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Supported by Senators MURKOWSKI,
BROWN, KLOBUCHAR, FISCHER, RUBIO,
TESTER, and BLUMENTHAL, this legisla-
tion would benefit both career fire-
fighters as well as volunteers such as
my constituent Edward Diaz. Mr. Diaz
is the son of Eduardo Diaz, a North
Bergen firefighter who, tragically,
passed away in 2017 from pancreatic
cancer.

Today, Edward carries on his fam-
ily’s legacy as a volunteer firefighter
in Hasbrouck Heights, NJ. I submit to
my colleagues the Diaz family, along
with their fellow brothers and sisters
in the profession, are the reason we
should support this bill today. Fire-
fighters put their lives and well-being
on the line every single day to keep our
loved ones and our communities safe,
and it is time we care for them and
make their health a priority. Fire-
fighting is more than a job. It is a call-
ing. I believe we should honor that
calling by reauthorizing the Fire-
fighter Cancer Registry.

I don’t think we need to wait for a
firefighter to die to honor them. We
can honor them by ultimately passing
this legislation so we can continue to
mitigate the risk firefighters face by
cancer substances that ultimately can
take their life.

Mr. President, as if in legislative ses-
sion, I ask unanimous consent that the
Committee on Health, Education,
Labor, and Pensions be discharged
from further consideration of S. 2119;
that the Senate proceed to its imme-
diate consideration; further, that the
bill be considered read a third time and
passed and the motion to reconsider be
considered made and laid upon the
table.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. COTTON. Mr. President.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Arkansas.

Mr. COTTON. Reserving the right to
object, I voted for this legislation in
July as part of the annual Defense bill,
and I don’t personally oppose its pas-
sage. Senator LEE and Senator PAUL
have reservations about the bill,
though they couldn’t be present at this
time. As a courtesy, therefore, I object
on behalf of Senator LEE and Senator
PAUL.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion is heard.

The Senator from New Jersey.

Mr. MENENDEZ. Mr. President, I ap-
preciate that Senator COTTON is sup-
portive. But let me just say, I wish
Senator PAUL and Senator LEE were
here to have firefighters across this
Nation understand why something that
is bipartisan—something that passed
the Senate through the NDAA, some-
thing that is presently exactly being
mirrored by Republicans in the House
of Representatives—cannot ultimately
pass this Chamber.

I guess it is ‘‘bah humbug” to fire-
fighters this season. But we won’t stop
until we get it passed.

With that, I yield the floor.
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I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

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

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

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

U.S. SUPREME COURT

Mr. WHITEHOUSE. Mr. President, I
am here today for the 26th time to de-
tail the special interest billionaire-
funded scheme that has overrun the
U.S. Supreme Court. This evening, I
would like to discuss some things
about Republican Judiciary Committee
members’ performance in the Senate
Judiciary Committee recently as we
voted on authorizing subpoenas for bil-
lionaire Harlan Crow, some of his hold-
ing companies, and the court-fixer,
Leonard Leo.

At the end of last month, we voted,
through the authorization for Chair-
man DURBIN, to issue subpoenas, and it
was greeted with a barrage of talk
about a whole variety of things. But
one was how Democrats were destroy-
ing the Judiciary Committee. We were
absolutely totally going to destroy the
Judiciary Committee. It was on us that
the Judiciary Committee was going to
be destroyed.

Well, all the talk about destroying
the Senate Judiciary Committee came,
rather, in the nature of a threat. It was
actually more like, if we did something
that we are perfectly entitled to do to
pursue subpoenas after being persist-
ently obstructed, then Republicans
would destroy the committee, would
undo any good will or any bipartisan-
ship or any collegial effort.

Somehow that Republican threat to
destroy the committee morphed into
Democrats destroying the committee.
But that doesn’t make any sense. If
you think of a kidnapper shooting his
hostage and then blaming the family
for the murder of the hostage because
the family hadn’t yielded to the kid-
napper’s demands, that is kind of back-
ward logic.

Also backward logic is the argument
that the subpoenas were an effort to
destroy not the committee but the Su-
preme Court. The subpoenas would de-
stroy or damage the Supreme Court.

OK. Let’s think about that for a
minute.

There is only one possible way that it
could be true, logically, that these sub-
poenas could do damage to the Su-
preme Court—only one—and that is if
the information the subpoenas would
disclose is so damaging that it would
damage or destroy the Court. Sub-
poenas that turned up nothing would
be no harm, no foul. If there is nothing
evil to see in the information the sub-
poenas are pursuing, there is no harm.
The necessary logical predicate of the
destroy-the-Court argument made by
our colleagues is that subpoenas would
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reveal that something truly horrible
happened at the Court that now needs
to be covered up—covered up.

But that is not how ‘‘appearance of
impropriety’” works. Justices of the
Supreme Court are supposed to avoid
doing things that might create even
the appearance of impropriety. The ap-
pearance-of-impropriety issue is not
that you do impropriety and then go
out and cover up its appearance.

We also heard a lot that day about
the problem of subpoenaing ‘‘private
citizens,” as if that were something un-
usual. If that is a problem, it was a
very new problem because just days be-
fore, the committee had subpoenaed
private citizens in the tech sector on a
bipartisan basis without anyone’s ob-
jection.

As always, our Republican friends
persisted in the argument that this
committee has no business looking at
Supreme Court gift disclosures. That
argument was, is, and will always be a
phony. The Judiciary Committee has
every right to oversee how an Agency
that Congress created—the Judicial
Conference—is implementing a law
that Congress passed, the judicial dis-
closure law. It is within the jurisdic-
tion of the committee; it is a congres-
sionally established body; and it is a
statute passed by Congress.

If Congress can’t oversee how Agen-
cies it creates oversee laws it passes,
there is no oversight left. Obviously,
understanding what gifts went undis-
closed is essential to that inquiry.

We then heard that you can’t have
subpoenas because a related bill is out
of the committee. But Congress has
every right to oversight and subpoenas
at any stage in legislation—and even at
no stage in legislation. Because the bill
in question has not passed here in the
Senate—it has come to the Senate
floor, but it has not passed in the Sen-
ate—and because the Republicans not
only stonewalled our investigation but
threatened very plainly a partisan
blockade of the bill here on the floor—
“not a single Republican vote’ was, I
think, what they threatened—that
makes it all the more obvious why con-
tinuing to build the factual case for re-
form is appropriate. There is precisely
zero basis for the theory that a Senate
committee can’t look into a subject of
legislation once some related legisla-
tion is out of committee. Preparing for
a successful floor vote on that bill is
only one obvious reason why that the-
ory is painfully wrong.

If you look at all of that noise and
fuss that was put up, it is hard not to
deduce that maybe something else is
going on here. Here is my theory of the
case, as I have said in previous speech-
es: Very powerful rightwing billion-
aires spent years and hundreds of mil-
lions of dollars on a scheme to influ-
ence—and even control—the Supreme
Court. Those very powerful rightwing
billionaires are also massive funders of
Republican politics, including Repub-
lican Senate politics.

The problem is that those very pow-
erful rightwing billionaires got sloppy,
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and their gift program to take care of
certain Supreme Court Justices started
breaking gift and disclosure rules—
very likely tax rules, as well, with a
few of the amenable Supreme Court
Justices whom they were rewarding
with lavish entertainments.

What we already know about that
gift program is bad enough. How far
the billionaires’ hands are in the cook-
ie jar and how coordinated and orches-
trated this secret gift program was is
information that they desperately
want to suppress. So they do what
megadonors do and pressure Members
of Congress to do what they want, and,
in this case, it was help the billionaires
suppress the truth of what went down
here.

I will close by observing that the ar-
gument that Democrats are behaving
improperly in our work to clean up the
mess at the Supreme Court is an argu-
ment that has some very powerful
rebuttals.

The first rebuttal comes from the bil-
lionaires who are actually cooperating
with our investigation.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed in the RECORD at
the conclusion of my remarks as exhib-
its several letters reflecting that co-
operation: the first, dated July 25, 2023,
to Chairman DURBIN and Senator
WHITEHOUSE; the second, dated Octo-
bers 18, 2023, to Chairman DURBIN and
Senator WHITEHOUSE; the third, dated
October 31, 2023, to Senators DURBIN
and WHITEHOUSE; the fourth, dated No-
vember 6, 2023, to Senators DURBIN and
WHITEHOUSE; and the fifth, dated No-
vember 7, 2023, Dear Committee.

I would also note that another—yet
another wealthy donor, not one of
these in the letters—yet another
wealthy donor has cooperated with the
Finance Committee’s investigation
into the tax ramifications of all these
secret gifts and what was disclosed and
what was not disclosed. And that donor
revealed to the Finance Committee
compelling evidence that he collected
only interest—only interest—on a
quarter-million-dollar-plus loan to Jus-
tice Thomas; that the donor never col-
lected any—any—principal payment;
and that he ultimately stopped col-
lecting either interest or principal on
that quarter-million-dollar-plus loan.

So the cooperation of people with our
investigations rebut the argument that
we have no business. The second rebut-
tal comes, actually, from within the
Judiciary itself because this is not the
only avenue we are pursuing to get to
the bottom of the mess at the Supreme
Court.

When I got the Judicial Conference
to review the Scalia trick, which was
to have intermediaries solicit dozens of
personal invitations from hunting re-
sort owners, whom Scalia had often
never even met, and then failed to dis-
close the free vacations because, in his
view, the personal invitation made it
personal hospitality, within the terms
of the disclosure statute—well, the
members of the Judicial Conference—
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the chief judges of the circuits and of
district courts who together comprised
the Judicial Conference—those chief
judges blew that trick to smithereens.
They didn’t criticize me for being a bad
Senator asking bad questions and
going places I shouldn’t be going. They
dropped the hammer on the Scalia
trick. They put a dead finish end to it.

And later, when I got the Judicial
Conference to look at the billionaire-
funded flotillas of amicus briefs that
they send in through phony front
groups to tell the Justices what it is
that they want them to do in cases and
the phony front groups were not dis-
closing their true funders or their true
interconnections or their true com-
monalities, again, this array of very
distinguished chief judges didn’t look
and say: Well, here is a Senator on an
improper rampage. We can’t have any
of this. No. They announced that they
were revisiting the amicus brief disclo-
sure rule because it needed fixing, and
they are in the process of finalizing
that right now. So two for two. When
questions related to this investigation
have been taken up by the Judicial
Conference, they have actually been
handled perfectly consistent with the
thrust and tenor of our investigation.

The third rebuttal that you will have
to trust me on, I am afraid, is that over
and over, I have heard from Federal
judges that this investigation is impor-
tant; that we are doing good work; and
that we should keep the pressure on
and don’t let up and get to the bottom
of this mess. I don’t mean my home
State judges, either. From all around
the country, I am getting messages of
support from judges appointed by
Democratic and Republican Presidents
that what has happened at the Court is
a disgrace and that I should keep at it;
that the Judiciary Committee should
keep at it for the good and the health
of the judiciary itself.

By comparison, when you look at the
frantic complaining about our work, it
mostly comes from a small handful of
dark money mouthpieces actually
linked to the Court-capture scheme.
Obviously, Mr. Rivkin, who is Leonard
Leo’s lawyer, is out to blockade our in-
vestigation. So there is one. He rep-
resents Leonard Leo against our inves-
tigation, and he summoned Justice
Alito to offer an opinion to his and
Leonard Leo’s benefit in the pages of
the Wall Street Journal editorial page.

Another voice is Leonard Leo’s paint-
ing pal—you may remember this paint-
ing that was done at Harlan Crowe’s
Adirondack estate with billionaire
Crowe, Justice Thomas, and Leonard
Leo, the Court fixer. Well, also there is
painting pal Mark Paoletta. He is an-
other persistent voice; and he couldn’t
be more in the scheme than that paint-
ing shows.

Also, Carrie Severino turns up. She is
Leonard Leo’s dark money sidekick-
successor at the dark money funded
Federalist Society and the dark money
funded fictitious name group, Judicial
Crisis Network.
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And then, of course, there is the Wall
Street Journal editorial page whose
people have received a million dollars
in personal cash from the dark money
Bradley Foundation at the middle of
that dark money amicus flotilla. At at-
torney Rivkin’s request that I men-
tioned, Justice Alito even provided a
cameo performance in the Wall Street
Journal editorial page that defended
the position of his friend Leonard Leo
in plain violation of multiple judicial
ethics guidelines.

All that Rivkin-Leo-Alito stunt—
Wall Street Journal editorial page
stunt—meeded was Paoletta and
Severino to make it a clean sweep of
all the major mouthpieces.

Steering away from troublesome
facts is a constant theme in the mess
we are trying to dig into over at the
Court. In the January 6 and Arizona
cases, what Justice Thomas knew
about his wife’s insurrection activities
and when he knew it is the salient
question about recusal. He has never
been asked. What made Justice Alito
say that in that Wall Street Journal
editorial, attorney Rivkin was acting
just as an interviewer and not as Leon-
ard Leo’s lawyer, even though Rivkin
was under contract to Leonard Leo as
his lawyer at that time? That question
has never been asked. What became of
Thomas’ quarter-million-dollar loan,
and why was it not reported? That
question has never been asked. What
made Justice Alito think that he
should suddenly start answering legal
questions likely to come before the
Court in the pages of the Wall Street
Journal editorial page, despite every
Justice in their confirmation hearing
saying: That is inappropriate? That
question has never been asked.

What made Thomas think the Judi-
cial Conference action that I de-
scribed—blowing the Scalia trick to
smithereens—was a change in the rules
and not a clarification of the rules?
That question has never been asked.
But it is a question that matters be-
cause the Judicial Conference actually
called it a clarification and Thomas’
lawyers treated it as a change. And the
difference is this: If it is a change in
the law, you don’t have to go back and
clean up your prior incomplete and
false filings. If it is a clarification, you
have to go back and clean up your
prior defective filings.

So to say that this was a change de-
spite the fact the Judicial Conference
said it was a clarification is a very sig-
nificant legal leap; and no justification
for it was offered at the time or has
been proposed since.

In all of these matters, the common
theme is that factfinding—the very
basis of due process—factfinding is not
performed around the Supreme Court
Justices. Factfinding, despite being the
essence of due process, this Court
avoids like the plague.

All of this—the behavior of our
friends in the committee, the coopera-
tion and support from billionaires and
judges and others, the mischief of not
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answering basic fact questions—all of
it signals that there is a lot going on
here; that there is a lot to investigate;
and that our investigation must and
will continue.

To be continued.

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

ERICKSON | SEDERSTROM,
ATTORNEYS AT LAW,
July 25, 2023.
Re Response to Letter Dated July 11, 2023, to
Robin P. Arkley, II, Our File No.:
00018.010802.

Hon. RICHARD DURBIN,

Chairman, Senate Judiciary Committee,

U.S. Senate, Washington, DC.

Hon. SHELDON WHITEHOUSE,

Chairman, Subcommittee on Federal Courts
Oversights, Agency Action and Federal
Rights, U.S. Senate, Washington, DC.

DEAR CHAIRMAN DURBIN AND SENATOR
WHITEHOUSE: We write this letter on behalf
of Robin P. Arkley, II in response to your
letter dated July 11, 2023, which requested in-
formation concerning Mr. Arkley’s inter-
actions with Supreme Court Justices. While
we respect the Senate Committee’s oversight
role, we believe that this inquiry exceeds the
limits placed on the legislature by the Con-
stitution. For our stated reasons, we refer
you to the relevant portions of the letter
dated July 25, 2023, from Baker & Hostetler
directed to you on behalf of Mr. Leo.

Thank you very much.
Sincerely,
SAMUEL E. CLARK.

ERICKSON | SEDERSTROM,
ATTORNEYS AT LAW,
October 18, 2023.
Re Response to Letter Dated July 11, 2023, to
Robin P. Arkley, II, Our File No.:
00018.010802.

Hon. RICHARD DURBIN,

Chairman, Senate Judiciary Committee,

U.S. Senate, Washington, DC.

Hon. SHELDON WHITEHOUSE,

Chairman, Subcommittee on Federal Courts
Oversights, Agency Action and Federal
Rights, U.S. Senate, Washington, DC.

DEAR CHAIRMAN DURBIN AND SENATOR
WHITEHOUSE: This letter is written in re-
sponse to your letter dated October 5, 2023.

Mr. Arkley reaffirms his position that, as a
private citizen whose hospitality was wholly
unrelated to the business of the Supreme
Court, there is no legislative purpose that re-
quires him to report the same to your Com-
mittee. If the law required or should require
a government official to report hospitality
or travel, that certainly does not apply to
Mr. Arkley, and you should take the matter
up with that official.

Your request that Mr. Arkley further pro-
vide the names of friends to whom he might
have provided hospitality is without purpose
and suggests that presence at a private so-
cial occasion at which no official public busi-
ness was discussed or undertaken somehow
subjects one to congressional scrutiny. This
is an unreasonable affront on a citizen’s pri-
vacy.

Mr. Arkley is not accused of violating any
laws, has no disclosure duties, and has noth-
ing to add beyond what has already been re-
ported in the press. We must respectfully de-
cline to respond to your request for the
names and circumstances surrounding his
personal hospitality.

Sincerely,
SAMUEL E. CLARK.
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GREENBERGTRAURIG,
October 31, 2023.

Re Response to September 14, 2023 Letter to
Paul Anthony Novelly.

Hon. RICHARD DURBIN,

Chairman, Committee on the Judiciary,

U.S. Senate, Washington, DC.

Hon. SHELDON WHITEHOUSE,

Chairman, Subcommittee on Federal Courts,
Oversight, Agency Action, and Federal
Rights, U.S. Senate, Washington, DC.

DEAR SENATORS DURBIN AND WHITEHOUSE:
We write on behalf of our client Paul An-
thony Novelly in response to your letters
dated September 14, 2023 requesting informa-
tion regarding ‘‘gifts, payments or items of
value exceeding $415° provided by Mr.
Novelly or his affiliated Companies to ‘‘any
Justice of the Supreme Court or member of
the Justice’s family.” Your letter sought a
response no later than September 27, 2023.
Your Committee staff members subsequentjy
granted an extension until October 31, 2023.

To begin with, we are aware of no evidence
that Mr. Novelly or his affiliated Companies,
gave anything to anyone as specifically de-
fined in your letter or engaged in any trans-
actions with those identified in your letter
that were unusual, inappropriate, improper
or contrary to law. In particular, any claims
made by what your letter characterized as
‘“‘investigative reporting’ sources regarding
the presence of Justice Clarence Thomas on
a yacht owned by Mr. Novelly travelling in
the Bahamas are false. Mr. Novelly is not
aware of any basis whatsoever to support
any suggestion or claim of yacht trips or va-
cations provided by him to Justice Thomas.

Furthermore, and with due respect, we do
not concede that the Committee has the au-
thority, constitutional or otherwise, to seek
the information sought in its September 14th
letters or to compel production or compli-
ance by Mr. Novelly. We explicitly reserve
any and all rights Mr. Novelly may have to
object to such requests.

Nevertheless, in the interest of cooperation
and to minimize the further expenditure of
time and money, below is a description of
the two instances where we are informed
that Mr. Novelly provided something of
‘“‘value” to Justice Thomas as defined by and
requested in your letter that Mr. Novelly’s
staff was able to locate.

1. August 22, 2016—a one-way return flight
from Jackson Hole, Wyoming to Washington,
D.C. by Justice Thomas, his wife and Sen-
ator Joseph Manchin and his wife, who were
dropped off in Charleston, West Virginia
after attending a social function attended by
a number of members of the Horatio Alger
Association among others, including Ter-
rence Giroux, the Executive Director of the
Horatio Alger Association, who was also a
passenger on the flight from Jackson Hole,
Wyoming to Washington, D.C.;

2. March 30, 2018—a one-way flight, by Jus-
tice Thomas and his security detail from Ft.
Lauderdale, Florida to Washington D.C. The
Justice and Mr. Novelly were attending the
funeral services for a mutual friend and Ho-
ratio Alger Association member.

These airplane trips are the sole instances
of which Mr. Novelly and his staff are aware
that may be responsive to your requests.

We trust that Mr. Novelly’s voluntary co-
operation and provision of this information
will end any further inquiry of Mr. Novelly.

Respectfully submitted,
DENNIS J. BLOCK,
On behalf of Paul Anthony Novelly.
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ERICKSON | SEDERSTROM,
ATTORNEYS AT LAW,
November 6, 2023.
Re Response Robin P. Arkley, II.

Hon. RICHARD DURBIN,

Chairman, Senate Judiciary Committee,

U.S. Senate, Washington, DC.

Hon. SHELDON WHITEHOUSE,

Chairman, Subcommittee on Federal Courts
Oversights, Agency Action and Federal
Rights, U.S. Senate, Washington, DC.

DEAR SENATORS DURBIN AND WHITEHOUSE:
Mr. Arkley has asked that I provide you ad-
ditional information in response to your let-
ter of July 11, 2023.

In response to your request for a list of any
gifts, payments and items of value exceeding
$415, and all transportation or lodging given
by Mr. Arkley, or by entities owned or con-
trolled by him, or for which he has served as
a partner, director, or officer, to any Justice
of the Supreme Court or a member of the
Justice’s family, he recalls only two items,
which have both already been reported on:

In 2008, Justice Samuel Alito attended a
fishing trip and stayed at King Salmon
Lodge (‘‘Lodge’”) in King Salmon, Alaska.
The Lodge was owned by Mr. Arkley’s com-
pany, Security National Master Holding
Company (‘‘Company’’). For the period of
time that the Company owned the Lodge,
Mr. Arkley hosted dozens of employees and
friends. He sold the Lodge more than a dec-
ade ago.

In addition to a number of friends he in-
vited who were personal friends from his
hometown or from college, Mr. Arkley also
invited Mr. Leonard Leo, a friend through
his association with the Federalist Society.
After one of his conversations with Leonard,
Mr. Arkley invited a number of Mr. Leo’s
friends to join the trip, including Justice
Samuel Alito, Judge Ray Randolph, Mr. Paul
Singer, and Mr. John Fund. To the best of
Mr. Arkley’s recollection, the trip lasted
three or four nights. As he had done with
other friends and guests who stayed at the
Lodge, Mr. Arkley covered the expenses for
the lodging, meals, and costs associated with
the fishing expeditions.

Mr. Arkley did not provide Justice Alito
transportation to or from the Lodge.

In 2005, Mr. Arkley invited Mr. Leo and
Justice Antonin Scalia on a fishing trip in
Alaska, in addition to inviting a number of
friends from his hometown and college. His
recollection is that he provided air travel on
his private aircraft for Justice Scalia and
Mr. Leo from the continental United States
to Alaska. To the best of Mr. Arkley’s recol-
lection, they stayed at the Karluk Lodge and
fished in the Karluk River. As the fishing
was poor, they travelled to the Situk River
to fish and stayed at another lodge. The trip
was four to five days, and Mr. Arkley paid all
expenses for those who were his guests on
this trip.

With respect to your requests for the
itinerary or costs associated with these
trips, Mr. Arkley does not have that infor-
mation. The private aircraft owned by the
Company during the relevant period was sold
ten years ago and records of its use are un-
available. Further, in accordance with indus-
try standards, the Company has had a long-
standing retention policy, originally adopted
in 2008, that requires all records, not subject
to litigation holds, be disposed of after seven
years. As these two trips occurred well after
that timeframe, no company records exist.
Mr. Arkley also does not have any personal
records regarding these two trips.

These are the only two items that are rel-
evant to your request for information.

While we continue to believe the Commit-
tee’s request for this information exceeds its
constitutional authority, as set forth in let-
ters of July 25, 2023, and October 18, 2023. Mr.
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Arkley has provided this information in an
effort to be cooperative and put this matter
behind him. I trust that this does so. Never-
theless, we reserve all rights to object to the
Committee’s request for any additional in-
formation.

Thank you for your attention to this mat-
ter.

Sincerely,
SAMUEL E. CLARK.

NOVEMBER 17, 2023.

DEAR COMMITTEE: I have reviewed the let-
ter dated November 6, 2023, prepared and
signed by my counsel, Samuel Clark. The
letter reflects my recollection of the individ-
uals and dates of the fishing trips. Any other
contact that I may have had with the rel-
evant individual referenced in your July 11,
2023 letter does not fall within the scope of
your request, including that I have not pro-
vided any gift over the $415 threshold to any
relevant person.

In order to refresh my recollection and to
provide the requested information, my staff
searched for any responsive records. As my
counsel noted in his letter, my company has
a retention policy in place that requires the
disposal of all records, not subject to any
litigation hold, after 7 years. Thus, there are
no responsive records. Additionally, I
searched my records and found no responsive
records.

Sincerely,
Robin P. Arkley II.

Mr. WHITEHOUSE. I yield the floor.

I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
WARNOCK). Without objection, it is so
ordered.

——————

EXECUTIVE CALENDAR

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senate
consider the following nominations en
bloc: Calendar Nos. 188, 198, 202, 236, 262,
288, 292, 328, 335, 338, 416, and Calendar
Nos. 449 through 452, and all nomina-
tions on the Secretary’s desk in the Air
Force, Army, Marine Corps, Navy, and
Space Force; that the Senate vote on
the nominations, en bloc, without in-
tervening action or debate; that the
motions to reconsider be considered
made and laid upon the table; and that
the President be immediately notified
of the Senate’s action.

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

The question is, Will the Senate ad-
vise and consent to the en bloc nomina-
tions of Executive Calendar Nos. 188,
198, 202, 236, 262, 288, 292, 328, 335, 338,
416, and Calendar Nos. 449 through 452,
and all nominations on the Secretary’s
desk in the Air Force, Army, Marine
Corps, Navy, and Space Force?

The nominations were confirmed en
bloc as follows:

IN THE AIR FORCE

The following named officer for appoint-
ment in the United States Air Force to the
grade indicated while assigned to a position
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of importance and responsibility under title
10, U.S.C., section 601:
To be general
Lt. Gen. Kevin B. Schneider
The following named officer for appoint-
ment in the United States Air Force to the
grade indicated while assigned to a position
of importance and responsibility under title
10, U.S.C., section 601:
To be general
Gen. Kenneth S. Wilsbach
IN THE NAVY
The following named officer for appoint-
ment in the United States Navy to the grade
indicated while assigned to a position of im-
portance and responsibility under title 10,
U.S.C., section 601, and title 50, U.S.C., sec-
tion 2511:
To be admiral
Vice Adm. William J. Houston
IN THE AIR FORCE
The following named officer for appoint-
ment in the United States Air Force to the
grade indicated while assigned to a position
of importance and responsibility under title
10, U.S.C., section 601:
To be general
Lt. Gen. Gregory M. Guillot
IN THE AIR FORCE
The following named officer for appoint-
ment in the United States Air Force to the
grade indicated while assigned to a position
of importance and responsibility under title
10, U.S.C., section 601:
To be general
Lt. Gen. Timothy D. Haugh
IN THE ARMY
The following named officer for appoint-
ment as Vice Chief of Staff of the Army and
appointment in the United States Army to
the grade indicated while assigned to a posi-
tion of importance and responsibility under
title 10, U.S.C., sections 601 and 7034:
To be general
Lt. Gen. James J. Mingus
IN THE SPACE FORCE
The following named officer for appoint-
ment in the United States Space Force to
the grade indicated while assigned to a posi-
tion of importance and responsibility under
title 10, U.S.C., section 601:
To be general
Lt. Gen. Michael A. Guetlein
IN THE SPACE FORCE
The following named officer for appoint-
ment in the United States Space Force to
the grade indicated while assigned to a posi-
tion of importance and responsibility under
title 10, U.S.C., section 601:
To be general
Lt. Gen. Stephen N. Whiting
IN THE NAVY
The following named officer for appoint-
ment as Vice Chief of Naval Operations and
appointment in the United States Navy to
the grade indicated while assigned to a posi-
tion of importance and responsibility under
title 10, U.S.C., sections 601 and 8035:
To be admiral
Vice Adm. James W. Kilby
IN THE AIR FORCE
The following named officer for appoint-
ment as Vice Chief of Staff of the Air Force
and appointment in the United States Air
Force to the grade indicated while assigned
to a position of importance and responsi-
bility under title 10, U.S.C., sections 601 and
9034:
To be general
Lt. Gen. James C. Slife

December 19, 2023

IN THE NAVY
The following named officer for appoint-
ment in the United States Navy to the grade
indicated while assigned to a position of im-
portance and responsibility under title 10,
U.S.C., section 601:
To be admiral
Vice Adm. Stephen T. Koehler
IN THE NAVY
The following named officers for appoint-
ment in the United States Navy to the grade
indicated under title 10, U.S.C., section 624:
To be rear admiral (lower half)
Capt. Eric J. Anduze
The following named officer for appoint-
ment in the United States Navy to the grade
indicated while assigned to a position of im-
portance and responsibility under title 10,
U.S.C., section 601:
To be vice admiral
Rear Adm. John B. Skillman
IN THE ARMY

The following named Army National Guard
of the United States officer for appointment
in the Reserve of the Army in the grade indi-
cated under title 10, U.S.C., sections 12203
and 12211:

To be brigadier general

Col. Erik A. Fessenden

The following named officer for appoint-
ment in the United States Army to the grade
indicated while assigned to a position of im-
portance and responsibility under title 10,
U.S.C., section 601:

To be lieutenant general

Maj. Gen. Christopher C. LaNeve

NOMINATIONS PLACED ON THE SECRETARY’S

DESK
IN THE AIR FORCE

PN888 AIR FORCE nominations (13) begin-
ning MATTHEW T. BALLANCO, and ending
JASON L. TUCKER, which nominations were
received by the Senate and appeared in the
Congressional Record of July 25, 2023.

PN890 AIR FORCE nominations (74) begin-
ning ADAM D. AASEN, and ending SARAH
J. ZIMMERMAN, which nominations were
received by the Senate and appeared in the
Congressional Record of July 25, 2023.

PN891 AIR FORCE nominations (9) begin-
ning AARON C. BAUM, and ending MARY C.
YELNICKER, which nominations were re-
ceived by the Senate and appeared in the
Congressional Record of July 25, 2023.

PN892 AIR FORCE nominations (59) begin-
ning MICHAEL A. ARGUELLO, and ending
MICHAEL D. ZOLLARS, which nominations
were received by the Senate and appeared in
the Congressional Record of July 25, 2023.

PN893 AIR FORCE nominations (88) begin-
ning JOSH R. ALDRED, and ending RICH-
ARD W. ZEIGLER, which nominations were
received by the Senate and appeared in the
Congressional Record of July 25, 2023.

PN894 AIR FORCE nominations (284) begin-
ning WILLIAM JOHN ACKMAN, and ending
TODD M. ZIELINSKI, which nominations
were received by the Senate and appeared in
the Congressional Record of July 25, 2023.

PNI076 AIR FORCE nominations (10) begin-
ning SAUNYA N. BRIGHT, and ending
ROBBIE L. WHEELER, which nominations
were received by the Senate and appeared in
the Congressional Record of October 19, 2023.

PN1080 AIR FORCE nominations (131) be-
ginning KASUMI ERICA ANDERSON, and
ending ESTHER K. ZVOL, which nomina-
tions were received by the Senate and ap-
peared in the Congressional Record of Octo-
ber 19, 2023.

PN1118 AIR FORCE nomination of Jaymi
F. Jeffery, which was received by the Senate
and appeared in the Congressional Record of
November 1, 2023.
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