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No one does it with better environ-
mental stewardship than we do here in
America, and we need to produce that
energy here in America.

It is long past time for the Biden ad-
ministration to get out of the way and
take the handcuffs off American energy
production. Producing more energy
here at home is the solution to helping
lower energy costs and providing hard-
working families with relief from ris-
ing inflation.

I saw that either the President or one
of his spokesmen talked about the
large amount of energy costs and infla-
tion. Well, we have a solution for that.
Why isn’t the administration taking
steps so that we can produce more en-
ergy here at home? That is what needs
to happen, and that will benefit every
single consumer across this great Na-
tion.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
PADILLA). The Senator from Nebraska.
WOMEN’S HEALTH PROTECTION ACT

Mr. SASSE. Mr. President, abortion
is a heavy issue. We are used to, in this
body, debating marginal tax rates and
debating spending bills, but this issue
is different. This debate cuts to the
heart of who we are, what we owe each
other, what kind of society we want to
preserve, and what kind of society we
want to build. The moral weight of this
debate is heavy.

Social media, of course, makes it
worse; makes it ugly; makes it stupid.
There is too little grace. There is not
enough compassion. Honesty and gen-
uine good-faith disagreements are real-
ly hard to come by. To talk about abor-
tion well, we need to actually listen to
each other, and we need to try to un-
derstand the best arguments of the
other side’s and take those arguments
seriously.

For Democrats, debating well has to
start with recognizing that most Amer-
icans believe that unborn lives deserve
to be protected at some point during a
pregnancy. It is deeply human and
deeply compassionate to recognize the
humanity of an unborn life. Scientific
advances like ultrasounds give us a
glimpse into the lives of the unborn,
first in black and white and now in 3D,
and it is going to be clearer and clearer
over time what that little baby is. Any
honest conversation about abortion
must grapple with the fact that every
abortion begins with two lives and de-
stroys one of them. It is deeply wrong
to ask Americans to participate in an
act that they know takes an innocent
life.

For Republicans to debate well, we
need to be willing to be honest about
the fact that, for some women, preg-
nancy can be frightening and painful.
Many situations are not ideal situa-
tions. Pregnancy changes a woman’s
life in a way that is absolutely unique
in the human experience. There is no
equivalent to pregnancy. There is no
example we can compare it to. That is
why the pro-life cause is not and can-
not ever primarily be about legislation
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or about policy, as important as those
can be. The pro-life cause must start
with active compassion for moms and
babies and especially women whose
first thoughts upon learning that they
were pregnant was: I can’t do this.

To the pro-life movement, I want to
recognize your patience and your per-
severance over decades. We should
commend the ethic of love, persuasion,
and prudence that has brought us to
the place we are today.

Pro-lifers show up for women and for
babies every single day. I see it all over
Nebraska, and I know that it is true
across all 50 States.

Pro-lifers and especially pro-life
women support women through preg-
nancy care centers. They work in local
communities to build support net-
works. They are persuading their
neighbors and are growing a movement
that supports life.

We don’t have the massive war chest,
the army of lawyers, or the fancy PR
shops that Planned Parenthood does,
but what we do have is truth and love.

Thousands of pregnancy care centers
provide women and their babies with
free help—with lots of free help. The
volunteers who show up every day to
help these women obviously don’t do it
for money; they do it out of love.

Thousands of pro-life families adopt
kids every year, and their hearts over-
flow with love as they welcome a new
child into their families. That is the
core meaning of the pro-life movement.
It is not about legislation first or
about legislation second or about legis-
lation third.

Advocates for abortion-on-demand
are doing a lot of fearmongering. We
have heard some bizarre speeches on
the floor in the last couple of days that
are so disconnected from the reality of
the text of the legislation that is be-
fore us. So much of what they are push-
ing is wildly out of touch with the pub-
lic and wildly out of touch with mod-
ern science.

We already know that America’s
abortion laws are far, far more permis-
sive than Europe’s and that, on this
subject, our laws have a lot more in
common with the human rights abus-
ers China and North Korea than with
anything in French law. The legisla-
tion before us today would make our
laws even more extreme. Depending on
how you count, we have the fourth to
seventh most extreme pro-abortion
laws of any of the 200 nations on Earth,
and the legislation before the Senate
today would make the U.S. position
even more extreme.

There was a time when the Demo-
cratic Party talked about abortion as
being safe, legal, and rare—safe, legal,
and rare. Not anymore. This legislation
is not from your mom’s Democratic
Party.

In recent years, we have taken votes
on my legislation, the Born-Alive
Abortion Survivors Protection Act. It
is a pretty simple, straightforward bill
that aims to protect babies who sur-
vive botched abortions. There are no

S2433

restrictions on abortion access in my
bill, just a simple requirement that, if
a baby is born alive in an abortion clin-
ic, she must receive the same level of
care she would have received had she
been born in a hospital. That is it. Yet
Senator SCHUMER and the abortion
lobby have filibustered this legislation
over and over. It is so weird.

So here we are today. The abortion
industry’s lobbyists have bullied Lead-
er SCHUMER and all but one courageous
Democratic Senator, my friend JOE
MANCHIN, into an extreme position that
doesn’t reflect even the majority opin-
ion of the Democratic Party today, let
alone the position of Americans.

This bill today is ugly, winner-takes-
all politics. It is full of aggressive pro-
abortion provisions. Let’s consider just
a few.

One, it would formally create a na-
tional right to abortion up until the
moment of birth in all 50 States, and it
would undo even State-based partial-
birth abortion bans.

Two, today’s legislation would pro-
hibit States from requiring parental
consent to perform abortions on a
child.

Three, it would prohibit States from
passing any laws to ban sex-selective
abortions. It would ban any laws that
States would have to try to prevent
sex-selective abortions.

It would create a right for nondoc-
tors to perform abortions, putting
women at severe risk of complications
and botched procedures.

It would remove conscience protec-
tions that keep Americans from being
forced to perform or fund abortions if
they have moral objections. Think
about that. It would force Catholic hos-
pitals to perform abortions. That is
new. That is gross.

Where is the tolerance? Where is the
compassion? Where is the humanity?
Where is the attempt to understand
that the majority of Americans want
there to be prohibitions on abortions at
some point in the pregnancy?

Americans don’t want the kind of
radicalism we see in this bill before us
today. In recent polling, 65 percent of
Americans say they support banning
abortion in the second trimester, and
80 percent of Americans support ban-
ning abortion in the third trimester.
Why? Well, one of the reasons is be-
cause they have seen a lot of images of
what a baby looks like in utero in the
second and third trimester.

Just to reiterate, contrary to the
last, I guess, couple of speeches ago,
the last speech on this topic on the
floor, 80 percent of Americans want to
see abortion banned in the third tri-
mester. It is hard to get 80 percent of
Americans to agree on anything, and
yet 80 percent agree that third-tri-
mester abortions—the kind of thing
that this bill wants to make sure is ex-
plicitly championed—States could not
prevent and prohibit third-trimester
abortions. That is what this bill is
about.
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This bill is incredibly extreme. There
is no moderation in this bill, just bru-
tal indifference hiding behind euphe-
misms. Fortunately, it won’t pass. Un-
fortunately, our debate about it isn’t
very honest here. Fortunately, the pro-
abortion lobby isn’t winning. Majority
Leader SCHUMER will earn kudos from
Planned Parenthood for this show vote
today, but he is not going to convince
anyone.

As we look beyond today’s gross
vote, as we look to the future, our
focus should be on continuing to grow
the pro-life coalition in this country.
We can and we must build support
across the country for an ethic that
protects life.

I want to lock arms with pro-life
Democrats and work to build a culture
of life. If we can pair certain pro-life
laws with increased spending on pre-
natal care and safety nets for strug-
gling moms, count me in. I am for that
kind of big, new coalition. Let’s do it.

This movement is about hearts and
minds. We have got to have difficult
conversations and love, and we have
got to reject the kind of extremism
that Senator SCHUMER is putting on
the floor today pursuing this bill. We
have got to focus our work on our local
communities, on changing our neigh-
bors’ minds, on understanding each
other, and on setting an example by
putting moms and babies first.

The answer, after this bill fails
today, is to remember that love is
stronger than power, and that is why
life is going to win. Being pro-life
means being pro-science, pro-mom, and
pro-baby. It means starting with love,
not with legislation. Happily, it defi-
nitely doesn’t mean starting with the
grotesque legislation that will be voted
down this afternoon.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Ms.
ROSEN). The Senator from Oklahoma.

Mr. LANKFORD. Madam President,
last week, a draft opinion was leaked
out of the Supreme Court, which never
happens. It literally has not ever hap-
pened until now. The Chief Justice of
the Supreme Court called it a betrayal
of the Court.

That leak sparked protests all over
the Nation and in Washington, DC, but
not because two centuries of protocol
in the Supreme Court was violated; it
was because the Court dared to say
that when the Supreme Court ruled in
1973 on Roe v. Wade, it made a mistake.
In the draft opinion that was released,
it stated that the opinion of 1973 ex-
ceeded the constitutional boundaries.

For 200 years, legislatures deter-
mined when life began, but in 1973 the
Court determined that States cannot
protect its youngest citizens of their
State and created a new standard
called viability, a standard that had no
statement in the Comnstitution and no
statement in Federal law. They lit-
erally created the viability standard on
the spot.

The draft opinion from February of
this year states that that should not
have been done in 1973 and that the
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people in each State, in the legisla-
tures, should determine when life be-
gins and that they should have that de-
cision based in law.

Apparently this body, including the
Democratic majority, agrees at least
with the basic finding of the Court’s
draft decision because the Court says
these issues should be settled in legis-
lative branches, not in the Court. And
so today, a week after that draft opin-
ion is out, Senator SCHUMER has called
up a bill to actually vote on Roe v.
Wade—and not just vote on Roe v.
Wade, vote on a very simple decision:
When does life begin?

The real question that comes up is,
“When is that child a child,” because
in the most simple of questions, for
those two little ones whom I know,
only a short time before would have
been in the womb. So the simple ques-
tion that this body is dealing with
today is pretty straightforward: Who
gets to decide whether she lives or
dies? Who gets to pick that?

I think she should live, and for that
simple statement that I believe she
should have a chance at life, I have
been called a totalitarian, radical ex-
tremist because I believe her life is val-
uable. What kind of upside-down world
do we live in, when people who believe
children are valuable are the extrem-
ists, are the radicals, are the totali-
tarians?

The day before Mother’s Day, the
headquarters for Concerned Women for
America, a pro-life organization that
speaks up for the millions of women
who believe children are valuable, was
attacked and vandalized. On Mother’s
Day—Mother’s Day—just let that soak
in for a minute. On Mother’s Day,
someone tried to burn down a preg-
nancy resource center in Wisconsin
that provides baby formula, baby
clothing, and diapers to new moms and
provides ultrasounds to expectant
moms. That facility they attempted to
burn down, and then they spray-paint-
ed on the wall outside the building: “If
abortions aren’t safe then you aren’t
either.”

Instead of that being condemned by
the media, a journalist from Rewire
saw the news story on the attack in
Wisconsin and immediately tweeted
out:

More of this. May these people never know
a moment of peace or safety until they rot in
the ground.

Also, on Mother’s Day, protesters
showed up at Catholic churches around
the country to protest the Catholic
Church’s stand for this little girl and
for life. Protesters also showed up over
and over in the last week at the Jus-
tices’ homes to chant on bullhorns and
to threaten the Justices because they
dare to follow the Constitution.

A CNN commentator tweeted out:

Concrete barriers being put up around the
Supreme Court. Now we just need to lock
them in there and keep them away from us—
and cut off their internet access so they
can’t send us more opinions based on pro-
rape judicial theory from the 1600s.
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I have heard it all week—all week
long on this floor, tweeted out by jour-
nalists, tweeted out by activists—sim-
ple statements like this: equity, pri-
vacy rights, bodily autonomy,
healthcare decisions, freedom to
choose, reproductive rights, basic civil
rights.

All those are euphemisms for she
dies. Why are people so passionate
about this? Because it is not just a per-
son in this conversation; she is in this
conversation. Her future, her opportu-
nities—that is what this conversation
is about. And, for that, I am being
called a radical extremist because I be-
lieve she is valuable.

Last weekend, when I was at home, I
ran into someone just out and about
who wanted to talk to me about this
issue, about life, who was very bpas-
sionate about the freedom to be able to
take her life just hours before she is
born. And in that conversation, as we
got back and forth on it, I asked him
very simply: You know it is Federal
law right now that we protect turtle
eggs. Turtles—if you destroy a turtle
egg, it is a Federal offense with a very
big fine. If you destroy an eagle egg, it
is a very big offense with a Federal
fine. Do you find that odd?

I am just in dialogue with this per-
son: Do you find that odd that in Fed-
eral law we protect an eagle egg, ac-
knowledging that is an eagle inside
that egg, and we protect a turtle egg,
saying we acknowledge that is a turtle
inside that egg, but we allow the de-
struction of children?

And, to my shock, they responded:
Well, turtles and eagles are endangered
so they should be protected.

And I am called the extremist be-
cause I happen to believe she is pre-
cious and, just because there are bil-
lions of other humans around, I don’t
think she is disposable.

What are we really talking about? We
are talking about the right for people
to be able to speak out to their elected
officials, in every State, and for each
State legislature to decide on the issue
of life. That is what we are talking
about.

If the draft opinion ends up being the
final opinion from the Court, it doesn’t
end abortion in America; it pushes it
back out to every State and every leg-
islative branch, including this one, to
be able to have a State-by-State and a
national dialogue on this simple ques-
tion: When does life begin?

Some people will say at conception,
as I do, and, quite frankly, as science
also agrees with. That is cell division.
That is unique DNA. All the makeups
of her life and of my life and every
other person in this room’s life were
there at cell division and conception in
the earliest days.

Every single cell in the woman’s
body is exactly the same, has the same
DNA in it, except for those cells. Those
cells are different. They have different
DNA in them. Why is there different
DNA in those particular cells than
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every other cell in the mom’s body? Be-
cause that is a different body that is
there. That is why.

Some people believe that life begins
at conception. Some people believe at
heartbeat. Some people believe at 15
weeks, as the Mississippi law is chal-
lenging. Some people believe at viabil-
ity, others at birth.

Why don’t we have that conversa-
tion? Why don’t we have that dialogue?
Because, quite frankly, as I think
about life and I look at this baby and
I look at this baby—for some reason,
there are a whole bunch of people who
say that baby is alive and that baby is
tissue and not alive. Some people
would look at this baby and this baby
and would say: totally different, com-
pletely different; this baby is alive and
needs to be protected, and that baby is
just tissue—which is so strange to me
because that baby and that baby look a
lot alike to me.

I can count fingers on both. In fact,
as funny as it is, they are both in the
same position, which, by the way, for
my wife and I, we call this the touch-
down position, how babies sleep with
their hands up over their heads. And
lots of babies do that, including mine
did. This baby is in the touchdown po-
sition and sleeping, and this one is too.

What is the difference between these
two? I don’t see this as alive and tis-
sue. That looks a lot like a baby to me.
And, for that, I am called the extremist
and the radical.

This baby sucks their thumb in the
womb, responds to their mom’s voice,
feels pain, has unique fingerprints, has
unique DNA, kicks around like crazy.
What is the difference between those
two? Time. That is it. That is the only
difference. Just time.

So what has been brought to the floor
today? What has been brought to the
floor today is this bill—this bill—the
Women’s Health Protection Act of 2022.
Interestingly enough, that is the last
time this bill uses the word ‘‘woman.”’
It doesn’t use the word ‘woman’ any-
time after the title. It stops after that.
I find that interesting.

Let me talk you through a couple of
things that are in this bill. Section 2 of
the bill defines ‘‘abortion services’ and
details it out but also has a nice little
note that is tucked into the definition
here. It defines ‘‘viability’’ and says:

The term ‘‘viability’’ means the point in a
pregnancy at which, in the good-faith med-
ical judgment of the treating health care
provider, based on the particular facts of the
case before the health care provider, there is
a reasonable likelihood of sustained fetal
survival outside the uterus with or without
artificial support.

Interestingly enough, it just basi-
cally says the doctor that is there that
is providing the abortion can deter-
mine when the child is viable or not
viable.

We all get the joke on this. We know
what this really means. This bill is not
about viability; this bill is about what-
ever age, at whatever time anyone
wants to perform an abortion—at any
moment.
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In my State, we are a State that has
medical marijuana laws. They say it is
not recreational marijuana; it is med-
ical marijuana. You have to have a
medical prescription from a doctor to
be able to get it. Do you know how you
get it? The medical marijuana place
actually has a doctor that you can just
call that will write a script for you
that will write it for no matter what.
You can say: My left toe hurts every
other Thursday. And they would say:
Great, that is a medical condition, and
you get a medical prescription for it.

We get the joke. If the person actu-
ally selling the product is the one actu-
ally prescribing it, that means you can
do it at any point. This bill, itself, pro-
tects that individual, saying they can
define viability and they are protected
in their definition of it.

This bill is not about protecting chil-
dren prior to viability. This bill is
about aborting at every single stage of
pregnancy, all the way up to the end,
no matter how late that abortion is.

The bill doesn’t just stop there. Not
only is there no limit for restriction on
abortion, it gives a statutory right to
abortion. Even though 71 percent of
Americans believe there should be
some limits to abortion, this bill says
no, there can’t be.

Then it reaches into every State and
abolishes any restrictions that may be
on abortion at all in any State. For in-
stance, if a State says there has to be
more information given to a woman,
like an ultrasound or just information
about this child, it abolishes that, so a
State cannot inform the mom before
the abortion. That is prohibited.

It also abolishes any other restric-
tion on telemedicine. It abolishes any
requirement any State has on safety or
health. It used to be—I heard the term
from the pro-abortion crowd—‘‘safe,
legal, and rare.” This strips away the
“‘safe” term on it and says every re-
striction that is out there on safety has
to be stripped away; no State can put a
restriction out there on this.

It takes away any right of any State
to actually restrict abortions being
carried out on minors without parental
consent. It strips away any Kkind of
waiting period laws.

It also strips away religious exemp-
tions. What does that mean? If a doctor
or physician says: I don’t want to carry
out an abortion; I believe that is really
a child right there, not just a lump of
tissue, then that doctor says for their
conscience sake—through this bill: I
am sorry, your conscience doesn’t mat-
ter any more. It strips away all con-
science protections.

What is interesting is the Religious
Freedom Restoration Act was passed in
1993. It has never ever been accepted
until this bill. This bill, literally,
reaches into the Religious Freedom
Restoration Act and says: Your reli-
gious conscience doesn’t matter. It is
an abortion. Get over it. That is what
this bill says.

This is not some simple codifying
Roe bill. This is telling the Nation: I
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am sorry, you may think that little
girl is a little girl and is valuable; we
think she is disposable. No.

Listen, pro-life Members here, like
myself, have fought to make adoption
more affordable, expand the child tax
credit for the unborn, continue to pro-
vide assistance, food, healthcare to
needy families, maternal health. We
should all be working to support
women in very difficult days, but she
matters in this conversation. We can’t
lose track of that.

Mother Teresa once made the com-
ment:

[I1f we accept that a mother can kill even
her own child, how can we tell other people
not to kill one another?

You may say, well, that is Mother
Teresa’s opinion that that child is a
child. I would also tell you, it is Joe
Biden’s, as well. Joe Biden also made
the statement just last week. The
Dobbs’ decision is about the ability to
abort a child—to abort a child was
President Biden’s statement. I agree.

The conversation right now on the
floor is what is her future? What hap-
pens next will decide a lot. I can assure
you, I am going to speak about the
rights for every single child and will
declare, again, any child is valuable. If
people call me a radical for believing
children are valuable, so be it, but I
think it tells us a lot about our culture
that I am the radical one because I be-
lieve she has a hope and a future.

I yield the floor.

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Madam President,
like many Americans, I was profoundly
disappointed to learn from news re-
ports last week of the Supreme Court’s
draft opinion that would overturn Roe
v. Wade. Roe has been the law of the
land for nearly 50 years. Generations of
women have relied on its protections in
shaping their lives. In fact, most Amer-
ican women have lived their entire
lives knowing they have the right to
make decisions about their own bodies.

Now, the Supreme Court appears
ready to take that right away with the
stroke of a pen. If it does this, I believe
that this Court would be ignoring
precedent and gutting a half-century of
progress for women. And in doing so,
the Court would devalue women’s
health and women’s lives.

Make no mistake: If this draft opin-
ion becomes final, the consequences
would be serious and would affect
women throughout our country. The
impacts could be devastating. Accord-
ing to an analysis by the New York
Times, approximately half of U.S.
States are poised to ban or severely re-
strict access to abortion if this opinion
becomes final.

Some States, including Texas and
Oklahoma, have already passed laws
banning abortion after the sixth week
of pregnancy. That is before many
women even know they are pregnant.
Those laws are unconstitutional today
under Roe, but could be put into effect
immediately if the Court strikes Roe
down. Other States may go even fur-
ther, either by banning abortion after
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the moment of conception or by mak-
ing abortion a homicide, as a Louisiana
bill would do.

And several across the country have
bans in place that lack any exceptions,
including for rape or incest. These
would take effect immediately if Roe
were overturned. If these draconian
State laws go into effect, women would
lose the ability to make a decision
about a pregnancy after experiencing a
traumatic sexual assault; women could
be forced to endure a pregnancy, even
if that pregnancy could possibly kill
them; and women could lose access to
important fertility treatments like in
vitro fertilization, a medical advance-
ment that many people rely on to build
their families.

These State laws could also add to
the already monumental pain associ-
ated with miscarriage by dangling the
threat of criminal charges over the
head of any woman who loses a child
during pregnancy.

The majority of Americans alive
today do not remember a time before
Roe became the law of the land. They
don’t know what it was like before the
United States recognized this impor-
tant right. I remember the days when
abortion was illegal. I remember pass-
ing a hat in college to collect money so
a classmate could go to Mexico for an
abortion.

Women who could not afford to trav-
el were forced into even more dan-
gerous alternatives at home. They were
often forced to self-induce, sometimes
with a fatal result. It is these women,
many who cannot afford to travel to
another State for an abortion, who will
be harmed the most by the Supreme
Court’s decision if it becomes final.

If this draft opinion should become
final, around half of all American
women would find themselves living in
States that make access to safe abor-
tion care difficult or impossible. And
the harm from this decision will fall
disproportionately on low-income, at-
risk, and minority women. Forty-nine
percent of women who have had an
abortion live below the poverty line.
And these women would be forced to
travel long distances at great cost in
order to secure an abortion.

For example, women who live in Mis-
sissippi now have to travel an average
of 67 miles, one way, to receive an
abortion. If the Court were to strike
down Roe and abortion clinics were
forced to shutter, women would have to
drive on average nearly 500 miles, one
way, to reach an out-of-state abortion
clinic. That much travel would be im-
possible for many women, particularly
those who already have young children
at home, those who cannot afford the
cost of the flight or gas money, or
those who cannot take time off from
work.

Furthermore, studies have shown
that there is a direct link between lack
of abortion access and maternal mor-
tality. An analysis by the Center for
American Progress shows that between
2010 and 2015, when several States en-
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acted new laws restricting abortion ac-
cess, the maternal mortality rate rose
by 136 percent.

Let’s be clear: Restricting a woman’s
legal access to abortion healthcare will
not stop women from seeking out that
care. It will only make the process of
seeking an abortion much less safe.
Many women will be forced to endure
unregulated and dangerous procedures,
while others will attempt self-managed
medication abortions at home. Lives
will be lost.

In conclusion, this potential decision
by the Supreme Court would have dan-
gerous consequences for millions of
Americans. We reduce the value of a
woman’s life when we take away her
ability to control her own body.

Now, Congress must do everything it
can to ensure that individuals are able
to access critical medical care and
make the best decisions possible for
their health. It is more important than
ever that Congress passes the Women’s
Health Protection Act to safeguard
Federal protections for women seeking
abortion care. We cannot stand idly by
and allow the lives of women every-
where to be endangered by this ill-con-
ceived effort to overturn our funda-
mental rights.

Mr. MENENDEZ. Madam President, I
come to the floor in support of codi-
fying Roe v. Wade through the Wom-
en’s Health Protection Act.

As the Senate considers this vital
piece of legislation today, I feel duty
bound to impress upon my colleagues
the grave implications should we fail
to protect a women’s freedom to
choose.

After all, the right to choose is a fun-
damental right. It is the right to bodily
autonomy—to decide when and how
and with whom to start a family.

It is a right that, when faced with
one the hardest decisions of their lives,
grants women in America the peace of
mind of knowing the decision is be-
tween them, their doctor, and their
faith—no one else.

Last January marked 49 years since
Roe v. Wade was decided—49 years
since the fundamental right for women
to make their own medical decisions
became the law of the land.

For nearly half a century, Roe v.
Wade has been decided, affirmed, and
reaffirmed as a legal bedrock of the
constitutional right to privacy.

Overturning it would take us back to
a place no one wants to go. A dark
place in history that would open the
door to overturning settled decisions
on critical issues.

It would jeopardize fundamental
rights like the right to gay marriage,
to private consensual sex between
adults, and even contraception.

Voting rights, civils rights, and
LGBTQI rights would all be on the
chopping blocks.

It is an existential threat, not just to
women, but to EVERY American.

I, for one, refuse to accept this
version of our country.

I refuse to go back to the days when
women, particularly low-income
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women and women of color, were sub-
jected to government intrusion by
male politicians who think they know
best.

One of these women is named Doro-
thy Carlos, an 8l-year old constituent
of mine in Englewood, NJ. After grad-
uating from high school, Ms. Carlos
planned to go to nursing school and
then maybe become a doctor. The year
was 1958. After weeks without a check-
up, she went in for an exam and found
out she was pregnant. Ms. Carlos was 17
years old at the time. In an instant,
her dreams of going to nursing school
were dashed. This was before Roe v.
Wade and before the right to choose.

The day Ms. Dorothy Carlos’ life
completely changed was nearly 65
years ago, but she still remembers it
like it was yesterday. Not going to
nursing school meant that she had to
go on public assistance, relying on
Medicaid and food stamps to provide
for her family. Not having the freedom
to choose stopped her career in its
tracks—and when she called my office
last week, her main concern was for
the women who would be put in a simi-
lar position without the right to
choose.

So I say again, I refuse to go back to
the days when women like Ms. Carlos
had their dreams deferred because they
didn’t have control over their own bod-
ies. I refuse to go back to the days
when abortion was illegal and, there-
fore, unregulated—when thousands of
women a year were hospitalized and
even died as a result of unsafe proce-
dures—because, make no mistake, ban-
ning abortion does not stop abortions
from happening; it just stops safe ones
from being carried out. Despite what
others refuse to accept, abortion is an
integral part of maternal healthcare.

Just ask Monica Attias, who bravely
shared her story just a few days ago
about how an abortion saved her life.
Twenty-two years ago, Monica had
complications during her second preg-
nancy that left her in a medically in-
duced coma. Her husband Philippe was
told that she had a one in four chance
of survival and to prepare for the
worst. She thankfully survived, albeit
with a heart condition that required
medication.

However, 9 months after a pregnancy
nearly Kkilled her, she became pregnant
again. Neither her cardiologist nor her
obstetrician could guarantee that she
would survive another one. The best
decision for Monica Attias was to have
an abortion.

As she puts it, “‘I loved the children
I had too much to possibly allow them
to grow up without a mother because
she risked her life trying to have an-
other child.”

Given what would happen if Roe v.
Wade is struck down, Monica wonders
if she would have been judged at-risk
enough to qualify for a legal abortion.

Thankfully, in New Jersey, the free-
dom to seek and obtain abortion care is
protected under law. But in far too
many States, 22 to be exact, over-
turning Roe would immediately roll
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back the fundamental right to choose.
Many of them would not have excep-
tions for rape, incest, or risks to the
mother’s life like Monica Attias. Some
of them would ban abortions after just
6 weeks, before women like Dorothy
Carlos realize they are pregnant.

I refuse to go back to patchwork of
laws. Rights are rights, and I refuse a
version of our country where some
women have fundamental rights while
other women are left behind. I refuse to
stand by and let our healthcare system
be split further between the wealthy
and the working poor.

The freedom to make medical deci-
sions with your healthcare provider be-
longs to all Americans. Every Amer-
ican has the right to privacy, whether
you live in Nebraska or New Jersey. We
will not be silent as it is stripped away.

It is why we will be voting on the ap-
propriately named Women’s Health
Protection Act, to protect bodily au-
tonomy and prevent government bans.
The Women’s Health Protection Act
would end the undue restrictions on
abortion by repealing the slew of harm-
ful State laws that have shut down
healthcare clinics and providers all
across the country in recent years. It
would ensure that the protections
granted by Roe today are the protec-
tions granted tomorrow.

A strong majority of Americans—
over 70 percent—have consistently
agreed that the constitutional right to
choose should be the law of the land.
They support Roe v Wade, despite my
Republican colleagues who are hell-
bent on policing women’s bodies.

These are the same colleagues who
call themselves pro-life but refuse to
fund maternal care, childcare, family
leave, access to healthcare, education,
and will never prioritize equal pay—the
same Republican colleagues who would
force women to give birth while oppos-
ing policies that benefit mothers, those
who, after waging a decades-long war
on the rights of 169 million women in
our country, are now more focused on a
leak than on the consequences of their
misguided actions.

Today, let us reaffirm that women
deserve to have the full range of op-
tions available when it comes to some-
thing as personal as the decision to
start a family. Let us unequivocally
and unapologetically say that repro-
ductive rights are human rights and
that an attack on the rights of women
and girls is an attack on all of us.

Let us pass the Women’s Health Pro-
tection Act and ensure that reproduc-
tive freedom is the law of the land
across our country for this generation
and for generations to come.

Mr. GRASSLEY. I ask unanimous
consent that I be allowed to speak for
up to 10 minutes, followed by Senator
MURRAY up to 5 minutes prior to the
scheduled rollcall votes.

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

Mr. GRASSLEY. Senator LANKFORD
just said this bill is all about legalizing
abortion any time, any place in this
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country. He is right, but I am going to
add that this legislation is being dis-
cussed for political purposes, and we
are wasting time on this issue because
we could be spending time on things
that people want.

I have been hearing the Democrats
speak for a year and a half about the
necessity of getting prescription drug
prices down. Why couldn’t we be talk-
ing about that instead of wasting time
on this legislation that is to make a
political point instead of accom-
plishing something?

I would like to speak, then, about the
very extreme legislation being pushed
by Democrats—the Women’s Health
Protection Act. Democrats are using a
leaked Supreme Court draft—mot even
a final decision—as an excuse to push a
very radical legislation that goes be-
yond public opinion or even common
sense on abortion. This bill goes much
further than its stated position to cod-
ify Roe v. Wade decision.

As ranking member of the Senate Ju-
diciary Committee, I have raised many
concerns about this legislation. The so-
called Women’s Health Protection Act
would invalidate hundreds of abortion-
related laws in our various States, such
as clinic regulations, admitting privi-
leges requirements, regulations on
abortion-inducing drugs, reflection pe-
riods, conscience protections, sex selec-
tion bans, and limitations on the use of
State funds and facilities for abortion
training.

Iowa and many other States have
taken action on their own to enact
commonsense restrictions. I don’t
think this bill is common sense be-
cause it allows late-term abortions,
which could be up even to the day of
birth. Some States have protected indi-
viduals from having to perform abor-
tions against their own religious be-
liefs.

We can’t stand by as those common-
sense laws are under attack by the
Democrats. And this legislation at-
tacks those laws. The bill before us
would invalidate these State laws and
would allow abortion providers to set
the standard of care for their patients
with no oversight from the States. It
would allow healthcare workers to de-
termine when a life is viable, which
will lead then to inconsistent practices
across the country and endanger the
lives of mothers everywhere.

If the bill before us were to be signed
into law, the Federal Government
would send a message to States that
enacting laws to protect patients and
regulate the health and welfare of their
citizens is not the right of the Federal
Government.

It would allow Congress to intrude on
States’ rights and nullify lifesaving
laws on the books. It would invalidate
the police powers of the State under
the 10th amendment in regard to those
police powers affecting the health of
its citizens. In addition, this bill estab-
lishes no private right for women
harmed by abortions.

How can we, as Congress, stand up
and say that we are protecting women
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when, really, this bill disregards any
loss of life of babies, including full-
term infants and even some mothers?
Democrats claim this bill is a nec-
essary and moderate step. How can a
sweeping piece of legislation that
would overrule dozens of State laws
and establishing terminating a preg-
nancy as the only option be classified
as a moderate piece of legislation? No,
this proposed legislation is an example
of extreme extremism.

It is unfortunate that the majority is
using this issue to appear compas-
sionate and concerned about women’s
rights when, in reality, the bill dis-
regards popular and commonsense laws
that protect women and children
across the country. Large majorities of
Americans support strong abortion re-
strictions this bill would overturn.

I understand and appreciate the ro-
bust debate around this subject. How-
ever, I am uncomfortable with the
rhetoric of some of my colleagues.
They refuse to discuss important prior-
ities of what the American people want
and only want to push one extreme op-
tion. Let me be clear. Abortion should
not be promoted as a default contra-
ception and family-planning tool. Let’s
have a productive discussion on what
can be done to support women and fam-
ilies. It is important to be open with
our colleagues and peers on our dif-
ferences, but we must unite to protect
life because every single life is pre-
cious.

The Women’s Health Protection Act
is an extreme piece of legislation that
completely disregards human life. I in-
tend to vote against the motion to pro-
ceed.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Washington.

Mrs. MURRAY. Madam President, I
ask unanimous consent that Senator
SCHUMER be recognized following my
remarks prior to the scheduled rollcall
vote.

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

Mrs. MURRAY. Madam President,
last week, the country learned that the
Supreme Court is preparing to over-
turn Roe v. Wade, and the constitu-
tional right to abortion, and make this
the first generation of women in this
country to have fewer rights than their
mothers. Think about that for a sec-
ond. My daughter, my granddaughters
will have fewer rights than I did. I
truly never thought I would say that
and it breaks my heart.

These past few days have just been
heart-wrenching. I have seen the emo-
tion and I have felt it. Let me tell you
something. As heartbroken as people
are, they are also mad and you can’t
blame them. And I am mad, too, be-
cause we are watching the Supreme
Court prepare to drag this country
backward by half a century.

Across the country, Republicans and
State legislatures are banning abortion
and they are making it crystal clear
they are going to go even further. They
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are coming after your mail because
they want to make it illegal to send
abortion medication in the mail. They
are coming after your birth control.
They are coming after Plan B and
IUDs.

And right here in the Senate, they
are talking about a Federal abortion
ban—a Federal abortion ban. That
means a ban even in States like mine
where the right to abortion is now pro-
tected. Senate Republicans want to
make sure women from Seattle to New
York cannot make their own
healthcare decisions.

For many Republicans, this is just
the beginning. But to everyone who is
scared, everyone who is furious, know
this: They have some big roadblocks in
their way. Me, Senate Democrats,
House Democrats, and millions of pa-
tients across this country who are
going to stand up and speak out.

So I rise today to make sure women
across the country have their voices
heard. I rise to make sure Republicans
have to show their true colors, to make
sure every single one of them is forced
to go on the record when it comes to
the right to abortion, when it comes to
the right of every patient to make
their own decisions about their body,
every mother to make their own deci-
sions about their family, every woman
to make their own decisions about the
future, because while Republicans have
constantly been attacking the right to
abortion—and they have been pushing
that day in and day out for decades, by
the way—they have been almost silent
on what overturning Roe v. Wade will
actually mean for people.

Taking away a woman’s bodily au-
tonomy—which, let’s be clear, is ex-
actly what Republicans are talking
about here—impacts her whole life.
Forced pregnancy limits a woman’s en-
tire economic future. It takes away her
ability to determine the direction of
her own life. It forces women to be
pregnant and give birth when they
don’t want to, no matter their indi-
vidual circumstances. It hurts people
in real and irreparable ways.

I know, after so many decades of
precedent, an end to the right so many
women have lived with their entire life
seems completely unthinkable, but this
is real. This is happening. And Repub-
licans have been preparing for this for
decades.

We are about to see a tidal wave of
abortion bans across the country, so
this vote today will force Republicans
to face up to the hurt and suffering
they have caused and will cause, the
lives that hang in the balance.

We all know that if Roe falls, the
heaviest burdens will land on those
who already face the greatest chal-
lenges: mothers who are barely scrap-
ing by. It is Black women who already
face a severe maternal mortality crisis.
It is indigenous women, especially
those on Tribal lands, who suffer from
violence at unprecedented levels. It is
women with disabilities, who may al-
ready face discrimination in routine
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medical care. It is women in rural com-
munities, who have less resources and
are often already forced to drive miles
to get the care they need. It is immi-
grant women, especially undocumented
women. It is our gay and trans neigh-
bors, whom Republicans never seem to
miss an opportunity to scapegoat or
bully.

People in my State need to know this
will impact them, too, and many of my
colleagues know I am not one to grand-
stand or exaggerate the scope of a cri-
sis that comes before the Senate. When
I said this was a five-alarm fire, I
meant it. We need to be clear-eyed that
this will impact all of us.

For one thing, we LKknow the
healthcare crises caused by abortion
bans—and that is what they are: cri-
ses—will stretch across State lines.
When Texas passed a law letting people
sue strangers for getting or providing
an abortion, desperate patients rushed
to Oklahoma, only for that State to
pass an extreme ban as well, meaning
more patients traveling even farther,
with fewer options to get the care they
need. We are seeing this firsthand in
my home State of Washington. After
Idaho passed a draconian abortion ban
of its own, my State had to brace for
incoming patients surging into Wash-
ington.

So there can be no question, if Roe is
struck down nationally, if individual
States across the country ban the right
to abortion, people in every single
State will live with the painful con-
sequences of that decision, and they
will not forget that Republicans are
the ones responsible for this.

Let’s also remember that Repub-
licans have been clear, they have been
explicit even, that they are not going
to stop at Roe, they are not going to
stop at the State level, and they are
not going to stop at abortion. I can’t
say this enough. Republicans are al-
ready talking about passing a Federal
ban on abortion. Republicans are al-
ready talking about how Griswold, the
case that struck down a ban on birth
control, might have been ‘“‘wrongly de-
cided.” Republicans are already talk-
ing about banning IUDs, Plan B. They
even held a vote a few weeks ago to un-
dermine our Federal Family Planning
Program and make it harder for people
to get birth control.

It is clearer than ever that because of
Republicans’ extremism, not only is
the right to abortion at risk but other
important rights are as well. That is
why people are so scared, and that is
why they are so shocked.

Someone back home said to me last
week: What can I tell women in our
State so they don’t worry?

I said straight up: I am not telling
anyone not to worry. I am scared, and
I am frightened for women in this
country more than I ever have been be-
fore.

I am very fearful, but I am also de-
termined, and I know people across the
country do not want to go backwards.
They do not want politicians planning
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their families for them. They do not
want politicians forcing people to stay
pregnant. They do not want this to be
the first generation of women with
fewer rights than their mothers, which
is why today we are now voting on the
Women’s Health Protection Act.

What this bill does is simple. It fol-
lows the Constitution and nearly half a
century of precedent and gives the pa-
tient the right to get an abortion no
matter where in America that patient
or doctor lives. And the question every
single Senator today is asked is simple
as well: Do you trust women? Do you
trust patients? Do you trust doctors?
Do you believe every American should
be able to make deeply personal deci-
sions about pregnancy and parenting
according to their own beliefs, without
government interference?

If your answer is yes, then your vote
on this bill should be as well. If your
answer is no, if you think women
should have fewer rights, if you think
it is OK for Republican politicians to
force someone else to stay pregnant or
give birth when they don’t want to,
you are going to have to go on the
record and let your constituents know
that you think your personal opinion
matters more than their own medical
decisions. And you better believe no
one will forget this.

I yield the floor.

(Disturbance in the Galleries.)

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ate will be in order. The Senate will be
in order. Thank you.

Expressions of approval are not al-
lowed by the Gallery.

The majority leader.

Mr. SCHUMER. Madam President,
may I first thank my dear friend and
colleague from Washington for her
powerful and heartfelt words and for
her leadership as well.

Now, the question before the Senate
is simple. As women’s rights face their
greatest threat in half a century, will
this Chamber step into the breach and
protect the basic right to choose? Will
we enshrine into law what courts have
held for decades—that decisions women
make about their pregnancies belong
to them and them alone—or will five
unelected Justices, presiding without
accountability in a courtroom across
the street, take a fundamental right
away from millions upon millions of
women in this country?

In a few minutes, it will be time for
Members to vote. The legislation be-
fore this Chamber is straightforward.
It would codify what Americans al-
ready believe: that the right to choose
whether or not to have an abortion be-
longs to women, not elected politi-
cians. It will preserve the safeguard
that conservative Justices seem ready
to strike down in just a few weeks.

If they follow through with their de-
cision, the United States, which has al-
ways aspired to the expansion of
rights, will take a shameful and repres-
sive step backward. Our kids will grow
up in a country with fewer rights than
those who came before them.
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This decision, if formalized, would be
remembered as one of the worst and
most damaging cases in the entire his-
tory of the Supreme Court. So this is
not a theoretical exercise, oh, no. Pro-
tecting the right to choose at this crit-
ical moment is one of the most con-
sequential votes we could possibly
take, and the American people are
watching. The public will not forget
which side of the vote Senators fall on
today. They will not forget who voted
to protect their freedoms. And they
will not forget those responsible for the
greatest backslide of individual 1lib-
erties in half a century.

Across the country, the hard right is
hell-bent on sending women’s rights
back to the stone age, and we in the
Senate must respond. We must respond
to radicals who want to ban abortions
as early as 6 weeks—before many
women Kknow they are pregnant. We
must respond to extremists who want
to prosecute and imprison women and
doctors for carrying out an abortion,
and even friends who merely provide
rides to clinics could end up in jail. We
must respond to the swell of hard-right
ideologues who openly champion re-
strictions without exceptions for rape
or incest. We must oppose the vision
that MAGA Republicans clamor for—
forced pregnancies, punishment for
women and doctors, and zero excep-
tions for rape or incest. This is not
what America wants. I hope it is not
what Members of this Chamber want
either.

I implore everyone whose conscience
has been jolted over the past week to
vote in favor of today’s measure. In-
deed, I implore everyone who cares
about the rights of not just women but
of all Americans to support this meas-
ure because if five unelected Justices
are allowed to decide the fates of mil-
lions of women, if the rights women
have relied upon for 50 years wither
away like ash, if we do not take a
stand now to protect a woman’s right
to choose, then, mark my words, it will
be open season—open season—on our
God-given freedoms in this great and
grand country. Today, it will be Roe.
Tomorrow, it will be a national ban on
abortion and beyond that, something
even more dreadful.

We cannot allow this shameful back-
slide to happen. We cannot allow the
whims of MAGA Republicans to bully
the rest of the country into submis-
sion.

I urge my colleagues, take a stand. I
urge my colleagues and Americans to
fight back. I urge Americans and ev-
eryone here to defend the right to
choose. I urge my colleagues to vote
yes.

I yield the floor.

VOTE ON BEDOYA NOMINATION

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

The question is, Will the Senate ad-
vise and consent on the Bedoya nomi-
nation?

Mr. WHITEHOUSE. I ask for the yeas
and nays.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

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 executive clerk
called the roll.

The result was announced—yeas 50,
nays 50, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 169 Ex.]

YEAS—50
Baldwin Hickenlooper Reed
Bennet Hirono Rosen
Blumenthal Kaine Sanders
Booker Kelly Schatz
Brown King Schumer
Cantwell Klobuchar Shaheen
Cardin Leapy Sinema
Carper Lujan s
Casey Manchin zgg;lnow
Coons Markey Tester
Cortez Masto Menendez
Duckworth Merkley Van Hollen
Durbin Murphy Warner
Feinstein Murray Warnock
Gillibrand Ossoff Warren
Hassan Padilla Whitehouse
Heinrich Peters Wyden

NAYS—50
Barrasso Graham Portman
Blackburn Grassley Risch
Blunt Hagerty Romney
Boozman Hawley Rounds
Braun Hoeven Rubio
Burr Hyde-Smith Sasse
Capito Inhofe Scott (FL)
Cassidy Johnson
Collins Kennedy 2?;%;50)
Cornyn Lankford Sullivan
Cotton Lee Thune
Cramer Lummis o
Crapo Marshall Tillis
Cruz McConnell Toomey
Daines Moran Tuberville
Ernst Murkowski Wicker
Fischer Paul Young

(Ms. BALDWIN assumed the Chair.)

The VICE PRESIDENT. On this vote,
the yeas are 50, the nays are 50.

The Senate being equally divided, the
Vice President votes in the affirma-
tive, and the nomination is confirmed.

Under the previous order, the motion
to reconsider is considered made and
laid upon the table, and the President
will be immediately notified of the
Senate’s actions.

———
CLOTURE MOTION

The VICE PRESIDENT. Pursuant to
rule XXII, the Chair lays before the
Senate the pending cloture motion,
which the clerk will state.

The senior assistant legislative 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 mo-
tion to proceed to Calendar No. 362, S. 4132,
a bill to protect a person’s ability to deter-
mine whether to continue or end a preg-
nancy, and to protect a health care pro-
vider’s ability to provide abortion services.

Charles E. Schumer, Richard
Blumenthal, John W. Hickenlooper,
Jacky Rosen, Jack Reed, Tim Kaine,
Kirsten E. Gillibrand, Tina Smith,
Tammy Baldwin, Alex Padilla, Mar-
garet Wood Hassan, Ben Ray Lujan,
Catherine Cortez Masto, Patty Murray,
Elizabeth Warren, Benjamin L. Cardin,
Debbie Stabenow, Tammy Duckworth,
Richard J. Durbin.
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The VICE PRESIDENT. By unani-
mous consent, the mandatory quorum
call has been waived.

The question is, Is it the sense of the
Senate that debate on the motion to
proceed to S. 4132, a bill to protect a
person’s ability to determine whether
to continue or end a pregnancy, and to
protect a health care provider’s ability
to provide abortion services, shall be
brought to a close?

The yeas and nays are mandatory
under the rule.

The clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.

The yeas and nays resulted—yeas 49,
nays 51, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 170 Ex.]

YEAS—49
Baldwin Hickenlooper Rosen
Bennet Hirono Sanders
Blumenthal Kaine Schatz
Booker Kelly Schumer
Brown King Shaheen
Cantyvell Klobuchar Sinema
gardm Eea}py Smith
arper ujan

Casey Markey '?tabenow

ester
Coons Menendez Van Hollen
Cortez Masto Merkley
Duckworth Murphy Warner
Durbin Murray Warnock
Feinstein Ossoff Warren
Gillibrand Padilla Whitehouse
Hassan Peters Wyden
Heinrich Reed

NAYS—51

Barrasso Graham Paul
Blackburn Grassley Portman
Blunt Hagerty Risch
Boozman Hawley Romney
Braun Hoeven Rounds
Burr Hyde-Smith Rubio
Capito Inhofe Sasse
Cassidy Johnson Scott (FL)
Collins Kennedy Scott (SC)
Cornyn Lankford Shelby
Cotton Lee Sullivan
Cramer Lummis Thune
Crapo Manchin Tillis
Cruz Marshall Toomey
Daines McConnell Tuberville
Ernst Moran Wicker
Fischer Murkowski Young

(Ms. BALDWIN assumed the Chair.)

(Mr. HICKENLOOPER assumed the
Chair.)

The VICE PRESIDENT. On this vote,
the yeas are 49, the nays are 51.

Three-fifths of the Senators, duly
chosen and sworn, not having voted in
the affirmative, the motion is not
agreed to.

The motion was rejected.

——

CLOTURE MOTION

The VICE PRESIDENT. Pursuant to
rule XXII, the Chair lays before the
Senate the pending cloture motion,
which the clerk will state.

The senior assistant legislative 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 Executive Calendar No. 865, Julia
Ruth Gordon, of Maryland, to be an Assist-
ant Secretary of Housing and Urban Develop-
ment.

Charles E. Schumer, Jacky Rosen, Cory
A. Booker, Elizabeth Warren, Benjamin
L. Cardin, Patty Murray, Brian Schatz,
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