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The challenges are extraordinary, and
they require resources that allow our
small business sector to compete
against these conditions and to operate
dynamically, to grow, to be innovative,
and to be creative.

Small businesses need access to serv-
ices and programs that better position
them to support not just our Nation’s
competitiveness on an international
scale but particularly with regard to
Beijing’s continued economic aggres-
sion toward our Nation.

Just as the SBA was critical in build-
ing the technologies and helping to
spur the creation of the technologies
that allowed us to be successful both in
the space race and, ultimately, in the
Cold War, I believe the SBA can play
an important role in our efforts to
compete with Chinese economic hos-
tility.

In that regard, it is important to
note that the status quo is just not
enough. We need an agency that incor-
porates new and creative programs,
that focuses on spurring investment,
supporting advanced manufacturing,
promoting innovation, and expanding
our export opportunities.

It is important to note, as I said ear-
lier with regard to the SBA’s role dur-
ing the space race and the Cold War,
that innovation breakthroughs we have
often seen in our history have often
been contingent on private-public col-
laboration, especially in the space pro-
gram that also happens to have a com-
mercial obligation and also furthers
our national security.

Small businesses and startups have
historically always been essential to
developing the technologies and the
commercialization of products that
often come out of those partnerships.
But unlike what we have seen in Sil-
icon Valley—startups that venture cap-
ital firms tend to gravitate toward
over there—these technologies—the
ones that are in our national interests,
which I just spoke about—require sig-
nificant time and resources to finance.

So on the Small Business and Entre-
preneurship Committee, we are going
to continue to work toward a com-
prehensive reauthorization of the
Small Business Act and the Small
Business Investment Act to achieve
these ends that I have just outlined.
But the leadership and the guidance of
a forward-thinking SBA Administrator
is going to be essential, not just to get
it passed but to make sure that mod-
ernization works.

As the chairman of the committee, I
am very eager to see the position of
Administrator be filled. President
Trump nominated Ms. Carranza to
serve in this critical role back in Au-
gust of last year. She has a long and
successful career, having spent many
years in both the private sector and
government service.

She started her service at UPS. After
29 years, she retired from there as vice
president of air operations. Then she
was nominated by President George W.
Bush and was confirmed by this body—
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the Senate—to serve as SBA’s Deputy
Administrator back in 2006. She served
there for 2 years and then went back
into the private sector until returning
in June of 2017, when President Trump
named her Treasurer of the United
States.

Last month, the Senate Small Busi-
ness and Entrepreneurship Committee
held a hearing to consider this nomina-
tion, and we voted favorably to report
her nomination to the Senate floor.

In that hearing, Ms. Carranza made a
commitment to work with Congress—
to work with each of us—on the press-
ing issues that are facing the SBA and
the program. She assured us—myself,
ranking member, Senator CARDIN, and
other members of the committee—that
she would address the management
challenges in the Office of Investment
and Innovation to ensure the integrity
of its programs but, most importantly,
that she would appear before the com-
mittee after her confirmation to pro-
vide an update on how she is addressing
these challenges.

She has committed to do other
things that are important: to assess
the far-reaching rule governing the
agency’s critical access to capital pro-
grams so that it is not restricting ac-
cess to capital for small businesses; to
be communicative and transparent
with us on the subsidy models and cal-
culations they are using for the Fed-
eral credit programs; to fill the back-
log of staff that is needed to properly
run the SBA’s innovation programs; to
ensure that Federal grant dollars are
being properly used—the dollars espe-
cially associated with the entrepre-
neurial development programs to mod-
ernize the agency’s disaster loan pro-
grams; and to establish better controls
to prevent waste, fraud, and abuse. She
committed to expeditiously establish a
women-owned small business certifi-
cation program and to provide re-
sponses to Congress on several of our
past communications to the agency
outlining proposals to aid small busi-
nesses against cyber threats, which is a
critical threat facing many of the
small businesses in this country today.

In the business meeting we had after
the hearing, we considered her nomina-
tion. I was pleased to see that the over-
whelming majority of our members on
both sides of the aisle, including the
ranking member, supported sending
the nomination to the full Senate be-
cause there is a lot of work to be done.
Restoring and expanding the SBA’s his-
toric legacy of assisting businesses and
meeting the international challenges
at hand are very important and very
crucial.

I look forward to working with Ms.
Carranza to modernize our existing
programs to meet the challenges we
have before us and working toward so-
lutions that ensure that small busi-
nesses have access to the resources
they need to start, to grow, and to em-
power our Nation at large.

I urge all of my colleagues to support
this nomination when we have a vote
in a few minutes.
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Thank you.

I yield the floor.

I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
CRUZ). The clerk will call the roll.

The senior assistant legislative clerk
proceeded to call the roll.

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

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

VOTE ON CARRANZA NOMINATION

Under the ©previous order,
postcloture time has expired.

The question is, Will the Senate ad-
vise and consent to the Carranza nomi-
nation?

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. President, 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 (Mr. ALEXANDER) and
the Senator from Georgia (Mr.
PERDUE).

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

Mr. DURBIN. I announce that the
Senator from New Jersey (Mr. BOOKER),
the Senator from Maryland (Mr.
CARDIN), the Senator from Minnesota
(Ms. KLOBUCHAR), the Senator from
Vermont (Mr. SANDERS), and the Sen-
ator from Massachusetts (Ms. WARREN)
are necessarily absent.

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

The result was announced—yeas 88,
nays b5, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 2 Ex.]

all

YEAS—88
Baldwin Gardner Reed
Barrasso Graham Risch
Bennet Grassley Roberts
Blackburn Hassan Romney
Blumenthal Hawley Rosen
Blunt Heinrich Rounds
Boozman Hirono Rubio
Braun Hoeven
Brown Hyde-Smith zasse
chatz

Burr Inhofe Schumer
Cantwell Johnson
Capito Jones Scott (FL)
Carper Kaine Scott (SC)
Casey Kennedy Shaheen
Cassidy King Shelby
Collins Lankford Sinema
Coons Leahy Smith
Cornyn Lee Stabenow
Cortez Masto Loeffler Sullivan
Cotton Manchin Tester
Cramer McConnell Thune
Crapo McSally Tillis
Cruz Menendez Toomey
Daines Moran Udall
Duckworth Murkowski Van Hollen
Durpm Murphy Warner
Enzi Murray Whitehouse
Ernst Paul R

: : Wicker
Feinstein Peters Young
Fischer Portman

NAYS—5

Gillibrand Markey Wyden
Harris Merkley
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NOT VOTING—T7

Alexander Klobuchar Warren
Booker Perdue
Cardin Sanders

The nomination was confirmed.

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

———
RECESS

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senate stands
in recess until 2:15 p.m.

Thereupon, the Senate, at 1:12 p.m.,
recessed until 2:15 p.m., and reassem-
bled when called to order by the Pre-
siding Officer (Mrs. CAPITO).

EXECUTIVE CALENDAR—Continued

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senate will re-
sume consideration of the following
nomination, which the clerk will re-
port.

The senior assistant legislative clerk
read the nomination of Matthew H.
Solomson, of Maryland, to be a Judge
of the United States Court of Federal
Claims for a term of fifteen years.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Texas.

IMPEACHMENT

Mr. CORNYN. Madam President, be-
fore Congress adjourned for the holi-
days, our colleagues in the House of
Representatives carried out their sole
priority for 2019, which was to impeach
President Trump. That was their No. 1
objective in 2019. While it is no secret
that this is something they have been
dreaming of since the day President
Trump was inaugurated on January 20,
2017, it certainly took our colleagues in
the House on a roller coaster ride and
the country as well. I liken it, really,
not to a roller coaster ride, but to a
three-ring circus. It did not reflect par-
ticularly well on their body or on the
seriousness of the process.

From March of last year, here is an
important quote to remember. Speaker
PELOSI cast a lot of doubt that an im-
peachment vote would even happen.
This is from March 2019. She said:

Impeachment is so divisive to the country
that unless there’s something so compelling
and overwhelming and bipartisan, I don’t
think we should go down that path, because
it divides the country. And he’s just not
worth it.

That is what Speaker PELOSI said in
March of 2019.

As we have seen, it was only a matter
of time before the radical Members of
her caucus forced Speaker PELOSI’s
hand and sent the House down a par-
tisan impeachment rabbit hole. That is
where they ended up. House Democrats
dove head first into—as something our
majority leader has said here in the
Senate—the most rushed, least fair,
and least thorough impeachment in-
quiry in American history. We have
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only been through this three times be-
fore in American history. This is an ex-
traordinary undertaking under our
Constitution, to seek to impeach and
remove a President less than a year be-
fore the upcoming election over some-
thing that does not even allege any
crime but rather a disagreement with
the way the President has conducted
foreign policy, which is his role under
our Constitution.

For as long as Democrats have been
dreaming about this moment, you
would think they would be well pre-
pared for a thorough investigation and
a presentation of their case to the Sen-
ate. Well, as it turns out, that is not
even close. They moved through closed
door depositions, public hearings, and a
vote at an alarming pace, all to ensure
that they could wrap up the process by
the end of the year. Before the clock
struck midnight, they managed to get
it done.

Despite Speaker PELOSI’s insistence
less than a year ago that impeachment
should be a bipartisan process, the
House passed Articles of Impeachment
with votes from just one party, which
is the definition of partisan, not bipar-
tisan.

In spite of the partisanship that has
ensnared this process in the House of
Representatives, we in the Senate have
vowed to follow the framework set by
the only modern precedent for an im-
peachment trial in the Senate, and
that is of President Bill Clinton. In
1999, all 100 Senators, including both
the current majority and minority
leaders, voted in support of a pretrial
resolution that laid the foundation for
the trial ahead—this was in fairness to
all concerned—so that the Senate could
know how this would proceed and what
they would be called upon to do.

Back in 1999, all 100 Senators decided
to begin with opening arguments, to
move to Senators’ questions, and then
to vote on a motion to dismiss. This
would provide an opportunity to hear
the case presented by the parties before
the decision was made whether to hear
from additional witnesses. I might add
that I believe the House heard from 17
different witnesses.

All of the testimony certainly could
be presented by the impeachment man-
agers in the Senate. Sometimes, I hear
people talking about whether we are
going to have any witnesses or not.
Well, of course, but witnesses come in
different shapes, sizes, and form. There
could be a live witness. There could be
a witness’s sworn testimony presented
in a hearing or at a deposition outside
of the Chamber and excerpts are read
into evidence in the impeachment
trial. This is not a question of whether
we are going to have any witnesses or
no witnesses. This is going to be a
question of whether we are going to
allow the impeachment managers from
the House and the President’s lawyers
to try their own case. In an ordinary
civil or criminal case, you don’t have
the jury trying the case for the pros-
ecution or the defense or for the plain-
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tiff or the defendant. The role of the
jury is to sit and listen and then to de-
cide after the evidence is presented.

Well, when the time came to vote on
the motion to dismiss, during the Clin-
ton trial, every single one of our Demo-
cratic colleagues who were here in 1999
voted to dismiss the charges—every
single one. That was the Clinton trial
in 1999. Then, when Members voted on
whether or not to hear additional wit-
nesses, every single one of our Demo-
cratic colleague who were here in 1999
voted no—no additional witnesses. Ev-
eryone voted no. That includes our
friend the minority leader, Senator
SCHUMER, who said on the Senate floor
yesterday that everyone who is op-
posed to additional witnesses is partici-
pating in a coverup. Talk about a
change of heart. You know that is the
danger here in the Senate. If you have
been here long enough, you can find
yourself on the opposite side of almost
any question that could come up. Cer-
tainly, Senator SCHUMER has found
himself, first, saying in President Clin-
ton’s case no additional witnesses and,
now, in the case of President Trump,
he has changed the standard and says,
if you don’t vote for additional wit-
nesses, you are somehow engaged in a
coverup.

Well, I think people are smart
enough to understand what that rep-
resents. It represents not only a change
of heart, but it represents hypocrisy
and a double standard.

When President Clinton was on trial,
Democrats had zero interest in hearing
from additional witnesses beyond that
presented by the impeachment man-
agers and the President’s lawyers or
spending more time on the trial. The
way they saw it, all the information
had been presented, and so they voted
to throw the charges out. Now, I am
not faulting them for that, per se. All
100 members agreed to the process that
gave them the opportunity to make
that vote, and they had every right to
do so. Now that a Republican President
is on trial, instead of a Democrat, our
Democratic colleagues say the same
process is not good enough. In other
words, what was good enough for Presi-
dent Clinton is not good enough, in
their opinion, for President Trump.

Instead of following the exact same
framework used in the Clinton im-
peachment trial, they want to set the
rules for the entire trial before we have
even had a chance to hear the opening
arguments. Here, again, I realize we
have a lot of type-A personalities
here—people who like to take charge—
but that is not the role of the Senate
during an impeachment trial. We are
here to listen to the case presented by
the impeachment managers from the
House and the President’s own lawyers,
not to try to take over the process. In
fact, the hardest thing a Senator is
going to have to do during this im-
peachment trial is to sit and be quiet
and let the parties present their case.

Well, our Democratic colleagues are
even going so far as requesting specific
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