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wounded before we say to Prime Min-
ister Netanyahu, ‘‘Enough’’? How many
more homes and shops and schools and
childcare centers and hospitals must be
destroyed before we say to Prime Min-
ister Netanyahu, ‘‘Enough’?

Israel must—and Israel always will—
make its own decisions as to who will
be its political leaders. Israel must and
Israel always will make its own deci-
sions as to when and how to defend
itself. It is their right.

But the United States, too, must
make its own decisions consistent with
our values, with our judgment, and
with what we believe to be in our na-
tional interest. The Biden administra-
tion has taken important steps to
bring accountability through diplo-
macy by issuing a national security
memorandum that builds on the Leahy
law, but it is time for us—and I include
all of us in the U.S. Congress—to stop
accommodating the Netanyahu govern-
ment. It has consistently shown it does
not share our goal of achieving peace-
ful coexistence between the Israeli and
Palestinian people.

Our failure to act damages the au-
thority, credibility, and reputation of
the United States, not to mention our
foreign policy and security interests.
In my view, it undermines the security
interests of Israel, which is increas-
ingly isolated in the international
community. Opposition to the dis-
proportionate use of force in Gaza is
widespread, including in our own coun-
try. So, too, regrettably, is the rise of
anti-Semitism, which we must always
condemn, and Islamophobia, likewise,
which we must always condemn.

It has been said many times before:
U.S. aid is not a blank check. When it
comes to the Netanyahu government,
it has, for many years, across Demo-
cratic and Republican administrations,
been a blank check. It is long past time
for the United States to stop sup-
porting by commission and omission
actions that are inconsistent with our
principles and our policies, and which
make peace between Israelis and Pal-
estinians ever more elusive, ever more
difficult to achieve.

I yield the floor.

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

NOMINATION OF RONALD T. KEOHANE

Mr. REED. Mr. President, I rise in
support of tonight’s vote to move for-
ward the nomination of Mr. Ronald
Keohane to be Assistant Secretary of
Defense for Manpower and Reserve Af-
fairs.

I need not remind my colleagues,
with the instability throughout the
world right now, how critical it is to
ensure that strong civilian leadership
is in place across the Department and
the military services.

As the Commissioner of the National
Defense Strategy concluded, ‘‘The im-
plementation of the National Defense
Strategy must feature empowered ci-
vilians fulfilling their statutory re-
sponsibilities, particularly regarding
issues of forced management. Strong
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civilian oversight is the central hall-
mark of U.S. civil-military relations,
codified in the Constitution and em-
braced throughout the Nation’s his-
tory.”

Mr. Keohane was reported out of the
committee not once but twice—the
first time on March 23, 2023, and then
again this conference on February 8,
2024. Both times, he was reported out
by voice vote with no one asking to be
recorded as a no. To my knowledge, no
one has raised any objections to his
qualifications. The Assistant Secretary
of Defense for Manpower and Reserve
Affairs is the principal adviser to the
Secretary of Defense and the Under
Secretary of Defense for Personnel and
Readiness on all matters related to ci-
vilian and military personnel policies,
reserve integration, military commu-
nity and family policy, and total force
planning and requirements. Addition-
ally, the Assistant Secretary exercises
day-to-day supervision of the Depart-
ment of Defense Education Activity
and the Defense Commissary Agency,
and provides oversight of the Armed
Forces Retirement Homes.

Confirming Mr. Keohane is critical.
The military’s greatest asset is its peo-
ple, and filling this void will help the
Department navigate the myriad chal-
lenges associated with managing the
total force—military and civil
workforces—to field the most lethal
military in the world, especially con-
sidering unprecedented recruiting chal-
lenges at the moment.

Mr. Keohane is being held not by rea-
son of his qualifications, which are ex-
tensive, but because of the position for
which he has been nominated has over-
sight of some matters that a few of my
Republican colleagues find objection-
able.

Mr. Keohane has previously served in
the Department of Defense and other
Federal Agencies, making him emi-
nently qualified for this position. Nota-
bly, he previously served as the Depart-
ment Assistant Secretary of Defense
for Military Community and Family
Policy in the Obama administration,
where he was awarded the Defense
Medal for Exceptional Public Service.

I urge my colleagues to vote yes to
move this well-qualified individual
with extensive experience—to move
this nomination forward so we can do
more to assist our men and women in
the field by providing the kind of pol-
icy and direction that an experienced
and already recognized talented indi-
vidual can lend to the Department of
Defense.

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

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

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

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The PRESIDING OFFICER. By unan-
imous consent, the mandatory quorum
call has been waived.

The question is, Is it the sense of the
Senate that debate on the nomination
of Ronald T. Keohane, of New York, to
be an Assistant Secretary of Defense,
shall be brought to a close?

The yeas and nays are mandatory
under the rule.

The clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.

Mr. DURBIN. I announce that the
Senator from Vermont (Mr. SANDERS)
is necessarily absent.

Mr. THUNE. The following Senators
are necessarily absent: the Senator
from Alabama (Mrs. BRITT), the Sen-
ator from North Dakota (Mr. HOEVEN),
the Senator from Mississippi (Mrs.
HYDE-SMITH), the Senator from Idaho
(Mr. RISCH), and the Senator from Utah
(Mr. ROMNEY).

The yeas and nays resulted—yeas 65,
nays 29, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 68 Ex.]

YEAS—65
Baldwin Fischer Padilla
Bennet Gillibrand Peters
Blumenthal Graham Reed
Booker Hassan Ricketts
Boozman Heinrich Rosen
Brown Hickenlooper Rounds
Butler Hirono Schatz
Cantwell Kaine
. Schumer
Capl'go K'elly Shaheen
Cardin King Sinema,
Carper Klobuchar Smith
Casey Lujan mi
Collins Manchin Stabenow
Coons Markey Tester
Cornyn McConnell Van Hollen
Cortez Masto Menendez Warner
Cotton Merkley Warnock
Cramer Moran Warren
Duckworth Murkowski Welch
Durbin Murphy Whitehouse
Ernst Murray Wyden
Fetterman Ossoff Young
NAYS—29

Barrasso Hawley Schmitt
Blackburn Johnson Scott (FL)
Braun Kennedy Scott (SC)
Budd Lankford Sullivan
Cassidy Lee Thune
Crapo Lummis Tillis
gmz ﬁarl"ihall Tuberville

aines ullin
Grassley Paul \\;I?:]Z(eer
Hagerty Rubio

NOT VOTING—6
Britt Hyde-Smith Romney
Hoeven Risch Sanders
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.

WARNOCK). On this vote, the yeas are
65, the nays are 29.

The motion is agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Minnesota.

MERGER FEES

Ms. KLOBUCHAR. Mr. President, I
am here to talk about a provision in
the appropriations bills that was un-
veiled just yesterday. I thank my col-
leagues for their work on these bills—
it has been incredible—and the bipar-
tisan effort in the Senate and the
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House. I know how tough these nego-
tiations can be. There are so many
good things in it that I am sure I will
be talking about myself over the next
few weeks.

But I want to focus on one thing that
I hope we can still clarify and change.
I don’t think it was the outcome that
people thought when they voted on the
floor a little over a year ago on some-
thing. This sort of seemingly technical
language that was included in this ap-
propriations bill on our Antitrust Divi-
sion of the Department of Justice basi-
cally upends the work that Senator
GRASSLEY and I have done—many oth-
ers joining us—to update the merger
fees after I think it is over 20 years. We
worked very hard on this over a 5-year
period and got buy-in from the Judici-
ary Committee. We worked with Sen-
ator LEE and had a combination
amendment that got significant sup-
port in this body—well over 80 votes—
that focused on Senator LEE’s venue
amendment that he and I had to make
sure that cases in the tech arena
stayed in the States, antitrust cases
stayed in the States where they were
brought; then, secondly, that we actu-
ally funded a division that has been un-
derfunded by many measures with 300-
plus less employees than they had in
1979. That is the Antitrust Division of
the Justice Department.

It may not be the first thing on ev-
eryone’s mind, but if you are someone
wondering why does something cost so
much or why don’t I have a choice, you
have got to look at the consolidation
going on in this country. If you wonder
why do I have to pay this much for a
concert ticket, you might want to look
at the fact that Ticketmaster has got a
90-percent monopoly on big events, an
80-percent monopoly on pro events—
pro sports events—and a 70-percent mo-
nopoly on all events. So it is an issue
that matters to people.

This Chamber, unfortunately—I see
Senator KENNEDY here who has worked
with me diligently on a bill about the
news organizations and the monopoly
tech companies. We have many good
ideas here, some of which—including
the bill I have with Senator KENNEDY—
that have come through the Judiciary
Committee, but we haven’t been able
to get the political support on both
sides of the aisle to actually pass these
bills. So that leaves us with one shiny
light when it comes to consolidation,
and that is the work that has been
going on in bringing these cases.

For the tech cases, could I say, sev-
eral of them were initiated during the
Trump’s Justice Department and have
continued into the Biden administra-
tion’s Justice Department. But to do
that, to take on the biggest companies
the world has ever known, to take on
Google, with the 90 percent market
share, you have to have resources. You
can’t have a Justice Department Anti-
trust Division that has, say, one-fourth
or one-third of the staff of just one of
these companies. That just isn’t really
going to work. And guess what. They
know it.
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That is why Senator GRASSLEY and I
put together this merger fee bill.
Today, he and I are sending a letter to
the Appropriations Committee leaders
asking them to take out some of this
language that actually upends the bill
that we not only worked on but we
passed in this Chamber. It wasn’t one
of those things tucked in the bill. We
actually had to have an amendment
vote in this Chamber. Over 80 of our
colleagues voted on it, and now it is
being implemented.

There is less money that they have
to pay for smaller mergers—which a lot
of smaller companies like—and bigger
fees for mergers over $500 million. Let’s
just say for them it is a drop in the
bucket; well, not for the Justice De-
partment Antitrust Division. We have
now seen about 46 million more dollars
come in, and somehow, through the
magical Appropriations Committee
process, that money has now vanished.

I have faith that the people on the
Appropriations Committee did not
mean to upend an act of Congress and
take the money away from the anti-
trust enforcers. So this is what I came
here to talk about today.

Monopoly companies are starting to
reign over our economic and family
lives, particularly in the tech area.
And, of course, we have passed no up-
dated competition laws since the in-
vention of the internet, while other
countries, of course, have, other coun-
tries, including—as I see Senator KEN-
NEDY over there—in the area of news
organizations.

Singapore just passed a law. Canada
just passed a law. Australia has passed
a law. Hundreds of millions of dollars
are now being paid to actually pay for
news content.

The provisions released this weekend
are in direct contradiction to the work
that was done in this Chamber. The bi-
partisan Merger Filing Fee Moderniza-
tion Act passed less than 15 months
ago. It passed in the Senate on an 88-
to-8 vote, and then the bill passed the
full Senate—the other provisions in-
cluded, unrelated to this—on a vote of
68 to 29. It was signed into law Decem-
ber 29, 2022.

The Congressional Budget Office
found that this would generate about
$1.4 billion in revenue over 5 years,
split between the FTC and the Depart-
ment of Justice. That is an average of
a more than $140 million increase in fee
collections per year for each Agency.

For fiscal year 2024, the CBO esti-
mated that the Department of Justice
Antitrust Division would earn $278 mil-
lion under the bill—an increase of $38
million from a year prior. Yet the
budget released this week appropriated
only $233 million to the Antitrust Divi-
sion. That is an estimated $45 million
in fees that were diverted away from
antitrust enforcers.

But that is not all. The appropriation
reverses decades of precedent—25 years
it said the overage of fees would go to
the Antitrust Division. So if they gen-
erate the fees, then they get to have
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those fees to help hire the lawyers to
take on the big companies. That is how
it has always worked. One pen, and
they changed it. We weren’t able to see
it ahead of time. We worked with them
after some language came out in July.
Unbeknownst to us, they just took the
money and ran. They took the money,
and they put it in other parts of the
government budget. This appropria-
tion, as I said, reverses how this has
been done.

So let’s just get this straight. Sen-
ator GRASSLEY and I changed the law
with 88 votes to get more money into
that Division. Instead, going forward,
they are not going to get any of the
money. So it almost makes it ridicu-
lous that we tried to help by passing
the law, because if we hadn’t done any-
thing, then maybe no one would have
noticed it, and then the Appropriations
Committee wouldn’t have taken the
money.

When Congress acts to increase merg-
er fees or makes a policy decision, I
think the Appropriations Committee’s
job is then to follow that policy deci-
sion.

The CBO predicts an $88 million year-
over-year increase in the fees, but en-
forcers at the DOJ only get to see $13
million of that increase, with no oppor-
tunity to collect more fees if merger
and acquisition activity exceeds what
appropriators predict.

On top of this, unlike in previous
years, the budget fails to fund the
Antitrust Division’s non-fee-generating
work, like criminal price-fixing and
monopolization cases. Last year, ap-
propriators gave the Antitrust Division
$35 million to fund these efforts. This
year, they gave zero. This may put the
Antitrust Division in the untenable po-
sition of deciding whether to block an
anti-competitive merger or sue an
anti-competitive  monopolist. They
should have the resources to do both.
They actually bring money into the
government.

I understand the difficult choices
that Appropriations Committee mem-
bers face every year. There are always
difficult tradeoffs in funding, espe-
cially when budgets are constrained. I
have even been told that the reduction
in the appropriations was driven by
lower-than-expected fee collections in
the first quarter, but this doesn’t jus-
tify diverting fees away from the Anti-
trust Division if that purported short-
fall is made up later in the year. As
currently drafted, the Antitrust Divi-
sion will not have the resources to do
its job if merger activity increases
later this year, as we have already ob-
served during the second quarter.

This is not an appropriations deci-
sion; it is a policy against antitrust en-
forcement that undermines a bipar-
tisan law. The clear intent of our legis-
lation that received 88 votes out of 100
in the U.S. Senate—actual votes—was
to provide antitrust enforcers with
more resources. No one, when voting
for this bill, believed the goal was to
pay for anything but increased anti-
trust enforcement. It says it right in
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the preamble to the bill. The act’s pur-
pose is ‘‘to promote antitrust enforce-
ment and protect competition through
adjusting premerger filing fees, and in-
creasing enforcement resources.”

The administration said the law
would support its critical mission to
“enforce the antitrust laws to combat
the excessive concentration of indus-
try, the abuses of market power, and
the harmful effects of monopoly and
monopsony.”’

Senator GRASSLEY said—and I am so
pleased he joined me in an effort
today—in a letter to say: Please, please
clarify this. Maybe you didn’t under-
stand that it upended the law that we
passed in this Chamber when you did
it. You have a lot going on. You try to
make compromises. I get it. You do all
this stuff. But it is one thing to reduce
someone’s underlying budget, which
happens from time to time; it is an-
other to actually take the fees that we
as a Chamber decided to go into a pur-
pose and then decide that, well, we are
just going to take away their merger
fees that they have generated.

Grassley said this:

It’s important that these government
agencies have the resources needed to pro-
tect consumers and taxpayers. I'm proud to
co-author this bipartisan bill, which will im-
prove fairness in the fee schedules for pro-
posed mergers and strengthen the ability of
these agencies to challenge anticompetitive
transactions.

Now is not the time to kneecap the
ability to enforce our antitrust laws.
Over 75 percent of U.S. industries have
become more concentrated since the
late 1990s. Since 2008, American firms
have engaged in more than $10 trillion
in acquisitions—that is ‘‘trillion” with
a ‘“t”’—and the 5 most powerful tech
companies have completed more than
700 acquisitions, combined, since 1987.

Some of those are great. Some of
that is good. But we all know now,
when you have Google with a market
share of 90 percent in the search mar-
ket and you have anti-competitive be-
havior where these companies are put-
ting their own products at the top of
the search engines and pushing down
small businesses—which is why the Na-
tional Federation of Independent Busi-
ness has made one of their top prior-
ities passing another bill that Senator
GRASSLEY and I have to put some rules
of the road in place—you know we are
seeing an issue. And we are not just
seeing it in tech. We see it in every-
thing from agriculture to ticketing,
from cat food to caskets. This is why
the administration put forward the Ex-
ecutive order. This is why we repeat-
edly see bipartisan support to do some-
thing about monopolies.

As ADAM SMITH, the godfather of cap-
italism, said—he didn’t just talk about
the ‘‘invisible hand,”” someone who in-
fluenced our Founding Fathers. As he
said, beware the unbridled power of
monopolies.

Today, antitrust enforcers—the cops
on the beat—are being asked to do
more with way too little. Between 2008
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and 2020, the economy grew twice as
fast as antitrust appropriations in-
creased. For example, in 2010, the Anti-
trust Division received $163 million. In
2020, the number had increased only $3
million. At the same time, merger fil-
ings increased 80 percent, with 3,152 re-
portable mergers in 2022 alone. Yet, as
of the fall of 2022, the Antitrust Divi-
sion, as I noted, had 352 fewer employ-
ees than it did in 1979.

Think about the power we see out
there with these companies. Do we not,
as Americans, want some even playing
field for small businesses and some
rules of the road? That is why some of
my most conservative colleagues have
joined me—and some of our liberal col-
leagues and some people who are in the
middle—in saying we need rules of the
road. But if we are not going to do
that, at least let our antitrust enforc-
ers do their job.

It is no wonder we have this competi-
tion problem. Our competition enforc-
ers don’t have enough resources to ef-
fectively take on multibillion-dollar,
much less multitrillion-dollar, compa-
nies.

Monopolies are spending millions to
hold on to their power. Last Congress,
I got to see up close how hard big tech
companies are willing to fight to main-
tain their dominance.

I love these products. I have an
iPhone. I have a Fitbit. I look at the
platforms all the time. I get it. But 1
also believe in competition. You can
still have these strong companies and
make sure we have competition in
these areas.

After an unprecedented lobbying ef-
fort by the dominant platforms, crit-
ical antitrust bills did not get a vote
on the Senate floor, including ones
that had come through the Judiciary
Committee. It was reported that tech-
funded groups spent more than $120
million in advertising against these
bills and $90 million on lobbying over
an 18-month period. That is more than
$200 million, really, on one bill, the bill
that Senator GRASSLEY and I have—not
the merger fee bill, which was nearly
unanimously supported until it was up-
ended mysteriously this week, but on
our other bill about self-preferencing.

While that one sector spent that
much—that is one sector of our econ-
omy, $200 million on one bill—the ap-
propriators just took $45 million in po-
tential fees and hid them under a rock
somewhere in the Federal Government.
And in just 1 week last May, a single
industry group spent $22 million on TV
ads against the legislation I just men-
tioned—$22 million against one bill in 1
week on TV ads all over the country.
That is more than four times the
amount allocated to the Antitrust Di-
vision per week.

I remember scrolling through the
news and seeing internet popup ads
that displayed in Washington, DC, from
industry groups. They would say things
like: Senator KLOBUCHAR could break
Google Maps. The lawyers made them
put in the ‘‘could,” but you could hard-
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ly read it. Senator KLOBUCHAR could
destroy FaceTime. Senator KLOBUCHAR
could break up Amazon Basics and
take away Amazon Basics. They just
put that ‘“‘could” in the smallest font
possible, but the lawyers made them do
it because they knew it wasn’t true.
That is what we are up against.

Now, I know it is hard to get these
bills done now, but I thought, well, at
least the Antitrust Division has
brought very significant actions in-
volving Google’s dominance with ads
and other platforms. Those are big-deal
things. And the FTC has brought a case
that started during the Trump admin-
istration against Facebook. These
cases are big deals if we want to do
something about it because it doesn’t
look like we are going to get anything
done here.

It takes time, it takes talent, and it
takes money to even the playing field.
For example, the DOJ’s case seeking to
break up Google’s search monopoly
started in 2020, and closing arguments
won’t be heard until May of this year.
And that case only confronts one of the
monopolies.

The Antitrust Division is trying
these cases while simultaneously re-
viewing and challenging anti-competi-
tive mergers.

Just Monday, JetBlue abandoned its
merger with Spirit after the DOJ pre-
vailed at trial. Anyone who travels
knows you want to have choices. You
want to be able to look at different air
fees. I am looking at the pages. They
know what I mean. You look, and you
try to find the cheapest airfare you can
find. Well, you are not going to be able
to do that if there are no low-cost car-
riers and you aren’t able to choose.

In the last 3 years, the Antitrust Di-
vision has also successfully protected
consumers by investigating and chal-
lenging mergers between Penguin and
Random House, Adobe and Figma, and
Visa and Plaid, among many others.
Recent reports indicate that the DOJ is
wrapping up investigations that could
lead to monopolization cases involving
Apple, involving Live Nation and
Ticketmaster.

While public information about these
potential cases is obviously not out
there—it shouldn’t be—one thing we
absolutely know is that litigating
against these companies will take sig-
nificant resources. That is what this is
about. Will I agree with every case
they bring? No. But I believe in the
principle of competition, and I just be-
lieve also in the principle that when
the Senate takes a vote on something
and decides that we are going to actu-
ally put more resources into an Agency
generated by merger fees that we have
designated to go to that Agency, we
mean it. A little group in a committee
behind closed doors can’t change that
decision. They shouldn’t be allowed to
change that decision even if they don’t
like some of the cases that are
brought.

The next time someone complains to
you about a Taylor Swift ticket and
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how much it costs or a Bad Bunny
ticket and wondering why things got
screwed up and why it never got inves-
tigated the way they thought it should,
I guess we will have to say: Well, there
was this little group of a committee
that made a decision, even though the
whole Senate voted to put the funding
into a Division of the Justice Depart-
ment to be able to do its job. Then,
over a few months, a group of us just
decided: We don’t really want to do
that. We want to actually take that
money and maybe help someone else.

I am sure it may be a good cause. We
don’t know where the money went.

But it is against and upends the in-
tent of the U.S. Senate to do some-
thing that was woefully underfunded
for years and decades. And Senator
GRASSLEY knows this. That is why he
did the bill with me. That is why today
we joined together in a letter to the ap-
propriators asking them—this just
can’t abandon your intent. I just don’t
believe it was their intent to—when we
actually passed a law to add funding
through these merger fees, their intent
can’t have been to say: We are actually
going to take away any upside for you;
if you do more work and get more fees
in, we are going to take away the up-
side that you always had for 25 years.

Yes, did they increase the budget by
8, 10 million, whatever it was? Yes.
Yes, is it a hard budget year to make
decisions? It is. But the point is, some-
times—like we did with semiconductor
chips or we do with other things—that
Congress makes a decision through the
committee process—a long, tenuous
process—that we are going to take one
area of the government and actually
not just put bandaids on, not just in-
crease the budget a little bit, that we
are going to do a game-changing thing.

That is what we did with the merger
fee change. That is why Senator
GRASSLEY and I worked on it for so
long and got it through the Judiciary
Committee. We were tired of the 3 mil-
lion, 4 million that would hire the law-
yers and still be one-fourth the size of
the legal department. We were tired of
having 350 less employees in that divi-
sion than they had in 1979.

We made a decision as a Senate to
vote for that and do that. And I just
don’t think we should be upending that
decision through an appropriations
process.

I got involved in this a long time ago
when I was in the private sector. I rep-
resented MCI. I did a lot of work in
telecom. And I saw firsthand what hap-
pened when you actually got competi-
tion, when you actually took a part of
monopoly. What happened? Long dis-
tance rates went way down. What hap-
pened? We had burgeoning cell phone
industry.

But before that, it was like the cell
phones were the size of a Gordon
Gekko’s phone in that movie ‘“Wall
Street.” They were like a brick.

Competition brought us that. Cap-
italism brought us that. But capitalism
in America has always had the guard-
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rails put around it, which is antitrust
enforcement, as unsexy as it may
sound.

It has made a difference in this coun-
try, and it is one of the reasons why we
have this economy that can thrive, be-
cause we say at some point: Whoa, that
is a monopoly, so we have to make sure
there is some competition.

We can’t do that here anymore. The
Senate is not going to sit there and
start deciding to break up this and
break up that. Our antitrust enforcers
do it. Our antitrust enforcers—maybe
they don’t break it up, but they say:
Hey, you have to divest these areas of
the country where you two companies
that want to merge will become one
and you will be the only game in town.
That is not going to work for competi-
tion. It is incredibly complex.

So it isn’t always a sympathetic case
to make for having lawyers so they can
take on the case against these compa-
nies, but it is a sympathetic case to
make that we have too much consoli-
dation, that we have to bring prices
down, that you shouldn’t have to pay
all this money for concert tickets and
all these hidden fees, that you
shouldn’t have to pay this much when
there is so much consolidation in the
grocery area and the like or in agri-
culture and things like that. That is
what the antitrust division does.

I am hopeful. I see Senator MURRAY,
who is such an incredible leader, here
on the floor and hope we will be able to
do something—a technical change to
this bill—either this week, or we have
another bill next week. So we can, at
least, just bring back this part of the
bill to the original intent of Congress.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
KELLY). The Senator from Washington.

————

UNANIMOUS CONSENT
AGREEMENT—H.R. 4366

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to print and in-
clude in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, at
the appropriate place, the joint explan-
atory statement to accompany H.R.
4366, the Consolidated Appropriations
Act 2024, with the technical and con-
forming edits made in the copy at the
desk, including the removal of a House
CPF project and a Senate CDS project,
both at the request of Members.

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

———
DISCLOSURE OF CONGRESSION-
ALLY DIRECTED SPENDING

ITEMS UNDER RULE XLIV OF
THE STANDING RULES OF THE
SENATE

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to include in the
RECORD at the appropriate place the
following statement regarding the dis-
closure of congressionally directed
spending items under rule XLIV of the
Standing Rules of the Senate.

March 5, 2024

DISCLOSURE OF CONGRESSIONALLY DIRECTED
SPENDING ITEMS

I certify that the information re-
quired by rule XLIV of the Standing
Rules of the Senate related to congres-
sionally directed spending items has
been identified in the joint explanatory
statements which are incorporated by
reference in H.R. 4366 and that the re-
quired information has been available
on a publicly accessible congressional
website at least 48 hours before a vote
on the pending bill.

H.R. 4366

Resolved, That upon the adoption of this
resolution the House shall be considered to
have taken from the Speaker’s table the bill,
H.R. 4366, with the Senate amendment there-
to, and to have concurred in the Senate
amendment with the following amendment:

In lieu of the matter proposed to be in-
serted by the Senate amendment, insert the
following:

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Consolidated

Appropriations Act, 2024,

SEC. 2. TABLE OF CONTENTS.

Sec. 1. Short title.

Sec. 2. Table of contents.

Sec. 3. References.

Sec. 4. Explanatory statement.

Sec. 5. Statement of appropriations.
Sec. 6. Availability of funds.

DIVISION A—MILITARY CONSTRUCTION,
VETERANS AFFAIRS, AND RELATED
AGENCIES APPROPRIATIONS ACT, 2024

Title I—Department of Defense

Title II—Department of Veterans Affairs
Title III—Related Agencies

Title IV—General Provisions

DIVISION B—AGRICULTURE, RURAL DE-
VELOPMENT, FOOD AND DRUG ADMIN-
ISTRATION, AND RELATED AGENCIES
APPROPRIATIONS ACT, 2024

Title I—Agricultural Programs

Title II—Farm Production and Conservation
Programs

Title III—Rural Development Programs

Title IV—Domestic Food Programs

Title V—Foreign Assistance and Related
Programs

Title VI—Related Agencies and Food and
Drug Administration

Title VII—General Provisions

DIVISION C—COMMERCE, JUSTICE,
SCIENCE, AND RELATED AGENCIES AP-
PROPRIATIONS ACT, 2024

Title I—Department of Commerce
Title II—Department of Justice
Title IIT—Science

Title IV—Related Agencies

Title V—General Provisions

DIVISION D—ENERGY AND WATER DE-
VELOPMENT AND RELATED AGENCIES
APPROPRIATIONS ACT, 2024

Title I—Corps of Engineers—Civil

Title II—Department of the Interior

Title III—Department of Energy

Title IV—Independent Agencies

Title V—General Provisions

DIVISION E—DEPARTMENT OF THE INTE-
RIOR, ENVIRONMENT, AND RELATED
AGENCIES APPROPRIATIONS ACT, 2024

Title I—Department of the Interior

Title II—Environmental Protection Agency

Title III—Related Agencies

Title IV—General Provisions

DIVISION F—TRANSPORTATION, HOUS-
ING AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT, AND
RELATED AGENCIES APPROPRIATIONS
ACT, 2024

Title I—Department of Transportation
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