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evidence three Republican House can-
didates in California who he says were
ahead on election day, but as absentee
ballots came in, they fell further and
further behind. He can’t prove it, but
to him, it stands to reason there must
be fraud.

He knows better than that. That is
just a pure falsehood. This is a delib-
erate campaign to undermine con-
fidence in our elections. The seizing of
ballot boxes in Georgia are meant to
undermine confidence in our elections.
The subpoenaing of records in Mari-
copa County are meant to undermine
our confidence in elections. All the
false talk about massive voter fraud is
a complete fiction even according to
the conservative Heritage Founda-
tion—a complete fiction—and they
would use this fiction to take away the
legitimate franchise of millions of
Americans.

Look, we have serious challenges in
this country. We have a war that the
American people don’t want and don’t
support. We have the cost of basic ne-
cessities increasing all the time. We
have a challenge we didn’t face in the
great recession or even the Great De-
pression. The problem today is not that
people are out of work, although unem-
ployment is rising. The problem today
is that people are working, and they
still can barely afford to get by.

That is the central challenge facing
our country, and I think, until we grap-
ple with that challenge, our democracy
will be on fragile ground. When people
see the quality of life their parents en-
joyed as something better than what
they have and when they look at their
futures and they find it in doubt for
their kids, all too many will entertain
any demagogue who comes along and
promises they alone can fix it.

But the answer cannot be to simply
take away people’s right to vote. We
need to address that challenge to make
the economy work for Americans
again. Anyone working hard in this
country should be able to provide for
themselves and their families. That is
what we should be focused on. That is
what the President promised to do.
Taking away their right to vote and
turning us into some kind of—if not an
autocracy, something less than a de-
mocracy, that is not the answer.

So I urge my colleagues to vote
against this ‘‘Save our Political
Heinies Act” and vote in favor of our
democracy, to vote to expand the fran-
chise to more and more Americans, not
take it away because of the failure of
the President’s policies.

With that, I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Ohio.

——
SAVE AMERICA ACT

Mr. MORENO. Madam President, I
thought I would give my colleague
from California some fantastic news.
There are so many times in politics we
hear bad news, but I am going to give
him good news. When he takes a mo-
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ment to read the actual bill, you don’t
have to read much. You just go right to
page 1.

It says:

Ensuring Only Citizens Are Registered to
Vote in Elections.

It says right here, at the bottom,
that you can provide any of the fol-
lowing. I am not a lawyer, but I assume
“any’ is a pretty comprehensive word
that means ‘‘any.”

It says:

A form of identification issued consistent—

Let me read this slowly—
consistent with the requirements of the Real
ID Act of 2005.

He just stated that the Real ID does
not count. On page 2, lines 1 through 4,
a Real ID absolutely does count as
voter ID.

The idea that asking somebody to
prove they are a U.S. citizen one time
when they register to vote and to show
who they are every time they vote is
basic common sense. Now, it is not
common in California because, in Cali-
fornia, they don’t require that.

My Democrat colleague is walking
out of the Chamber as I say this, but I
also would have liked him to have
heard even better news—even better
news—which is that you can go to Ohio
and get gas for a $1.75 less than in Cali-
fornia. Why? Because of California’s ri-
diculous policies. That is what is driv-
ing the price of fuel up for his constitu-
ents.

Where is the price of gas right now
that he was railing about? Twenty-one
cents a gallon less than it was at the
end of the Biden administration.

I know we get into a lot of arguments
here, and I know I am going to have
my amazing colleague from Utah go
further into this bill, but I just wanted
to very briefly debunk two very simple
things: California’s problems are Cali-
fornia’s causing. The reason your gas
prices are high is because you have ba-
sically banned all fossil fuels in your
State while begging—by the way, do
you want to know how California gets
gas today? It leaves the port in Jack-
sonville on a ship. It goes to the Baha-
mas. It gets unloaded from that ship
onto another ship. It then traverses
from the Bahamas, by the way, off the
coast of Florida. It goes all the way
around the Panama Canal and dis-
embarks in California. Why? Because
they refuse to have a pipeline go
through their State. That is why the
price of oil is high in California. It has
nothing to do with what is going on in
the Middle East, but yet we digress.

We are here to talk about two simple
things: Should you have to prove you
are a citizen when you register to vote
and should you have to prove that you
are who you are when you actually cast
a ballot?

With that, I yield the floor to my col-
league from Utah, who will go into the
28 pages of common sense that is in a
very well-written bill.

Madam President, I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Utah.
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SAVE AMERICA ACT

Mr. LEE. Madam President, we often
consider difficult, complicated issues
in this Chamber. It happens all the
time. In fact, if it is not complicated,
we sometimes wonder why we are de-
voting time to any particular matter.
Very often, these are issues that don’t
enjoy consensus among the American
people. We might have a degree of con-
sensus over the existence of a problem
but a thousand different ways of tack-
ling that problem. In other instances,
there might not even be consensus on
whether a problem exists or what that
problem might be. This is not one of
those moments.

This issue could not be simpler.
American elections are for American
citizens. This is an assertion that is so
elementary that its controversy is
itself the only remarkable feature.
There are 83 percent of Americans who
support voter ID—83 percent. Out of 100
people, 83 of them believe that we need
that. That is 95 percent of Republicans
and 71 percent of Democrats. That is
still 71 out of every 100 Democrats who
agree with us.

Now think about that for a minute.
How many issues in this country unite
83 percent of all Americans? This is one
of them.

For months now, I have been working
with colleagues, working with Presi-
dent Trump, and with citizens across
this great country—citizens who have
rallied behind this effort in numbers
and with a degree of intensity that I
have not seen in my entire time in the
Senate, and I am now in my 16th year
here. All of them are begging us to pass
the SAVE America Act, not in a non-
chalant, haphazard fashion but instead
in a way that indicates they really feel
it—that they feel it strongly, in fact.
They understand the need for this.

I have heard one thing over and over
and over again: Why would anyone op-
pose this? Who would oppose the notion
that only American citizens can vote
in American elections?

In this room, I can’t imagine any of
us would think that we, in not being
citizens of the United Kingdom or of
Yemen or of Japan or of the Phil-
ippines, could vote in elections in any
of those countries. Why? Well, because
we are not citizens of those countries.

If we happened to visit those coun-
tries, would that change anything? No,
not a thing. What if we lived there for
a few years but didn’t become citizens?
Still not. It still makes no difference.
If we are not citizens, we wouldn’t
dream of being able to vote in their
elections. Why should American elec-
tions be any different? Why should
someone who is not a citizen of the
United States of America be able to
vote in a U.S. election? Well, of course,
they shouldn’t.

Look, the SAVE America Act takes
those dynamics into account, and it
says something very simple. It says
that only American citizens should be
able to vote in U.S. elections. And it
does something very important. It
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makes it easy to vote and hard to
cheat. You need both of those ingredi-
ents to have a good election. It has got
to be easy to vote and hard to cheat.
You can achieve both at the same time
just as you can chew gum and walk at
the same time, but this is a whole lot
more important than being able to
chew gum while walking. In any free
society that purports to have a rep-
resentative government of any form,
especially in a constitutional republic
like ours, you must have both. You
can’t cut corners on either one. That is
common sense, and yet here we are.

If you don’t accept that only Ameri-
cans should vote in American elec-
tions, then what exactly are you de-
fending? Tell us why you want to make
it easier for noncitizens to vote in our
elections.

But, so far, what we have heard from
Democrats is not that. What we have
heard from Democrats in the U.S. Sen-
ate Chamber—and I say here ‘‘in the
U.S. Senate Chamber’’ because that is
different than Democrats nationwide
wherein more than 7 out of 10 agree
that we need reforms like what the
SAVE America Act would bring about.
It is only here in the Capital City of
this great Nation; it is only here in
this Dbuilding—in Congress, in the
House of Representatives and in the
Senate—that this is considered volatile
or somehow unacceptable by Demo-
crats. It is only these Democrats who
inhabit these hallways and who serve
in these two legislative Chambers who
regard this as somehow phenomenally
controversial, and what we have heard
from these Democrats here is nothing
but fearmongering and outright lies.

Now, whether they themselves know
that they are lies or they are just be-
lieving lies others have told them, that
is a topic for a different day. I am not
going to try to vet that out here. None
of us can know what any other person
is thinking or feeling, but I can assure
you that these are, at their core, the
product of fearmongering and of lies.

They told us that requiring proof of
citizenship to vote in U.S. elections is
somehow ‘‘racist.”” The minority leader
himself called this bill Jim Crow 2.0.
Wow—what an accusation, what a
crazy, absurd, ridiculous, and, frankly,
insulting accusation. I think he owes
the American people an explanation as
to how requiring proof of citizenship to
vote is tantamount to racial segrega-
tion laws. Racial segregation laws,
under the banner of Jim Crow, the
Democratic Party itself forced on a
substantial portion of the American
population over many decades in one of
the most evil—evil legislative tirades
in American history for a prolonged pe-
riod of time.

Why he would want to draw any par-
allel to Jim Crow is beyond the ability
of this Senator to understand. I don’t
get it. Frankly, the American people
aren’t buying it, nor should they.

They have told us that requiring
photo ID somehow ‘‘disenfranchises’
women. I can’t think of anything more
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racist. I can’t think of anything more
misogynistic than saying people of
color or women, whether married
women or otherwise, are incapable of
obtaining an ID and proof of citizen-
ship. That is frankly insulting.

It is something that millions of
Americans do every single day—often
many times a day—to get a job, to
board a plane, to open a bank account,
to enroll in school, to shovel snow in
New York City; for that matter, to go
to the Oscars, the Emmys, the
Grammys, the Super Bowl, almost any
theatrical production, and, yes, to get
into the Democratic National Conven-
tion. To get into the Democratic Na-
tional Convention, you have to show
photo ID, and you have to establish
credentials showing that you have a
right to be there and participate in
that event.

So if the SAVE America Act is Jim
Crow 2.0, then so, too, is the Demo-
cratic Party itself; so, too, are the
campaign rallies hosted by my friend
and colleague the Senator from Geor-
gia, up for reelection this year, who re-
cently advertised a campaign rally and
announced on the same website that to
get into said campaign rally, you
would have to show photo ID.

We are not getting the story. We are
not getting the complete story. We are
not getting anything close to the com-
plete story, and we are going to talk
about that tonight.

Look, millions upon millions of mar-
ried women navigate documentation
requirements every single day for a
whole host of reasons. To suggest that
Americans, that women, that people of
color are somehow incapable of doing
something so basic is deeply, fun-
damentally insulting, and it is beneath
the dignity of this Chamber and all
who occupy it for these arguments to
be raised here in this hallowed Cham-
ber.

I can’t think of anything more pa-
tronizing, more dismissive, more out of
touch than telling Americans that they
can’t meet the same basic require-
ments that govern so many other parts
of daily life—not just some people’s
daily lives but the daily lives of pretty
much everyone in this country.

This bill does not suppress voters. It
protects them. It treats them like ca-
pable citizens in a functioning republic
and ensures that their votes actually
do matter.

And let’s be honest. There is only one
reason to oppose this bill and what it
does—one reason: They want to cheat.
This bill makes it easy to vote and
hard to cheat. They are happy with ex-
actly half of the equation and not the
other half. But you can’t have both and
have a functioning representative gov-
ernment. You can’t have half of the
equation and have a successful con-
stitutional republic. It doesn’t work.

Here is today’s headline from POLIT-
ICO. I am not exaggerating this. I don’t
write the news; I just report it.

Why climate champions are sweating the
“SAVE America Act.”

March 17, 2026

It goes on to say:

If Republicans do ultimately succeed in
getting a version of the bill passed, environ-
mentalists and some Democrats fear it could
damage the democratic process ahead of No-
vember’s midterm elections and suppress the
will of climate-minded voters and can-
didates.

The level of hyperbolic panic, of
paranoid fantasy from the Democrats
and the media enterprises they control
is telling, and it is stunning, because
the only way this bill changes election
outcomes is if those outcomes have
been dependent on votes that shouldn’t
have been counted to begin with. If
that is part of the plan, then I can un-
derstand the panic. That is the reality.

We are closer than ever to getting
this bill across the finish line. Just a
few hours ago, we voted to proceed to
this bill, and that is because the Amer-
ican people have made their voices
heard. They have shown up. They have
spoken out. They have demanded that
our elections—their elections—be pro-
tected.

Failure here is not an option, and it
must never become such because if we
cannot secure the most basic element
of our elections, of any free and fair
system of elections, we are inviting a
level of distrust that this country can-
not afford.

I would say this to my Republican
colleagues: If we do not act on an issue
that commands this level of support,
not just from our own base but from
the entire spectrum among the Amer-
ican people—this level of support—we
should not be surprised when the
American people lose confidence in our
willingness to fight for them if we fail
to get it done and to do everything
along the way in order to ensure its
passage.

This is our moment. Stand for a sim-
ple principle. Let the American people
see who is willing to defend their sa-
cred right to vote and who is not.

I am confident that the principle at
the heart of this legislation will, in
fact, prevail. It will prevail because it
is fair, because it is right, because it
reflects the truth, because it reflects
how our laws are written and how
human nature interacts with our sys-
tem of laws.

This is the line. We have drawn it,
and we must defend it. You are either
willing to say that only American citi-
zens should vote in American elections
or you are not. There is no middle
ground.

Sure, we can talk about whether this
word or that word would most capably
accomplish what we need it to. We can
argue over a semicolon here or a
comma there. But unless we are talk-
ing about how to achieve the same ob-
jective of making sure that only Amer-
icans vote in American elections, we
will have missed the boat in a very
dangerous way.

The American people are, to be sure,
paying attention—very close attention,
indeed—because they understand what
is at stake. They understand that if
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their vote is diluted, it is taken from
them; if their elections are com-
promised—if their elections are com-
promised—their voice is diminished.
That is what this bill prevents.

So let’s stop pretending this is com-
plicated. It is not. If you believe, as I
do, that only American citizens should
vote in American elections, then this
should be the easiest vote of your en-
tire legislative career—not just that
which has passed already but that
which you are likely to see ever while
you are here.

Now, sure, there are all sorts of votes
about, you know, recognizing National
Sofa Care Month or this or that aware-
ness resolution, but in the world of ac-
tual laws coming into being in this
Chamber, you are not going to find
something much similar—much more
true to this principle of being clear, of
getting the message right, than this
one, of this being a very simple equa-
tion. We have to get this done, and we
have to get it right.

While we are on this topic, I want to
talk a little bit about why this bill is
necessary and walk you through some
of the legislative history, some of the
history in American law and American
society that has made this bill so nec-
essary and so timely today, because
there have been times in our history
when this wasn’t the same risk that it
is today. But it will help if we set the
table by explaining how we got here
and why it is that we need this so
badly, so immediately, right now.

Let’s start with something that hap-
pened about 33 years ago when Con-
gress passed a law back in 1993 called
the National Voter Registration Act. It
is frequently abbreviated as the NVRA
and sometimes known also as the
motor voter law.

The NVRA says in essence that in
any State that chooses to participate,
as the overwhelming majority of
States do—nearly every State partici-
pates—in any participating State, any-
body going into a DMV to apply for a
driver’s license may simultaneously
register to vote if they would like to do
so0. It made it easier for more people to
register to vote doing something that
most Americans—the overwhelming
majority of all Americans do from time
to time, which is get a driver’s license.

So you could go in, and while filling
out the paperwork, after establishing
who it is that you are, you could also
say, ‘I would like, with this same pa-
perwork, to register to vote’ because,
after all, they have your address, they
have your name, and they have other
information about who you are.

So the same State that is processing
your driver’s license application can
also in that same moment harness the
power of a State to register you to
vote. That is one of many things that
made the NVRA appealing.

A couple of things have happened
since the NVRA passed that warrant
our careful consideration of this legis-
lation now and that make this legisla-
tion so very necessary.
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For one thing, over time, you have
seen different trends in States in how
they issue driver’s licenses, to whom
they issue them. There have been times
when States didn’t necessarily have oc-
casion to even consider the question of
whether or under what circumstances
to give driver’s licenses to those who
are either not citizens of the United
States or perhaps, in addition to being
not citizens of the United States, are
here illegally.

As some of this became a little bit
more complicated when legislation
passed in 2005 dealing with the REAL
ID issues, with this move toward estab-
lishing a REAL ID driver’s license that
could have some indication as to
whether somebody was a citizen,
States have paid careful attention to
that.

Most States today—the over-
whelming majority of States today will
issue a driver’s license to a person who
is not a citizen of the United States. In
I believe 19 States, plus the District of
Columbia, you could get a driver’s li-
cense even if you are not just a noncit-
izen but a noncitizen who is here with-
out documentation, without legal per-
mission, authority to be here. If you
are an illegal immigrant, you can still
get one in 19 States, plus the District
of Columbia.

So if you can do that, if you can walk
into a DMV in any of those jurisdic-
tions and check a box and sign your
name, in theory, you can register to
vote.

Well, some of this came to a head
about 20 years after the NVRA was
passed when, in 2013, the Supreme
Court of the United States decided a
case called Arizona v. Inter Tribal
Council of Arizona. In that case, the
Supreme Court of the United States
conclusively interpreted the NVRA as
preempting out any State authority
that might have otherwise existed
when it comes to requiring proof of
citizenship of someone registering to
vote, using an NVRA form at a DMV
while applying for a driver’s license.

In other words, they said: Even if a
State is worried about perhaps inad-
vertently registering noncitizens to
vote, even if in certain circumstances
they might have affirmative reason to
believe that one or more voters are not
citizens of the United States, they may
not ask for any proof of citizenship in
that moment.

Now, I believe that interpretation
was misguided. I believe it was wrong
as a matter of statutory construction.
Justice Alito, my former boss, wrote a
masterful dissent explaining why the
majority got it wrong. Nonetheless, the
majority ruling still stands. It conclu-
sively interpreted the NVRA as prohib-
iting the States from making any ef-
fort to figure out whether somebody
was a citizen as long as they were
using the NVRA-supplied form when
registering someone to vote.

This created a big problem—a big
problem that a lot of people, myself in-
cluded, hadn’t thought much about
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until relatively recently, until just a
few years ago. I got involved in this,
started writing this bill 2 or 3 years
ago when I put all of these pieces to-
gether and I realized what it could
spell for the American Republic if we
didn’t solve the problem.

Without regard to what might have
already happened and what might be
happening today, when you play this
forward, even if you were starting from
the assumption that none of this ever
happens, that nobody ever has reg-
istered to vote in the past who was not
a citizen or never had voted in any
election who was not a citizen—that is
an assumption contrary to fact, but
even if you were to reach that conclu-
sion, you play this forward, and this
could and ultimately will lead to a
whole lot of mischief when you put all
of those factors into the mix, espe-
cially when you consider what hap-
pened between 2021 and 2025.

On or about—I don’t know—let’s say
January 20, 2020, through to January
20, 2025, there were policies in place in
this country that led to relatively open
borders, you might say, in which an es-
timated 10 to 15 million people entered
this country unlawfully, with many of
them here to this day.

(Mrs. MOODY assumed the Chair.)

Some people have estimated that the
total population of noncitizens inside
the United States today stands in the
neighborhood of around 30 million peo-
ple. That is a lot of people—a lot of
people who, in most States, could apply
for and receive a driver’s license, par-
ticularly if they live in some States
more than others. And all they have to
do is walk into a DMV, apply for a
driver’s license, check a box saying,
“Yes, I would like, while applying for
my driver’s license, simultaneously to
register to vote.” And all that remains
after that is you sign your name. And
by signing your name, you are certi-
fying that you are entitled to register
to vote, that you are a citizen and not
under any kind of legal impediment
from voting. And that is done.

So even if you were someone who as-
sumes, contrary to fact—and contrary
to more facts that I believe will be
coming out in greater detail in the
coming days and weeks—even if you
were someone who believes that this
does not happen, that people don’t reg-
ister to vote if they are not citizens of
this country, this still would be a
trend, given all of the circumstances
that I have just outlined, all the things
that have happened since the NVRA be-
came the law of the land back in 1993.

This is something that we should all
very much worry about. This should
concern us greatly; that is, you don’t
want people voting in a system in
which they are not entitled to vote.

You think about every other cir-
cumstance where people vote. It is not
just in U.S. Federal elections for Fed-
eral office, which is the concern of this
particular legislation. In countless
interactions—separate and apart from
Federal elections, separate and apart
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from State elections—people hold elec-
tions of one sort or another.

One set of elections that people
sometimes encounter are within vol-
untary organizations or within a home-
owners association. They might have
elections to decide different issues, to
elect their leadership. They might have
those on a PTA, on different charitable
organizations, fraternal organizations
that they might belong to. In every one
of those circumstances, you don’t want
somebody who is not entitled to vote,
who is not part of the organization, to
be casting a vote.

If it is a homeowners association,
you don’t want somebody who is not
part of that organization, because they
don’t own a home within the home-
owners association’s jurisdiction, to be
casting a vote. If it is a shareholder
election in a corporate context, you
don’t want nonshareholders casing a
vote. Why? Well, they don’t have the
same interest that the shareholders
have.

We sure as heck don’t want foreign
nationals voting in U.S. elections be-
cause what unites us is the fact that we
are citizens. We may come to things
from different perspectives, different
parts of the country, different origins.
We might have inherited different lan-
guage patterns, different languages, be-
lief systems, political beliefs, cultural
customs—whatever. But what unites us
is that we are American citizens.

If you start inviting in and allowing
those who are not U.S. citizens to do it,
bad things could happen. You talk
about the risk of foreign election inter-
ference. It is really significant here, as
every American’s vote is threatened to
be diluted every time this happens.

Now, it is not just there that it mat-
ters, that we prove who we are or that
we are entitled to do the thing that we
want to do. Think of many other cir-
cumstances you encounter. When you
go to the bank and you are going to
withdraw money, we should all hope
that any place anybody has money de-
posited on account isn’t going to allow
somebody else to show up and with-
draw money from that account without
having to prove who they are. That
would be its own form of chaos.

When people go to pick up a prescrip-
tion drug, to go to the doctor, to seek
medical treatment, to apply for a hunt-
ing license or a fishing license, to
apply for Social Security benefits, to
board a plane, to pick up theater tick-
ets, to do all kinds of things where it
matters who you are, your ability to
engage in the activity that you want to
engage in depends, hinges, on your
ability to demonstrate that you are
who you say you are and you have the
right to participate in the thing you
want to participate in.

Harkening back a moment ago to my
discussion of the Democratic National
Committee, the Democratic National
Convention would be crazy to allow
people in there who have not been
elected as delegates to the Democratic
National Convention—same with the
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Republicans. And so what do they do?
Well, they have to show ID.

What about here? Look, in order to
get here, all of us who have been elect-
ed to the U.S. Senate had to go through
a series of processes and procedures
that involved showing who we are and
that we are entitled to participate in
this process, in several, very meaning-
ful steps.

I remember, the very first time I
filed to run for the U.S. Senate, I had
to go to the Lieutenant Governor’s of-
fice. The Lieutenant Governor in Utah,
under the Utah Constitution, performs
the secretary of state function. It is
the Lieutenant Governor who oversees
the conduct of elections in our State,
and it is the Lieutenant Governor’s of-
fice that files and processes the can-
didate filing information.

I had to go to the Lieutenant Gov-
ernor’s office all three times I have run
for and been elected to the U.S. Senate,
establish who I am, establish my citi-
zenship and my residency in the State.
And, of course, there is payment that
has to go along with it. And after all of
that process, you have the opportunity
to be on the ballot. If everything goes
well, if you are nominated by your po-
litical party or otherwise get on the
ballot, then you are considered.

But long before any of us ever showed
up here to cast our very first vote or
give our very first speech as Senators
or even be sworn in, there was other
paperwork that we had to process in
order to establish who we are and that
we have a right to be here and that we
have a right to cast a vote.

Obviously, we had to win elections.
So there is a very important document
without which I wouldn’t be here, with-
out which any of us wouldn’t be here:
our election certificate. In my State,
again, that too is issued by the Office
of the Lieutenant Governor, per-
forming that secretary of state func-
tion, that certifies the election results.

All three times I have been elected to
the U.S. Senate, I have had to produce
that document, and that document has
been sent by the Lieutenant Governor
of the State of Utah to the Secretary of
the Senate, who had to review that.

I had to produce ID when I showed up
here in multiple forms. In fact, I had
to, just as everyone does, every time
they start a new job as an employee. If
you are an American citizen, anytime
you start new employment with a new
employer, you have to fill out a form.
The form is called the I-9. It is not just
that you fill out the form. You have to
fill out the form, and you have to
produce, yes, proof of citizenship—be-
cause if you are not a U.S. citizen, then
you have to produce a visa, and you
have to show that your visa status al-
lows you to have the type of employ-
ment from the employer that has hired
you. But even if you are just an Amer-
ican citizen, you have still got to prove
that.

And the I-9 and the requirements
that go with it are very exacting. As I
recall, there are a few ways of proving

March 17, 2026

that. You can prove it by showing up
with a U.S. passport. If you don’t have
a passport, as many Americans don’t,
then you can show up with a birth cer-
tificate and a government-issued photo
ID. At some point there has been a So-
cial Security card involved, but not ev-
erybody I know carries around their
original Social Security card all the
time. So there are other ways that
allow you to do it without the original
Social Security card, but there are
other ways of doing it. But it is pretty
exacting. And you can’t start the job
unless or until you have proven who
you are and that you are a U.S. citizen.

Now, when we wrote the SAVE Amer-
ica Act, we allowed for those same doc-
uments to be used in order to establish
your citizenship. But we didn’t stop
there because even that, in some cir-
cumstances, could be more difficult for
some people. So we made it even more
flexible. Yes, you can establish it by
producing a U.S. passport, if in fact
you have one, if that U.S. passport es-
tablishes your citizenship; likewise, a
passport card, if you don’t have the
whole thing, and that establishes your
citizenship. You can do it by a REAL
ID-compliant driver’s license, if that
REAL ID-compliant driver’s license
also establishes your citizenship con-
clusively, as some do and others do
not. That will also suffice. As with the
I-9, you can also do it with the com-
bination of a birth certificate and a
government-issued photo ID.

But in addition to all of those things,
we also have some catchall exceptions
that cover all kinds of territory, in-
cluding one of my least favorite argu-
ments but one of the most frequently
arising arguments that is made, that
somehow this is going to disenfran-
chise women everywhere, especially
married women who obviously, at the
time of their birth, neither they nor
their parents could have had any idea,
first of all, when or whether they
might be getting married; secondly, if
and when they got married later,
whether they would choose to take on
the last name of their husband, of the
person they married, and what that
name would be.

This isn’t really a problem. I mean,
this actually happens all the time in
other contexts. Whether it is for your
interaction with the Internal Revenue
Service, with the Social Security Ad-
ministration, a driver’s license, there
are all kinds of ways to deal with that.
And the SAVE America Act makes
clear, if you have changed your name
as a result of getting married, obvi-
ously a marriage certificate will suf-
fice. If you change your name through
some other mechanism, some record of
the change in circumstance, whether
that is an adoption certificate, a di-
vorce decree that with it came another
change of names, you can supply that.

But it also contains something else
that is available not just for people
who have changed their name but peo-
ple in lots of other circumstances in
which, for whatever reason, they don’t
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have the documentation. So imagine,
for instance, that you are somebody
who had changed your name upon get-
ting married, but you can’t find your
marriage certificate. No problem. We
take care of that as part of the same
provision that we take care of those
who may have lost all their docu-
mentation of all their citizenship.
Maybe their house burned down yester-
day and everything is gone. Poof, up in
flames—it is gone. Maybe your dog ate
all of your documentation that you
would otherwise use when starting a
new job and filling out your I-9 form.
Maybe you never had it to begin with.
This bill takes care of it. We made
clear of that. We went out of our way
to make sure that that would be the
case.

In this legislation, the House-passed
SAVE America Act that we proceeded
to just a few hours ago in the U.S. Sen-
ate, it can be found at page 12, line 22.
Or if you want to look at the Schmitt-
Lee substitute amendment that may be
discussed later this week, it is on page
14, line 17. Either way, the text says
the same thing: If you don’t have the
documentation, whether of a name
change or of any of it, you can supply
it by a sworn statement that you your-
self can fill out, a sworn affidavit in
which you provide the basic details
surrounding your birth, if you are a
natural-born citizen of this country,
describing when and where you were
born, to whom and so forth; or if you
are a naturalized citizen, the cir-
cumstances surrounding and dates in-
volved in your naturalization. You
then hand it over to the State election
official who is in charge of those
things, and it then becomes the burden
of the State to confirm or refute what
you have submitted under oath, under
penalty of perjury, to do this, with the
understanding that if it checks out, if
you are who you say you are, you are
still going to be able to register to vote
and, in fact, cast a vote, notwith-
standing the fact that you may not
have any of those documents, either
because your house burned down, your
dog ate them, or you never had them or
otherwise.

So these arguments are not legiti-
mate, and these arguments, which I see
made every single day—sometimes in
this Chamber, sometimes on social
media or elsewhere—these are false ar-
guments made with knowledge of their
falsity or reckless disregard for their
truthfulness or both. And they are in-
excusable. They do not carry water.

This is all about making it easy to
vote and hard to cheat. We have to do
both. We must do both.

Now, getting back to what I was
talking about a minute ago, when we
show up here, by the time we have
shown up here, we have had to estab-
lish who we are, our right to run for
the U.S. Senate, and we have to
produce other documentation showing
that we have, in fact, been elected to
the U.S. Senate.

When we do that, we also have to fill
out the I-9 form here and establish,
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again, that we are who we are, who we
say we are, and that we are, in fact,
U.S. citizens. And if we do all of that
right, then they give us a sort of cheat
code version of the documentation, this
pin right here.

I remember when I first got here, the
day I was sworn in, January 2011, after
my first election had occurred a few
weeks earlier in November of 2010, I
stood right over there. I was sworn into
the Senate.

Right after I was sworn in, they had
me sign a little book indicating that I
was, in fact, sworn in as a Senator, and
they gave me a pen and then they gave
me this little pin. I wasn’t sure what to
think about the pin. I am not really
into accessories or jewelry, but it was
in a nice little box, and I wasn’t sure
what to do with it. Because I don’t
wear such things frequently, I put it in
a drawer of my desk and I closed the
drawer and I kind of forgot all about it.

After I had been here for a while, I
commented to one of my colleagues: Is
it me or does everybody get carded a
lot here?

When I first showed up, I had a great
head of hair, by my standards today. It
is gone now. But I looked young. I was
39 years old when I was elected to the
Senate. In the Senate, being 39 can feel
like you are sort of like 12 years old or
something like that.

I got carded a lot, in part, because 1
didn’t—maybe I didn’t yet look like a
Senator to them. In any event, they
didn’t recognize me as a Senator, and I
found, regularly, that I was having to
pull out my ID, you know my Senate
ID, and the cops would look at it as I
would approach the building, make
sure that the tamper-resistant strip
was intact, and they would say: Well, I
guess we have got to let him in.

I commented to a colleague saying:
How long will it take before I stop get-
ting carded every time I come into the
Senate?

And this colleague said: Well, you got
to wear the pin.

What pin?

Well, when you got sworn in, they
gave you that little pin.

Then I remembered the little pin
that came in the little jewelry box. I
put it in the desk drawer and I closed
the drawer and I forgot all about it.

I said: Why do I need to wear the pin?

They said: Well, the security per-
sonnel in and around the Capitol recog-
nize that pin because it is worn only by
Senators, and it is sort of like your
portable ID badge. You won’t have to
get carded as much.

Ever since then, I have worn the
lapel pin, and it works like a charm. I
have even named it. I call it my
“Sorry, Senator” pin because if I get
carded, I point to it, and they say: Oh,
sorry, Senator. You can come on in.

I remember one day I was standing
over there at one of those desks in be-
tween two votes. I had one arm gently
resting on the desk in front of me. One
of the nonuniformed security personnel
came up to me and said in a somewhat
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harsh tone of voice: Excuse me, sir.
Will you please not lean on the Sen-
ator’s desk.

I, still being new, I was very sensitive
to not want to do anything wrong.

I said: I am terribly sorry. I will try
not to put any weight on it—because a
lot of these desks are original equip-
ment, which means they are, you
know, 150 years old or more, and we
want to be careful with them. I
thought he was concerned about the
fact that I had one arm gently resting
on the desk in front of me.

But the inquiry was not over. He
wanted to interrogate a little bit fur-
ther. He then said: Are you with minor-
ity?

The Republicans—I am a Republican.
We were in the minority party at the
time.

Are you with the minority?

I said: What do you mean, on this
vote or the next? I often vote with my
party. Sometimes they get it wrong.
Sometimes I don’t vote with my party.
I am not sure why you are asking this.

He said: Are you with the minority
leader?

And I said: Well, he is our leader.
Why wouldn’t I be with him? I don’t
understand your question. Is this a loy-
alty test?

And then he asked me another ques-
tion that made me realize what was
really going on.

He said: Are you part of the minority
leader’s staff?

Then I realized, oh, OK. That is why
I am getting the third degree.

So I pointed to the ‘‘Sorry, Senator”
pin, thinking that would be the end of
the inquiry. All it got me was a blank
stare for some reason.

And at that point, I realized what
was happening, and I used my title. I
didn’t want to use my title. I don’t like
to use my title. It makes me feel un-
comfortable to this day, even after 15,
going on 16 years.

So I kind of mumbled the answer. 1
said: I am Senator LEE.

He said: What?

And I said: OK. My name is MIKE
LEE. I come from the State of Utah. It
is sort of squarish and chair-shaped. It
is in the Rocky Mountains, best snow
on Earth, really well-known place to
visit.

And then he realized what was hap-
pening and what I was saying. And he
said to me in one hurried breath: I am
terribly sorry for the misunder-
standing, sir. My name is Steve if you
want to report me.

And then before I could tell him it
was OK, Steve was fast, and he got out
of Dodge. So he was too quick.

But from then on until the day he re-
tired, I always said hello to Steve, and
I smiled. I said: Hi, Steve, just to make
sure there were no hard feelings be-
cause it was an honest mistake; it was
not a big deal.

Steve retired a few years ago, and I
miss him. Only recently it occurred to
me that his name is probably not
Steve. Maybe Steve is somebody he
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worked with that he didn’t like, but he
was looking for that badge of authen-
ticity. And when he finally saw it and
contextualized it, he realized, yes, that
is worn only by Senators. He can be
here.

My point is this: In order for us to be
here to make these decisions in this
building, in this Capitol, affecting 350,
360 million Americans, we first have to
prove that we are who we say we are
and that we have a right to be here to
make those decisions. So, too, with our
elections.

We don’t want people choosing those
who will make laws on their behalf un-
less they themselves are the people
who are the people referred to in the
Constitution who get to make those de-
cisions. So let’s get this right.

Let’s not get it wrong. Let’s not pre-
tend that this is something that it is
not. It is fundamentally unfair and dis-
honest in every way, shape, and form
to refer to this as racist, misogynist, as
voter suppression. It is none of those
things.

This is entirely about one thing,
which is making sure that our elec-
tions are secure, that they are legiti-
mate, that they are fair. We want to
make it easy to vote and hard to cheat.

Yes, we can have both of those
things, and we must pursue both of
them or in the long run, we will have
neither. We will have none of them,
and it will become a problem. So let’s
nip this thing in the bud, and let’s get
this right.

Let’s make it easy to vote, and let’s
make it hard to cheat.

Nothing short of chaos ensues if we
don’t have that, especially whereas
here we have an existing system of
laws that make it so unbelievably, un-
deniably easy for someone to lie with
no further proof, no proof of who they
are, no proof of why it is that they
have the right to vote.

So how does that happen, and how do
they justify it? One of the most amus-
ing, if bewildering, arguments that I
hear—and I hear it all the time and
have since the day we first introduced
the original SAVE Act about 2 years
ago—is that we don’t need it. We don’t
need it. Why? Why don’t we need it?
Because it is already illegal for non-
citizens to vote.

In fact, it is a felony offense. So we
know it doesn’t happen because it is al-
ready against law.

Well, let’s think about how that
would work elsewhere. Let’s take a
really familiar example. If you want to
buy alcohol, you want to go into a bar
or convenience store, liquor store, you
want to buy alcohol, what can and
should and must every American ex-
pect? To get carded.

Now, this is as a teetotaler some-
thing that I see mostly on TV and in
the movies, but I also see it in real life
when I see somebody buying some-
thing, something that I as a teetotaler
don’t drink, but you get carded when
you buy alcohol.

It doesn’t matter where, you are
going to get carded. It doesn’t matter
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how old you are, you are going to get
carded.

Now, if it were acceptable there to
say it is illegal for a minor to buy alco-
hol or it is illegal for anyone to sell or
otherwise give alcohol to a minor,
somebody who is too young to buy al-
cohol, somebody who is not yet past
the age of 21, so they don’t do it, so we
don’t need it because it is already un-
lawful—well, guess what would happen?
There would be a whole lot more pro-
curing of alcoholic beverages in retail
establishments by people who are too
young to drink. It would happen left
and right.

It would be folly to assume: Well, it
is already illegal, so it doesn’t happen,
so we don’t need to do anything about
it.

So what did we do? Well, we insti-
tuted a series of laws to make it so
that you have to show ID when you buy
alcohol. It doesn’t mean that nobody
can ever cheat to break their way
through it. It doesn’t mean that some
people don’t figure out clever ways of
getting a fake ID or going through an
intermediary, but there are more steps.

But to assume at the outset that it
doesn’t happen because it is already il-
legal, regardless of whether you are
taking any steps at all to verify that
somebody is who they claim to be and
that they are eligible to do the thing
that they are trying to do is absolutely
ridiculous, and we cannot assume that
our laws can be enforced, especially
against the backdrop of the vulnerabil-
ities that I have described.

The National Voter Registration Act,
coupled with the 2015 interpretation by
the Supreme Court in Arizona v. Inter
Tribal Council of Arizona, coupled with
the trend among States to issue driv-
er’s licenses to noncitizens, with 19 of
those States and the District of Colum-
bia issuing them openly, even to known
illegal immigrants, and then with an
estimated 10 to 15 million Americans—
some people think more—coming into
this country unlawfully just in the 4-
year period from 2021 to 2025, to say
that we would be acting recklessly is a
gross understatement.

So, no, this is not some sort of sub-
terfuge to engage in Jim Crow 2.0 any
more than the Democratic National
Convention or a JON OSSOFF campaign
rally is about Jim Crow 2.0—and shame
on anyone who stoops to that level of
stupidity and dishonesty as to make
that argument—nor is this about voter
suppression.

If this is about voter suppression,
then literally any law that is designed
to make sure that there is no fraud,
that there is no cheating in elections,
would also be voter suppression.

Now does it add a step? Yes, of
course, but we add steps all the time to
make sure that we don’t make it too
easy, especially when it matters for
somebody to just go in and take some-
thing that doesn’t belong to them. And
by taking something that belongs to
others, cheapening it for them, dimin-
ishing substantially the value of what
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those who actually have that right,
who own that thing—mamely, U.S. citi-
zenship—would otherwise have access
to, you are taking it from them. We
can’t allow that to happen.

This is why I am proud to be the
original author and sponsor in the Sen-
ate of this bill, proud to have worked
with my House counterpart Congress-
man CHIP ROY from the great State of
Texas on this legislation.

We can get this done. And now that
we are on the bill, we are going to de-
bate it. I look forward to hearing the
debates. I look forward in each and
every instance to being able to refute
the absurd arguments against it be-
cause, let’s face it, there is no legiti-
mate reason to oppose this bill. I stand
by that, and I will continue to stand by
that in the coming days and weeks.
And I am ready for many, many weeks.

We are going to stay on this bill until
it damn well passes because the Amer-
ican people demand and deserve noth-
ing less than that. Our Republic will
not function, our country will not
thrive unless we can protect the sanc-
tity of the elections that determine
who makes the laws, who sets the pol-
icy in this country.

We can walk and chew gum at the
same time. We can make it easy to
vote and hard to cheat at the same
time. We can, we must, and together
we will.

We must pass the SAVE America
Act.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Washington.

——

SAVE AMERICA ACT

Ms. CANTWELL. Madam President,
the hour is late and many people have
spoken tonight on this proposal by my
colleague from Utah and others. But I
just want to add my voice to the many
who are very concerned about this leg-
islation.

I listened with great interest to what
my colleague had to say about the fact
that this was somehow necessary, that
somehow things were trending in the
wrong direction, and that he did want
to make it easy to vote.

I think the fact that he wants to
make it easy to vote is the essence of
what this debate is about because the
U.S. citizen is given a constitutional
right to vote in our elections and the
States to control the running of our
elections. It is hard to imagine how the
passing of the SAVE Act would help
you on those constitutional rights.

I am here tonight to add my voice.
Happy Saint Patrick’s Day for those
who are here wearing the green, and I
am pretty sure you wish you were out
of here by now and at some Irish fes-
tivities celebrating the day.

But trust me, the Irish in the United
States of America appreciate voting
rights and appreciate the right to vote,
and so do many other segments of
American society who have had chal-
lenges in the past to get their votes
counted.
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