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that I ever cast. It was not only a deci-
sion about going to war, but it was a
false argument that weapons of mass
destruction were threatening anyone.

After invading and after making the
commitment of the American military
force, along with our allies, no weapons
of mass destruction were ever found in
Iraq. It was a lie perpetrated by those
who wanted to drag the United States
into the Middle East for a long-term
commitment and a dubious threat to
our country.

The repeal of this authorization of
use of military force does not mean the
United States has become a pacifist na-
tion. It means that the United States
is going to be a constitutional nation,
and the premise of our Founding Fa-
thers will be respected.

If there is cause for us to use mili-
tary force in the future, we should
properly follow that Constitution and
let the American people have their own
voice in this process through their
elected representatives in Congress. 1
am cosponsoring and fully support re-
moval of this authorization of use of
military force and believe it is con-
sistent with the vote many of us cast
in 2002 against that premise.

BANK FAILURES

Madam President, on a separate
issue, Americans woke up with a bad
taste of déja vu last week. We wit-
nessed the biggest bank collapse since
2008. This time, thankfully, President
Biden and Federal regulators stepped
in swiftly to minimize the damage
caused by the failure of Silicon Valley
Bank. Their actions helped protect the
financial security of Americans across
the country, including small business
owners in my own home State who
banked with SVB and needed to make
payroll.

But there is an important Ilesson
here. It is the same lesson we learned
after the great recession—and even the
Great Depression before it. The finan-
cial industry cannot be trusted to po-
lice itself, period. We need cops on the
beat in our banks, not just for the big-
gest Wall Street banks but for banks
that families entrust with their life
savings and paychecks.

Banks like SVB want to have it both
ways. During boom times, they dispar-
age anything to do with government
and regulation, but as soon as things
get rocky or go bust, they come crying
to Uncle Sam for a bailout. We have
seen it over and over.

Not this time. President Biden made
it clear this week that American tax-
payers won’t be bailing out SVB. The
President also emphasized that our
banking system is safe because of the
actions regulators have taken. Ameri-
cans should feel confident that their
deposits will be there if they need
them. But we can’t stop there. We need
to take action to prevent these finan-
cial meltdowns from happening in the
first place.

After the great recession in 2008, Con-
gress passed the Dodd-Frank Act, the
strongest bank regulations since the
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Great Depression. Oh, there were a lot
of big banks whining and crying about
too much government regulation, but
we learned our lesson in the great re-
cession and passed that bill in the
House and Senate, and it was signed
into law.

In 2018, the former President signed a
law that rolled back critical parts of
the bill, and I am speaking, of course,
of President Trump. He decided that
Dodd-Frank went too far, in his esti-
mation, and he rolled back some of the
protections. And, dramatically, the
Trump administration’s initiative—
dramatically—lowered capital and li-
quidity requirements for mid-sized
banks just like SVB. In other words,
then-President Trump’s regulatory
rollback paved the way for the SVB
collapse. That is why, on Tuesday, I
joined with my colleagues, under the
leadership of Senator ELIZABETH WAR-
REN, in introducing legislation to cor-
rect that mistake and restore critical
Dodd-Frank protection. This is the
least we can do to protect families and
small businesses that trust banks with
their money.

Importantly, SVB wasn’t the only
bank that got into trouble this week-
end. Two other banks, Silvergate Cap-
ital and Signature Bank also failed.
Silvergate and Signature were two of
the most crypto-friendly institutions
and did extensive business with the
cryptocurrency industry—an industry
that is rife with instability, fraud, and
volatility. So the collapse of Silvergate
and Signature is really just the latest
example of the risk crypto poses to our
economy.

For months, I have been sounding the
alarm on crypto. Yes, I am a crypto
skeptic. The Senate Agriculture Com-
mittee, on which I serve, has held mul-
tiple hearings in recent months on
cryptocurrency and proper regulation
of the industry. At those hearings, I
warned about the contagion and risk if
crypto was more fully integrated into
the broader financial system. This
weekend proved that those fears were
not unfounded. The fears were con-
firmed by the failure of these two
banks.

This asset class—cryptocurrency—is
unwieldy, unstable, unregulated, and
we cannot allow it to spread risk
across our financial system. Frankly,
it has already gone too far, and now we
need to be honest about crypto. It is a
dangerous, risky investment that needs
more transparency, more account-
ability, and strict regulation.

The burden is on Congress to act.

(The remarks of Mr. DURBIN per-
taining to the introduction of S. 850
and S. 851 are printed in today’s
RECORD under ‘‘Statements on Intro-
duced Bills and Joint Resolutions.”’)

Mr. DURBIN. I yield the floor.

I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
clerk will call the roll.

The senior assistant legislative clerk
proceeded to call the roll.

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

S811

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

BIDEN ADMINISTRATION

Mr. THUNE. Mr. President, when it
comes to the actions of government, it
is often legislation that grabs the head-
lines, but it is equally important to be
aware of what a Presidential adminis-
tration does with his regulatory power.
With the modern expansion of the regu-
latory state, Presidents have a tremen-
dous amount of power to affect our
economy and Federal policy through
regulation, and President Biden has
made aggressive use of regulatory
power to push his agenda and to burden
our economy in the process.

President Biden’s big spending habits
are well-known: the $1.9 trillion Amer-
ican Rescue Plan spending spree that
he signed into law; the trillions of dol-
lars in new government spending he
has proposed and pushed for over the
course of his administration. But his
carelessness with taxpayer dollars is
not limited to legislative initiatives.
President Biden has also pushed
through regulations costing almost
$360 billion and requiring 220 million
hours of paperwork—220 million hours
of paperwork. Now, that is a big com-
pliance burden and a good reminder of
the fact that regulations have con-
sequences—consequences for individual
Americans, consequences for American
businesses, and consequences for our
economy.

Take the Biden administration’s pro-
posed rule to require Federal contrac-
tors to disclose their direct and indi-
rect greenhouse gas emissions and, in
some cases, not only their own direct
and indirect emissions but also related
emissions over which the contractor
has no control. This rule is not only
impractical, it is unclear how contrac-
tors would even begin to gauge emis-
sions over which they have no control,
but it is likely to be both costly and
burdensome.

By the government’s own reckoning,
the rule would cost affected small busi-
nesses more than $600 million over the
first 10 years, and the National Federa-
tion of Independent Business notes
that the actual cost is likely to be
much higher. With compliance costs
like these, why would any small busi-
ness want to apply for a Federal con-
tract?

This is just one of a number of costly
regulations the Biden administration
has put in place or is attempting to put
in place to advance its extreme envi-
ronmental agenda.

A new rule from the Environmental
Protection Agency that will require a
drastic reduction in nitrogen oxide
emissions from heavy-duty vehicles is
not only likely to substantially raise
the price of new trucks, it could drive
some smaller trucking companies out
of business entirely, which would be
problematic at any time but especially
problematic given the supply chain
problems we are still experiencing.

A proposed rule to prohibit the sale
of cooktops that consume more than a
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certain amount of energy per year
would likely make roughly half of the
gas stoves currently sold in the United
States illegal and could threaten man-
ufacturers with substantial losses, to
say nothing of the way it could limit
options for Americans, a substantial
number of whom opt for gas stoves.

Then there is the Obama-era waters
of the United States rule that Presi-
dent Biden’s Environmental Protection
Agency has resurrected. The WOTUS
rule would give the Federal Govern-
ment sweeping jurisdiction over most
water features on private property, in-
cluding things like irrigation ditches,
ephemeral streams, and even prairie
potholes.

The Supreme Court is currently con-
sidering a case concerning the Federal
Government’s authority over the Clean
Water Act, the outcome of which
stands to nullify or make obsolete
much of the Biden WOTUS rule.

But if the WOTUS rule goes into ef-
fect, farmers, ranchers, and other pri-
vate landowners could see parts of
their land rendered useless for months
while the Federal Government deter-
mines what restrictions to impose.
Landowners could also be faced with
huge compliance costs, and the value of
their land could plummet. There are
also the Biden administration’s oil and
gas regulations, which are likely to
cost all Americans money by driving
up energy prices.

Despite the need to develop American
energy—an economic and, I would add,
national security  imperative—this
week, President Biden announced that
he is closing off a substantial part of
the Arctic to oil and gas development.
While I am pleased that he did approve
the Willow Project this week, he has
undercut that approval with these new
restrictions.

The President’s decision to close off a
substantial part of the Arctic will not
only restrict areas for energy explo-
ration and development, it is likely to
discourage future energy exploration
and development even in unrestricted
areas, with a correspondingly harmful
effect on energy prices.

As if that weren’t enough, yesterday,
the EPA piled on with another rule
that targets electricity production and
industry in 23 States and threatens to
shut down essential power sources that
help guarantee a reliable supply of
electricity to American homes and
businesses.

The high energy prices Americans
have experienced so far under the
Biden administration—up to a stag-
gering 37 percent under his watch—
could become a permanent feature of
American life if the President con-
tinues with policies designed to dis-
courage conventional energy produc-
tion.

So far, I have focused a lot on the
economic costs of regulations and the
Biden administration’s environmental
agenda, but of course his environ-
mental agenda is not the only extreme
agenda President Biden is pushing
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through regulations. For example, he is
also using the regulatory power to
push his extreme abortion agenda.

The comment period recently closed
for a proposed new regulation that
could threaten medical professionals’
right to decline to participate in abor-
tions. And in defiance of Federal law
which prohibits the VA from providing
abortion services, the Biden adminis-
tration has implemented a rule to use
taxpayer dollars to provide abortion
counseling and abortion services to in-
dividuals served by the VA.

While Presidential administrations
have tremendous power to push their
agendas—and burden our economy—
through regulation, there are things
Congress can do to push back against
troubling exercises of regulatory
power. One way is through the Con-
gressional Review Act, which allows
Congress to block regulations if it can
gather a sufficient number of votes.

Republicans have put forward a num-
ber of Congressional Review Act meas-
ures—or what we call CRAs—to block
some of the Biden administration’s
most problematic regulations. Repub-
licans in the House of Representa-
tives—joined by a handful of Demo-
crats recently—approved a CRA to
block the waters of the United States
rule, and we will soon take up this
measure here in the Senate. I also ex-
pect us to take up a measure in the
near future to prevent taxpayer dollars
from going to fund abortions at the
VA.

Thanks to Senator CAPITO, we have
already managed to block one problem-
atic Biden regulation so far this year.
Senator CAPITO announced her inten-
tion to challenge a Federal Highway
Administration memo, which the Gov-
ernment Accountability Office deter-
mined to be a rule, discouraging States
from pursuing highway expansion
projects and prioritizing funding for
projects that reduce emissions. Rather
than waiting for a congressional vote,
the Federal Highway Administration
withdrew the memo, issuing a revised
version without the problematic lan-
guage—a win for infrastructure invest-
ments in rural areas of our country.

We are likely to have an uphill battle
in Congress when it comes to blocking
other problematic Biden administra-
tion regulations, but Republicans in
both Houses are committed to doing
everything we can to protect Ameri-
cans.

(The remarks of Mr. THUNE per-
taining to the introduction of S. 839 are
printed in today’s RECORD under
“Statements on Introduced Bills and
Joint Resolutions.”)

Mr. THUNE. I yield the floor.
The PRESIDING OFFICER
LUJAN). The Senator from Indiana.
AUTHORIZATION FOR USE OF MILITARY FORCE

Mr. YOUNG. Mr. President, the
Founders of our country understood
the dangers of concentrating military
power in the hands of a single indi-
vidual.

They had seen how dangerous this
can be, thanks to their experience with
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King George III. In fact, the specific
charges against the King in our Dec-
laration of Independence, as soO many
know, lay out ‘‘a long train of abuses”
by the military.

When it came time to draft the Con-
stitution of the United States, the
Framers had to strike a balance be-
tween giving the President the flexi-
bility to respond to attacks and immi-
nent threats and safeguarding against
military adventurism, so they gave
Congress—they gave this body—the
power to declare war.

The practices of our early Presidents
recognized the distinction between de-
fensive military action—over which
the President has control—under Arti-
cle II of the Constitution and offensive
operations, which must be approved by
Congress in advance.

Fast forward to today; this process
has broken down. And for the last three
decades, this body has often neglected
what is arguably its most important
responsibility.

I think many Americans will be sur-
prised to learn that these authoriza-
tions for use of military force—or
AUMFs—especially the 1991 Gulf war
resolution, are still on the books.

Today, these are, in the words of my
friend TiIM KAINE, who joins me on the
floor today, ‘‘zombie resolutions.”
They have fulfilled their purpose, and
now they should be removed from our
law.

Importantly, the repeal of the 1991
and 2002 resolutions would affect no
current military operations. So the
issue for us to consider is both what
these AUMF's actually do authorize and
what they could be used to authorize in
the future.

It has been well over a decade since
any administration has cited the 2002
AUMF to authorize any military ac-
tion; however, leaving these authori-
ties on the books creates an oppor-
tunity for abuse by the executive
branch and bypasses Congress on the
most important issue we consider as a
body, which is how and when to send
our men and women in uniform into
harm’s way.

On the topic of Iran as it relates to
this effort, I share the views of so
many of my colleagues on the need to
counter Iran. I really do. But reimag-
ining a more than 20-year-old author-
ization that was passed to combat a to-
tally different enemy is not the way to
do it.

Practically, repeal of the 1991 and
2002 AUMPF's is very important because
of the message that we send to our
partner Iraq and to our other partners
in the region and beyond.

Let us be clear. Saddam Hussein is
dead, and we are no longer worried
about the threat posed by Iraq, as stat-
ed in this AUMF, which we propose re-
pealing.

Iraq has faced pressure from Iran for
the past 20 years. The presence of the
1991 and 2002 AUMFs has not changed
that. Going forward, as Iraq continues
to face Iranian coercion and violence,
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