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WARNOCK) was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 4394, a bill to modify the minimum 
required weight of orange juice soluble 
solids. 

S. 4416 
At the request of Mr. CASSIDY, the 

name of the Senator from Arkansas 
(Mr. BOOZMAN) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 4416, a bill to amend the Inter-
nal Revenue Code of 1986 to allow a 
credit against tax for charitable dona-
tions to nonprofit organizations pro-
viding education scholarships to quali-
fied elementary and secondary stu-
dents. 

S. 4485 
At the request of Mr. KAINE, the 

name of the Senator from Connecticut 
(Mr. BLUMENTHAL) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 4485, a bill to amend the 
Fair Housing Act to prohibit discrimi-
nation based on source of income, vet-
eran status, or military status. 

S. 4576 
At the request of Mr. SCHATZ, the 

name of the Senator from California 
(Mr. PADILLA) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 4576, a bill to provide competitive 
grants for the promotion of Japanese 
American confinement education as a 
means to understand the importance of 
democratic principles, use and abuse of 
power, and to raise awareness about 
the importance of cultural tolerance 
toward Japanese Americans, and for 
other purposes. 

S. 4595 
At the request of Mr. CASEY, the 

name of the Senator from Vermont 
(Mr. LEAHY) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 4595, a bill to support local gov-
ernments for jurisdictions that elect or 
appoint a person with a disability in 
providing the accommodations needed 
for the elected or appointed official to 
carry out their official work duties, 
and to build the capacity of local gov-
ernments to have consistent and ade-
quate funding for accommodations. 

S. 4597 
At the request of Mr. CASEY, the 

name of the Senator from Vermont 
(Mr. LEAHY) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 4597, a bill to allow individuals 
with disabilities to campaign for elect-
ed office without losing access to Fed-
erally supported benefits. 

S. 4601 
At the request of Mr. TESTER, the 

names of the Senator from Connecticut 
(Mr. BLUMENTHAL) and the Senator 
from Washington (Mrs. MURRAY) were 
added as cosponsors of S. 4601, a bill to 
improve the management and perform-
ance of the capital asset programs of 
the Department of Veterans Affairs so 
as to better serve veterans, their fami-
lies, caregivers, and survivors, and for 
other purposes. 

S. 4628 
At the request of Mr. GRASSLEY, the 

name of the Senator from Kansas (Mr. 
MORAN) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
4628, a bill to improve certain criminal 
provisions. 

S. 4642 
At the request of Mr. TILLIS, the 

name of the Senator from Oklahoma 

(Mr. INHOFE) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 4642, a bill to require a com-
prehensive southern border strategy, 
and for other purposes. 

S. 4687 
At the request of Mr. PETERS, the 

name of the Senator from Ohio (Mr. 
PORTMAN) was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 4687, a bill to enhance the authority 
granted to the Department of Home-
land Security and Department of Jus-
tice with respect to unmanned aircraft 
systems and unmanned aircraft, and 
for other purposes. 

S. RES. 675 
At the request of Mr. VAN HOLLEN, 

the names of the Senator from Indiana 
(Mr. BRAUN) and the Senator from 
Maryland (Mr. CARDIN) were added as 
cosponsors of S. Res. 675, a resolution 
commemorating the 100th Anniversary 
of the American Hellenic Educational 
Progressive Association. 

S. RES. 713 
At the request of Mr. CARDIN, the 

names of the Senator from Minnesota 
(Ms. KLOBUCHAR) and the Senator from 
Maine (Mr. KING) were added as cospon-
sors of S. Res. 713, a resolution recog-
nizing Russian actions in Ukraine as a 
genocide. 

S. RES. 730 
At the request of Mr. RUBIO, the 

name of the Senator from Texas (Mr. 
CRUZ) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
Res. 730, a resolution remembering the 
30th anniversary of the bombing of the 
Embassy of Israel in Buenos Aires on 
March 17, 1992, the 28th anniversary of 
the bombing of the Argentine-Israeli 
Mutual Association building in Buenos 
Aires on July 18, 1994, and recommit-
ting to efforts to uphold justice for the 
victims of the attacks. 

f 

STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED 
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS 

By Mr. KAINE (for himself, Ms. 
MURKOWSKI, Ms. SINEMA, and 
Ms. COLLINS): 

S. 4688. A bill to guarantee that 
Americans have the freedom to make 
certain reproductive decisions without 
undue government interference; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

Mr. KAINE. Mr. President, for nearly 
half a century, the Supreme Court held 
that the right to make reproductive de-
cisions was protected by the 14th 
Amendment. Generations of women 
have relied on the freedom to make re-
productive health decisions as a matter 
of fundamental personal rights. In par-
ticular, seminal cases such as Roe v. 
Wade, Planned Parenthood of South-
eastern Pennsylvania v. Casey, Whole 
Woman’s Health v. Hellerstedt, Gris-
wold v. Connecticut, Eisenstadt v. 
Baird, and Carey v. Population Serv-
ices International established basic 
rights to obtain abortion services and 
access contraception. 

The Supreme Court’s recent decision 
in Dobbs v. Jackson Women’s Health 
overruled Roe v. Wade and Planned 
Parenthood of Southeastern Pennsyl-

vania v. Casey, the landmark decisions 
holding that a woman’s right to a pre- 
viability abortion is constitutionally 
protected. As the dissenters in Dobbs 
observed, this right is ‘‘embedded in 
core constitutional concepts of indi-
vidual freedom, and of the equal rights 
of citizens to decide on the shape of 
their lives.’’ The Supreme Court’s deci-
sion in Dobbs resulted in immediate 
abortion bans in several States and 
means that millions of women, particu-
larly women who live in the South, 
parts of the Midwest, and the West, 
will live hundreds of miles from the 
nearest abortion clinic. In fact, ap-
proximately 17 million women could be 
forced to travel more than 200 miles in 
order to obtain abortion care. 

Not only does the Supreme Court’s 
decision in Dobbs upset decades of 
precedent protecting the right of 
Americans to make personal decisions 
about abortion, but it also places in 
jeopardy many other important 14th 
Amendment rights, including the right 
to access birth control. Because the 
Supreme Court has abandoned con-
stitutional protection of reproductive 
rights, it is the responsibility of Con-
gress to act. 

That is why Senators MURKOWSKI, 
SINEMA, COLLINS, and I are introducing 
the Reproductive Freedom for All Act, 
bipartisan legislation to guarantee pro-
tections for reproductive and contra-
ceptive care by enacting the essential 
holdings of the landmark cases Roe v. 
Wade, Planned Parenthood of South-
eastern Pennsylvania v. Casey, Whole 
Woman’s Health v. Hellerstedt, Gris-
wold v. Connecticut, Eisenstadt v. 
Baird, and Carey v. Population Serv-
ices International. The Reproductive 
Freedom for All Act returns Federal 
law to its pre-Dobbs status by allowing 
pre-viability abortions, prohibiting 
States from banning post-viability 
abortions necessary to protect the life 
and health of the mother, and pro-
tecting access to contraception. The 
Reproductive Freedom for All Act cre-
ates a minimum Federal standard 
which states must follow. The bill also 
ensures that the U.S. Department of 
Justice or individuals adversely af-
fected by a State abortion restriction 
can challenge any State restriction on 
reproductive freedom in court. 

The Supreme Court’s overturning of 
Roe and Casey goes directly against 
the will of the people. More than 60 
percent of Americans believe abortion 
should be legal in all or most cases. 
Support for reproductive freedom tran-
scends regional, political, ethnic, and 
religious differences. Since support for 
reproductive freedom is nonpartisan 
among the public, it is important to 
have a legislative vehicle protecting 
that freedom that can gain bipartisan 
support. 

I urge my colleagues to support the 
passage of the Reproductive Freedom 
for All Act. It is imperative that Con-
gress come together to ensure that de-
cisions as fundamental as reproductive 
choice are not determined by the State 
or ZIP Code where someone lives. 
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I thank my colleagues for standing 

together in support of a bipartisan so-
lution to the crisis created by Dobbs. I 
also acknowledge the work of advo-
cates supporting Michigan’s Reproduc-
tive Freedom for All ballot initiative, 
which informed my work on this bill 
and which I hope will inspire similar 
efforts in other States. We must come 
together to pass the Reproductive 
Freedom for All Act now. 

Mr. President, I rise to essentially do 
a part two of a talk that I gave on the 
Senate floor about 2 weeks ago. The 
first part of my talk was my analysis 
of the Dobbs decision of the Supreme 
Court, expressing my deep disillusion-
ment with the Court’s decision to cast 
aside a century of precedent under the 
14th Amendment due process clause 
and, in particular, casting aside 50 
years of using the 14th Amendment to 
protect women’s rights to make repro-
ductive decisions with regard to con-
traception and abortion. 

I analyzed the Court’s opinion and 
precedents at that time, but I sort of 
left it hanging what needs to be done 
because while we can critique the 
Court decision, and I do view it as com-
pletely ahistorical and not under-
standing the purpose of the 14th 
Amendment, nevertheless, the Court’s 
majority ruling was the protection of 
reproductive freedom was now no 
longer a matter for constitutional pro-
tection but was, instead, for legisla-
tures. 

The majority seemed to assume that 
that would be State legislatures, but at 
least one of the concurring opinions ac-
knowledged legislatures could include 
Congress. 

And I take the floor today in the sec-
ond part of this talk to discuss a bill 
that I have today introduced with 
three other Senate colleagues—Senator 
SINEMA, Senator COLLINS, and Senator 
MURKOWSKI—the Reproductive Free-
dom for All Act, taking the Supreme 
Court up on the challenge that what we 
need to do to protect reproductive free-
dom is to legislate to do so. 

Let me describe the origin of the bill. 
Beginning in February, the Senate has 
had two votes on a bill that I have co-
sponsored—the Women’s Health Pro-
tection Act, which was designed—writ-
ten before the Dobbs case but designed 
to protect reproductive freedom by dis-
abling State legislatures from putting 
schemes and obstacles in the way of 
women making reproductive decisions. 

The first time we had a vote on that 
bill, I voted yes. It was in February. It 
received 49 votes. We were scheduled to 
have a second vote on the Women’s 
Health Protection Act in May. And it 
occurred to me that we would likely 
have the same result; we would get 49 
votes. 

And I had a strong feeling before that 
vote that if that was the case, we 
would be leaving votes on the table. By 
that, I understood from talking to my 
colleagues that there were more than 
49 Members of this Chamber who want-
ed to codify Roe and related cases and 

protect women’s rights to access con-
traception and abortion services but 
that it wouldn’t be ideal to send a mes-
sage that less than a majority of the 
Senate was committed to reproductive 
freedom. And so I began efforts in May 
to find additional votes beyond the 49 
that I knew would vote yes on the 
WHPA. And I began discussions with 
colleagues, including Republican col-
leagues, to look for a way to codify Roe 
that, yes, might be different in wording 
from the Women’s Health Protection 
Act but would accomplish the same 
goal of providing a Federal guarantee 
that would operate in every ZIP Code 
in this country to protect women’s 
rights to make decisions about contra-
ception and abortion. 

And today we have introduced that 
bill, the Reproductive Freedom for All 
Act. The name of it is a tribute to a 
ballot initiative that is currently 
under debate in Michigan and sched-
uled for a vote to be added to the 
Michigan Constitution in November, 
the Reproductive Freedom for All ini-
tiative. And the bill that we have put 
together fairly closely tracks—not 
identically but fairly closely tracks 
the language of the ballot referendum 
in Michigan. 

What does the bill do? We worked on 
the bill between the leak of the Dobbs 
opinion and when Dobbs was decided by 
the Supreme Court right before our 
July Fourth recess. And we worked to 
make the bill as strong as we could. 
But then we set it aside because we 
knew the Dobbs decision might change 
from the leaked opinion, and we want-
ed to see what was actually in the 
opinion before we finalized the bill. 
And it is good that we waited because 
there were some aspects of the Dobbs 
opinion that were a bit different. They 
took some sandpaper to some con-
troversial parts of the case, and they 
extended other arguments in the case 
that needed a response. 

And so what we have done since 
Dobbs is analyzed the opinion but also, 
more importantly, looked at life in the 
United States since that decision was 
rendered. I could give many examples, 
even in the month since that decision 
has been rendered, of the tragedy of 
what I believe is now post-Dobbs Amer-
ica. 

In particular, when a 10-year-old 
child has to be smuggled across State 
lines to receive care following her rape, 
that is gruesome. That is not what this 
country should expect, nor, indeed, 
what we should tolerate. And yet that 
is not an accidental byproduct of the 
Dobbs decision. That was a completely 
foreseeable and even foreseen con-
sequence of the Dobbs decision that 
turning it over to 50 States would lead 
to a patchwork of horrible examples 
one after the next. 

I have spoken about another example 
in Virginia. An individual who was liv-
ing in Kentucky got a breast cancer di-
agnosis on the day the Dobbs opinion 
was leaked, went to her doctor and 
found out that her contraception could 

potentially cause accelerated growth of 
cancer cells. And so she needed to come 
off contraception to get cancer treat-
ment. She has two young children. She 
is worrying about her own cancer. She 
is trying to keep herself healthy for 
herself but also for her young children. 
If she were to come off contraception, 
there would be the chance of an un-
wanted pregnancy. The cancer treat-
ments also would significantly degrade 
the possibility for a healthy pregnancy, 
but she was now living in a State that, 
post-Dobbs, would not allow her to 
have an abortion. 

She wrote a piece about this in NBC 
News. She was fortunate enough to be 
able to move and get a new job in Vir-
ginia, where she would be able to make 
these choices, but these are the kinds 
of choices, post-Dobbs, people have to 
make every day: Do we smuggle a 
youngster across State lines or does 
someone move from one State to the 
next? Every person in this country, no 
matter what ZIP Code they live in, 
should have a basic Federal guarantee 
about contraception and availability of 
abortion services. 

What the Reproductive Freedom for 
All Act would do would be, essen-
tially—we tried to put ourselves in a 
time machine after Dobbs and travel 
back to the day before the Dobbs deci-
sion. It was a very narrow focus. You 
can look at this in other ways. Some 
folks didn’t like what the law was the 
day before the Dobbs decision. But in 
order to find some bipartisanship—be-
cause, truly, the American public, on a 
bipartisan basis, wants to preserve re-
productive rights—we looked at could 
we come up with a Federal statutory 
guarantee that would match the state 
of constitutional law that existed the 
day before the Dobbs decision and pro-
tect the rights of all to contraception 
access and also protect the rights of all 
to abortion access as it existed before 
Dobbs. 

Simply put, that is this; that prior to 
fetal viability, no State can pass any 
statute regulating abortion that im-
poses an undue burden on a woman 
seeking to exercise that right. And 
post-viability, while a State can more 
significantly regulate abortion, no 
State can deprive any woman of the 
right to receive an abortion should she 
and her health providers determine 
that it is necessary to protect her life 
or health. 

That is the bill that I have intro-
duced today with Senators COLLINS, 
MURKOWSKI, and SINEMA. I thank them 
for working to try to show—because 
now we have shown that there is not a 
minority of the U.S. Senate, but there 
is actually a majority that wants to 
codify Roe and related cases; that we 
might have some differences of opinion 
about the right language to use to do 
that, but there is a difference between 
a Senate where that is only a minority 
sentiment and a Senate where, like in 
the rest of the American public, that is 
a majority sentiment. 

The last thing I will say is this. I am 
very well aware, as are my cosponsors 
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in introducing that bill, that we do not 
have the votes today, should it be put 
up, to get 60 votes in the Senate for it. 
We don’t. Yet I am given some inspira-
tion by the fact that we recently 
passed a gun safety bill where 2 months 
before there were not 60 votes either. 
In fact, for the 10 years I have been in 
the Senate, we have been trying to pass 
legislation in this Chamber to deal 
with the scourge of gun violence and 
again and again and again have fallen 
short of 60 votes even to proceed to leg-
islation. But in the aftermath of trage-
dies in Buffalo and Texas, a decision 
was made by the Members of this delib-
erative body that inaction was no 
longer an option and resolute action to 
protect people’s rights and safety was a 
mandate. 

I believe the Dobbs decision and what 
we have seen since is a catastrophe 
that, as it plays out over time in State 
after State, will also change the dy-
namic in the article I branch and dem-
onstrate the need for a national protec-
tion for reproductive rights rather 
than a 50-State free-for-all in a race to 
the bottom. 

It is in that spirit my colleagues and 
I have introduced this bipartisan bill 
today demonstrating that there is now 
bipartisan support and majority sup-
port in the U.S. Senate to protect re-
productive freedom for all. 

Ms. COLLINS. Mr. President, I rise 
today to join in the introduction of the 
Reproductive Freedom for All Act, a 
bipartisan bill that would ensure the 
right of women to make certain repro-
ductive choices without undue govern-
ment interference. 

I support a woman’s right to have an 
abortion, and I believe that the thresh-
old question of whether or not abortion 
is legal needs to be consistent at the 
national level. States can account for 
regional differences with regulations 
like parental notification require-
ments, but the basic right needs to be 
the same regardless of the State in 
which a woman happens to reside. 

In its decision in Dobbs v. Jackson 
Women’s Health Organization, the U.S. 
Supreme Court abandoned a nearly 50- 
year precedent that had been re-
affirmed and on which women had re-
lied for decades. The Dobbs ruling was, 
as the Chief Justice described it, a 
‘‘jolt’’ to our legal system. This action 
has further divided the country at a 
moment when now, more than ever in 
modern times, we need the Court to 
demonstrate consistency, predict-
ability, and restraint. 

Prior to the Court’s decision in 
Dobbs, I introduced, with Senator MUR-
KOWSKI, the Reproductive Choice Act 
to enact in to Federal law the abortion 
rights established by Roe v. Wade and 
affirmed by Planned Parenthood v. 
Casey. 

In the wake of the Dobbs decision, I 
have worked with my colleagues Sen-
ator KAINE, Senator MURKOWSKI, and 
Senator SINEMA in drafting a more 
comprehensive, bipartisan bill that 
would codify the abortion rights ar-

ticulated by the Supreme Court in Roe, 
Casey and Whole Women’s Health v. 
Hellerstedt, as well as the contracep-
tion rights first articulated in Griswold 
v. Connecticut and later clarified in 
Eisenstadt v. Baird and Carey v. Popu-
lation Services International. 

Our legislation would enshrine im-
portant abortion and contraception 
rights into Federal law without under-
cutting basic conscience protections 
that have been in place for decade and 
that are relied upon by healthcare 
practitioners who have religious objec-
tions. 

Our goal with this legislation is to do 
what the Court should have done—pro-
vide consistency in our laws that 
Americans have relied upon for five 
decades regarding the ability to make 
certain reproductive choices. 

Mr. President, this bill maintains the 
pre-Dobbs status quo. In other words, it 
would ensure that the legal framework 
in place before Dobbs remains the law 
of the land. Our bill accomplishes this 
goal by tracking the Supreme Court’s 
language in the seminal cases I men-
tioned. 

Specifically consistent with decades 
of Supreme Court jurisprudence, the 
Reproductive Freedom for All Act pro-
vides that a State may not impose an 
undue burden on the ability of a 
woman to choose whether or not to 
ternate a pregnancy before fetal viabil-
ity. 

During this time Sates may enact 
reasonable regulations to further the 
health or safety of a woman seeking to 
terminate a pregnancy, unless such 
regulations impose an undue burden. 

After fetal viability, a State may 
regulate or even proscribe the ability 
of a woman to terminate her pregnancy 
but not when such a termination is 
necessary to preserve the life or health 
of the woman. 

Moreover, by codifying Griswold, 
Eisenstadt, and Carey, the bill makes 
clear that a State cannot prohibit an 
individual from obtaining or using con-
traceptives. 

Finally the legislation specifically 
protects conscience protections that 
have been relied upon by healthcare 
providers who have religious objec-
tions. 

Mr. President, the best path forward 
for our country is to maintain the 
same legal framework that was in 
place just weeks ago before the Su-
preme Court issued its ruling in Dobbs. 
Our bill would enshrine into law the 
important protections articulated in 
the Supreme Court cases that I men-
tioned without undercutting statutes 
that also have been in place for dec-
ades. 

I urge all of my Senate colleagues to 
join me in supporting this legislation. 

SUBMITTED RESOLUTIONS 

SENATE RESOLUTION 732—RECOG-
NIZING THE UNITED STATES 
BORDER PATROL FOR DEPLOY-
ING TO DEL RIO, TEXAS, ON 
SEPTEMBER 19, 2021, TO RE-
SPOND TO THE BORDER CRISIS 
Mr. CRUZ submitted the following 

resolution; which was referred to the 
Committee on Homeland Security and 
Governmental Affairs: 

S. RES. 732 
Whereas the Border Patrol operates within 

the Department of Homeland Security, and 
the mission of the Border Patrol is to pro-
tect the people of the United States, safe-
guard the borders of the United States, and 
enhance the economic prosperity of the 
United States; 

Whereas the primary missions of Border 
Patrol agents are— 

(1) to detect and prevent illegal entry and 
smuggling of aliens into the United States 
by land, sea, or air; 

(2) to seek out and apprehend alien smug-
glers; and 

(3) to enforce the criminal provisions of the 
Immigration and Nationality Act (8 U.S.C. 
1101 et seq.); 

Whereas, on his first day in office, Presi-
dent Biden reversed many policies put in 
place by the previous administration, includ-
ing by halting construction of the border 
wall, which has— 

(1) left the borders of the United States 
open and unsecured; and 

(2) led to a self-inflicted border crisis that 
has left the Border Patrol unable to ade-
quately respond to the surge of illegal immi-
grants crossing the southern border of the 
United States; 

Whereas the crisis at the southern border 
of the United States has led to— 

(1) since the date on which President Biden 
took office, a recordbreaking 3,271,585 en-
counters by Border Patrol agents of individ-
uals attempting to cross such border ille-
gally; and 

(2) in May 2022, 239,416 encounters by Bor-
der Patrol agents of illegal immigrants at-
tempting to cross such border, which is the 
highest number of recorded encounters in a 
single month; 

Whereas, on September 19, 2021, an incident 
occurred in Del Rio, Texas, involving ap-
proximately 15,000 aliens from Haiti who 
were attempting to enter the United States 
illegally; 

Whereas Border Patrol severely lacked re-
sources and adequate personnel to handle the 
Haitian migrant crisis, and additional Bor-
der Patrol agents were deployed to the Del 
Rio Sector only 1 day before the Haitian mi-
grant incident occurred; 

Whereas, operating with almost no guid-
ance, communication, or knowledge of oper-
ational goals, several Border Patrol agents 
were instructed by their superiors to assist 
the Texas Department of Public Safety to 
disperse a large crowd of Haitian aliens who 
were attempting to enter the United States 
without authorization or inspection; 

Whereas photographs were taken of Border 
Patrol agents on horseback as they at-
tempted to interdict individuals making ille-
gal border crossings and engage numerous 
Haitian aliens; 

Whereas President Biden, Vice President 
Harris, Secretary of Homeland Security 
Mayorkas, and other Democrat politicians 
rushed to judgment and, without any inves-
tigation or corroborating evidence— 

(1) accused the Border Patrol agents of 
using their horse tack to whip Haitian 
aliens; and 
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