnesses have
clear, firsthand knowledge of with-
holding of congressionally appro-
priated funds for Ukraine to fight Rus-
sian aggression—one of the actions at
the center of the House’s abuse-of-
power charge.

Newly revealed emails, which the
Trump administration tried to keep se-
cret, show that just 91 minutes after
President Trump had his call with
Ukrainian President Zelensky, Mr.
Duffey emailed the Department of De-
fense and their officials to inform them
that the administration would for-
mally withhold military assistance for
Ukraine. We know that days after the
phone call, Mr. Duffey, a political ap-
pointee, took over the Ukraine port-
folio from a career civil servant at
OMB, under the guise of wanting to
“learn about the apportionment proc-
ess.”

The administration claims that the
reason for the hold was to conduct a re-
view of Ukraine assistance, even
though the hold was formally ordered
on the same day President Trump per-
sonally pressured President Zelensky
to investigate Vice President Joe Biden
and the 2016 election in order to boost
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President Trump’s personal political
agenda.

There is no evidence that any real re-
view of assistance to Ukraine took
place, and none of the emails about the
hold on assistance discuss any review
actually happening. Instead, we now
know that Mr. Duffey tried to keep the
hold a secret, known to as few people
as possible.

Here is what he wrote in his email in-
forming the Department of Defense
about the hold: “Given the sensitive
nature of the request, I appreciate your
keeping that information closely held
to those who need to know to execute
the direction.”

We also know that OMB would even-
tually issue nine of what they called
footnotes from July to September to
delay releasing the congressionally au-
thorized funding for assistance to
Ukraine. The emails that have surfaced
also reveal that the Defense Depart-
ment raised concerns that the hold was
breaking the law—something the ad-
ministration has tried to hide.

Congress, many years ago, passed a
law called the Impoundment Control
Act to address situations like this,
where funding is provided in law but
the President—whoever the President
may be—refuses to spend it. The Im-
poundment Control Act only allows the
executive branch to withhold funding
in very limited circumstances. It re-
quires the President to notify Congress
when he withholds legally appropriated
funding, something President Trump
never did when he withheld assistance
to Ukraine.

In addition to abusing his power by
pressuring Ukraine to interfere in our
elections, I think the evidence will also
show that President Trump violated
the Impoundment Control Act. I have
asked the Government Accountability
Office to look into this and give us an
independent legal opinion. GAO is
working on this now, and as part of
their review, they asked the Trump ad-
ministration to explain what happened.
In their response, OMB claimed that
the Defense Department’s general
counsel never told OMB that the hold
would legally prevent the funds from
being spent before they expire at the
end of the fiscal year. Thanks to newly
revealed emails—in fact, emails that
we saw in their unredacted form for the
first time yesterday—we know that
this was, at best, extremely mis-
leading.

As the hold continued, Defense De-
partment officials repeatedly raised
concerns about its legality. In an email
sent on August 27, the Defense Depart-
ment shared a draft letter that they
had prepared to send to OMB that in-
cluded the following sentence about
continuing to withhold funding for the
Ukraine Security Assistance Initiative,
called USAI for short. Here is what
they wrote: ‘“‘As a result, we have re-
peatedly advised OMB officials that
pauses beyond August 19, 2019, jeop-
ardize the Department’s ability to obli-
gate . . . [USAI] funding prudently and
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fully, consistent with the Impound-
ment Control Act.”

Here, we have Defense Department
officials directly raising concerns
about the hold breaking the law, de-
spite what OMB said to GAO. Here is
what we saw earlier. This is one of the
redacted emails. This is the draft letter
I just referred to that had been pre-
pared for the signature of the Deputy
Secretary of Defense. It is addressed to
Mr. Vought, the Acting Director over
at OMB. When the administration first
released the emails in response to a
Freedom of Information request—
something the administration didn’t
want to do but was required by law—
they decided to black out this entire
email, to redact it.

What we learned yesterday was that
this blackout contained the sentences
that I just read about the Department
of Defense being very, very worried
that continued withholding violated
the law, violated the Impoundment
Control Act. I can’t imagine how, in
good faith, the Justice Department or
whoever it was in the administration
just blacked this out. I am told it was
the Attorney General. That is abuse of
power to deny that information to the
American people and to the Congress,
and this appears to be just the tip of
the iceberg.

Ultimately, we know that the Presi-
dent’s hold on the Ukraine funds con-
tinued until September 12, and the De-
fense Department was unable to deliver
$35 million of that vitally needed aid to
Ukraine before the funds expired at the
end of the fiscal year. It was only be-
cause Congress later acted by a vote of
both Houses of Congress to extend that
funding that the Defense Department
can now deliver this assistance.

This is why it is all the more impor-
tant for the Senate to hear testimony
from the witnesses under oath, under
penalty of perjury, and to review the
relevant documents for ourselves. Mr.
Mulvaney, Mr. Blair, and Mr. Duffey
were all directly involved in carrying
out President Trump’s order to with-
hold Ukraine assistance. Mr. Bolton,
according to testimony of Dr. Fiona
Hill, raised significant concerns about
the hold.

So far as we just heard, the majority
leader, Senator MCCONNELL, has re-
jected these reasonable requests for
witnesses and documents, despite the
fact that they are clearly directly rel-
evant to the impeachment trial. I
think people have a very simple ques-
tion: Why is the President and why is
the majority leader so desperate, so
scared to provide these documents and
prevent these individuals from testi-
fying under penalty of perjury?

It has been deeply disappointing to
hear the majority leader say that he is
“not an impartial juror” and that he
will work in lockstep with the Presi-
dent’s lawyers. He is asking the Senate
to allow the defendant in this case, the
President of the United States, to set
the terms of his own trial. This is not
just an affront to our constitutional
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duty,
sense.

Make no mistake that those who
vote to block the Senate from consid-
ering additional evidence from wit-
nesses and documents are going to be
complicit in rigging a trial and in a
coverup. I would challenge my col-
leagues to tell me one case where, after
you have a grand jury proceeding, the
prosecution is not allowed to call wit-
nesses at trial. That would be nuts. For
the Senate to deliberately choose to
close its eyes and shut its ears to evi-
dence would be a miscarriage of justice
and a violation of our constitutional
obligations.

I heard the majority leader talk
about how the Speaker of the House is
holding up sending the Articles of Im-
peachment. Well, if the majority leader
were to just agree to do what we allow
in every other trial in the country,
which is call relevant witnesses and get
relevant documents, we could start
this trial tomorrow. It is the refusal of
the majority leader to agree to what an
overwhelming majority of Americans
consider common sense and plain jus-
tice that we are experiencing whatever
delay we end up experiencing in this
case.

The House has presented over-
whelming evidence to support its two
Articles of Impeachment: abuse of
power and obstruction of Congress. The
Senate trial is about hearing the case
on both sides, including hearing from
those who are directly involved before
rendering a final verdict. President
Trump has said many times he wants
to call witnesses. He wants to have a
full trial. If he has evidence to rebut
the facts established by the House, the
Senate needs to hear it, and we should
render a final verdict after all the evi-
dence is in and not before.

Some may have heard our Republican
colleagues argue that we need to rush
to trial to get back to legislative busi-
ness. First, let’s remember that im-
peachment is our constitutional re-
sponsibility, and we can have a trial
that is both speedy and fair.

Second, as we have seen in the House
of Representatives, it is possible to
conduct robust oversight and legislate
at the same time. In fact, the week be-
fore the House of Representatives
voted on impeachment, they passed a
very important bill to reduce the costs
of prescription drugs. In fact, the
House has passed over 300 bills that
Senator MCCONNELL has refused to
bring up for a vote here in the Senate,
including hundreds with bipartisan
support.

The House has acted to expand back-
ground checks for gun purchases to re-
duce gun violence, passed legislation to
get Big Money out of politics, to
strengthen voting rights, to raise the
minimum wage for the first time in
more than a decade, to protect em-
ployee pensions, and to reauthorize the
Violence Against Women Act. Senator
MCCONNELL has not only blocked con-
sideration of these critical measures,

it defies justice and common
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he has boasted about his obstruction,
calling himself the ‘‘grim reaper.” So
let’s not fall for the claim that the ma-
jority leader suddenly wants to get to
work on these initiatives that are im-
portant to the American people. To
date, he has made no commitment to
take up any of those bills, whether or
not there is an impeachment trial.

As the Senate discharges its con-
stitutional duties, whether by con-
ducting an impeachment trial or pass-
ing legislation, it should never be an
instrument of a President, regardless
of party. We should not be a
rubberstamp. We should never
outsource our judgment or our votes to
any White House. We serve the Amer-
ican people and must render justice
fairly and honorably at this critical
time in our history.

————
IRAN

Mr. VAN HOLLEN. Speaking of crit-
ical moments, I do want to say a word
about the rapidly escalating conflict
with Iran.

General Soleimani was a violent man
who died a violent death, but the ques-
tion facing us is not whether the target
of the attack was a good or bad man.
The question is what will be the con-
sequence of this action taken by the
United States, and more broadly, what
is President Trump’s strategy for mov-
ing forward to advance U.S. national
interests in the region and in the safe-
ty of Americans?

President Trump came into office
saying he wanted to end America’s
wars in the Middle East, but today, we
are closer to war with Iran than ever
before. The administration’s reckless
policy over the last 3 years has brought
us to this brink. Make no mistake,
from day one, President Trump and
ideologues within his administration
have escalated tensions with Iran with-
out a strategy. They launched their de-
liberate, ‘‘maximum pressure cam-
paign’ without any realistic goals. Can
anyone tell us today what President
Trump’s endgame is with respect to
Iran?

Everything we have seen over the
last 3 years has demonstrated that this
President is not capable of thinking be-
yond the first move in a chess game
and has been surrounded by ideological
sycophants, not regional or national
security experts. They are people who
are here to please his whims and have
no capacity for the sophisticated con-
flict escalation management that will
now be required more than ever to
avoid an all-out war with Iran. It is a
war that would harm our country in
ways we cannot imagine strategically,
economically, and in loss of life.

The stated goal of the action taken
was to ‘‘protect American lives,” but
Americans throughout the region are
at greater risk today than they were
yesterday. That is why our embassy in
Iraq advised Americans to leave quick-
ly. Our embassies and personnel across
the region are now in even more dan-
ger, not just in Baghdad, but elsewhere



		Superintendent of Documents
	2022-10-07T11:29:13-0400
	Government Publishing Office, Washington, DC 20401
	Government Publishing Office
	Government Publishing Office attests that this document has not been altered since it was disseminated by Government Publishing Office




