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House of Representatives 
The House was not in session today. Its next meeting will be held on Tuesday, September 30, 2025, at 12 p.m. 

Senate 
MONDAY, SEPTEMBER 29, 2025 

The Senate met at 3 p.m. on the expi-
ration of the recess and was called to 
order by the President pro tempore 
(Mr. GRASSLEY). 

f 

PRAYER 

The Chaplain, Dr. Barry C. Black, of-
fered the following prayer: 

Let us pray. 
God of grace and glory, help us to 

look in the right place for wisdom and 
guidance. Remind our lawmakers that 
You have promised in James 1:5 to lib-
erally give wisdom to all who request 
it. 

May our Senators continue the quest 
of seeking Your wisdom so that when 
the days of opportunity are past, they 
will go out with joy and be filled with 
Your peace. Let Your wisdom lift them 
above all discord and infuse them with 
an unshakeable faith in Your pre-
vailing providence. Give them a sense 
of Your purposes and a deep depend-
ence on Your guidance and grace. As a 
government shutdown looms, help 
them to attempt something they 
couldn’t do without Your power. 

We pray in Your wonderful Name. 
Amen. 

f 

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 

The President pro tempore led the 
Pledge of Allegiance, as follows: 

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the 
United States of America, and to the Repub-
lic for which it stands, one nation under God, 
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all. 

RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
BUDD). Under the previous order, the 
leadership time is reserved. 

f 

CONCLUSION OF MORNING 
BUSINESS 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Morning 
business is closed. 

f 

LEGISLATIVE SESSION 

NATIONAL DEFENSE AUTHORIZA-
TION ACT FOR FISCAL YEAR 
2026—Resumed 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senate will re-
sume consideration of S. 2296, which 
the clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
A bill (S. 2296) to authorize appropriations 

for fiscal year 2026 for military activities of 
the Department of Defense, for military con-
struction, and for defense activities of the 
Department of Energy, to prescribe military 
personnel strengths for such fiscal year, and 
for other purposes. 

Pending: 
Wicker-Reed amendment modified No. 3748, 

in the nature of a substitute. 
Wicker (for Ernst) amendment No. 3427 (to 

amendment No. 3748), to require the Comp-
troller General of the United States to con-
duct a study on casualty assistance and 
long-term care programs. 

Thune amendment No. 3863 (to amendment 
No. 3427), relating to the enactment date. 

Thune amendment No. 3864 (to the lan-
guage proposed to be stricken by amendment 
No. 3748), relating to the enactment date. 

Thune amendment No. 3865 (to amendment 
No. 3864), relating to the enactment date. 

Motion to recommit the bill to the Com-
mittee on Armed Services, with instructions, 
Thune amendment No. 3866, relating to the 
enactment date. 

Thune amendment No. 3867 (to (the in-
structions) amendment No. 3866), relating to 
the enactment date. 

Thune amendment No. 3868 (to amendment 
No. 3867), relating to the enactment date. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Iowa. 

GOVERNMENT FUNDING 

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, the 
Chaplain, in his opening prayer, men-
tioned something about the shutting 
down of the government. It would be a 
good opportunity for me to follow on 
that and say that it costs money to 
shut down the government and costs 
money to open up the government. 

The government is supposed to pro-
tect and serve the American people. 
You can’t do that if you are shut down. 
I hope we can avoid it. 

AGRICULTURAL ECONOMY 

Mr. President, I come to the floor to 
talk about the agricultural economy. 

There are many big issues facing our 
Nation’s farmers this season. There is 
stress in the grain-producing areas of 
the United States. That is true of my 
State of Iowa. 

Stress comes from the fact that 
farmers are losing $1.10 a bushel on 
corn and soybeans about $2 a bushel. 
Stress comes not only from low prices 
for their products but high input costs, 
uncertainty in the international mar-
ket, particularly the issue of tariffs. 
Then, also, we have the issue of high 
interest rates, market consolidation, 
and I suppose you can go on. 
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Today, I would like to focus on high 

input costs that farmers will be paying 
this season. 

The average production costs for 
farmers are down only 3 percent since 
their very high peak in 2022. Mean-
while, corn prices are down 50 percent 
in the same period. To put it plainly, 
many farmers will be lucky if they 
break even this fall. Those words 
‘‘break even’’ is not possible just be-
cause of price. If they break even, it is 
only because of the expectant bumper 
crops that we will have at least 
throughout the Midwest that I know 
about. 

In response to the farmers’ concerns 
about the market concentration and 
changes in anti-dumping and counter-
vailing duty rates, I introduced the 
Fertilizer Research Act to shed light 
on the fertilizer industry. 

The issue of ag inputs has become a 
large enough problem that last week, 
the Department of Agriculture and the 
Department of Justice announced a 
memorandum of understanding to co-
operate on agricultural antitrust 
issues. I am certain many farmers are 
glad to see these developments, but 
they need more immediate relief. This 
will become more of an issue as the 
harvest progresses. 

My message is, as I see it from my 
State of Iowa, it is beginning to look 
like the 1980s’ agriculture depression 
all over. Congress was too slow to re-
spond in the 1980s. Thousands of farm-
ers went out of business in the 1980s. 
That should concern all of us because 
with only 2 percent of the people pro-
ducing all the food for the 98 percent, 
we can’t let the destruction of the fam-
ily farmer happen in 2025 like it did in 
the 1980s. 

I yield the floor. 
I suggest the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The senior assistant executive clerk 

proceeded to call the roll. 
Mr. BARRASSO. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

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

GOVERNMENT FUNDING 
Mr. BARRASSO. Mr. President, the 

government is on the verge of a Demo-
crat-caused shutdown, a shutdown of 
the Government of the United States of 
America. 

Senator SCHUMER has sent us a ran-
som note. It is not about a negotiation; 
it is about a shakedown. That is what 
we are facing here today in the U.S. 
Senate. SCHUMER’s ransom note, it is 
not about keeping the government 
open; it is about caving to the far left, 
the radical wing of his party. It is pure 
politics; it is political theater; and 
every Democrat in this body knows it. 

This afternoon, my colleagues are 
going to be meeting at the White House 
with the President of the United 
States. The American people deserve to 
know what the Democrats are demand-
ing. So let’s take a look at this tril-
lion-dollar demand note. 

They are demanding more than a 
trillion dollars in new spending to keep 
the government open for just 4 weeks. 
They want permanent new spending to 
continue the Biden COVID bonus pay-
ments. 

If you could believe it, they want 
sanctuary cities to continue to give 
free healthcare to illegal immigrants. 
At the same time, they threaten to 
defund the Border Patrol. 

They want to send billions of dollars 
to foreign countries, but they want to 
slash billions of dollars to help rural 
hospitals right here in America. That 
is what the Democrats are proposing in 
their ransom note. 

They want to subsidize free 
healthcare for people who refuse to 
work, who are working-age individuals 
and are healthy and ought to have a 
job. Yet they threaten the paychecks 
of the people whose job it is to keep 
our country safe. 

They demand this far-left wish list or 
else, they say, they are going to shut 
down the government at midnight to-
morrow. 

The biggest scam in this ransom note 
is the COVID-era Biden bonus pay-
ments. Democrats are demanding $400 
billion to continue these subsidies for-
ever. Let’s remember that Democrats 
created these Biden bonus COVID sub-
sidy payments during COVID in 2021. It 
was part of their reckless tax-and- 
spending bill. They passed it when they 
controlled the House, the Senate, and 
the White House. 

At the time that Biden started these 
bonus payments, most people realized 
that COVID was already behind us, but 
that didn’t stop them. Democrats ex-
tended the payments again in 2022, and 
they set the expiration date for Decem-
ber of 2025. That is about 3 months 
from now. 

Democrats promised at that time, 
when they put them into place, that 
the Biden COVID bonus payments 
would be temporary. They weren’t in-
tended to last forever. Now the Demo-
crats, in their ransom note to the Re-
publicans and to President Trump, say 
they want these temporary payments 
to go on forever. 

I have here the House report that 
came out on this 2021 reckless tax-and- 
spending bill. It is called ‘‘American 
Rescue Plan of 2021.’’ This is a report of 
the Committee on the Budget, House of 
Representatives, H.R. 1319, dated Feb-
ruary 24, 2021. 

Instead of going through the whole 
thousand-page document and bringing 
it here and throwing it on the floor, 
which is where it belongs, I copied 
pages 215 and 216. What does it say 
about these bonus payments? They say 
right here, it applies ‘‘during the public 
health emergency.’’ The public health 
emergency is over. And it says in the 
payments, when you turn to the next 
page, they would go ‘‘temporarily’’— 
‘‘temporarily.’’ That is their word, not 
mine. Well, COVID is over. Joe Biden 
lost. Democrats are in the minority. 
These Biden COVID bonus payments, 
they need to go away as well. 

They were just one more part of a big 
government giveaway, and now CHUCK 
SCHUMER is here demanding that we 
make these bonus payments perma-
nent. To me, ‘‘temporary’’ means 
‘‘temporary.’’ That is what the Demo-
crats are demanding just to keep the 
government open for 4 short weeks. It 
is preposterous. 

Twelve years ago, in 2013, America 
faced another shutdown. At that time, 
Senator CHRIS MURPHY of Connecticut 
sent out a press release—2013, 12 years 
ago. In his press release, Senator MUR-
PHY of the minority from Connecticut 
said this: 

There is a time and a place to debate 
healthcare— 

He went on to say— 
but not when the funding of the federal gov-
ernment—and all the lives that are impacted 
by it—[are hanging] in the balance. 

He is not here today to hear those 
words, but his party needs to recognize 
that is exactly what they said 12 years 
ago. And, today, Democrats like Sen-
ator MURPHY are doing the very thing 
that he condemned in his press release 
12 years ago. 

Stunningly, the Democrats want to 
eliminate, of all things, the $50 billion 
Rural Health Transformation Fund. 
This is the fund that Republicans cre-
ated to keep rural hospitals open. 

I am a doctor. I practiced medicine in 
Wyoming for more than 20 years. I 
know what affordable, reliable, quality 
care means to our communities. They 
are lifelines to small communities. 

Yet, yesterday, on ‘‘Meet the Press,’’ 
the minority leader, CHUCK SCHUMER, 
said rural hospitals are closing. So he 
wants to put the noose around their 
neck. This makes it worse. He is 
threatening, as part of his demand, to 
eliminate the $50 billion set aside for 
rural hospitals in America. 

Last week, I was at home in Wyo-
ming. I attended a ribbon cutting in 
Pinedale for a new hospital. This is the 
first hospital ever in Sublette County, 
WY. The nearest hospital is 85 miles 
away. There is another one 100 miles 
away. Depending on, in the winter, 
which roads are open, people in that 
community had to either drive 85 or 100 
miles seeking healthcare. 

This is going to help the commu-
nities in Pinedale. It is going to save 
lives. It matters to those people. 

Yet the ransom note from Senator 
SCHUMER and the Democrats would 
shut it down, prevent all of these rural 
hospitals that are struggling that we 
have provided for in our comprehensive 
economic plan that we passed in July. 
SCHUMER wants to pull the plug on all 
of it. It is part of their bill. It is part 
of the ransom note. It is what the 
Democrats are trying to do. 

Let’s be honest. The Democrats have 
a political problem. The far left, their 
radical wing, is demanding a shutdown 
of the government. Their caucus is di-
vided. The American people over-
whelmingly want the government to 
remain open to provide vital services 
to the people. They know that it costs 
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money to shut down the government. 
It costs even more to reopen the gov-
ernment. Democrats don’t seem to 
care. 

What we have here is a clean, bipar-
tisan, continuing resolution to fund 
the government for the next 7 weeks. 
The House of Representatives has al-
ready passed it with a bipartisan vote, 
and it keeps the government open for 7 
weeks at the current funding levels. So 
it doesn’t cut anything. 

It says: Let’s just continue to work 
on appropriations bills. It gives Repub-
licans and Democrats an opportunity 
to work on the budgeting for next year, 
the appropriations process, to keep the 
government open for the next year. 
President Trump is ready to sign it. It 
is here before the Senate, and it is time 
to pass it. 

Senator SCHUMER has repeatedly 
bragged that Democrats never shut 
down the government when they were 
in the majority. I would remind the mi-
nority leader today that 13 times under 
Joe Biden, the Senate passed a clean 
continuing resolution to keep the gov-
ernment open. We should do the same 
right now. Senator SCHUMER ought to 
remember those 13 times. Today should 
be no different. If this government 
shuts down—and it should not—it will 
clearly be a SCHUMER shutdown. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Democratic whip. 
Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, the Sen-

ator from Wyoming is a friend of mine, 
really. And though we may disagree on 
some political issues, I greatly respect 
him and am glad to call him a col-
league. But we do disagree on this 
point that he just made, and it is a 
very important disagreement because 
it affects every family in America. 

The decision was made, in the big 
beautiful budget bill by Donald Trump, 
to cut $1 trillion out of Medicaid. Med-
icaid is a program which helps people 
who have limited income have health 
insurance. It also takes care of your 
mother and grandmother when they 
are in the nursing home. It is a critical 
element of funding healthcare in Amer-
ica, and the Republicans cut $1 trillion 
out of it. 

If you go to the hospitals in Illinois, 
some of them are great hospitals, oth-
ers do great things, but you will find 
that the hospitals that struggle to sur-
vive are ones that have more Medicaid 
patients than paying insurance pa-
tients. It is a tougher margin, and 
many of them worry about it. And the 
notion of cutting $1 trillion out of this 
program worries me. 

Don’t take my word for it. Ask the Il-
linois Health and Hospital Association 
or even, if there is one—I am sure there 
is—the Wyoming Hospital Association 
what the impact of cutting $1 trillion 
out of Medicaid reimbursement is 
going to be: not good, particularly in 
rural areas. 

Senator BARRASSO made reference to 
his situation in Wyoming. In the State 
of Illinois, we have plenty of these 

rural hospitals, and if one closes, it 
means your pregnant wife who goes 
into labor now has to drive 70 miles in-
stead of 20 for that delivery. I would 
hate to have to go through that. Yet 
that is what is going to happen. So the 
position we are taking is that that 
kind of cut from Medicaid is going to 
hurt hospitals and hurt people across 
America. 

Secondly, there is a tax credit avail-
able for people in middle-income cat-
egories to buy health insurance. It is 
part of the Affordable Care Act, which 
was the Barack Obama plan that ex-
tended more health insurance coverage 
to America than we had ever had in our 
history. 

How important is health insurance to 
you? 

I had a personal experience as a law 
student at Georgetown. I had decided I 
couldn’t wait, and I asked a young lady 
to marry me, and she did. And my sec-
ond year in law school, we learned that 
God was sending us a little baby, and 
we were so happy about it. And she ar-
rived with her share of difficulties. 

I had no health insurance—none. 
What do you do—as a student with a 
wife and a baby, and the baby is sick— 
when you have no health insurance? 
Well, Children’s Hospital here in Wash-
ington, DC, brought us into the so- 
called charity ward, and we waited to 
see who would walk through the door 
with the name ‘‘Doctor So-and-so’’ to 
take care of my daughter. 

I never felt more inadequate in my 
life, as a father and a husband, than 
not having health insurance. We got 
through it. She got through it too and 
lived a good life. 

But the point was there were mo-
ments when I worried that I couldn’t 
provide the basics for my baby because 
I didn’t have health insurance, and 15 
million Americans will lose their 
health insurance because of this Re-
publican budget that I just referred to, 
the big beautiful budget. Fifteen mil-
lion will lose health insurance. I 
wouldn’t wish that on anybody. 

So when the Democrats say there are 
healthcare issues that are part of this 
debate on funding the government, 
that is what we are talking about, 
keeping these hospitals open—critical 
hospitals in the inner city, as well as in 
rural areas—making sure that people 
have their health insurance. 

And there is one third element I 
would add that I don’t think will be 
able to be negotiated: medical re-
search. 

Did you ever hear of the National In-
stitutes of Health? Why, sure you have. 
It is the best medical research Agency 
of any government in the world. 

I went to the NIH about 12 years ago 
and met with Dr. Francis Collins, an 
amazing man, who was head of the 
NIH, and I said to him: I really believe 
in what you do. Your research in can-
cer and heart disease and so many 
other things makes a difference. What 
can I do to help? 

Well, he said, thank you for asking. 
There have been some people who have 
done remarkable things. 

I said: Oh, I remember. There was a 
bipartisan coalition, a few years back, 
that doubled the budget in medical re-
search for NIH. 

I said: I wish I could say I could do 
that again, but I don’t think I can. 
What can I do? 

He said: Give me and this Agency 5 
percent real growth each year in med-
ical research, and we will light up the 
scoreboard. We are so close—so close— 
to finding cures and new drugs in so 
many areas that if you can give us con-
sistent research, it will make a dif-
ference. 

I came back to the Senate. I sat down 
with my friends on both sides of the 
aisle. Roy Blunt, a Republican Senator 
from Missouri, was a leader in this ef-
fort. Lamar Alexander, a Republican 
Senator from Tennessee, was another 
leader. And PATTY MURRAY is still 
serving as head of the Appropriations 
Committee and is one of the best when 
it comes to medical research. 

We put our heads together, and over 
the span of 10 years, the budget for NIH 
medical research went from $30 billion 
to $48 billion. We got the 5 percent 
coming every single year. It was quite 
an achievement: a 60 percent increase 
in that budget. Things were hap-
pening—good news, good developments 
when it came to cures and treatments. 
I was so proud of that effort and glad 
that it was bipartisan from the start. 

So what did the Trump budget sug-
gest we do with medical research? Cut 
it back from $48 billion to $30 billion, 
where we started 10 years ago. Do you 
know what happens when you cut back 
on research that basic? You know what 
happens, and I do too. When that ter-
rible diagnosis happens at the doctor’s 
office, it breaks your heart. And you fi-
nally stop crying, and you say to the 
doctor: Is there anything you can do? 
Is there a surgery, a medicine, any-
thing you can do for someone I love 
very much? 

And they say: Well, there is a clinical 
trial. There is medical research under-
way. It is a longshot, but you have a 
chance. 

It is hope. Medical research is hope, 
and it is one of the areas where I think 
Donald Trump’s cuts are the most 
heartless cuts of all. Democrats care 
about this. I do. I am willing to fight 
over it. 

I am not willing to say: We will just 
go on with business as usual. Let’s ac-
cept this. Let’s cut back a trillion dol-
lars out of Medicaid. Let’s take 15 mil-
lion Americans and take away their 
health insurance. Let’s cut back $18 
billion of medical research each year. 
And we will say it is just a clean con-
tinuing resolution bill. 

That is what we are fighting over. Is 
it important? For me, it is one of the 
most important things we can do in 
terms of helping families across Amer-
ica. 

And let me tell you something that is 
going on, and you should know about 
it. You will soon, if you are covered by 
it. Health insurance has tax treatment 
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that helps you pay the premiums. It 
makes a dramatic difference. And now, 
in a matter of days—days—health in-
surance companies are going to an-
nounce what the new premiums are 
going to be because of the budget bill— 
the big beautiful budget bill—of Presi-
dent Trump. They are going to go up 
dramatically. And as these premiums 
go up, some people won’t be able to pay 
for them, and they will be without 
health insurance. And others will see 
their family budget explode with an in-
creased health insurance premium. 

That is the reality of this debate. It 
is not about who gets bragging rights 
and gets to beat on their chest—Demo-
crat or Republican. In my mind, it is a 
question of whether families across 
this country can count on us for the 
basics, and making sure that 
healthcare is there for America is one 
of the basics, as far as I am concerned. 

DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 
Mr. President, there is another issue 

I want to raise that relates to the ad-
ministration, and you have to go back 
in history to appreciate it. 

Richard Nixon—students of history, 
of course, know that name—was former 
Vice President of the United States, 
former Senator. He was a Senator and 
a Congressman, Vice President under 
President Eisenhower, and then Presi-
dent of the United States. 

He went through a period we know as 
Watergate. It was controversial. Some 
people broke into the Democratic na-
tional headquarters. They were caught. 
They were prosecuted. When it was all 
over, we had the Watergate investiga-
tion, and, ultimately, President Nixon 
resigned. But before he resigned, he in-
structed his staff to give him back-
ground information on his enemies list, 
the people that he considered to be his 
political enemies. And the word was 
out that they were going to be treated 
harshly by his administration, whether 
it was the Department of Justice or the 
Internal Revenue Service. 

Well, we went through that chapter. 
He resigned. And then Congress came 
together—Democrats and Repub-
licans—and said: We can never let this 
happen again. We can’t let a President 
put his finger on somebody and say: 
That is a political enemy. Go prosecute 
them. Try to find them guilty of a 
crime. Make sure they pay a fine. Give 
them bad publicity. 

We agreed, on a bipartisan basis, for 
standards—between the White House, 
the Department of Justice, and Con-
gress—when it came to these political 
decisions that could ultimately result 
in prosecution. 

Well, under President Trump, we are 
back into the Nixon conversation 
about the ‘‘enemies list,’’ except Presi-
dent Trump’s enemies list is longer 
than anything Richard Nixon ever 
dreamed of, and that is what we are 
looking at now. 

On September 20, the acting U.S. at-
torney for the Eastern District of Vir-
ginia, Erik Siebert, announced his res-
ignation. The acting U.S. attorney, ap-

pointed by Trump, resigned. Mr. 
Siebert resisted President Trump’s de-
mands to bring charges without suffi-
cient evidence against New York At-
torney General Letitia James and 
former FBI Director James Comey. 

Mr. Siebert, a Republican appointed 
by Donald Trump just a few weeks ago, 
stayed true to his oath to the Constitu-
tion and his commitment to following 
the facts and the law, and for that, he 
was forced to resign his office. In his 
place, President Trump installed his 
personal attorney—an attorney with no 
experience as a prosecutor; never did it 
before—to indict James Comey in a po-
litically motivated case considered by 
career prosecutors in that office too 
weak to bring charges. 

This indictment represents the latest 
step in President Trump’s long crusade 
to weaponize the Federal Government 
against his perceived political en-
emies—a return to the days of Richard 
Nixon. 

We remember when the President 
was initially impeached in the first of 
his historic two impeachments after he 
attempted to pressure a foreign ally to 
dig up dirt against Joe Biden and his 
family. We remember when President 
Trump turned a mob of insurrections 
loose on our Capitol, where they vio-
lently attempted to prevent the peace-
ful transfer of power, leading to his 
second impeachment. 

I will never forget that day as long as 
I live—January 6. It has been my honor 
to serve in this Chamber 29 years. I 
have seen a lot. I am honored to rep-
resent a great State like Illinois. But I 
will never forget that moment when we 
were sitting here counting the elec-
toral college votes as to what the 
American people had decided of the 
next President. Vice President Pence 
was presiding. We were seated in our 
chairs. I noticed something unusual: 
Those two doors opened, and four or 
five people walked in, up to the Vice 
President, and literally yanked him 
out of his chair and took him out the 
door. We knew there was a political 
demonstration outside, but all of a sud-
den, it turned bad and scary and dan-
gerous. 

Capitol Police came in and an-
nounced to us seated in this Chamber: 
Stay at your desks. We are going to 
make this a safe Chamber here in the 
Capitol. Don’t worry about those peo-
ple demonstrating outside. They are 
not going to get close to the Chamber. 
Just stay where you are. 

We looked at one another and 
thought, what is next? Well, what was 
next was, 10 minutes later, the same 
policeman came in and said: Leave im-
mediately. Don’t take anything with 
you; just get out of the Chamber. It is 
too dangerous for you to stay here. 

We all—Democrats and Republicans— 
filed out those doors. 

You know what happened next: The 
insurrections took over this building. 
It was one of the most embarrassing 
moments in the history of the U.S. 
Capitol Building. 

Imagine, if you will, for a moment if 
you heard the news that the House of 
Commons in Parliament had its door 
broken down and people raided the 
chamber. You would say to yourself: 
What is going on in England, for good-
ness’ sake? The House of Commons 
taken over by people in the street? 

That is exactly what happened here, 
and it happened on January 6. 

So this President, embarrassed by 
that moment, maybe—who knows if he 
is ever embarrassed—decided he would 
go after the people who prosecuted the 
insurrections, the people who were 
prosecuted for crimes like beating up 
policemen. 

You all came here today, and we wel-
come you to this Chamber. The reason 
you are safe in this building today is a 
lot of women and men in uniform who 
are guarding you and me and all of our 
staff so we can do the people’s business. 

Those people were under attack by 
the January 6 insurrections. These 
were not curious tourists who came 
here. They ended up beating on these 
police, and 140 of them were seriously 
injured. 

If you believe it, in his second admin-
istration, the President has gone fur-
ther than Richard Nixon and what he 
has done before. His political ap-
pointees have fired FBI agents and 
Federal prosecutors who were called on 
to prosecute the insurrections. He has 
installed loyalists whose chief quali-
fication is their loyalty to him, not 
their loyalty to the law or the Con-
stitution. 

We recently learned that a top Fed-
eral prosecutor in Sacramento was 
fired after she advised the Border Pa-
trol to comply with a court order. Yes, 
the Trump administration fired a ca-
reer prosecutor for following a court 
order. 

Never in the history of our country 
has a President so brazenly demanded 
the baseless prosecution of his rivals, 
and he doesn’t even try to conceal it or 
hide it. He glories in this constitu-
tional outrage. 

In a social media post, President 
Trump issued a command to Attorney 
General Bondi: 

They impeached me twice, and indicted me 
(5times!), OVER NOTHING. JUSTICE MUST 
BE SERVED, NOW!!! 

We can’t delay any longer. 

He is referring to the prosecution of 
James Comey. 

Imagine that. A sitting President 
commanding his Attorney General to 
prosecute State and Federal officials 
who simply tried to uphold the rule of 
law. That is exactly what this Presi-
dent is doing. What Richard Nixon was 
stopped from doing, he is doing. 

Since Watergate, Republican and 
Democratic Presidents alike respected 
the independence of the Justice De-
partment, recognizing that shielding it 
from the pull of politics is essential to 
safeguarding the rule of law. Under 
President Trump, those constitutional 
guardrails have been removed—de-
stroyed. 
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I want to be clear. What you are see-

ing from the Trump White House is not 
normal. This isn’t some inside-the- 
beltway drama. If the President can 
turn the Department of Justice and the 
FBI into his own personal police force 
to target political enemies, he can just 
as easily turn it against ordinary 
Americans, and the dam is already 
starting to break. 

The President sent Active-Duty 
forces into Los Angeles earlier this 
year to put down protests of his admin-
istration’s cruel immigration raids. He 
threatened to make war on the city of 
Chicago, which I am honored to rep-
resent, by sending forces into that city, 
as well as Memphis, TN, and has now 
ordered the military to Portland, with 
authorization to use ‘‘full force’’—‘‘full 
force’’—in Portland, OR. 

The Governor of Oregon and the 
mayor of Portland said that what the 
President said about being at war and 
‘‘unlivable’’ is just plain wrong, and 
yet he does it. 

It is a slippery slope into 
authoritarianism. Once DOJ and our 
military have been politicized, there 
are few guardrails left. 

So while today it is Letitia James 
and James Comey who are the targets, 
tomorrow it could be our fellow citi-
zens who dare to even criticize the poli-
cies of the Trump regime. That is the 
risk we face and the danger that lies 
ahead in this perilous moment. That is 
why I have opened an investigation 
calling for answers from Attorney Gen-
eral Bondi, including making available 
several Trump-installed loyalists for 
questioning. The American people de-
serve to know if the chief law enforce-
ment Agency of the United States is 
following the Constitution or pursuing 
political revenge. 

Let me end with this. During the Wa-
tergate scandal, President Nixon at-
tempted to bend the Department of 
Justice to his will to go after his en-
emies and conceal his administration’s 
involvement in this unlawful conduct. 

When President Nixon did this, 
Democrats and Republicans on a bipar-
tisan basis in Congress sounded the 
alarm together and defended the rule of 
law. On a bipartisan basis, we re-
sponded to Nixon. Those legislatures 
recognized the danger posed by a Presi-
dent attempting to wield power to ben-
efit him personally. They knew it was 
unconstitutional, and they stood firm 
on a bipartisan basis in Congress. 

Where is that same courage today? It 
is time for the Republicans to join 
Democrats and step up and say enough 
is enough. This is not about political 
parties; it is about protecting our de-
mocracy from a would-be dictator in-
tent on setting it all ablaze to achieve 
his personal aims. 

This is a code-red alarm for the rule 
of law, and unless we come together to 
stop the President’s abuses, I fear this 
administration will continue to cor-
rode our American democracy. 

My question is this: Is there one Re-
publican Senator in this Chamber who 
gives a damn? 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mrs. 

BRITT). The Senator from Texas. 
POLITICAL VIOLENCE 

Mr. CORNYN. Madam President, I 
want to begin my remarks this after-
noon by reflecting on the tragic shoot-
ing at the Dallas ICE Facility that 
happened this last week. One detainee 
was killed and two others were injured 
by a 29-year-old shooter who was later 
found dead on the scene from a self-in-
flicted gunshot wound. 

This is not the first attack of its 
kind against the immigration enforce-
ment officials in Texas. In fact, this is 
the fourth in as many months—four at-
tacks against law enforcement officials 
in the last 4 months. 

On July 4 in Alvarado, TX, assailants 
opened fire outside an ICE detention 
facility, wounding an Alvarado Police 
Department officer in the neck. Ten 
people were subsequently arrested and 
charged with attempted murder while 
six other subjects have been charged 
with related offenses. 

Three days later, July 7, a man shot 
at a Border Patrol employee in 
McAllen as he tried to park his car. He 
then fired at the Border Patrol annex, 
attempting to break in, before finally 
being killed in a firefight with Border 
Patrol agents. 

In addition to these attacks on law 
enforcement, we know our country is 
still reeling from the horrific murder 
of Charlie Kirk, whose life was taken 
from him simply for expressing his 
views and engaging in political dia-
logue on college campuses. 

We are beginning to see in our coun-
try a level of political violence that is 
not and should not ever be considered 
normal. 

But this is a warning signal about 
the direction we are heading in as a na-
tion, and it is one we cannot afford to 
ignore. Many of us are asking our-
selves, how did we get here? Well, the 
answer, it seems—or at least part of 
the answer—is simple and straight-
forward. It begins with the demoniza-
tion of free speech and the vilification 
of those who are doing nothing more 
and nothing less than their duty, which 
is to enforce the laws on the books. 
Frequently, these are laws passed by 
Congress on a bipartisan basis and 
signed into law by the President. These 
law enforcement officials are simply 
enforcing the laws that we have writ-
ten. The radical base of the Democratic 
Party seems to be at war with the men 
and women who actually enforce our 
laws, and with the same breath, they 
seem to, from time to time, celebrate 
mob violence. We all remember the so- 
called peaceful protests of 2020 that re-
sulted in massive economic losses and 
harms to businesses, not to mention 
that many law enforcement officers 
were injured or even died as a result of 
mob violence. 

Embarrassingly, it was a Texas Mem-
ber of the House of Representatives, 
Congresswoman JASMINE CROCKETT, 
who recently said on national tele-
vision: 

When I see ICE, I see slave patrols. 

Not to be outdone, Congresswoman 
ALEXANDRIA OCASIO-CORTEZ described 
ICE as a ‘‘rogue agency that should not 
exist.’’ 

Then there is former Member of Con-
gress Colin Allred, who called ICE ‘‘un- 
American’’ and ‘‘harmful to our public 
safety.’’ 

These attacks against the men and 
women who enforce our laws are sim-
ply unconscionable, and they have un-
deniably contributed to getting us in 
the dangerous place we find ourselves 
in today. 

If these individuals and other Demo-
crats truly cared about public safety, 
they would stand with Republicans. We 
would stand united as Americans in 
supporting our men and women in blue 
and green, and they would denounce 
the unprecedented rise in attacks 
against these law enforcement officers 
immediately. Instead, Democrats seem 
to endorse a complete inversion of how 
a just and ordered society functions. 

Unfortunately, this is going to re-
quire some of our Democratic col-
leagues to swim against the tide of 
opinion among their radical base and 
show some leadership. But they have to 
decide as a party to move away from 
the dangerous and radical demands of 
their leftwing base. 

Unfortunately, the Democratic lead-
er in this Chamber, the Senator from 
New York, is showing anything but 
that kind of leadership right now. He 
has demonstrated a complete unwill-
ingness to tone down the rhetoric of 
his party or to make actually even 
good-faith gestures toward good gov-
ernance. In fact, this very week, he has 
demonstrated just how far he is willing 
to go to undermine basic governance in 
order to appease his radical base. He 
would rather shut down the govern-
ment than work across the aisle for the 
benefit of the American people. 

Senate Democrats have so far refused 
to even vote on a simple stopgap meas-
ure that will give us a little more 
time—about 9 weeks—to negotiate full- 
year government funding. If they do 
not relent in this partisan posturing, 
the result will be forever known as the 
Schumer shutdown. 

You don’t have to take it from me on 
what a government shutdown would 
mean for the American people; all we 
have to do is to read back to them the 
very words Senate Democrats have said 
in the past. 

In September of last year, when the 
shoe was on the other foot, Senator 
SCHUMER said: 

If the government shuts down, it will be 
average Americans who suffer most. 

He also said: 
A government shutdown means seniors 

who rely on Social Security could be thrown 
into chaos. 

Is this even the same individual that 
is taking the position that is heading 
us toward a shutdown in the coming 
days? 

Last September, he went so far as to 
even say: 
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Keeping the government open will mean no 

poison pills or reckless partisan posturing. 

This is what he said just last year 
about a government shutdown. Where 
is that man today? Today, I will tell 
you, he is engaging in reckless, par-
tisan posturing while Republicans are 
proposing a responsible alternative. 

Again, this is not a vote on a perma-
nent policy but, rather, a stopgap 
measure to get us to a place where we 
need to be when it comes to the appro-
priations process. 

But he is willing to impose the very 
costs that he warned about on the 
American people and our seniors in 
order to score political points with his 
progressive, radical base. The hypoc-
risy is obvious, and it is staggering. 

It is a time for reckoning for our 
friends in the Democratic Party. They 
seem to not really know what they 
stand for these days except opposition 
to each and every thing that the ma-
jority party or the President wants, 
even when it is in their self-interest to 
do so. They need to look at themselves 
in the mirror and decide what and who 
they stand for. Are they going to be the 
party of violence and lawlessness and a 
degradation in public safety? Are they 
going to continue to what has been 
called frighteningly an assassination 
culture? Will they continue down this 
mad path of taking the lives of those 
they disagree with and siding with the 
criminals over law enforcement per-
sonnel that are simply enforcing laws 
they themselves have helped write? 
Will they continue on prioritizing their 
ideology ahead of responsible govern-
ance? 

I often wonder how our friends on the 
other side of the aisle would react if 
they had to live—if they had to live— 
in crime-ridden neighborhoods over-
taken by gangs and drug dealers and 
they had to wait 20 or 30 minutes be-
fore any police officer responded to 
their calls for help after an assault or 
a robbery. How would they feel? Well, I 
am quite sure, I am confident that they 
would change their tune. Just like cur-
rent residents in blue cities who had to 
suffer under the weight of failed Demo-
cratic soft-on-crime policing policies, 
they would gladly welcome additional 
police protection and efforts to clean 
up and stabilize their neighborhoods. 

Sadly, most Democrats—at least so 
far here in Washington, DC—have ap-
peared to be completely tone-deaf and 
rarely hear the true voices of the peo-
ple whose lives they assume they rep-
resent, people living in these inner cit-
ies. 

Well, regardless of what Democrats 
decide to stand for, Republicans will 
continue to be the party that respects 
free and open discussion of ideas. We 
will continue to support our law en-
forcement officers, men and women 
who risk their lives day in and day out 
so that Texans and all Americans can 
sleep soundly in their beds. We will 
continue to be the party that opposes 
reckless partisan tactics that put ide-
ology ahead of the needs of the Amer-
ican people. 

Republicans have made it clear under 
President Trump that we will enforce 
the rule of law. That is nonnegotiable. 
So it is no surprise that the American 
people overwhelmingly voted for Re-
publican leadership last November. 

If Democrats continue to head down 
this path of violence and division, they 
should not be surprised if they con-
tinue to experience the same outcome 
at the ballot box in the upcoming mid-
terms as they did last November in the 
general election. 

I yield the floor. 
I suggest the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The senior assistant legislative clerk 

proceeded to call the roll. 
Mr. PAUL. Madam President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

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

S. 2296 
Mr. PAUL. Madam President, this 

spring, just a few days before Congress 
enacted the last continuing resolution, 
which is the spending plan—this reso-
lution that would extend the Biden-era 
spending levels—President Trump said 
in a speech that he wanted to do some-
thing that hadn’t been done in over 20 
years: balance the budget. I fully com-
mend him for that, and I am very sup-
portive of trying to get there. 

The difficulty is that the spending 
levels that we voted on in March and 
the spending levels we will vote on 
again this week don’t balance the 
budget and don’t come anywhere close. 
These are the spending levels that 
Biden put in place in December before 
he left office. 

Most Republicans were critical and 
condemnatory. Many conservative Re-
publicans, like myself, voted against 
these spending levels because they 
were such that they would lead to a $2 
trillion deficit. Well, that is still true. 
This year, the deficit will be right 
around $2 trillion, and it is because we 
have continued the Biden spending lev-
els. 

To balance the budget, Congress 
needs a much stronger response than 
the legislation being presented. Critics 
of excessive Federal spending have 
rightly argued that Congress should re-
turn to prepandemic levels of spending. 
When the pandemic came in, spending 
went through the roof. The economy 
was shut down. They wrote free checks 
to all Americans. The problem is that 
all that was borrowed. There was no 
money. There was no rainy day fund. 

Now, there is a way to tackle the 
budget and to try to balance the budg-
et over time. I have a Penny Plan 
budget that I have been introducing for 
several years. We have not gotten any 
Democrat support, but we have gotten 
over half of the Republicans to support 
it. My Penny Plan would balance over 
about a 5-year period and would return 
spending almost immediately to what 
would be a prepandemic level. 

Six months ago, though, when the 
current continuing resolution was 

passed, Republicans were told that we 
were just clearing the decks, that this 
was going to be temporary, and that we 
would then be bold and present budgets 
that would cut spending. Once Presi-
dent Trump was in office, with a Re-
publican majority in the Senate and 
the House, we would finally address 
spending levels. And wouldn’t you 
know it—getting serious about a bal-
anced budget is not on the agenda this 
week. There really isn’t any serious 
change. What we are talking about is a 
continuing resolution that continues 
the Biden spending levels. These spend-
ing levels this year have led to almost 
$2 trillion in deficit and are projected 
next year to lead to $2.1 trillion in def-
icit. 

In addition, we will also be voting on 
something called an automatic con-
tinuing resolution proposal. This is the 
idea that, rather than having the gov-
ernment shut down, it would just con-
tinue spending the same amount of 
money. In theory, I like the concept; I 
just don’t really like continuing the 
Biden-era spending levels because they 
never balance—not over 5 years; not 
over 10 years; really, never. The lines 
never cross. So, sure, you would keep 
the government open, but you would 
keep the government open and spend 
the same amount we do currently, 
which is out of control and not defen-
sible. So keeping the government open 
while continuing $2 trillion deficits 
hardly seems desirable. 

Rather than the relentless fury to 
tackle the debt, which is what we were 
promised with a Republican majority, 
the powers that be have once again 
waved the white flag of surrender by 
failing to present the American people 
with legislation that would make the 
cuts necessary to balance the budget. 

Under the proposed continuing reso-
lution or the automatic continuing res-
olution we will vote on tonight, the 
budget never balances. Even if you 
take it out as far as the eye can see, 
revenue will never meet expenditures. 
So it is just not something I can sup-
port, and I don’t think it is a conserv-
ative proposal. Spending has gotten so 
out of control that this freeze, even 
over a decade, doesn’t put a dent in the 
deficit. 

Presidents of both parties pay lip-
service to the idea that the national 
debt must be addressed. Yet it gets 
worse under both parties. People ask 
me: Whose fault is it—Republicans or 
Democrats? And I just say: Yes, it is 
both parties. The right wants unlim-
ited spending for the military, and the 
left wants unlimited spending for wel-
fare. So you have guns and butter. You 
scratch my back, and I will scratch 
yours, and it all goes up. 

Now, the reverse compromise could 
happen. You could actually cut a little 
bit from the military side and a little 
bit from the welfare side, and really ev-
erybody would get a little bit of a hair-
cut across the board. You could bal-
ance your budget that way. But you 
can’t exclude or exempt huge swaths of 
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government spending. You have to look 
at all spending, and if you do, the budg-
et can be balanced by a 6-percent cut 
across the board, excluding Social Se-
curity. 

I am proud of the President for what 
he has tried to do, though. Unlike past 
Presidents, Donald Trump has created 
the Department of Government Effi-
ciency to identify and eliminate waste. 
DOGE has found billions of dollars of 
waste. Americans were rightfully ap-
palled when they were told that your 
government has been spending $2 mil-
lion on sex changes in Guatemala. I 
mean, it sounds like a bad punch line 
that, you know, you might hear from 
late night comics—$2 million on sex 
changes in Guatemala. Your govern-
ment was spending that money, and 
the DOGE people came in and said: We 
shouldn’t do it. 

I have been talking about these 
things for years, but finally we have an 
administration that is interested in it. 

There is $25,000 for an LGBT opera in 
Colombia and nearly $1 million to 
study the microaggressions among 
obese Latinx, whatever that means. 

But it is just crazy wasted money. I 
mean, it would be one thing if it was 
from even a surplus of crazy wasted 
money, but we are doing this, and we 
have to borrow the money from China 
to send to all these crazy projects 
around the world. This doesn’t even 
count the $200 billion we have sent to 
Ukraine. That is all borrowed as well. 

This summer, President Trump sent 
Congress a special message identifying 
$9.4 billion in rescissions, and Congress, 
for the first time in a long time, did 
the right thing: We voted for and 
passed this rescissions package to cut 
$9 billion. 

I supported, as I always do, cutting 
this foreign aid. With a deficit of $2 
trillion a year, though, $9 billion is a 
drop in the bucket. We have to do 
more. Congress has to do more. 

As much as I appreciate this, the 
power of the purse needs to be exerted 
more by Congress. We have let so many 
of these decisionmaking powers de-
volve to the President. The Founders, I 
think, would be appalled with Con-
gress. They would be appalled with 
what Congress has become. Congress 
exerts no powers. It gives away its 
powers and does not seek a restoration 
of its powers. 

Right now, we are living under emer-
gency rule, where the President has de-
clared emergencies on 160 countries 
and has declared that he has the right 
to declare whatever he wants through 
import taxes. Well, our Founding Fa-
thers would be appalled. The Constitu-
tion is very clear: Taxes originate in 
Congress, and even more specifically, 
taxes originate in the House of Rep-
resentatives. 

Unfortunately, Congress has been all 
too happy to wither in the shadow of 
the Presidency that grows larger with 
each successive administration. Wheth-
er it be Republican or Democrat, the 
Presidency grows larger and stronger; 

to wit, the continuing resolution that 
we are considering—the spending plan 
that we are considering—maintains the 
Biden spending levels. 

If you will remember, there was an 
election. Do you remember the Repub-
licans all said: Bidenomics and 
Bidenflation and Biden spending—we 
are against all that. 

That was kind of what the election 
was decided on, and now you have a Re-
publican in the White House, Repub-
licans in the Senate, and Republicans 
in the House, and we are living under 
the Biden spending levels that they 
complained about. 

The great irony is, the Democrats 
have now switched. The Democrats 
supported the Biden spending levels 
under President Biden. Now there is a 
President Trump and the spending lev-
els are exactly the same, and all the 
Democrats are voting no. It makes no 
sense at all. 

It is really ironic that every Demo-
crat Senator supported the spending 
levels just 9 months ago that we are 
voting on now. So when they say ‘‘con-
tinuing resolution,’’ we are continuing 
the same spending levels that we start-
ed with in December of last year, and 
every Democrat voted for them. 

Likewise, in December of last year, 
conservative Republicans voted against 
the Biden spending levels, and now 
they are poised to vote for the Biden 
spending levels. Both parties have com-
pletely flip-flopped to the opposite side 
of the same issue that hasn’t changed. 
Congress has truly entered the upside- 
down world. 

To add insult to irony, the CR before 
us adds the foreign aid dollars we can-
celed 2 months ago back into the base-
line spending. So we, finally, for the 
first time and as long as I can remem-
ber, had a vote to get rid of this crazy 
foreign aid, this foreign welfare. We did 
the right thing. We got rid of $9 billion. 
There is still another 40-some-odd bil-
lion dollars in the budget. We got rid of 
$9 billion. By voting on this continuing 
resolution today, they are sticking the 
foreign aid back in. The foreign aid 
will be back part of the baseline again. 
We have to go through the whole thing 
again. It is almost as if DOGE never ex-
isted, as if DOGE never found all this 
stuff, criticized it, shamed Congress 
into doing the right thing, and we cut 
the foreign aid. It is going back in. So 
we are going to do a CR that doesn’t 
lessen the foreign aid spending. It is 
going to have the same level of foreign 
aid spending we had last year. 

I am not going to fall for this trick, 
and conservatives shouldn’t either. As 
Jefferson tells us, our job is to be eter-
nally vigilant. What the country needs 
is a bipartisan effort in Congress to re-
claim the power of the purse and to do 
what is necessary to eliminate duplica-
tive spending, wasteful spending, and 
spend only what we can afford. 

We have some programs here that 
were begun 40 years ago, authorized. 
People said: We are going to solve the 
problem of homelessness, 40 years ago. 

The programs have been reauthorized, 
and we just continue living on and on. 
Then, every year or so, someone goes: 
Wow, we have a homeless problem. 
Why don’t we get another government 
program to build homes? 

They did this in California recently. 
They spent $27 billion over a several- 
year period. Do you know what the av-
erage unit cost for the affordable hous-
ing was? A million dollars a unit. That 
is the history of government, the in-
competence of government; that they 
are going to build houses for poor peo-
ple, and it turned out costing them a 
million dollars a unit to build houses 
for poor people. 

Just 2 weeks ago, a majority of the 
Republican caucus actually did vote for 
my Six Penny Plan. The Penny Plan, 
as I have said, is to cut spending across 
the board. It is how we would actually 
finally balance the budget. It is this 
compromise that everything needs a 
little bit of a haircut. Unfortunately, 
we have gotten no Democrat support 
for it. We got a little over half the cau-
cus, but probably a little over a third— 
30, 40 percent of the caucus—is still be-
lieving that we should just keep spend-
ing levels as they are or continue to in-
crease spending. So we are not quite 
there yet. There is not quite enough 
fear of where we are. 

But $37 trillion in debt is not some-
thing to be sneezed at. We are adding 
in $2 trillion a year. The interest alone 
is about $1 trillion. Some people have 
made the argument that a country can 
no longer remain strong when its inter-
est payments on its debt exceed its ac-
tual spending to defend itself, the mili-
tary spending. So I think we are really 
at a tipping point. 

Everybody comes to us for money. 
Everybody has got their hand out. Ev-
erybody wants more out of us. From 
Israel to Israel’s neighbors, everybody 
has got their hand out. Everybody 
wants more money from us. And I 
think it makes no sense for us to be 
borrowing it from China to give it to 
other countries, no matter how good 
the request is. 

The plans that have been presented 
before us—we had two plans presented: 
a Republican plan and a Democrat 
plan. Which one adds debt? Yes, both of 
them. The Republican plan will add $2 
trillion in debt next year if we con-
tinue spending at the same level. The 
Democrat plan said we want another 
trillion on top of that, so it would be a 
$3 trillion deficit next year. So neither 
party is serious about this. 

But there is an alternative, when we 
get enough Republicans, and that is 
the Penny Plan that I have been offer-
ing for several years. It balances it by 
gradually reducing spending just a lit-
tle bit each year. 

But by supporting yet another con-
tinuing resolution at the current 
spending levels, Republicans are essen-
tially signing off on the fiscal policies 
of the Biden administration—policies 
Republicans once rightly opposed. 

Just a short time ago, virtually 
every Republican was saying the Biden 
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spending levels were too high. But 
given that this continuing resolution 
will add another $2 trillion deficit next 
year, this plan, at the Biden level, 
should be a nonstarter. However the 
legislation before us today is being pre-
sented as a solution to dysfunction, but 
in reality, it is just papering over the 
cracks. 

This measure is not a reversal of the 
status quo; it is the status quo. It does 
nothing to address our debt. It does 
nothing to divert our trajectory that is 
bankrupting this Nation. This is not 
some theoretical debate; this is math. 
This is what will happen. This is what 
happened last year and is going to hap-
pen again—$2 trillion in additional 
debt. 

We bring in about $4.7 trillion. We 
spend $6.7 trillion. We are spending $2 
trillion more than comes in. This isn’t 
like an emergency. This isn’t even the 
excuse of the pandemic. This is routine 
business, routine status quo, $2 trillion 
in deficit every year. 

If we stay on this path, we keep 
spending like we did during the pan-
demic or under the Biden administra-
tion, we are guaranteeing a future of 
higher inflation and crippling debt for 
our children and grandchildren. 

We are running out of ways to fix 
this. We are running out of time. 

The CBO projects that within the 
next 10 years, mandatory spending— 
this is all the welfare programs—and 
interest alone will exceed revenue. We 
are getting pretty close to that now. 

Think about that. We vote on a budg-
et that is not mandatory spending. 
Military spending is considered to be 
discretionary, and then there is a 
bunch of discretionary welfare. Mili-
tary is a little bit more than the wel-
fare. That is the budget we vote on. 
Then you have mandatory spending, 
which is Social Security, Medicare, 
Medicaid, food stamps, and then inter-
est on the debt. That, essentially, is 
equal to what comes in. The taxes that 
are coming in equal the mandatory 
spending. So when we actually do 
produce a budget, which isn’t very 
often, the stuff we are spending is al-
most entirely borrowed. 

If you look at the discretionary 
spending budget, it is about $1.8, $1.9 
trillion. That is the debt. That is what 
the debt is. The debt is, essentially, 
equivalent to the discretionary spend-
ing. The mandatory programs, the wel-
fare programs, have gotten so big, and 
they grow with such abundance each 
year. We have added in young, healthy, 
able-bodied people to these programs 
that really shouldn’t be on welfare. 
You have added these people in, and it 
is consuming all of your taxes. So, 
really, everything else is being bor-
rowed. 

Entitlement programs and interest 
will consume every single dollar within 
a year or two that comes in, in tax rev-
enue. 

Imagine if you were running your 
household that way: no money left for 
food, clothing, shelter, unless you take 

out a loan every single year forever. 
That is what we are doing. You really 
can’t live that way. You can borrow if 
you want to borrow to buy a house, but 
the bank holds the house. But you 
don’t borrow money to pay rent for 
your apartment. You don’t borrow 
money to pay for your groceries. You 
have to actually earn that money and 
have enough for your daily living ex-
penses. We are to the point where we 
are borrowing for the daily living ex-
penses of government. 

My amendment that I have offered to 
this would take the automatic renewal 
that prevents us from shutting down— 
take the automatic renewal and put in 
the Penny Plan numbers so what you 
would actually have is not running the 
government at the same levels, at the 
Biden levels; you would actually reduce 
spending by 6 percent. 

I am fine to make it automatic. I am 
fine to let it kick in and go on so we 
don’t shut the government down, and 
we avoid the chaos and the discomfort 
of having the government shut down. 
But we shouldn’t keep spending the 
same amount of money. That would be 
like abdicating our duty just to spend 
the same amount. 

But if we were to use my Penny Plan 
budget, we would be returning to 
prepandemic spending levels, a signifi-
cant cut that would put us on the path 
to balancing our budget within 5 years. 

The government, though, has lost 
sight—lost sight—of its priorities. The 
American people are the ones paying 
the price. The big spenders don’t tell 
you the truth. They don’t tell you that 
it is all borrowed. They don’t tell you 
that you are being ripped off by infla-
tion. They don’t tell you that well, 
gosh, we are going to give you all this 
stuff, but it has a cost. 

Really, nothing really is free in life. 
There is really not any possibility of 
getting something for nothing. What 
you get from government through bor-
rowed money you pay for through in-
flated prices. 

The inflation of the Biden years 
didn’t go away. Over the last 3 or 4 
years in the grocery store, a lot of the 
meat and the different items in the 
grocery store went up 20 percent. When 
they say inflation is slowing down, 
that means we are just not adding 
more to it. But if you don’t make 20 
percent more than you made 4 years 
ago, you are being ripped off. You are 
being ripped off by inflation. 

It wasn’t that long ago that my col-
leagues, at least on this side of the 
aisle, stood united in opposition to this 
fiscal recklessness. It wasn’t that long 
ago that we drew a line in the sand on 
debt and the debt ceiling; that we de-
manded spending caps; that we said we 
wouldn’t mortgage our children’s fu-
ture to fund today’s political conven-
ience. Now, some seem content to roll 
over and lock in the very policies that 
we ran against. 

I won’t do that, and I won’t urge my 
colleagues to do that either. We can’t 
claim to be fiscal conservatives while 

voting for more and more debt. We 
can’t claim to be this great opposition 
to the Biden spending levels and then 
vote the Biden spending levels in. We 
can’t claim to not like deficit spending 
and then vote for spending that will in-
evitably lead to another $2 trillion in 
debt next year. 

This country can’t afford to write an-
other blank check. We can’t afford to 
lock in the fiscal mistakes of the past. 
We need real reform. We need it now. 
We need to return to the principles of 
limited, constitutional government. If 
we obeyed the Constitution—most of 
the nonsense, most of the spending 
that goes on up here really isn’t au-
thorized under the Constitution. If we 
return to the Constitution, the prin-
ciples of limited government, respon-
sible budgeting, and economic freedom, 
we would have a balanced budget 
again. We need to start today. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Montana. 

WAIVING QUORUM CALLS 
Mr. DAINES. Madam President, I ask 

unanimous consent to waive the man-
datory quorum calls with respect to 
the Waltz nomination and Calendar No. 
161, S. 2806. 

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Mississippi. 

S. 2296 
Mr. WICKER. Madam President, I ex-

pect the distinguished minority leader, 
my friend from New York, will speak 
possibly after the first vote and report 
that we are still at an impasse on fund-
ing the government, which, of course, 
expires at midnight tomorrow night. 

At that point, I want to implore my 
colleagues on this side of the aisle, and 
particularly the Democratic leader, to 
agree that while we are at an impasse, 
there is still very, very important busi-
ness to attend to, and that is the 
NDAA, the National Defense Author-
ization Act, which, as the President 
knows, has been reported from the Sen-
ate Armed Services Committee, some 
months ago, by an overwhelming ma-
jority vote, with only one dissenting 
vote. I think it was a vote of 24 to 1. 
That bill was reported to the floor. 

Our side of the cloakroom has run 
several hotlines, and we have been 
ready to go now for several days. Our 
disappointment has been that while the 
distinguished ranking member of the 
Armed Services Committee has been 
willing to proceed and a number of our 
friends on both sides of the dais, Re-
publicans and Democrats, on the 
Armed Services Committee have been 
willing to proceed, we don’t have en-
gagement yet from the minority lead-
ership. 

So I simply want to express aloud 
what I hope I can engage the Senator 
from New York about when he does 
speak. While we are at an impasse and 
the Senate is still in session, it seems 
to me a reasonable thing to do to bring 
this bipartisan, noncontroversial, but 
highly significant bill to the floor. 

VerDate Sep 11 2014 02:06 Sep 30, 2025 Jkt 059060 PO 00000 Frm 00008 Fmt 0637 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\G29SE6.010 S29SEPT1D
M

w
ils

on
 o

n 
D

S
K

7X
7S

14
4P

R
O

D
 w

ith
 S

E
N

A
T

E



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S6813 September 29, 2025 
We have agreed to a managers’ pack-

age on our side. We actually have 985 
Member-driven items already in the 
National Defense Authorization Act. 
We have agreed to a number of amend-
ments and a second managers’ package. 

There is very little difference on 
what will be brought to the Senate for 
votes, and it just seems to me that we 
don’t need to sit around idly while ne-
gotiations perhaps are going on with 
the White House, with the House, and 
the Senate. We need to proceed to this 
very essential legislation—the national 
defense bill. 

If we could get that done this week, 
I think it would show to our constitu-
ents back home in both parties—Inde-
pendent, Republican, and Democrat— 
that we are serious about the business 
of protecting the United States, enact-
ing this very important legislation and 
the changes we need so that we are not 
doing last decade’s type of national de-
fense but doing our job under the Con-
stitution to make sure the United 
States is strong. 

So I would make that request to my 
Democratic friends and to my Repub-
lican friends, most of whom, on our 
side, are ready to proceed and have 
been ready to proceed on the National 
Defense Authorization Act. 

I yield the floor. 
f 

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: 
CLOTURE MOTION 

We, the undersigned Senators, in accord-
ance with the provisions of rule XXII of the 
Standing Rules of the Senate, do hereby 
move to bring to a close debate on the nomi-
nation of Executive Calendar No. 425, Mi-
chael G. Waltz, of Florida, to be Representa-
tive of the United States of America to the 
Sessions of the General Assembly of the 
United Nations during his tenure of service 
as Representative of the United States of 
America to the United Nations. 

John Thune, John Boozman, Tim 
Sheehy, John Hoeven, James Lankford, 
Shelley Moore Capito, Pete Ricketts, 
Markwayne Mullin, Tommy Tuberville, 
Rick Scott of Florida, James E. Risch, 
Bernie Moreno, Tom Cotton, Ted Budd, 
David McCormick, John R. Curtis, 
Mike Rounds. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the mandatory 
quorum call has been waived. 

The question is, Is it the sense of the 
Senate that debate on the nomination 
of Michael G. Waltz, of Florida, to be 
Representative of the United States of 
America to the Sessions of the General 
Assembly of the United Nations during 
his tenure of service as Representative 
of the United States of America to the 
United Nations, shall be brought to a 
close? 

The yeas and nays are mandatory 
under the rule. 

The clerk will call the roll. 
The senior assistant executive clerk 

called the roll. 

Mr. BARRASSO. The following Sen-
ator is necessarily absent: the Senator 
from Alabama (Mr. TUBERVILLE). 

The yeas and nays resulted—yeas 54, 
nays 45, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 531 Leg.] 

YEAS—54 

Banks 
Barrasso 
Blackburn 
Boozman 
Britt 
Budd 
Capito 
Cassidy 
Collins 
Cornyn 
Cotton 
Cramer 
Crapo 
Cruz 
Curtis 
Daines 
Ernst 
Fetterman 

Fischer 
Graham 
Grassley 
Hagerty 
Hawley 
Hoeven 
Husted 
Hyde-Smith 
Johnson 
Justice 
Kelly 
Kennedy 
Lankford 
Lee 
Lummis 
Marshall 
McConnell 
McCormick 

Moody 
Moran 
Moreno 
Mullin 
Murkowski 
Ricketts 
Risch 
Rounds 
Schmitt 
Scott (FL) 
Scott (SC) 
Shaheen 
Sheehy 
Sullivan 
Thune 
Tillis 
Wicker 
Young 

NAYS—45 

Alsobrooks 
Baldwin 
Bennet 
Blumenthal 
Blunt Rochester 
Booker 
Cantwell 
Coons 
Cortez Masto 
Duckworth 
Durbin 
Gallego 
Gillibrand 
Hassan 
Heinrich 

Hickenlooper 
Hirono 
Kaine 
Kim 
King 
Klobuchar 
Luján 
Markey 
Merkley 
Murphy 
Murray 
Ossoff 
Padilla 
Paul 
Peters 

Reed 
Rosen 
Sanders 
Schatz 
Schiff 
Schumer 
Slotkin 
Smith 
Van Hollen 
Warner 
Warnock 
Warren 
Welch 
Whitehouse 
Wyden 

NOT VOTING—1 

Tuberville 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
RICKETTS). On this vote, the yeas are 
54, the nays are 45. 

The motion is agreed to. 
The motion was agreed to. 

f 

EXECUTIVE SESSION 

EXECUTIVE CALENDAR 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the nomination. 

The senior assistant legislative clerk 
read the nomination of Michael G. 
Waltz, of Florida, to be Representative 
of the United States of America to the 
Sessions of the General Assembly of 
the United Nations during his tenure of 
service as Representative of the United 
States of America to the United Na-
tions. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oregon. 

UNANIMOUS CONSENT REQUEST—S. 2850 

Mr. WYDEN. Mr. President, in the 
wake of the violent and senseless mur-
ders of multiple lawmakers and polit-
ical advocates, I rise to seek passage of 
legislation that will provide a real 
measure of protection to all Americans 
for their privacy and security. 

Before I do, I also want to point out 
that I am just back from the so-called 
‘‘war-ravaged hellhole’’ of Portland, 
OR—my hometown—and somehow I 
made it out unscathed. I will have 
more to say, but I want to make clear 
that my hometown of Portland is safe; 
it is vibrant; and Portlanders do not 

want Federal troops and do not need 
Federal troops. 

Now, with respect to privacy, as it 
stands today, data brokers have 
amassed vast amounts of Americans’ 
personal information, which they are 
willing to sell to anyone with a credit 
card. Would-be murderers can often 
find the home addresses and other per-
sonal information about their targets 
within a few search results on Google. 
Indeed, the assassin who murdered 
Minnesota State representative Me-
lissa Hortman and shot State senator 
John Hoffman repeatedly used ‘‘people 
search’’ websites run by data brokers 
to learn the home addresses of the vic-
tims. 

I also recognize that Members of Con-
gress receive untold numbers of violent 
and harassing threats as a result of our 
jobs, and I want to credit the bipar-
tisan effort in the Senate Commerce 
Committee to provide privacy protec-
tions for Members of Congress. I do not 
intend to stand in the way of their leg-
islation. 

The bill I offer today takes the pri-
vacy protections against data brokers 
in the Commerce Committee’s bill and 
extends them to all Americans. Pro-
tecting everyone is the most effective 
way to protect U.S. military and intel-
ligence personnel, including under-
cover officers. There have been numer-
ous press reports over the past few 
years revealing how data brokers are 
selling sensitive location data col-
lected from U.S. personnel who are 
working at military bases and other 
sensitive facilities and that they are 
willing to actually sell this data to for-
eign buyers. Members of Congress 
should not receive special treatment. 
Our constituents deserve protection 
from violence, stalking, and other 
criminal threats. 

For that reason, Mr. President, as in 
legislative session and notwithstanding 
rule XXII, I ask unanimous consent 
that the Committee on Homeland Se-
curity and Governmental Affairs be 
discharged from further consideration 
of S. 2850; that the Senate proceed to 
its immediate consideration; that the 
bill be considered read a third time and 
passed; and that the motion to recon-
sider be considered made and laid upon 
the table with no intervening action or 
debate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

The Senator from Texas. 
Mr. CRUZ. Mr. President, in reserv-

ing the right to object, I thank my 
friend the Senator from Oregon for his 
passion for privacy. He has had a pas-
sion for protecting privacy his entire 
tenure in the Senate, as have I, and his 
passion is genuine. I believe we have an 
obligation, a bipartisan obligation, to 
do more to protect the privacy of 
Americans, especially kids, but to pro-
tect the privacy of Americans across 
the board. 

We also are well aware we live in a 
time in which violence is on the rise. 
There is enormous division. There is 
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