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puts U.S. troops into hostilities with-
out a congressional authorization—
even if the President claims a legal
right to do so—self-defense, article II
power—but if the President puts U.S.
troops into hostilities without a con-
gressional authorization, any Member
of Congress can file a resolution to re-
move the U.S. troops from hostilities
and force a vote on that resolution
within a prompt period of time. That is
the resolution Senator DURBIN and I
filed last Friday.

President Trump has engaged the
United States in hostilities with Iran.
People have different points of view
about whether that is a good thing or
bad thing, but now that there are bat-
tlefield casualties on both the U.S. and
Iranian sides, it is clear that this pro-
vision of the statute has been met. We
are engaged in hostilities with Iran.
Not only are the United States and
Iran engaged in hostilities that have
inflicted casualties on the other side,
but the President is essentially ac-
knowledging that we are in hostilities
because he is sending War Powers no-
tices to Congress—one in November
and one last Saturday—reporting on
his actions and saying that the reports
are consistent with the War Powers
Act. He recognizes that hostilities are
underway.

The current hostilities are not pursu-
ant to a previously passed congres-
sional authorization. The 2001 author-
ization for use of military force author-
ized military action against the per-
petrators of the 9/11 attack. Iran was
not a perpetrator of the 9/11 attack,
and there is no argument that they are
covered by that authorization. There
was a separate authorization passed by
Congress in 2002. That is the most re-
cent one that has been passed. It au-
thorized action to topple the Iraqi Gov-
ernment of Saddam Hussein. That gov-
ernment is long gone, and that author-
ization does not permit attacks on Iran
or on the current Iraqi leadership, such
as the individuals who were killed in
the two sets of U.S. strikes. With these
two threshold questions met, hos-
tilities are underway as defined by the
War Powers Act, and they are not sub-
ject to a previous congressional au-
thorization.

We have now filed a resolution to get
Congress to reassert its constitutional
role. The resolution demands that U.S.
forces be withdrawn from hostilities
against Iran unless Congress affirma-
tively passes a declaration of war or
authorization, or the United States
needs to defend itself from an immi-
nent attack.

If my resolution passes, Congress
would still have the ability to pass an
authorization, if it chose to, and the
United States would still be able to de-
fend itself against imminent attack,
but the President could not act on his
own to start a war with Iran except in
those circumstances.

The resolution does not require that
U.S. troops withdraw from the region.
We are doing many things in the re-
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gion. Thousands of Americans are
there partaking in missions that in-
crease the security of the United
States and our allies. There is no re-
quirement that we withdraw from the
region. These missions include security
cooperation with partner forces, fight-
ing against elements of al-Qaida, ISIS,
and the Taliban, and ensuring the safe
passage of commercial vehicles
through freedom of navigation oper-
ations. All those activities that are
being conducted by the United States
in the region can continue.

The resolution does not hold those
forces into question or question their
mission.

The only thing the resolution would
accomplish, if passed, is to back the
U.S. troops away from engagement and
hostilities with Iran unless for immi-
nent defense or pursuant to a separate
authorization.

I would hope to have the support of
all my colleagues on this resolution.
Its passage would preserve the option
of U.S. military action for self-defense.
It would preserve the ability of Con-
gress to declare war or pass a war au-
thorization. It would only prohibit this
President or any President from taking
us to war on his own.

I heard one colleague say: ‘‘The last
thing America needs is 535 Com-
manders in Chief.” I completely agree.
Once Congress authorizes a war, it
should be up to the Commander and
the military leadership to wage that
war and make the tactical decisions
about how to fight it, but the question
of whether we should be at war at all is
one that is specifically left to Con-
gress.

Let me finish by again focusing on
our troops. So many members of the
military were home for the holidays,
enjoying time with their families, and
then received surprise notices that
they must redeploy to the Middle East
yvet again.

Imagine the cost of two decades of
war on these troops and their families.
Some of these folks have deployed over
and over and over again. Imagine being
at home at Christmas and receiving the
notice you have to deploy yet again to
the Middle East.

We are living in a challenging time.
Many Americans know nothing but
permanent war. We have been at war
since 2001. There are Americans, in-
cluding Americans in the military,
that that has been their whole life.
That is all they know. Yet, at the same
time, many Americans know nothing
about war. Because we have an all-vol-
unteer service, many American fami-
lies are completely untouched by the
war. Only 1 percent of our adult popu-
lation serves in the military.

We have an interesting dynamic that
may be sort of unique to our history,
whether we have been at war for 20
years and some only know permanent
war, while many other American fami-
lies know nothing about war because
members of their families don’t serve
in the military.
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We put war on a footing where it can
go on forever, sort of like on ‘‘Execu-
tive autopilot’ by Presidential order,
and Congress, in my view—and, again,
this is bipartisan—has hidden from its
responsibilities.

At this moment of very grave danger,
where both Americans and Iranians are
losing their lives in hostilities, it is
time for Congress to shoulder the bur-
den of making the most important de-
cision we will ever face. That is why I
intend to bring this resolution to the
floor of the Senate and ask my col-
leagues to debate and vote on it in the
coming weeks.

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. MARKEY. 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. CON. RES. 32

Mr. MARKEY. Madam President,
Members of the Senate, I rise first to
express my grave concern over Presi-
dent Trump’s recent actions and words
that have brought us to the brink of an
unauthorized war with Iran.

Today I am introducing a resolution
with Senator WARREN and Senators
LEAHY and REED and BOOKER and
WYDEN because, on Saturday, President
Trump tweeted that his administration
is targeting 52 sites, some of which are
cultural sites treasured by the Iranian
people.

My resolution is very simple. It says
that attacks on cultural sites in Iran
are war crimes. It is as straightforward
as that.

The President would compound the
mistake he has made and turn it into
something that could be catastrophic
for that region, for our country, for the
world.

President Trump’s repeated threats
to add Iranian cultural sites to his
military target list is a betrayal of
American values. It is wrong. It is a
needless escalation which ignores
international law and the Defense De-
partment’s own policies. Attacking
cultural sites is a violation of inter-
national law.

Article 53 of protocol 1 to the Geneva
Conventions prohibits any act of hos-
tility against cultural objects, includ-
ing making cultural sites the target of
reprisals.

The 1954 Hague Convention for the
Protection of Cultural Property in the
Event of Armed Conflict, which has
been ratified by this body, also pro-
hibits the attack or destruction of cul-
tural sites.

Attacking cultural sites would also
violate the Defense Department’s own
policies. The Department of Defense
Law of War Manual states that cul-
tural property, the areas immediately
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surrounding it, and appliances in use
for its protection should be safeguarded
and respected.

The fact that President Trump’s
threatened attacks of cultural sites in
Iran violate international law and De-
partment of Defense policies may be
why, yesterday, Defense Secretary
Mark Esper appeared forced to con-
tradict the President.

When asked if cultural sites would be
targeted as the President had sug-
gested over the weekend, Secretary
Esper stated that the United States
“follow[s] the laws of armed conflict.”

Well, the U.S. Senate then should
speak clearly with one voice to tell
President Trump it does not condone
attacks on cultural sites in Iran. Given
Secretary Esper’s comments yesterday,
I cannot see why my friends on the
other side of the aisle would not sup-
port this resolution to make that
statement very clear and to make it
now before Iran potentially retaliates
against us, and the President begins to
select the targets inside of Iran.

Attacking cultural sites is what ISIS
does. It is what al-Qaida does. It is
what the world’s most heinous terror-
ists do. There is no excuse for the
President to threaten war crimes by in-
tentionally targeting the cultural sites
of another country. This is not who we
are. We are the United States of Amer-
ica. We are better than this. We actu-
ally fight against this. We condemn
ISIS. We condemn others who destroy
the culturally sacred objects in other
countries.

Just a few years ago, in 2017, the
Trump administration itself opposed
and condemned the unlawful destruc-
tion of cultural heritage at the hands
of ISIS. As a top U.S. official to the
United Nations, U.S. Deputy Perma-
nent Representative to the TU.N.
Michele Sison said on the President’s
behalf:

The unlawful destruction or trafficking of
cultural heritage is deplorable. We unequivo-
cally oppose it and we will take all feasible
steps to halt, limit, and to discourage it.

Now the President himself is threat-
ening to engage in exactly these sorts
of illegal and reprehensible attacks on
Iran.

The United States had a choice to
make during World War II because our
military kept putting Japan’s ancient
capital Kyoto back on the target list
for the atomic bomb. Kyoto is home to
more than 2,000 Buddhist temples,
Shinto shrines, including 17 world her-
itage sites.

It was Secretary of War Henry
Stimson who went directly to Presi-
dent Truman to argue that Kyoto
should be removed because ‘‘the bitter-
ness which would be caused by such a
wanton act might make it impossible
during the long post-war period to rec-
oncile the Japanese to us.”

So if we want any ultimate reconcili-
ation with Iran, we cannot allow Don-
ald Trump to order the destruction of
the cultural history of Iran so that rec-
onciliation may never be possible.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

Imagine the outcry the American peo-
ple would have if our symbols of cul-
tural heritage were destroyed—the
Statue of Liberty destroyed; Independ-
ence Hall, where the Declaration of
Independence and the Constitution
were drafted, destroyed; the memorials
along the National Mall destroyed.
These places house and embody our
collective history and the culture of
the United States of America.

The assassination of General
Soleimani was a massive, deliberate,
and dangerous escalation of conflict
with Iran. What conditions prompt us
to go to war? The U.S. Constitution
and the War Powers Act leave little
ambiguity. The Congress, not the
President, has the power to make or
authorize the war. The Congress has
the authority to determine when and
how we go to war.

We cannot and must not get drawn
into a costly war with Iran. We need to
deescalate now. But President Trump’s
threat to illegally attack cultural sites
in Iran only aligns us with the world’s
most sinister and draws us further
along the path to war.

Some might say: Well, Secretary of
Defense Esper says that President
Trump will not do this. Let me read
you President Trump’s tweet at 5:52
p.m. on Saturday evening. Here is what
he said: ‘‘targeted 52 Iranian sites . . .
some at a very high level & important
to Iran & the Iranian culture, and
those targets, and Iran itself, WILL BE
HIT VERY FAST AND VERY HARD.”

That was by the President of the
United States just Saturday night at
5:52 p.m., and we are supposed to be as-
sured by Secretary of Defense Esper
that we don’t have to worry?

Well, here is what we have learned in
just the last couple of days. The gen-
erals were stunned. The generals were
shocked that President Trump ordered
the assassination of Soleimani. So we
can’t depend upon the representations
of Secretary Esper.

We have to make a statement our-
selves because no one in his adminis-
tration controls Donald Trump. If he
says that he is going to target the most
valuable cultural sites inside Iran, we
should believe him. He does what he
says he is going to do. He wanted to
kill Soleimani. Even if the generals
were shocked, he did it.

He doesn’t understand the long-term
consequences. From his perspective,
just get over it. Well, if we sow the
wind, we are going to reap the whirl-
wind in Iran.

If the President decides to take the
next step after Iran retaliates—and
they say that they are—and these sa-
cred cultural sites are on the list, then
taking Secretary Stimson’s advice
from World War II, our ability to ever
reconcile may be impossible.

This is the moment that we have to
speak as a Senate because we do not
know how much time will elapse before
Iran strikes back at us, as they have
promised. We should make our state-
ment right now to Donald Trump in
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the Oval Office that we do not want
him under any circumstances to order
the destruction of the most sacred cul-
tural sites inside Iran. It would be a
war crime. It would be a violation of
the Geneva Convention. It would be a
violation of the Hague Convention. It
would have catastrophic consequences
for our country and for the Middle East
for a generation. So this is the time for
us to speak—before it happens, before
the President fulfills his promise to de-
stroy those sites.

He is the Commander in Chief. He
said that he wants to do this. He just
killed—assassinated—the top military
official, the second most powerful per-
son in Iran, to the shock of his own
generals. So do not think for a second
he will not do this.

This is a potential tragedy for our
country. This is a potential source of
eternal friction between our two coun-
tries. Reconciliation with Iran would
become nearly impossible. So let’s
make this statement as the U.S. Sen-
ate. Let’s follow up on what Secretary
of Defense Esper represents as the posi-
tion of President Trump and of the ad-
ministration—that they don’t want to
destroy it. But let’s make the state-
ment because we know that the De-
fense Secretary just may not speak for
Donald Trump. No one speaks for Don-
ald Trump. Only his tweets speak for
Donald Trump, and we know what his
tweet said: ‘“‘at a very high level & im-
portant to Iran & the Iranian culture,
and those targets, and Iran itself,
WILL BE HIT VERY FAST AND VERY
HARD.”

We have a chance here to make a
statement before this happens. Fore-
warned is forearmed. We have been
forewarned, and our ability to act is
with a unanimous resolution here from
the floor of the U.S. Senate, saying to
the President as Secretary Stimson
said to President Truman in 1945: Do
not do this, Mr. President. It will be a
mistake of historic proportions and a
war crime. Do not order a war crime to
be conducted in the name of the Amer-
ican people.

So the resolution that I bring to the
floor is intended to have this body vote
and vote unanimously for him not to
take that action. This is our moment
to speak before he compounds his origi-
nal mistake—the assassination of Gen-
eral Soleimani—and turns it into a
tragedy, which we will have to live
with for a generation.

Madam President, as in legislative
session, I ask unanimous consent that
the Senate proceed to the immediate
consideration of S. Con. Res. 32 sub-
mitted earlier today. I further ask that
the concurrent resolution be agreed to,
the preamble be agreed to, and the mo-
tion to reconsider be considered made
and laid upon the table with no inter-
vening action or debate.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

The Senator from Oklahoma.

Mr. INHOFE. Madam President, re-
serving the right to object, I sit here
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listening to this, and a lot of the Amer-
ican people do too. My good friend from
Massachusetts has said things that I
know he actually believes. He actually
believes it.

Here we are with the President of the
United States, who has given us, over
the objections of the gentleman, my
friend from Massachusetts, the best
economy we have had maybe in my
lifetime. You could argue that. He has
been able to do this two ways. One was
a way that was designed first by a
Democrat—by John Kennedy—when he
said that the best way to increase rev-
enue is to reduce marginal rates, and it
worked. Unfortunately, President Ken-
nedy died after that.

Then we have the judges right now;
we have, right now, over 170 judges.
The unique thing about this is that
these are judges who are really con-
stitutional judges. They have read the
Constitution. That is a unique notion.

Then the military—again, it is hard
to sit here and listen to someone who
has that level—you hear so much ha-
tred about this President, but he is get-
ting so many great things done. If you
look at the military, not many people
know this—now, I chair the Armed
Services Committee—but we know that
during the Obama administration, dur-
ing the last 5 years—this would have
been from 2010 to 2015—he reduced the
budget for the military by 25 percent in
constant dollars. That has never hap-
pened before, even after World War I
and World War II when reductions took
place. This was even more than that at
a time when you can argue it was the
most dangerous time in history. So,
here the President has been responsible
for that, yet there is so much hatred
out there.

The issue at hand now with
Soleimani—this gentleman’s resolution
is rather interesting. He is talking
about cultural sites. I can remember at
the very beginning of the Trump ad-
ministration, he went out of his way to
protect cultural sites. If you talk to
different people of minority religions
in different countries, they talk about
what he has done to protect minority
rights and sites—churches that have
been torn down. So here is a guy, our
President, who has been right in the
middle of the very thing he has been
accused of offending.

I note that Secretary Esper has made
it quite clear that the United States
will follow the laws of armed conflict.

I appreciate the spirit of Senator
MARKEY’s resolution opposing attacks
on cultural sites. I agree with that.
However, since our votes carry the
force of law, we need to be specific in
our resolutions. It is simply not true
that attacking cultural sites is always
a war crime because there are many in-
stances in which cultural sites have
been used as staging grounds for hos-
tilities. We all know that. I can give
you examples for that.

President Clinton noted in his mes-
sage to the Senate when he sent the
Hague cultural property convention
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over for ratification almost exactly 21
years ago on January 6, 1999, and I am
quoting from it:

Cultural property is protected from inten-
tional attacks so long as it is not being used
for military purposes or otherwise may be
regarded as a military objective. Misuse may
subject such property to attack.

That is a direct quote.

To be clear, I am not saying that we
should target cultural sites, but we
certainly should not restrict our mili-
tary’s ability to defend itself with
rogue actors appropriating cultural
sites for attacks or strategic reasons.
The use of a cultural site to construct
IEDs, launch missiles, or give snipers
carte blanche against our forces is not
accounted for in this resolution.

I therefore object to this resolution
on those grounds and hope that the res-
olution will be amended to acknowl-
edge an exception for when cultural
sites are used for staging military at-
tacks or other improper purposes.

I object.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Massachusetts.

MEASURE REFERRED—S. CON. RES. 32

Mr. MARKEY. Madam President, I
ask unanimous consent that the con-
current resolution be referred to the
appropriate committee.

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

Mr. MARKEY. Madam President, just
in response to the Senator from OKkla-
homa, it is deeply disheartening when,
on the floor of the U.S. Senate, we can-
not agree to a simple commitment that
the United States of America should
never engage in military actions that
are war crimes by attacking cultural
sites in Iran.

When ISIS attacks cultural sites in
the Middle East, we condemn that be-
cause we know what the impact on the
cultures of those countries will be.
When al-Qaida attacked us on Sep-
tember 11, 2001, which targets did they
select? They selected the World Trade
Center, the symbol of capitalism in the
United States. They selected the Pen-
tagon, the symbol of our defense. And
but for those brave passengers on that
plane in Pennsylvania, when they said
“Let’s roll,” that target could have
been the Capitol Building of the United
States of America where we are stand-
ing right now, the symbol of Democ-
racy. They knew what they were
doing—they were striking at cap-
italism, at our Defense Department,
and at our democracy—and they knew
what the impact would have been on
our country.

So we have a choice to make right
now out here on the floor of the Sen-
ate, and that is to make a statement
before we do that to the Iranians be-
cause we ourselves experienced it, and
we know what our reaction was. They
will rise up in a way that will make it
impossible to reconcile. We will be in
eternal war in the Middle East.

My request to the Members is to have
this resolution come back out here on
the floor. I understand the gentleman’s
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objection, but the President could be
ordering additional retaliatory strikes
against the Iranians within a week if
the Iranians are good for their word
that they are going to hit us. We have
to be sure that if the President does
that, he does so in a way that does not
commit a war crime and that does not
destroy these culturally significant
parts of the Iranian culture that go
back thousands of years. It would be
something that ultimately would be
catastrophic.

We are better than this. We are the
United States of America. President
Trump has already made one mistake
in assassinating General Soleimani. We
should not allow him to compound that
mistake.

Mr. INHOFE. Madam President, I re-
quest a parliamentary inquiry.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the
Senator yield for a parliamentary in-
quiry?

Mr. MARKEY. I yield to Senator
INHOFE.

Mr. INHOFE. I am just asking, are
we in a period of morning business?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. We are
not.

Mr. INHOFE. Madam President, I ask
unanimous consent that at the conclu-
sion of the remarks of my friend from
Massachusetts, I be recognized for such
time as I shall consume.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Without objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. MARKEY. Madam President.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Massachusetts.

Mr. MARKEY. I yield back.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oklahoma.

Mr. INHOFE. Madam President, 5
days ago, President Trump made the
boldest defensive policy decision of his
Presidency to date. He authorized the
airstrike against the leader of Iran’s
Quds Force, Soleimani, in accordance
with his authorities as Commander in
Chief of the United States under article
IT of the Constitution.

Let’s remember who Soleimani was.
He was a terrorist. He was responsible
for training and funding militias across
the Middle East—the very militias that
have targeted American personnel, our
facilities, and our partners for decades.
He was behind the plot to assassinate
the Saudi Ambassador in Washington.
That was back in 2011. He has been
doing this for a long time now. He was
responsible for the brutal repression of
democratic protests within Iran. The
terrorist groups he armed and trained
attacked our partners, including Israel.

Some of the people out there are
more focused on criticizing President
Trump for taking out Soleimani than
they are on protecting American dip-
lomats and American troops, conven-
iently forgetting that Soleimani is the
architect of Iran’s terrorism and is re-
sponsible for over 600 American deaths
during the Iraqi war. When you stop
and think about how bad he is, it just
doesn’t get any worse than that.
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We hear a lot recently about get-
ting—I am very happy this President
was able to put together something and
take out al-Baghdadi, but this guy was
worse than al-Baghdadi—you can
argue, even worse than bin Laden.

Their justification for criticizing the
President for killing a terrorist who
wanted to destroy America—stated it
many times—they think it was reck-
less and represents a rush to war. Noth-
ing could be further from the truth.
Just remember how we got where we
are today.

Remember the Obama apology tour?
I remember it well. When he first came
into office, he went around talking
about—all around to our adversaries
and our friends alike talking about
how bad America was. We remember
that, and it was a game changer for our
behavior throughout the world at that
time.

First, American credibility hit an
all-time low under the Obama adminis-
tration. President Obama set a redline
in Syria. We all remember that redline
in Syria. That was because Syria was
using weapons of mass destruction, and
President Obama said: If you continue
to do that, we will, you know, take you
out—words to that effect. Well, then
the redline occurred when Syria start-
ed dropping weapons of mass destruc-
tion on its own people there. Now, that
kind of, I think, changed the thinking
of does America mean what they say?

To make matters worse, Obama
signed a deal with Iran that didn’t ad-
dress Iran’s support for terrorism at
all. It gave Iran over $100 billion, in-
cluding $1.7 billion in cash. That was a
John Kerry thing. That was when John
Kerry was the Secretary of State and
President Obama was the President. At
that time, $1.7 billion was given to this
terrorist group in small bills, in foreign
currency, for obvious reasons—you
don’t have to stop and think that
through—but then, in addition, over
$100 billion, and they even admitted at
that time that that could be used to
expand terrorist activities.

One of the quotes in 2016—and I wrote
it down, and I have used it many times
since then—I want you to listen to
this. This is a quote from John Kerry
in 2016. He said: ‘I think that some of
it will end up in the hands of the IRGC
or other entities, some of which are la-
beled terrorists.’”” John Kerry also said:
“You know, to some degree, I'm not
going to sit here and tell you that
every component of that can be pre-
vented.”

So is it any wonder that Iran’s re-
gional aggression has only gotten bold-
er and bolder? Look what has happened
just in the last few months. In May of
this year, the Iranians attacked oil
tankers with land mines. We know
about that. In June, they shot down a
U.S. drone. It is a U.S. drone. By the
way, the cost of that was classified for
a while. It is not classified anymore. It
was in excess of $100 million. That is
what they did. What did our President
do? He sat back, and it didn’t cause
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him to get all excited. He handled it in
a very diplomatic way. Then, in Sep-
tember, they attacked the Saudi oil-
fields, taking some 50 percent of Saudi
Arabia’s oil production capability off-
line.

President Trump showed incredible
restraint after each one of those provo-
cations. He responded by increasing
pressure on Iran—ramping up economic
sanctions and increasing their diplo-
matic isolation but not anything that
would suggest getting into any type of
violence at that time.

The President avoided military ac-
tion while setting a very clear redline.
And what was the redline? He said: So
long as you don’t kill an American—if
you kill an American, we are going to
come after you. That is the redline.
That is a redline that 95 percent of the
people in America agree with.

On December 27, Iran crossed that
redline. Soleimani directed the attack
that killed an American and wounded
four other servicemembers. President
Trump made it clear that there were
consequences for spilling American
blood. He said: You kill an American,
we are going to come after you. And he
is dead now.

Iran never believed there would be
consequences. After all, Obama never
enforced his redline, and even Presi-
dent Trump was hesitant to use mili-
tary force. Only a day before the strike
that killed Soleimani, Iran’s Supreme
Leader tweeted at our President—in
fact, you have to read this. This is a
tweet that came from him to the Presi-
dent: ‘“That guy has tweeted that we
see Iran responsible for the events in
Baghdad & we will respond to Iran. 1st:
You can’t do anything.” This is a guy
telling our President ‘““You can’t do
anything.” That is a quote. That whole
thing is a quote that came from him.
They never believed there would be
consequences, but there were con-
sequences.

Only a day before the strike, he said:
“You can’t do anything.”” We are talk-
ing about Iran’s Supreme Leader
tweeting to our President of the United
States ‘“You can’t do anything.” Obvi-
ously, they know better than that.
Well, President Trump could, and he
did. He actually restored America’s
credibility around the world. He
showed that we mean what we say.

You tell me what is reckless—they
talk about this as reckless—a Presi-
dent who means what he says and
takes the protection of American lives
seriously or the fringe Democrats who
want to tie the President’s hands and
deny him the tools to uphold his con-
stitutional responsibility to defend our
citizens?

You know, right now before this Sen-
ate, there is a resolution—not the one
my friend from Massachusetts was
talking about but another one that
would take away a lot of the Presi-
dent’s powers of negotiation. We are
talking about powers that are there as
a result of article II of the Constitu-
tion. That is what our President has—
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those constitutional powers. Yet the
President did not use military force
until they crossed the redline, and that
is not a rush to war.

Listen to folks like former Demo-
cratic Senator Joe Lieberman. I served
here in the Senate with Senator Joe
Lieberman. He is a Democrat. I have
one of the quotes that he said just re-
cently in analyzing this. I don’t recall,
but I think he was here probably about
25 years. This is a quote from Demo-
crat Joe Lieberman, a former Senator:

President Trump’s order to take out
Qasem Soleimani was morally, constitu-
tionally and strategically correct. It de-
serves more bipartisan support than the be-
grudging or negative reactions it has re-
ceived thus far from my fellow Democrats.

That is a quote.

We have another one from about the
same timeframe, just recently. Listen
to Obama’s Secretary of Homeland Se-
curity. I got to know him. His name is
Jeh Johnson. He was one who was emi-
nently qualified for that position and
did a good job while he was there. This
is what he said about the action with
Soleimani, which the President is
being accused of all these terrible
things about. This is from the Sec-
retary of Homeland Security under
President Obama. Jeh Johnson said:

He was a lawful military objective, and the
president, under his constitutional authority
as commander in chief, had ample domestic
legal authority to take him out without an
additional congressional authorization.
Whether he was a terrorist or a general in a
military force that was engaged in armed at-
tacks against our people, he was a lawful
military objective.

Everything that this President did
was perfectly appropriate, and these
are two prominent Democrats who
have come out with this.

So, you know, there are a lot of peo-
ple out there who are pretty fed up
with what has been going on with at-
tacking the president and impeach-
ment. I keep hearing that something is
going to happen this week in terms of
sending over the articles, and I don’t
know—I have a personal opinion that a
lot of people don’t agree with, I am
sure. I don’t think even the Speaker
knows right now just what is going to
happen. Are the articles going to come
over? I think a lot of her far-left
friends are saying: Yeah, let’s go over
there and let’s continue this thing.
Let’s continue beating up the Presi-
dent. But she also has a bunch of her
liberal friends who are saying: Look,
the polls don’t look too good. People
are onto this. They realize that there is
a problem. Maybe we shouldn’t be send-
ing them at all.

We will find out tomorrow. I under-
stand there is a big Democratic meet-
ing. I am not invited. There is one over
in the House. They are going to make
a determination, and we will all find
out at that time what is going to hap-
pen to the Articles of Impeachment.

But again, Soleimani was a lawful
military objective—one that President
Trump took out under article II au-
thority. More to the point, nobody is
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talking about war. Nobody is calling
for an invasion. Nobody is calling for a
ramp-up. We all know what that looks
like here, and it is very plainly not
what is happening. An airstrike is not
war. Defending American lives is not
war. The President has made it clear
that he does not desire war, which is
why he has continued to call for nego-
tiations with Iran to end the standoff,
and that is the very thing some people
are trying to take away from him. It is
not just a constitutional right; it is a
constitutional responsibility.

Nobody here wants war, but at the
same time, nobody should want a pol-
icy that would leave Americans vulner-
able to the whims of Iran’s terrorist-
supporting regime. If we do that, if we
tie the President’s hands so that he
cannot defend American lives, we leave
ourselves more vulnerable and there-
fore make war imminently more like-
ly. That would be reckless.

I would just be anxious for this time
period to get by so we don’t have to be
facing this on a daily basis.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. CAs-
SIDY). The Senator from Arkansas.

75TH ANNIVERSARY OF THE BATTLE OF THE

BULGE

Mr. BOOZMAN. Mr. President, I rise
today to recognize members of the
Greatest Generation who courageously
helped to defeat the German Army at
the Battle of the Bulge and who dealt
a critical blow to the Nazi regime.

On this day 75 years ago, American
soldiers continued the resilience they
had demonstrated for 4 weeks. On De-
cember 16, 1944, in the Ardennes Forest
of the Luxembourg and Belgium area,
American soldiers were unexpectedly
attacked by the Germans. Allied forces
were unprepared. They were out-
numbered and facing record-low tem-
peratures and dwindling supplies, but,
still, the men on the frontlines dug in
to defend against the enemy.

Arkansan Bill Strauss was one of the
brave men who faced the bitter cold
and dire conditions. With lack of sleep
and shortage of food, he and his fellow
troops endured this extreme test of will
and resolve.

I met with Bill in 2019 to help him
celebrate his 100th birthday and
thanked him for his service and contin-
ued commitment to sharing his experi-
ences with others. It has been 75 years,
but Bill’s recollection of the details of
the unimaginable circumstances he
faced was still very clear. He talks
about his memories as part of the Bat-
tle of the Bulge in order to honor his
fellow soldiers who weren’t so fortu-
nate, as well as to teach succeeding
generations about the realities of war
and the remarkable perseverance of
American troops.

The 6-week battle demonstrated the
commitment, courage, and resilience of
Bill and all the American soldiers. It
was the largest battle ever fought by
the U.S. Army. British Prime Minister
Winston Churchill called it ‘‘the great-
est American battle of the war.” It
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came at a considerable cost. More than
89,000 American soldiers were casual-
ties, including 19,000 soldiers who were
killed, 47,500 who were wounded, and
23,000 who were captured or missing in
action.

The people of Belgium and Luxem-
bourg have a close place in their hearts
for American soldiers who sacrificed
their lives on foreign soil. They con-
tinue to display that gratitude today.

A couple of weeks ago, I led a group
of my fellow Senators to both coun-
tries to commemorate the 75th anni-
versary of the Battle of the Bulge. We
experienced how the town of Bastogne,
Belgium, observes this anniversary.
The tremendous community support
was welcoming of American veterans
whom fate had brought together in 1944
there in the town and in the nearby
forest to defend Bastogne and hold off
the German advance.

I was honored to visit with American
veterans who fought in the battle and
were returning to the land they had de-
fended. There are fewer and fewer who
are able to join, but that doesn’t di-
minish what they did there or the
steadfast way they fought and sac-
rificed in the name of freedom.

My colleagues and I also had the
unique opportunity to witness the cere-
mony by the 101st Airborne Division
among the foxholes in Belgium. These
foxholes, once occupied by soldiers, in-
cluding those from Easy Company, the
heroes immortalized in the celebrated
“The Band of Brothers’ book and mini-
series, remain preserved. They stand as
a stark reminder of the bitter cold and
inhospitable conditions our soldiers
withstood for so many days. This sol-
emn ceremony was a special way to re-
member those who had fought and to
honor those whose lives were taken too
early.

Following World War II, the Belgium
people raised money to build a memo-
rial to show their appreciation for the
selfless sacrifice of Americans troops.
The Mardasson Memorial was dedi-
cated in 1950. The walls of the star-
shaped structure commemorate the
battle, paying tribute to the units that
fought there and representing the
States where those wounded or whose
lives were lost hailed from.

This memorial is in need of repairs.
That is why I support legislation that
Senator TILLIS introduced that would
let experts at the American Battle
Monuments Commission oversee its
restoration.

Maintaining this memorial is critical
to making sure what the monument
stands for: the service and the sac-
rifices made by Americans at the Bat-
tle of the Bulge, and that will continue
to be remembered for generations to
come. I encourage my colleagues to
support this bill so future generations
can reflect on the heroism and bravery
of our troops.

We can be proud of the unwavering
bravery of the American servicemem-
bers and the Allied forces whose efforts
defeated the German attack and led to
the end of the Nazi regime.
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It is fitting that we recognize the
75th anniversary of a battle that both
shaped the future of combat and ush-
ered in a new year of comity between
Europe and the United States.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Rhode Island.

Mr. WHITEHOUSE. Mr. President,
first, I thank the Senator from Arkan-
sas for his wonderful remarks. We had
a similar event in Rhode Island with
veterans of the Battle of the Bulge who
recounted their stories and who were
celebrated by our State leaders, our ad-
jutant general, and a crowd of admir-
ers. It was a wonderful moment and a
wonderful memory. So I thank him for
calling it up on the Senate floor.

CLIMATE CHANGE

Mr. President, here we are in 2020,
and I am still coming to the floor to
try to wake this Chamber up to the
perils of climate change—pathetic.

Why do I have to be doing another
one of these speeches? Why don’t we
heed the warnings of our foremost sci-
entists, of our military, of top financial
institutions—heck, of our own home
State universities? What does it take
to get our attention around here?

Why is the fossil fuel industry’s un-
limited dark money still flooding our
politics? Why are the biggest lobbying
forces in Washington, like the U.S.
Chamber of Commerce, rated as Amer-
ica’s worst climate obstructors? Where
are those trade group members who
claim to support climate action when
their own groups are leading the ob-
struction? What is going on?

Who around here is so cynical as to
still take fossil fuel money and block
climate action? In 2020, how is that a
legitimate deal?

Who hasn’t noticed the world spin-
ning toward climate catastrophe—the
forests burning, the seas rising, the
ocean water acidifying, the glaciers
melting? How can you miss that?

To the liars, the deniers, the con-
nivers, and the stooges, I predict 2020 is
going to be a bad year for you. The
sand beneath your castle of lies is erod-
ing fast. Now, 2019 was a tough year for
you, and 2020 will be worse. We are
going to bring down your castle of lies.

The fossil fuel industry campaign of
obstruction hides behind an armada of
phony front groups. In 2020, we will out
you and your fossil fuel funding, too.

To big oil companies that pretend to
want progress, while still using that
climate denial and obstruction appa-
ratus to attack the very progress you
claim to want, we will out that truth.
We will expose your two-facedness.

The fossil fuel industry spoons up the
biggest subsidy in the history of the
planet. The International Monetary
Fund estimates their global subsidy in
the trillions of dollars every year—
globally. In the United States alone,
the fossil fuel industry was subsidized
to the tune of $650 billion in 2015—the
last year the IMF has calculated. We
will out that massive subsidy and their
dark money schemes to protect it.
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The fossil fuel industry’s biggest
schemers against climate action in
Congress are the big corporate trade
associations. The worst two are the
U.S. Chamber of Commerce and the Na-
tional Association of Manufacturers.
The watchdog InfluenceMap outed
NAM and the chamber in a virtual tie
as the two most obstructive forces on
climate change in America. That is
some prize.

The chamber works its evil in legisla-
tion, through regulatory action, in
courts, in elections, even fighting
State-level progress on carbon pollu-
tion.

The chamber funded the phony de-
bunked report that President Trump
used to disparage the Paris Agreement.

The chamber stooged for the fossil
fuel industry for years and got away
with it, but 2019 saw an end to that.

My colleagues and I took to social
media, to op-ed pages, and to the Sen-
ate floor to out the chamber for its dis-
graceful record on climate change. We
pushed on chamber members to de-
mand change within the organization.
We countered the chamber with amicus
briefs, laying out its dirty history,
when its evil little head popped up in
climate lawsuits.

Senator WARREN and I lodged a com-
plaint with the Clerk of the House and
the Secretary of the Senate over the
chamber’s refusal to disclose who is be-
hind its lobbying activities—disclo-
sures, by the way, required by law.

Senators even got hashtag
“ChamberofCarbon’ trending on Twit-
ter, and I made a little yearend visit to
the chamber to make, for no charge, a
little correction to their sign out front,
so that it says ‘“Welcome to the U.S.
Chamber of Carbon.” So we have been
after them.

By year’s end, there were signs of dis-
comfort over at the chamber. Up
popped a post on its website that said
that on climate ‘‘inaction is not an op-
tion.” Hell, for years, inaction had
been their purpose. Now they say it is
not an option.

The chamber formed a new internal
climate change working group. The
“Chamber of Carbon’ even quietly
posted that it reversed itself on the
Paris Agreement and now was for stay-
ing in—OK, baby steps but in the right
direction.

I think the chamber and NAM be-
came America’s two worst climate ob-
structors because they were paid with
fossil fuel dark money, and in 2020 I in-
tend to find that out. If the chamber is
still taking fossil fuel money, it is hard
to take those baby steps very seri-
ously. They are probably just PR to
placate the chamber members who are
embarrassed that their organization
got caught and outed as a top climate
obstructor.

For that prize, by the way, chamber
members have a lot to be embarrassed
about. Allstate, MetLife, IBM, FedEX,
Bayer, Ford Motor, United Airlines,
Delta, American—they all funded and
directed a top climate obstructor.
Really?
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Really? Did they know it? Did they
know the chamber—their own organi-
zation—was secretly getting fossil fuel
money to become a top climate
obstructer?

If they did know, by God, they have
got some explaining to do. If they did
not know, what standard of governance
makes it OK for a board member to not
even know who is funding your organi-
zation? So, look out, board members.
We are not letting that go either. The
yvear 2020 is when we intend to get to
the bottom of all of this nasty mess.

The real test for the chamber—not
baby steps—will be whether it puts its
back into passing a real comprehensive
climate bill. Will the chamber stop
scheming with climate denial organiza-
tions? Will the chamber stop opposing
climate action candidates? Those are
the tests. This, by the way, is not a PR
test. It is not a PR test of how little
you can get away with. This is a
science test. It is a science test of how
we Kkeep our planet below 1.5 degrees
Celsius, global warming. If we fail the
science test, how well we did on the PR
test is going to look pretty silly.

Help us meet that 1.5 degrees Celsius.
We will be talking, gladly. I look for-
ward to working with you. Until then,
expect the pressure on you to rise in
2020.

We called out one other miscreant in
2019: Marathon Petroleum. This gaso-
line refiner orchestrated the Trump at-
tack on fuel economy standards for
automobiles. As I laid out in testimony
in a House Oversight Subcommittee
hearing last year, Marathon pressured
Members of Congress, Governors, and
the Trump administration. The corrupt
Trump administration was only too
eager to oblige, issuing an error-riddled
proposal to freeze the fuel economy
standards.

The Trump administration went
after California’s authority under the
Clean Air Act to set fuel standards.
Trump’s DOJ cooked up a bogus anti-
trust investigation, I believe, to punish
the automakers that had worked with
California to hammer out a separate
deal on fuel economy standards that
defeated Marathon’s scheme.

It looks like the Trump administra-
tion also pressured automakers to sup-
port the administration’s legal battle
with California, and 2020 is the year I
hope we expose all this.

In 2019, investors started noticing
Marathon’s bad behavior on climate. In
fact, in September, 200 investors with
$6.5 trillion in assets under manage-
ment sent a letter to 47 U.S. compa-
nies, including Marathon, to urge those
companies to align their lobbying with
the Paris Agreement 2 degrees Celsius
climate goal and to warn that their
lobbying against that goal is an invest-
ment risk.

Well, the four biggest shareholders in
Marathon are BlackRock, JPMorgan,
State Street, and Vanguard. They
claim to care about climate. We will
see, in 2020, if they keep condoning all
this Marathon misbehavior.
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Happily, there are some things the
crooked fossil fuel industry apparatus
can’t stop. Even with its massive sub-
sidy for fossil fuel, renewables are
starting to win on price. New green en-
ergy technologies are powering up, like
offshore wind and battery storage.
Electric vehicles are driving cost down
and performance up for consumers. Old
coal plants are closing—546 since 2010.
New coal plants are unfinanceable, and
2019 saw Murray Energy become the
eighth coal company in a year to file
for bankruptcy and the biggest drop in
coal consumption ever.

Another trend the industry couldn’t
stop was economists, central bankers,
Wall Street, real estate professionals,
and asset managers waking up to the
crash risks that climate change poses
to the global economy. It is not just
that it is wrecking our atmosphere and
oceans and climate. Our economy
stands on those pillars, and at some
point there will be economic crashes.

Climate crash warnings used to be
scarce. Now they are everywhere.
Freddie Mac warns that rising sea lev-
els will prompt a crash in coastal prop-
erty values worse than the housing
crash that caused the 2008 financial cri-
sis.

First Street Foundation found that
rising seas have already resulted in $16
billion in lost property values in coast-
al homes from Maine to Mississippi.

Moody’s warns that climate risk will
trigger downgrades in coastal commu-
nities’ bond ratings. BlackRock esti-
mated that, by the end of the century,
climate change will cause coastal com-
munities annual losses that could aver-
age up to 15 percent of local GDP—av-
erage up to 15 percent of local GDP—
with the hardest hit communities hit
far worse. Look out, Florida. By the
way, Louisiana is not too far from
Florida.

The Bank of England, the Bank of
France, the Bank of Canada, and the
European Central Bank—backed by
top-tier, peer-reviewed economic pa-
pers—are all warning of systemic eco-
nomic risk—‘‘systemic economic risk”’
is economist-speak for risk to the en-
tire economy—from stranded fossil fuel
assets, the so-called carbon asset bub-
ble. On top of that, the Commodity Fu-
tures Trading Commission here in the
United States has launched a climate
risk review. Even the Trump Fed is
starting to echo those warnings with
reports out of local Federal Reserve
banks.

It is not just big institutions that are
grasping the risks of climate change. I
visited Louisiana, Wyoming, and Colo-
rado last year to hear about climate
change and see what red- and purple-
State Americans are doing about it.
The answer is: plenty.

In Louisiana, sea level rise and sub-
sidence are megathreats. I met a hun-
ter and fisherman whose personal ef-
forts to restore marshland have al-
lowed his local delta wetlands to re-
bound from mismanagement. A sci-
entist with the National Wildlife Fed-
eration counted over 30 species of birds
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just while we were standing around
waiting to board the boat.

The sights and sounds of a healthy
marsh were an encouraging reminder of
nature’s ability to find a way to not
only survive but to flourish if we give
her a chance.

In Wyoming—well, don’t get me
wrong—climate change isn’t always a
popular subject. The State is basically
run by the fossil fuel industry, but
there I met a younger generation that
really gets it. I will not forget the de-
termination of leading winter sports
athletes in Jackson fighting to pre-
serve their winters; nor, in Lander, the
impassioned argument for climate ac-
tion from a young outdoor instructor
from NOLS, National Outdoor Leader-
ship School; nor, out at their campsite,
the fire-lit, passionate faces of Central
Wyoming College students on their
way up to take glacier measurements,
who well understand the stakes of cli-
mate change for their future and the
future of the State they love.

Typically, these climate road trips
that I do land me in States where the
fight for climate change may need a
little, say, boost. The opposite was true
in Colorado. It is a State on a major
climate winning streak: a State of good
climate bills passed during the last leg-
islative session; their biggest public
utility transitioning to renewable en-
ergy, building impressive renewable en-
ergy and electric vehicle infrastruc-
ture; and leading research institutes
bringing new renewable energy tech-
nologies to the marketplace.

The year 2019 also showed polling
that showed climate action was becom-
ing a top issue for American voters ev-
erywhere. A big part is young voters—
and especially young Republicans.
More than  three-fourths of all
millennials and a majority of millen-
nial Republicans agree on the need for
climate action. Last year, a Republican
former Member of Congress wrote
about climate change: My party will
never earn the votes of millennials un-
less it gets serious about finding solu-
tions.

It is not just younger voters. Ameri-
cans of all ages and political stripes
favor many of the solutions that sci-
entists and economists say are needed
to tackle climate change. An October
2019 Pew poll found that two-thirds of
Americans believe the Federal Govern-
ment needs to do more to combat cli-
mate change. The same poll showed 77
percent of Americans believe the
United States ought to prioritize devel-
oping alternative energy over fossil
fuels.

So the decades-long fossil fuel cam-
paign of obstruction and lies and denial
will not be tolerated much longer.

In New England, in the springtime, a
moment comes when the roof of your
house warms up enough to send the
snow sliding down off the roof in a big
whumpf. The snow may have piled up
slowly, over weeks and months, but it
comes down all at once in a whumpf.

The fossil fuel industry and its net-
work of front groups and trade associa-
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tions have spent years piling up their
crooked apparatus of climate obstruc-
tion. Increasingly, their evil behavior
is facing blowback from the public and
from regulators and from investors.
Alarm bells are ringing ever louder
from all quarters about the economic
risks.

Renewable energy and other green
technologies are ever more cost com-
petitive. Awareness of climate change
dangers is ever growing among the
American people. These are all signs
that the thaw, the whumpf, is near, and
2020 could be the moment.

I know things in Washington can
seem hopeless, but 2019 gave me some
reasons to hope. For 2020, well, it is
game on to tear down the crooked cas-
tle of climate denial and solve this
problem while still we can.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Ms.
McSALLY). Without objection, it is so
ordered.

ORDER OF BUSINESS

Mr. McCONNELL. Madam President,
I ask unanimous consent that notwith-
standing the provisions of rule XXII, at
11 a.m. tomorrow, the Senate vote on
the motions to invoke cloture on Exec-
utive Calendar Nos. 329, 462, and 525, in
the order listed; further, that if cloture
is invoked on the nominations, all
postcloture time be expired at 5 p.m.
tomorrow and the Senate vote on con-
firmation of the nominations with no
intervening action or debate; finally,
that if confirmed, the motions to re-
consider be considered made and laid
upon the table and the President be im-
mediately notified of the Senate’s ac-
tion.

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

———
LEGISLATIVE SESSION

Mr. McCONNELL. Madam President,
I move to proceed to legislative ses-
sion.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the motion.

The motion was agreed to.

———

EXECUTIVE SESSION

EXECUTIVE CALENDAR

Mr. McCONNELL. Madam President,
I move to proceed to executive session
to consider Calendar No. 554.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the motion.

The motion was agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report the nomination.

The bill clerk read the nomination of
Paul J. Ray, of Tennessee, to be Ad-
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ministrator of the Office of Informa-
tion and Regulatory Affairs, Office of
Management and Budget.

CLOTURE MOTION

Mr. McCONNELL. I send a cloture
motion to the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clo-
ture motion having been presented
under rule XXII, the Chair directs the
clerk to read the motion.

The bill clerk read as follows:

CLOTURE MOTION

We, the undersigned Senators, in accord-
ance with the provisions of rule XXII of the
Standing Rules of the Senate, do hereby
move to bring to a close debate on the nomi-
nation of Paul J. Ray, of Tennessee, to be
Administrator of the Office of Information
and Regulatory Affairs, Office of Manage-
ment and Budget.

Mitch McConnell, John Boozman, James
M. Inhofe, John Barrasso, Roy Blunt,
Todd Young, Shelley Moore Capito, Mi-
chael B. Enzi, Lisa Murkowski, John
Cornyn, Steve Daines, Lindsey Gra-
ham, Chuck Grassley, Josh Hawley,
Roger F. Wicker, Marsha Blackburn.

Mr. McCONNELL. I ask unanimous
consent that the mandatory quorum
call be waived.

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

————

LEGISLATIVE SESSION

MORNING BUSINESS

Mr. MCCONNELL. Madam President,
I ask unanimous consent that the Sen-
ate proceed to legislative session for a
period of morning business, with Sen-
ators permitted to speak therein for up
to 10 minutes each.

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

————
VOTE EXPLANATION

Ms. HARRIS. Madam President, I
was absent but had I been present, I
would have voted no on rollcall vote
No. 416 the confirmation of Executive
Calendar No. 465, Anuraag Singhal, of
Florida, to be United States District
Judge for the Southern District of
Florida.

Madam President, I was absent but
had I been present, I would have voted
no on rollcall vote No. 417 the con-
firmation of Executive Calendar No.
466, Karen Spencer Marston, of Penn-
sylvania, to be United States District
Judge for the Eastern District of Penn-
sylvania.

Madam President, I was absent but
had I been present, I would have voted
no on rollcall vote No. 418 the con-
firmation of Executive Calendar No.
480, Daniel Mack Traynor, of North Da-
kota, to be United States District
Judge for the District of North Dakota.

Madam President, I was absent but
had I been present, I would have voted
no on rollcall vote No. 419 the con-
firmation of Executive Calendar No.
481, Jodi W. Dishman, of Oklahoma, to
be United States District Judge for the
Western District of Oklahoma.
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