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Peggy Dente and Lyndsay Evans of
Naval Air Station Whidbey Island for
making history on February 12, 2023, as
part of the first-ever all-women flyover
at the Super Bowl pregame, commemo-
rating 50 years of women serving in the
U.S. Navy.

Both of these extraordinary women
represent the best of what Washington
State—and our Nation—has to offer.
Not only do the two share over a dec-
ade of friendship, they also bring with
them a keen sense of duty and deep
commitment to excellence in aviation.

In 1973, eight women broke new
ground by being selected for naval
aviation training for the first time in
our Nation’s history. Five decades
later, we are seeing more women and
girls express interest in taking to the
skies through service and leadership at
every level of naval aviation. In per-
forming their first ever flyover, Dente
and Evans have quite literally proven
that with women at the helm, the sky
is the limit.

I know breaking into a field domi-
nated by men isn’t easy, when I first
got to the Senate, there wasn’t even a
women’s bathroom off the Senate floor.
But every day, women like Lieutenants
Dente and Evans are setting an exam-
ple for young girls that with hard
work, they can follow their dreams and
achieve their goals.

I offer my sincere thanks to the lieu-
tenants for their service to our country
and my congratulations for proudly
representing Washington State on the
national stage. I ask my colleagues to
join me in celebrating this tremendous
accomplishment.

————

UKRAINE

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, the
media likes narratives that split issues
neatly into two opposing positions and
often Republican against Democrat.

There is one narrative that has been
repeated so often it has become con-
ventional wisdom. It holds that Presi-
dent Biden and Democrats in Congress
have been 100 percent committed to op-
posing Russia’s invasion of Ukraine,
but Republican support is softening.

That misleading narrative was brief-
ly scrambled when the Congressional
Progressive Caucus sent a horribly
naive letter calling for President Biden
to engage in direct diplomacy with
Russia.

Clearly, there are factions on both
sides of the aisle hesitant about back-
ing a Ukrainian victory. There is also
confusion about who in U.S. politics is
most behind Ukraine winning the war.

Let’s be clear, the most fervent sup-
porters of victory for Ukraine are Re-
publicans.

Meanwhile, the Biden administration
gets credit for being all in for Ukraine,
when in fact it is more accurate to say
that it is, at best, three-quarters of the
way in. And it has been dragged this
far by events, public opinion, and some
of our bolder European allies.

Speculation about future Republican
support for Ukraine is often framed in
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terms of Biden’s chances to get the aid
he might want, but no one asks why
President Biden let $2.2 billion worth of
authority passed by Congress to draw
down existing weapons for Ukraine ex-
pire on September 30 unused.

I have been pleased for the most part
with President Biden’s rhetorical de-
fense of Ukraine’s right to self-defense.
But I have been puzzled by some of the
delays in sending crucial military aid.

I see signs that the Biden administra-
tion is afraid of what will happen if
Ukraine is helped to push Russia back
into its own borders. It is understand-
able to be concerned about the risks
when dealing with a nuclear armed ag-
gressor. But Putin has backed away
from his nuclear saber-rattling in the
face of Western resolve. And there are
even greater risks in not stopping Rus-
sia’s aggression now. In fact, in my
view, we got where we are now because
we acted too timidly in the past. Re-
peating that mistake now will only in-
vite more aggression in the future.

In early February of 2021, shortly
after President Biden took office, I
gave a speech wondering whether
President Biden’s tough-on-Russia
rhetoric would be matched by his ad-
ministration’s actions. I reminded the
Senate that 12 years earlier, in the
early days of the Obama-Biden admin-
istration, then-Vice President Biden
went to Munich to deliver a speech
calling for the United States to hit the
“reset button” with Russia. Two years
prior to Biden’s speech, at the same an-
nual conference, Vladimir Putin had
sharply criticized the United States
and suggested we were a threat to
world peace. Moreover, just 6 months
prior to calling for a ‘‘reset,” Russia
had invaded and occupied a significant
portion of the Republic of Georgia,
which it still occupies to this day.

Calling on the United States to ‘‘hit
the reset button,” as Secretary of
State Clinton later symbolically did
with Russian Foreign Minister Lavrov,
strongly suggested that the breakdown
in relations with Russia was somehow
our fault. President Reagan’s Ambas-
sador to the U.N., Jeane Kirkpatrick,
famously identified a tendency among
some of her fellow Democrats to
‘““blame America first.”” I put the
shameful Obama-Biden Russia reset
policy squarely in that tradition. Rela-
tions with Russia became bad because
Putin saw the United States as an ob-
stacle to his imperial aspirations. That
is not our fault. I am concerned that
some corners of the Biden administra-
tion have not fully dispensed with the
naivety behind the so-called Russia
reset.

Let’s recall just how mistaken the
Obama-Biden Russia policy was. Many
people remember the arrest of Anna
Chapman and nine other deep cover
Russian spies living as normal Ameri-
cans. The FBI had been monitoring
this spy network until agents saw signs
that Chapman suspected the jig was up.
The FBI needed to arrest the whole
network before she had a chance to
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warn them and they all fled the coun-
try.

However, it just so happened that
Dmitry Medvedev, the Russian Presi-
dent—at least in name—was in town.
Medvedev was meeting with President
Obama about all the areas of coopera-
tion between the U.S. and Russia made
possible by the reset, plus a photo op
eating hamburgers together. To not
upset this chummy meeting, the ar-
rests of the Russian spies were post-
poned until Medvedev was on a plane
back to Moscow.

Remember, in order to get around
term limits, Vladimir Putin drafted his
loyalist, Medvedev, to be the puppet
President until Putin could run for
President again. This was a trans-
parent shell game. But there was naive
hopeful talk that Medvedev was a re-
former who might steer Russia in a
more democratic, pro-Western direc-
tion. Anyone following Medvedev’s re-
cent rhetoric about Ukraine knows
that is far from true. He remains to-
tally loyal to Putin and has been serv-
ing as his rhetorical attack dog.

When Russia invaded and occupied
parts of Ukraine in 2014, the Obama ad-
ministration had angry words for
Putin. The reset was on the rocks. But
the practical response of the Obama ad-
ministration was to deny Ukraine de-
fensive weapons, sending only non-le-
thal aid. President Obama urged
Ukraine not to fight to avoid esca-
lation and to settle the matter dip-
lomatically.

Russia has a history of using negotia-
tions to create frozen conflicts. Russia
will snatch a piece of land, then de-
mand a ceasefire and negotiations, al-
lowing it to keep the ill-gotten gains
indefinitely.

Obviously, maintaining the status
quo with Russia occupying parts of
Ukraine did not result in a lasting
peace. It just led Putin to think he
could get away with it again. Perhaps
he would have if he hadn’t gone big.

Having succeeded in Georgia in 2008
and Ukraine in 2014, Putin figured he
might as well go big and grab the
whole country. It hasn’t worked out for
him as he hoped, but he hasn’t given up
on his initial goals either, even now.
Those who had put hope in resetting
relations with Russia have been
mugged by reality.

But behind the current tough talk, I
worry that some in the Biden adminis-
tration, maybe President Biden him-
self, still cling to a hope that we can
reach an understanding with Putin.
Like Jeane Kirkpatrick, who remained
a Democrat throughout her service in
the Reagan administration, there are
many Democrats today who have a
clear-eyed view of Russia, including
many colleagues in this body. I just
wish President Biden would listen to
them rather than those in his adminis-
tration who let concerns about antago-
nizing Putin keep us from doing every-
thing we can to save Ukrainian lives.

The administration has eventually
relented and given UKkraine many



February 15, 2023

weapons systems it had repeatedly said
“no” to. But there are still weapons we
could transfer to Ukraine today that
would bring the end of the war closer
and save lives; yet the administration
is refusing because of fear of ‘‘esca-
lation.”

We have seen that our HIMARS sys-
tem has allowed the Ukrainian mili-
tary to destroy ammunition depots and
supply lines, making it possible for the
Ukrainians to liberate significant ter-
ritory. We have seen the videos of
Ukrainian soldiers greeted with tears
of joy by liberated civilians who have
endured brutal Russian occupation.

However, we did not transfer the
HIMARS until June, months into the
war. And we denied the Ukrainians
longer range missiles for the HIMARS.
There are reports that we even modi-
fied the systems before delivery to
make sure they could not shoot longer
range missiles. This is apparently
based on a misguided concern about
threatening Russian territory.

Recently, the Biden administration
has announced it will send Ukraine the
ground-launched small-diameter bomb,
which is double the range of the cur-
rent HIMARS rockets, but which still
fall far short of the range of the Army
Tactical Missile System that Ukraine
has been asking for.

Despite its success in retaking some
of its own territory, Russia cannot se-
riously claim to be concerned about a
Ukrainian invasion. Ukraine is the one
that is being brutally invaded and oc-
cupied by Russia. And UKkraine has
every right under international law to
target Russian bases from which Rus-
sia is launching missiles at electrical
plants and apartment buildings. More-
over, as the Lithuanian Prime Minister
pointed out on her most recent visit to
the United States, Ukraine needs these
longer range missiles to attack Rus-
sian positions inside Ukraine itself.

The most clear-eyed leadership about
the war is coming from those who
know Russia the best, like the leaders
of our Baltic allies. When Americans
see Iranian-made drones and Russian
cruise missiles crashing into apart-
ment buildings, killing old women and
young children, our hearts break. But
knowing that many of these attacks
are being launched from Russian-occu-
pied Crimea, within range of the mis-
siles we have been denying to Ukraine,
makes the death and destruction even
more heartbreaking.

The more advanced weapons Ukraine
can obtain quickly, the faster the war
will end. The U.S. and many of our al-
lies have now announced delivery of
tanks to Ukraine, something pre-
viously off the table. But it isn’t clear
if this decision was taken in time for
the tanks to arrive in sufficient quan-
tity to play a role in a spring counter-
offensive or to help Ukraine defend
against Russia’s renewed offensive ef-
forts, which are underway now. We
should not be afraid of Ukraine win-
ning.

President Macron of France has ex-
pressed concern about humiliating
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Putin. It is true that a defeated Putin
would be dangerous, but a victorious
Putin would surely be even more dan-
gerous. Precisely because Russia has
long been dangerous, we have built up
military stockpiles in case we need to
defend our allies in Europe from a pos-
sible attack by Russia.

Some of those stockpiles are now
being used very effectively to degrade
the Russian military and the threat it
poses. This is being done by the
Ukrainian military without a single
American soldier in battle.

Some people have expressed concerns
that we could give too much military
aid, reducing what we need in case we
have to fight a war. Obviously, we need
to ensure our own potential defense
needs are taken care of. I have been fol-
lowing closely what we have left and
what we have given. Our military
stockpiles are not public, but I can say
that do not see any cause for alarm.
Keep in mind that the level of stocks
our military has determined we need is
based on possibly having to fight the
Russian military, but the Russian mili-
tary as it existed before the full scale
invasion on February 24. Since the
Ukrainians have significantly dimin-
ished the Russian military, the threat
to the United States is greatly reduced.
So our requirements for ammunition
and equipment are also now also lower.

The Russian war against Ukraine has
also shaken us from our peacetime
complacency about the state of our de-
fense industrial base. Efforts are now
underway to rejuvenate our ability to
replenish our stockpiles of arms and
ammunition. This will help not only
with our efforts to aid Ukraine, but
will greatly improve U.S. readiness to
deal with potential threats in the near
future, such as from China. There are
also understandable concerns about the
cost to the American taxpayers of re-
placing the equipment given to
Ukraine.

Aside from the fact that some of this
would be replaced with upgraded
versions soon anyway, the cost benefit
of a Ukrainian soldier destroying a
Russian tank with one of our Javelins
is enormous. The Russian military is
being destroyed for pennies on the dol-
lar and zero cost in American blood.
Then just think of what the cost in
American blood and treasure would be
if Russia did attack one of our NATO
allies.

And make no mistake, Russia’s impe-
rial ambitions do not stop with part, or
even all of Ukraine. Estonia’s Prime
Minister often points out “If Putin
wins, or if he even has the view that he
has won this war, his appetite will only
grow.” That is exactly what happened
after Russia’s invasion of Georgia in
2008 and Ukraine in 2014.

Putin’s background is in the overlap-
ping world of the KGB and Russian or-
ganized crime. In that world, only
strength is respected, and weakness in-
vites aggression. Let’s not repeat past
mistakes. Preventing future Russian
aggression will greatly enhance Amer-
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ican security and avoid major costs
down the road. That makes it in Amer-
ica’s national interest to support a de-
cisive Ukrainian victory as soon as
possible.

——

SENATE COMMITTEE ON ENVIRON-
MENT  AND PUBLIC  WORKS
RULES OF PROCEDURE

Mr. CARPER. Mr. President, the
Committee on Environment and Public
Works has adopted rules governing its
procedures for the 118th Congress. Pur-
suant to rule XXVI, paragraph 2, of the
Standing Rules of the Senate, I ask
unanimous consent that a copy of the
committee rules be printed in the
RECORD.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

RULES OF PROCEDURE
RULE 1. COMMITTEE MEETINGS IN GENERAL

(a) Regular Meeting Days: For purposes of
complying with paragraph 3 of Senate Rule
XXVI, the regular meeting day of the com-
mittee is the first and third Wednesday of
each month at 10:00 a.m. If there is no busi-
ness before the committee, the regular meet-
ing shall be omitted.

(b) Additional Meetings: The chair may
call additional meetings, after consulting
with the ranking minority member. Sub-
committee chairs may call meetings, with
the concurrence of the chair, after con-
sulting with the ranking minority members
of the subcommittee and the committee.

(c) Presiding Officer:

(1) The chair shall preside at all meetings
of the committee. If the chair is not present,
the ranking majority member shall preside.

(2) Subcommittee chairs shall preside at
all meetings of their subcommittees. If the
subcommittee chair is not present, the rank-
ing majority member of the subcommittee
shall preside.

(3) Notwithstanding the rule prescribed by
paragraphs (1) and (2), any member of the
committee may preside at a hearing.

(d) Open Meetings: Meetings of the com-
mittee and subcommittees, including hear-
ings and business meetings, are open to the
public. A portion of a meeting may be closed
to the public if the committee determines by
roll call vote of a majority of the members
present that the matters to be discussed or
the testimony to be taken—

(1) will disclose matters necessary to be
kept secret in the interests of national de-
fense or the confidential conduct of the for-
eign relations of the United States;

(2) relate solely to matters of committee
staff personnel or internal staff management
or procedure; or

(3) constitute any other grounds for clo-
sure under paragraph 5(b) of Senate Rule
XXVI.

(e) Broadcasting:

(1) Public meetings of the committee or a
subcommittee may be televised, broadcast,
or recorded by a member of the Senate press
gallery or an employee of the Senate.

(2) Any member of the Senate Press Gal-
lery or employee of the Senate wishing to
televise, broadcast, or record a committee
meeting must notify the staff director or the
staff director’s designee by 5:00 p.m. the day
before the meeting.

(3) During public meetings, any person
using a camera, microphone, or other elec-
tronic equipment may not position or use
the equipment in a way that interferes with
the seating, vision, or hearing of committee
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