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pursuant to section 601(b) of the Inter-
national Security Assistance and Arms 
Export Control Act, I move to dis-
charge the Committee on Foreign Re-
lations from further consideration of 
S.J. Res. 118, to direct the removal of 
United States Armed Forces from hos-
tilities against the Islamic Republic of 
Iran that have not been authorized, as 
is by the Constitution necessary, by 
Congress. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
Motion to discharge from the Committee 

on Foreign Relations, S.J. Res. 118, a joint 
resolution to direct the removal of United 
States Armed Forces from hostilities within 
or against the Islamic Republic of Iran that 
have not been authorized by Congress. 

VOTE ON MOTION TO DISCHARGE 
Mr. BOOKER. I ask for the yeas and 

nays. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 

sufficient second? 
There appears to be a sufficient sec-

ond. 
The yeas and nays are ordered. 
Is there further debate on the mo-

tion? 
Hearing none, the question is on 

agreeing to the motion to discharge 
S.J. Res. 118. 

The clerk will call the roll. 
The legislative clerk called the roll. 
The result was announced—yeas 47, 

nays 53, as follows: 
[Rollcall Vote No. 58 Leg.] 

YEAS—47 

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

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

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

NAYS—53 

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 
Kennedy 
Lankford 
Lee 
Lummis 
Marshall 
McConnell 
McCormick 
Moody 

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

The motion was rejected. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

HUSTED). The Senator from Rhode Is-
land. 

Mr. REED. I suggest the absence of a 
quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. LEE. Mr. President, I ask unani-
mous consent that the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

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

The Senator from Utah. 
f 

SAFEGUARD AMERICAN VOTER 
ELIGIBILITY ACT 

S. 1383 
Mr. LEE. Mr. President, here we find 

ourselves today, a little over 24 hours 
after we began consideration of the 
SAVE America Act, having passed the 
motion to proceed to that measure yes-
terday afternoon. 

It is important to me. I think it is 
important to the American people, who 
overwhelmingly support this measure 
and the policy changes it would bring 
about when enacted into law, that we 
keep our running tally of the argu-
ments being raised against it. The ar-
guments for and against it are and 
properly should be monitored by the 
American people so that they can see 
what is going on. 

This does, after all, impact them, and 
it impacts them in a way that goes be-
yond the run-of-the-mill piece of legis-
lation. 

Everything we do potentially affects 
the American people one way or an-
other, some things more than others. A 
simple sense of the Senate resolution 
declaring ‘‘National Sofa Care Week’’ 
might impact them less than some-
thing like raising taxes, for example. 

This one is, in some ways, upstream 
from all of those because the SAVE 
America Act deals with something very 
fundamental. It deals with the way 
that the citizens are able to interact 
with and influence their own govern-
ment. Really, it is the fundamental 
premise of the founding of our Nation 
and the creation of our Republic. 

In many respects, the Declaration of 
Independence, whose birthday we are 
about to celebrate this year—we are 
nearly 250 years since we became our 
own country, since we declared inde-
pendence. In the Declaration of Inde-
pendence, in addition to kicking off the 
creation of the greatest civilization 
that human history has ever recorded, 
it also set out a vision for the type of 
Nation we aspire to become and, in 
fact, have become. It established a few 
basic principles. In many respects, the 
Declaration of Independence, while not 
quoted as often, while not celebrated as 
much, and while it is maybe a step or 
two detached from the day-to-day oper-
ation of the government—in some re-
spects, the Declaration of Independ-
ence is itself the picture that we look 
at when we assess who we are as a 
country. The Constitution is the 
frame—the structure that holds it in 
place, that sets the boundaries—but 
the Declaration provides the picture. 

The Declaration acknowledges the 
existence of popular sovereignty. It ac-
knowledges the natural fundamental 
rights that God and nature’s God lay 
before us; that acknowledges the fun-

damental truths about who we are and 
what government is in relation to us; 
that we have these self-evident truths, 
these God-given rights to life, liberty, 
and the pursuit of happiness; the un-
derstanding that government exists for 
the well-being of human beings and not 
the other way around; and that when-
ever government becomes destructive 
of those same ends—life, liberty, and 
the pursuit of happiness, for example— 
it is the right, it is the duty, it is the 
obligation to alter or abolish that gov-
ernment and to establish something 
that will secure their freedoms. 

Some 11 years after that document 
was penned, after several years, we won 
the war against what was then the 
world’s last-standing great superpower 
in a conflict that could be analogized 
to David and Goliath. We were not Go-
liath. We were David—we were the un-
derdog of underdogs—and, somehow, we 
managed to win that war. We estab-
lished a form of government, after win-
ning that war, under the Articles of 
Confederation. 

Instinctively, intuitively, we adopted 
a form of national government that 
was weak, that was meek, that was 
mild—in part because we had just come 
off of an experience with our mother 
country where we saw that the risk of 
tyranny was greater at the national 
level than it was at the local level. 
Meanwhile, during our Colonial period 
prior to the Revolution, we had had a 
taste of local self-rule in a way that 
was somewhat different than local gov-
ernment had been prior to that time 
back in the mother country. Given how 
far we were removed geographically, 
physically, in miles from the mother 
country, that by itself offered a degree 
of independence from our London-based 
government, and we became accus-
tomed to it. 

The amount of muscle flexed by the 
mother country would wax and wane 
over time depending on what was hap-
pening back in London, throughout the 
British Isles, and throughout the Brit-
ish Empire during periods where there 
were a lot of debts to pay off often 
from wars waged on multiple con-
tinents. There were times when our 
British overseers became more aggres-
sive in the way they regulated us, in 
the way especially that they collected 
taxes from us, and they became more 
of a brooding omnipresence during 
those seasons. It was during one of 
those seasons in which the American 
people had decided that they had had 
enough and that it was time to break 
our ties with the mother country and 
become our own country. 

So years passed. We won the war 
against all odds, against all expecta-
tions. We set up the Articles of Confed-
eration instinctively, reflexively, cre-
ating a fairly weak form of national 
government, but it was so weak that it 
couldn’t perform the basic functions 
that we needed a national government 
to perform, and it was that set of cir-
cumstances that led the individuals 
who would write the Constitution to 
try to come together. 
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They tried to come together in 1786 

in Annapolis. They couldn’t form a 
quorum, so they abandoned that 
project. They reconvened the following 
year in the late spring of 1787. By the 
time they formed a quorum in 1787, the 
heat of the season was upon them. It 
was unseasonably hot, and it was 
muggy as Philadelphia often is during 
that time of year. They labored 
through a process that was intense, 
that was itself a system that you 
might describe almost as flying a plane 
while building a plane. They came to-
gether initially, ostensibly, to amend 
the Articles of Confederation to correct 
some of these inadequacies—the inabil-
ity of the national government to fore-
stall the economic balkanization that 
had started to take place among the 
former Colonies—now States—and to 
deal with some of the defects of the Ar-
ticles of Confederation. 

What came out from all of that was, 
of course, a completely new document; 
and it was a document that, I believe, 
was written by the hands of wise men 
raised up by Almighty God under that 
very purpose, but it preserved these 
basic tenets—the basic tenets of pop-
ular sovereignty, of natural rights that 
had been articulated so well in the Dec-
laration of Independence—and it gave 
them substance; it gave them form. It 
put in place a structure that would be 
there to guarantee their endurance and 
to make them a reality. 

How is this relevant to the SAVE 
America Act? Well, it has everything 
to do with the SAVE America Act. 

In that Constitution—predicated on 
the Declaration of Independence—we 
made clear that the people are, in fact, 
the sovereigns; that this is their gov-
ernment. It set up these three coordi-
nate branches of government. One 
branch of government—the branch of 
government in which we operate— 
makes the laws. They understood this 
government from the outset to be the 
most powerful and the most dangerous 
because the other two operated, would 
operate, or were designed to operate in 
some ways ancillary to this one. They 
certainly understood that this was the 
most dangerous branch, and we know 
that because it is the branch of govern-
ment most routinely subject to regular 
elections. Every Member of the House 
of Representatives is subject to reelec-
tion every 2 years, and a third of the 
Members of this body are, likewise, up 
for reelection every 2 years. 

So it is no accident—it is not a mere 
coincidence—that the Founding Fa-
thers subjected us to the most regular 
elections because we are the most dan-
gerous branch. We make the laws. The 
executive branch implements and exe-
cutes and carries out those laws. The 
judicial branch resolves disputes over 
the meaning of the laws that we put in 
place where two or more parties can’t 
agree as to what a particular provision 
of Federal law—whether it is statutory 
or constitutional—might mean. 

For all of this to work, popular sov-
ereignty has to be maintained, and 

that means a close, tight connection to 
the American people themselves. These 
elections matter. It is one of the rea-
sons why, in article I of the Constitu-
tion—the part of the Constitution that 
sets up the legislative branch—it gives 
the Congress the power to establish 
rules with some significant limitations 
but rules nonetheless that would apply 
nationwide with respect to the election 
of Federal officials—of Members of the 
House of Representatives and Members 
of the Senate. Those rules would need 
to have nationwide application because 
they involved, distinctively, national 
lawmaking powers. That is why we 
have the power to operate here to begin 
with. 

If at any point the Federal Govern-
ment generally or in particular at this 
particular branch of government be-
comes untethered from the will of the 
people—from the elections and the de-
cisions made in those elections con-
cerning those who serve in the Con-
gress of the United States, whether in 
the House or in the Senate—we have a 
problem. To the extent that our elec-
tions for these Federal offices lose 
their legitimacy—actual or perceived 
or a combination of the two—we end up 
with problems because the government 
itself starts to lose its legitimacy. And 
it is not just that, well, it is one of the 
three branches that is in question in 
this part of the conversation. It is that 
this is the wellspring of everything else 
that happens within the U.S. Govern-
ment. What happens in the executive 
branch and what happens in the judi-
cial branch are in many respects down-
stream from what happens in this 
body, in this building, whose job it is 
to make laws. 

So that is where the SAVE America 
Act comes into play, but it comes into 
play after decades of Congress pre-
viously adopting laws, enacting laws, 
putting laws in place that somewhat 
altered the landscape for how elections 
or, at least, Federal elections are car-
ried out. 

One of those pivotal moments that 
we have to keep in mind as we discuss 
the SAVE America Act is a law that 
was passed in 1993—a law that really 
without which we wouldn’t be here 
today having this discussion. The law 
passed in 1993 to which I am referring 
to is the National Voter Registration 
Act—the NVRA, also known as the 
motor voter law. 

What it does is it allows people in the 
United States and in any State that 
participates in the NVRA process— 
nearly all the States do, with only a 
very small handful of holdouts. An 
overwhelming, super, supermajority of 
the American population lives in those 
States that participates in it. It allows 
people in those participating States, 
when they apply for a driver’s license— 
it is something that was unheard of, 
something that wouldn’t have existed 
because none of the technology existed 
for it at the time of the American 
founding but that, today, is more or 
less ubiquitous among the adult, vot-

ing age American population—a driv-
er’s license. So the NVRA allows peo-
ple, when applying for a driver’s license 
in an NVRA-participating State, to 
show up at a DMV, and as they are fill-
ing out their driver’s license applica-
tion, they may simultaneously register 
to vote. 

The reason Congress had authority to 
do that was because of our authority 
under article I of the Constitution to 
set up rules governing these Federal 
elections to which I refer. It was a fair-
ly simple concept, and it has been suc-
cessful in many ways in helping a lot of 
people register to vote. There is some 
natural appeal to it in that a lot of the 
same information that a person has to 
supply in order to apply for a driver’s 
license is information similar to what 
one supplies when registering to vote. 
So there seems to be a nice symmetry 
for it, and it has resulted in a whole lot 
of people registering to vote. 

A few things have changed in our 
laws and in our society since that law 
was adopted some 33 years ago. One of 
the things that has changed is that we 
do have a lot more noncitizens residing 
in this country right now than we did 
then or perhaps at any time in Amer-
ican history. Some 30 million-plus non-
citizens reside in the United States. 

Between 2021 and 2025 alone, some 10 
to 15 million people entered our coun-
try unlawfully during the Biden admin-
istration. That was a very significant 
development—a development that 
came about as another trend was also 
developing—a trend in which, in nearly 
every State, you can now apply for and 
receive a driver’s license even if you 
are not a citizen of the United States. 
In 19 of those States, plus the District 
of Columbia, you may apply for and re-
ceive a driver’s license even if you are 
a known illegal immigrant—someone 
who is in this country unlawfully. In 19 
States, plus the District of Columbia, 
you can apply for and receive a driver’s 
license. 

Something else happened in the in-
tervening time period. Twenty years 
after the NVRA was passed by Con-
gress, the Supreme Court of the United 
States—the highest Court of the land 
that sits just across the street from 
us—decided a case, a case called Ari-
zona v. Inter Tribal Council of Arizona. 

And in that case, the Supreme Court 
did something that I still find puzzling, 
that I still find wrong—something that 
made the SAVE America Act very, 
very necessary. So I want to talk about 
that case for a minute and how that re-
lates to this law, and why the reference 
to that law is so important in refuting 
some of the arguments that are made 
against this bill, because one of the ar-
guments that you hear is we don’t need 
the SAVE America Act. We don’t need 
it because Federal law already pro-
hibits noncitizens from voting, and so 
it doesn’t happen. Or if it does happen, 
it is exceedingly rare, so much so that 
it almost never happens—more than 
likely to get struck by lightning twice 
while standing in the same place than 
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you are to see noncitizens voting, so 
the argument goes. 

And the argument goes: Therefore, 
this legislation is not necessary. Go on 
with your lives, citizens. Don’t worry 
about this. ‘‘These aren’t the droids 
you’re looking for.’’ Whatever argu-
ment you want to make from it, that is 
kind of what they say. 

It doesn’t wash. In fact, we can reach 
exactly the opposite conclusion of that. 

Let’s get back to this decision made 
by the Supreme Court in 2013, Arizona 
v. Inter Tribal Council of Arizona. In 
that case, the Supreme Court of the 
United States ruled that States are 
prohibited from requiring proof of citi-
zenship from those registering to vote 
in Federal elections using an NVRA 
supplied form, which is the form avail-
able at DMV locations across all of 
America, at least in those partici-
pating States, which are nearly all of 
the States. 

Now, this holding is problematic, es-
pecially considering, in many places, 
you are dealing with States that, even 
if they have reason to believe they 
might be registering people who are 
not citizens of this country, they still 
can’t ask for documentary proof or any 
evidence of citizenship because the Su-
preme Court concluded that this was 
preempted out, that it was taken off 
the table, made something beyond the 
authority of the States under this law. 

It becomes doubly problematic in 
light of the fact that it is a relatively 
recent trend or at least a trend that 
most people haven’t been familiar with 
until fairly recently. There are some 
places throughout the country in 
which noncitizens are fully permitted 
to vote in certain non-Federal elec-
tions, more typically in the context of 
local elections in certain States, in-
cluding California, Maryland, 
Vermont, and the District of Columbia. 

And so while explicitly permitting 
noncitizen voting in that context— 
while doing that—you are registering 
people to vote in those elections who 
are not eligible to vote in Federal elec-
tions. So that raises the question: 
What steps, if any, are they taking to 
separate out those ballots, those voter 
registrations for people who are known 
noncitizens of the United States, mak-
ing them eligible to vote in some of 
these local elections in those jurisdic-
tions like California, Maryland, DC, 
and in Vermont? What are they doing 
to make sure that those same voters in 
those voter registrations are not able 
to vote in Federal elections? 

So why not have those jurisdictions 
certify that those voting in State-run 
Federal elections are, in fact, U.S. citi-
zens and that they have excluded all 
noncitizen voters registered in those 
jurisdictions from voting in any Fed-
eral election? Why not enter into coop-
erative agreements, for example, with 
the Federal Government, allowing the 
relevant Federal Agencies to verify 
citizenship of anyone registered to 
vote, at least for purposes of voting in 
a Federal election? 

But the Democrat-run governments 
in those jurisdictions refuse to do this. 
In fact, more than half the States have 
currently entered into memoranda of 
understanding with the Federal Gov-
ernment, with Federal Agencies allow-
ing for this cooperation to take place. 
But these Democratic States refuse to 
enter into any such MOUs. 

So while Democrats argue Federal 
law prohibits noncitizen voting and in-
sist that noncitizen voting is not just 
rare but exceedingly rare, so rare that 
we shouldn’t even consider it cog-
nizable in this Chamber, it remains un-
known—and, in many instances, un-
knowable—how many illegal votes are 
being counted in Federal elections or 
how many illegal votes cast by nonciti-
zens might be cast in any future Fed-
eral election, including the midterm 
congressional elections taking place 
this November. 

There is currently no mechanism to 
verify the citizenship status of those 
registered to vote, and that is what 
this legislation was designed to pro-
vide—to fill this gap left quite inadvis-
ably and unnecessarily by the Supreme 
Court of the United States in Arizona 
v. Inter Tribal Council of Arizona. 

Now, look, that interpretation of the 
NVRA was wrong. This Congress did 
not preempt out State authority to 
verify citizenship in the NVRA. It 
didn’t speak to that; nor did it so pre-
empt the field that one could look at it 
and reasonably conclude that that is 
what it did. The Supreme Court was 
wrong. Nonetheless, a majority of the 
Supreme Court did reach that conclu-
sion, and it remains the conclusive au-
thority on that. 

My former boss Justice Alito wrote a 
beautiful, masterful dissent, like so 
many others that he has issued. None-
theless, this remains the holding of the 
Court, and it remains the law of the 
land to this very day, and that is why 
we are here. 

So Federal law prohibits noncitizen 
voting, yes, but a prohibition without a 
reliable verification process is an in-
complete safeguard. In fact, it almost 
is at risk of becoming dead-letter law 
in much the same way it would be if— 
I don’t know—other laws, for example, 
prohibiting the sale of alcohol to un-
derage purchasers, if that too ran on 
the honor system, because, ultimately, 
that is how this NVRA form works. 
After this Supreme Court decision in 
2013, all a person need do is go into a 
DMV, say, ‘‘I want to apply for a driv-
er’s license,’’ fill out the form, and here 
is what their proof of citizenship looks 
like. It consists of checking a box say-
ing: Yes, I would like to register to 
vote, and then signing their name, cer-
tifying that, yes, I am eligible to vote. 
Nothing to see here, no worries. ‘‘These 
aren’t the droids you’re looking for.’’ 
Go on with your lives. 

That doesn’t work, and it wouldn’t 
work the same way if we borrow, by 
analogy, my point about underage 
drinking—if all you had to do is go 
into—I don’t know—a 7–Eleven or a liq-

uor store or wherever people buy alco-
hol these days and say: I am old 
enough to buy alcohol. 

The kid is maybe 12, doesn’t have to 
shave, never even looked at a razor, 
and has got a high-pitched voice that 
hasn’t even started to crack yet. All he 
has to do is check a box and sign his 
name. He is home free. 

It would then be almost impossible to 
detect, almost impossible to punish, in 
law. So you can have a law on the 
books, but if you leave no mechanism 
for the detection of violations or for 
any type of enforcement when a viola-
tion occurs, the law becomes more or 
less dead letter. 

That would be bad in any society 
that decides it is a bad idea to sell al-
cohol to children. It is not really head-
ing in a good place. It doesn’t lead to 
good policy outcomes. That would be 
bad. 

But I think it has got to be infinitely 
worse when that law deals not with 
just a general issue of public policy, as 
underage drinking does, but is at the 
very headwaters of all other Federal 
law because this determines the citi-
zens’ relationship with their national 
government. 

If they are no longer in charge of it 
but somebody else is going to be, you 
are allowing, in effect, and inviting for-
eign election interference in U.S. elec-
tions. That is a big problem. We have 
spent a lot of time, expended a lot ef-
fort in this body, talking about the 
risk of foreign election interference in 
U.S. elections. I can think of no great-
er risk of foreign election interference 
than that which is occasioned by the 
NVRA and the Supreme Court’s inter-
pretation of it and the circumstances 
we have now, in which almost every 
State issues driver’s licenses to non-
citizens—including close to half of 
them issuing freely even to known ille-
gal aliens, when we have got 30 million- 
plus noncitizens living in this country, 
10 or 15 million of whom entered in the 
country unlawfully in the 4-year period 
between 2021 and 2025 alone. 

This is a recipe for disaster, and we 
are kidding ourselves. We are lying to 
our constituents if we pretend other-
wise. 

Look, the core issue is not whether 
the law against noncitizen voting ex-
ists. It does. It is whether there are 
consistent, enforceable mechanisms to 
confirm eligibility, because if there are 
not, this law is fake, and it can’t pro-
tect us; it can’t protect anybody. 

Pointing to an existing prohibition 
really misses the real issue: verifica-
tion and enforcement. A law on the 
books is only as strong as the system 
used to enforce it. Federal law might 
prohibit noncitizen voting, but without 
reliable verification and cooperation 
between the States and the Federal 
Government and a reasonable mecha-
nism by which the Federal Government 
may gain access to or insight into the 
voter registration files to verify, to 
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confirm, as to whether or not compli-
ance is taking place, then that prohibi-
tion is not going to be enforced—cer-
tainly, not meaningfully enforced, not 
consistently, not reliably. So much so 
that, over time, the legitimacy and the 
perception of legitimacy of those elec-
tions is going to be badly impaired, and 
that is precisely where things stand 
today. 

This decision in Arizona v. Inter 
Tribal Council of Arizona created this 
massive structural gap. States admin-
ister Federal elections, like they do all 
elections. We don’t want, we don’t 
need, we never had, we never will have 
wholesale Federal election authority. 
This is appropriately left to the States. 

But as has been the case since the 
dawn of the Republic, we are allowed to 
make rules in the form of laws that 
govern what happens specifically in the 
conduct of Federal elections, elections 
for Federal office. That decision left 
States administering Federal elections 
without consistent tools to verify citi-
zenship at the time of registration or 
subsequently. 

And, meanwhile, you have got these 
jurisdictions I have referenced—includ-
ing California; Washington, DC; Mary-
land; and Vermont—permitting non-
citizens to vote in certain local elec-
tions. Well, those policies are limited 
to non-Federal elections on their face 
because otherwise they would be tram-
pling on Federal law. They make it 
even more important to maintain 
clear, verifiable distinctions between 
those voter rolls used for local elec-
tions versus those that are going to be 
used in Federal elections. That clear 
separation and that possibility of veri-
fication between voter rolls is impor-
tant. In fact, it is of such tantamount 
importance that it warrants us having 
this discussion today and requires us, 
as it were, to pass this law. It morally 
compels us to do so. 

So this current system relies far too 
heavily on self-attestation, just a basic 
honor code. ‘‘You are on your honor’’ 
system—don’t make it up—on frag-
mented State processes. 

Instead of this fragmented and insuf-
ficient process, States should be anx-
ious to make full use of cooperative 
verification tools such as data-sharing 
agreements or memoranda of under-
standing with Federal Agencies to con-
firm citizenship status where legally 
permissible. 

That is what Utah has done. It is also 
what nearly every Republican-majority 
State in the whole country has done. 

And yet the Democrat States—the 
blue States—refuse defiantly. That 
should tell us something. 

And this is where the policy disagree-
ment that is at the heart of this discus-
sion becomes even clearer. While some 
States have pursued data-sharing ar-
rangements and verification partner-
ships with Federal Agencies, others— 
led by Democrats—have refused to 
adopt these tools, defiantly so. This is 
cause for great alarm. 

Even if improper or fraudulent non-
citizen voting is rare, the absence of 

uniform verification means that we 
cannot even measure it with any de-
gree of confidence. And that, in turn, 
means we have no idea whether the 
problem is great or small, or as some 
implausibly suggested, nonexistent. 
And that uncertainty itself undermines 
trust, and that trust is at the core of 
any system of government that relies 
on self-rule. Certainly, any constitu-
tional republic founded on democratic 
principles, like ours, cannot afford and 
must never experiment with anything 
that can detract from that. 

This legislation would close that gap 
by strengthening verification mecha-
nisms, encouraging consistent coopera-
tion, and ensuring that Federal elec-
tion rules are backed by enforceable 
processes—not just assumptions, not 
just faith and hope that everything 
will turn out well because, after all, 
nobody is going to do anything bad. 

Well, we know through sad experi-
ence and through an understanding of 
the human condition that faith, hope, 
and trust without any verification are 
no adequate system for any form of 
government. 

We see it depicted everywhere, and 
we have heard it recited from great 
Presidents throughout history, includ-
ing most recently Presidents like Ron-
ald Reagan have talked about the need 
to trust but verify. 

We see it in architecture and the art 
of this building—constant reminders 
that we are to trust but verify. 

On the balustrade designed by 
Constantino Brumidi just one floor be-
neath us right outside of this Chamber, 
there is this great bronze depiction of a 
cherub, an angel. On one side of the 
angel, we see a snake; on the other 
side, we see a dove. To me, that has al-
ways conjured biblical images of Jesus’ 
admonition to be wise as serpents but 
harmless as doves. 

We see it in Statuary Hall, the old 
House Chamber—Enrico Causici’s clas-
sic sculpture called ‘‘Liberty and the 
Eagle.’’ You have this angel with her 
right arm outstretched, holding a 
scroll, which we presume to be the Con-
stitution—maybe the Declaration; 
maybe both. I don’t know. On one side 
of her, there is an eagle preparing to 
take flight. On the other side, there is 
a bundle of sticks—known in architec-
tural and artistic terms as a fasces. It 
is the symbol of ‘‘e pluribus unum,’’ 
that we are stronger than the sum of 
our parts. Normally, the fasces is 
bound up by leather straps or ropes. 
This one is bound up with a snake. It is 
another of these conjured biblical im-
ages—wise as serpents, harmless as 
doves. 

It is something buried deep within 
our DNA as Americans. It is something 
that inheres in any constitutional re-
public like ours—trust but verify. Be 
wise as serpents but harmless as doves. 

In the Book of Matthew, some of this 
stuff can be found in the teachings of 
Jesus and within the same sequence of 
verses that tell us to beware of wolves 
in sheep’s clothing—again, the impor-

tance of remembering to trust but 
verify. 

So the concern is not simply that 
noncitizen voting is or might be or 
might later become widespread but 
that the absence of uniform verifica-
tion standards makes it difficult to im-
possible to measure, detect, or con-
fidently rule out ineligible participa-
tion. 

Fraudulent votes—cast by voters who 
may or may not be nice people, may or 
may not be friendly to the United 
States, may or may not be agents of a 
foreign power but are not citizens and 
are thus prohibited from voting in our 
elections. In that context, the legisla-
tion is framed as a preventive measure 
strengthening verification, improving 
transparency, and increasing public 
confidence in Federal elections. 

Look, if States are going to admin-
ister Federal elections, which they do, 
and I hope they always will, they 
should meet, they must meet certain 
baseline standards for verifying voter 
eligibility—including cooperation with 
Federal data systems where appro-
priate. 

Even if noncitizen voting turns out 
to be rare, the current system makes it 
difficult or impossible to detect that 
with any degree of confidence. Even if 
it were rare today—a point that I am 
not willing to concede—we have no 
guarantee that it would remain rare 
for very long. Why would it remain so 
when it is so easy to carry out this 
form of illegal voting with virtually no 
chance of detection, apprehension, or 
penalty as a result? 

A law that strengthens verification 
and ensures consistent cooperation is 
not redundant; it is not unnecessary; it 
is not a nuisance. It is a necessary, in-
dispensable step to make existing pro-
hibitions enforceable and credible. 

So what else did they argue? Well, 
they have a whole bunch of arguments. 
One of the arguments that they make 
goes something like this. It relies on 
the fact that in 2023, the Brennan Cen-
ter for Justice partnered with 
VoteRiders, the Center for Democracy 
and Civic Engagement at the Univer-
sity of Maryland, and Public Wise to 
survey Americans about what identi-
fication they possess and what they 
know about voter ID laws in their 
State. 

They asked respondents whether 
they had documents that proved their 
citizenship—a passport, birth certifi-
cate, or naturalization papers, as the 
case may be—whether they had them 
and whether they had them readily 
available. 

Their research indicated that more 
than 9 percent of American citizens of 
voting age, or 21.3 million people, don’t 
have proof of citizenship readily avail-
able. Now, they note that there could 
be many reasons for this—that docu-
ments might be in the home of another 
family member or in a safe deposit box. 
At least 3.8 million—or so they con-
cluded—don’t have these documents at 
all, often because they were lost, de-
stroyed, or stolen. 
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So on that basis, some are arguing 

that the SAVE America Act, if en-
acted, would somehow disenfranchise 
20 million or so Americans. Well, let’s 
see if we can disentangle this argument 
so we can respond to it. 

I have some questions. 
First, did the Brennan Center verify 

the citizenship of the respondents? 
What if only noncitizens responded to 
the survey? If that were the case, then 
certainly those folks wouldn’t have ac-
cess to those documents that prove 
citizenship because they wouldn’t be 
citizens. 

Second, let’s assume that they posi-
tively verified the citizenship of those 
surveyed. Even if that were the case 
and even if those surveyed did not have 
access to the documents noted in the 
survey, it would not change the reality 
that this legislation does not dis-
enfranchise them or anyone who is a 
citizen or keep any citizen from reg-
istering to vote. 

The bill allows for use of more than 
just the documents noted in the sur-
vey, and importantly, it includes mul-
tiple fail-safe mechanisms to provide 
flexibility and to ensure that those 
who may not have their documents due 
to whatever mishap or misfortune they 
may have encountered—to make sure 
that they can still register to vote with 
the help of an affidavit submitted to an 
election official, an affidavit setting 
forth the basic facts surrounding their 
birth if they are natural-born citizens 
or surrounding their naturalization if 
they are naturalized citizens. 

So to the Brennan Center and to 
those organizations and individuals 
who have been peddling this false nar-
rative of voter suppression and dis-
enfranchisement—which, remember, is 
a really aggressive claim suggesting 
that 20, 21 million Americans will be 
disenfranchised if this becomes law— 
that is a lie. That is an absolute lie. It 
is just not true. 

To those peddling this lie, I strongly 
suggest—I implore you to check your 
cross tabs, verify your survey partici-
pants, do your homework, and more 
than anything, even if you don’t spend 
any time with the survey at all or in-
spect the methodology, read the bill. 

If you just read the bill, you will see 
right there in black and white, in plain 
English, in the bill now before us that 
was recently passed by the House of 
Representatives that we proceeded to 
yesterday—go to page 12, line 22. Right 
there in black and white, you will see 
this is so much easier than anyone is 
making it out to be. 

Those who are lying about the bill 
are ignoring this provision altogether 
because whether you are missing one 
document or you are missing all of 
them, either because your house 
burned down or your dog ate them or 
you never had them to begin with or 
you belong to some religious sect that 
doesn’t allow you to keep such docu-
ments in the home—I don’t know if 
such religious beliefs exist, but if they 
do, somebody might raise them. They 

can still get around this because all 
they have to do is, when they register 
to vote, swear on an affidavit setting 
forth the basic facts behind their citi-
zenship, and the burden then shifts to 
the State election official to confirm 
or refute those basic assertions to 
which they have sworn under penalty 
of perjury are true, and they can carry 
it from there. You don’t have to shell 
out a dime. You don’t have to go back 
to grandma’s house and dig through a 
mountain of documents in order to find 
the magic documents. 

Now, I will note here that there are 
other circumstances in which you have 
to prove who you are. There are other 
circumstances in which Americans rou-
tinely are required to not only show 
who they are with a photo ID but to 
prove their U.S. citizenship. 

Perhaps the most common of these 
can be found in the form known as the 
I–9. Any American who has ever 
worked as an employee has filled out 
an I–9. You cannot get a job and begin 
new employment as an employee with-
out filling out the I–9. When you fill 
out the I–9, the I–9 is very, very pre-
scriptive, and it is very strict. 

There are a few ways you can estab-
lish citizenship. One is through a U.S. 
passport establishing the fact of your 
citizenship. If you don’t have a U.S. 
passport, as many people don’t, you 
can supply a birth certificate and, with 
the birth certificate, a form of govern-
ment-issued photo ID. In some in-
stances, a social security card gets 
factored in. But it is very rigid. It is 
very prescriptive. 

It is very, very important for us to 
remember that this is far easier than 
anything in connection with the I–9 
form. 

So if you have ever had a job, you 
have already had to prove your citizen-
ship, if you are an American citizen, 
before starting that job, and you have 
had to do so under a set of standards 
far more exacting, far less forgiving, 
far less permissive than what we are 
dealing with right here. 

So this whole argument about 21 mil-
lion people being disenfranchised— 
well, I mean, even 1 person being disen-
franchised—it is a lie. You have to will-
fully, consciously disregard and lie 
about the existence of the text begin-
ning on page 12, line 22 of this bill. 

Another argument that gets raised is 
that the right to vote is constitu-
tionally protected as a right and it 
should not be restricted by requiring 
documentation. Now, this is an inter-
esting argument. There are lots of con-
stitutional protections that we have. 
Yes, we have multiple constitutional 
protections that deal in one way or an-
other with the right to vote. Voting is 
important. The Constitution not only 
protects that, but it is built around 
your right to vote. But it doesn’t mean, 
it can’t mean, has never meant, and 
will never mean that the government 
can’t take steps to make sure that peo-
ple are voting lawfully and that they 
are entitled to vote. To suggest other-

wise would make a mockery of all elec-
tions. 

The fact is that we have done every-
thing we can to make this bill comply 
with our mantra: Let’s make it easy to 
vote and hard to cheat. 

There are some in this body who are 
perfectly content with forgetting the 
second half of that equation altogether 
and saying anything that makes it 
anything other than easy to vote must 
be unconstitutional because it is a con-
stitutionally protected right. 

It is hard to identify a single con-
stitutional right that is not without 
some limitation dealing with, among 
other things, curtailing the risk of 
fraud, of manipulating a right to harm 
or injure others. 

There are plenty of other constitu-
tionally protected rights where you 
have to comply with steps in order to 
exercise them. The Second Amend-
ment, for example, protects your right 
to bear arms. Yet, if you want to buy a 
firearm from any federally licensed 
firearms dealer, you have to fill out a 
fairly onerous set of forms; you have to 
prove who you are; you have to estab-
lish under penalty of perjury that you 
are entitled to own a gun, that you 
don’t fall under any of the prohibited 
categories under 18 U.S.C. section 
922(g), either as a convicted felon, as 
somebody who has been declared by a 
court of competent jurisdiction to be 
mentally insane, as an alien illegally 
or unlawfully inside the United States, 
or any of the other categories of pro-
hibited persons under 18 U.S.C. section 
922(g). 

You have to submit this information 
with a government-issued photo ID, 
and then you have to wait—sometimes 
minutes, sometimes hours—in order for 
a background check to be completed. 

Is this a burden on your Second 
Amendment right to bear arms? Yes, 
but it doesn’t make it unconstitu-
tional—just like whatever incremental 
burden that you face in establishing 
that you are who you say you are and 
that you are entitled to vote in Federal 
elections doesn’t undo your constitu-
tional right to vote. And it doesn’t 
make this unconstitutional that we are 
just making sure that we don’t make a 
mockery of our own elections. 

(Mr. RICKETTS assumed the Chair.) 
So the fact that something is a con-

stitutionally protected right doesn’t 
mean that you have a right to do it in 
a completely uninhibited manner. I 
don’t know anyone who believes that. I 
don’t think I have ever heard anyone 
make that argument here in this 
Chamber—at least not seriously. And, 
in fact, making it easy to cheat di-
rectly undermines the very same right 
that these people purport to be espous-
ing because it undermines the right of 
law-abiding Americans to cast their 
vote and to not have their vote diluted, 
offset, rendered meaningless by noncit-
izen voting. 

We just want to make it easy to vote 
and hard to cheat. We can and we must 
accomplish both. We can’t skip over ei-
ther one. 
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Another argument is that the SAVE 

America Act somehow violates what 
they refer to as States’ rights, which is 
a term I hate. It is a misnomer. States 
don’t have rights; States have author-
ity. Authority is the opposite of a 
right. A right is a privilege against au-
thority, whether by a State, by the 
Federal sovereign, or otherwise. 

So States don’t have rights. I don’t 
like it. It conjures George Wallace im-
ages, and it is a complete misnomer. So 
let’s refer to that as federalism, State 
sovereign authority, the relationship 
between the States and the Federal 
Government, whatever you want. Don’t 
call it States’ rights. But a lot of peo-
ple are calling it that. 

And the people calling it that this 
week are the people opposed to this bill 
for completely ridiculous reasons that 
overlook the purpose of the bill, the 
text of the bill, and the constitutional 
structure in which we find it. 

Look, States work to protect indi-
vidual rights, with the authority 
granted to them by their State Con-
stitution and within the bounds set by 
the U.S. Constitution. And, unfortu-
nately, Federal law currently prevents 
States from using this authority to 
protect voters and the integrity of our 
elections when it comes to protecting 
the rights of voters by excluding non-
citizen voter participation. 

This law that we have been referring 
to is an existing Federal law, the 
NVRA—the National Voter Registra-
tion Act—which the Supreme Court de-
cided prohibits the States from requir-
ing proof of citizenship, even though 
the statute itself says nothing about 
that. That is the Supreme Court’s con-
clusive, binding interpretation of it. 

It needs to be changed in response to 
this ruling. It is a statutory interpreta-
tion, not a constitutional one, so we 
have the power to do that. It doesn’t 
require a constitutional amendment— 
just a simple act of Congress—to do it. 

So what I am saying is that, for those 
invoking federalism, the sovereign au-
thority of the States, it is just non-
sense. This is absurd. If what they are 
saying is that the Federal Government 
has no place operating here because it 
involves elections and elections are 
conducted by States, even when they 
involve Federal office, then the true 
remedy there would be then let’s undo 
the NVRA because the NVRA is a Fed-
eral law that imposes obligations on 
States. 

Nobody is calling for that. I am not 
calling for that here. But what I am 
saying is you can’t accept the NVRA as 
law, which we all do, and simulta-
neously say that Congress may not 
make laws governing the election of 
Federal officials because that might in-
fringe on the authority of the States. 
That is an absurd argument. 

The only reason this bill became nec-
essary is because we have an existing 
Federal law that has been badly inter-
preted, is prohibiting the States from 
making any inquiry into a voter’s iden-
tity and citizenship, thus thwarting 

the purpose of Federal laws prohibiting 
noncitizen voting. 

Here is another charge. This is an in-
teresting one. Another accusation, an-
other argument being raised against 
the SAVE America Act is that this leg-
islation would establish a private right 
of action that could be used to penalize 
hard-working election workers. OK. 
That sounds scary to a lot of people if 
you don’t do any inquiry, if you don’t 
do any digging into what the law actu-
ally says because what we all imagine 
when we hear that—we think of these 
great people, whether they are em-
ployed full time by the State or wheth-
er they work during election season, ei-
ther to help people register to vote or 
help them cast their vote or otherwise, 
and it would seem unfair to put them 
in the position where they could be-
come subject to litigation over it. 

But when you look into what the law 
actually says and the context in which 
it arises, it is not scary at all. It would 
be scary if we didn’t have it. It would 
be unthinkable to not have it because 
otherwise the law could become com-
pletely meaningless and unenforceable, 
absent some sprawling Federal bu-
reaucracy, which we are all loathe to 
create another one of those. 

The fact is that private rights of ac-
tion against election workers engaging 
in voter fraud already exist under Fed-
eral law—the same set of Federal laws 
that we are amending and that we were 
required to amend in this very act, 
making the SAVE America Act nec-
essary to begin with. Those private 
rights of action already exist under 
these existing Federal laws. This provi-
sion in the SAVE America Act merely 
extends the same provision that exists 
elsewhere in the NVRA to violations of 
the additional requirements of this leg-
islation. And it would be insane not to 
do it because, again, we would render 
that dead letter, just as we are ren-
dering dead letter the criminal prohibi-
tion against noncitizen voting. That is 
not an argument against this bill; it is 
an argument for it. 

Another argument is that Americans 
are simply not comfortable with gov-
ernment management of personal in-
formation for use in the database that 
would be used to help give meaning to 
all this: the Department of Homeland 
Security’s SAVE system. This is a real-
ly interesting argument. 

Look, the information that the Fed-
eral Government uses to verify citizen-
ship is already in the Federal Govern-
ment’s hands. It is already available 
for its use. The State voter data is not 
fully made available to the Federal 
Government under existing law but 
should be in order to verify the citizen-
ship of those voting in State-run Fed-
eral elections. 

The U.S. Government is the only en-
tity on planet Earth that has data al-
ready whereby we can ascertain the 
citizenship or lack thereof of anyone in 
this country; and it would be an abso-
lute absurdity, an absolute shame, an 
absolute miscarriage of justice to say 

that the Federal Government can’t use 
that, it can’t maintain that database, 
and it can’t use it in such a way as to 
prohibit noncitizen voter participation 
in the context of Federal elections. 
This is absolutely crazy. 

Now, if we want to start talking 
about the Federal Government having 
too much data about us, look, join the 
club. Sign me up for that parade. It 
bothers me too. But it is really absurd 
to say that this one can’t be used, espe-
cially because the citizenship data is 
already there. The Federal Government 
has already got all kinds of informa-
tion on you, on me, on every one of 
us—more than I wish it had. But if 
there is anything, any set of data the 
Federal Government ought to have and 
maintain and be able to use, it is data 
on who is a citizen and who is not. 
Show me any American who believes 
otherwise, any American outside of 
this building, and I will be shocked. 

Another argument is that the SAVE 
system is somehow a DOGE-like sys-
tem, given to the same Department 
that runs ICE. Oh, horrors. 

Look, for people who think that we 
should have immigration laws but we 
can’t enforce them, it makes perfect 
sense why they want to oppose the 
SAVE America Act. They want to 
render vestigial our criminal prohibi-
tions against noncitizen voting, just 
like they want to render vestigial our 
immigration laws. 

In any event, this is a terribly mis-
leading correlation. The SAVE system 
verifies citizenship and highlights in-
eligible voters. Citizenship verification 
happens across government. It does 
happen. It will continue to happen. It 
must happen. That is one of the funda-
mental duties of any government is to 
know and have access to information 
to ascertain whether somebody is a cit-
izen. Verifying citizenship through the 
SAVE system would protect Federal 
voters, would protect actual American 
citizens who are allowed to vote while 
noncitizens are not. 

Another argument: Well, if you don’t 
have a passport, you won’t be able to 
vote. And passports cost money. You 
are going to have to shell out close to 
200 bucks in order to get one, and this 
is going to end up disenfranchising ev-
erybody who doesn’t have a passport. 
This is one of the most pernicious lies 
in the entire pantheon of paranoid-fan-
tasy-derived lies against the SAVE 
America Act. 

See page 14, line 15, of the bill. If you 
don’t have documentation, you don’t 
have a problem. Page 14, line 15, is in 
the substitute amendment. In the text 
of the original House-passed vehicle 
which we are now considering, I believe 
that is on page 12, line 22. 

Again, maybe your house burnt down 
and all your documents burned with 
the house. Maybe your dog ate your 
passport, your birth certificate, and 
every other document or maybe all 
that stuff got stolen when you went to 
Europe or Mexico. Maybe your Aunt 
Madge took off with all of them before 
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she went crazy and sent all of it to the 
dry cleaners and then ended up having 
all of it burned for some inexplicable 
reason. 

No worries. Even if all that happens 
to you, there is this attestation process 
administered by State officials to put 
the burden back on the State—not on 
you—without a single additional docu-
ment other than what you provide to 
them in the form of a sworn affidavit, 
made under penalty of perjury. You put 
the obligation on them to complete the 
process without a single scrap of offi-
cial additional documentation. 

Another argument is the SAVE 
America Act would somehow disenfran-
chise millions of citizens, including 
and especially women and persons of 
color. Look, no one—no one in this 
body, Democrat or Republican, should 
ever disrespect the dignity of racial 
minorities or women by claiming that 
they are somehow incapable of obtain-
ing an ID and proof of citizenship. An 
ID is necessary in daily life to drive a 
car, to get a job, to board a plane, to 
open a bank account, or even to attend 
the Democratic National Convention. 

Yes, you have to show who you are. 
Yes, you have to prove that you have 
the right to be there, to attend and 
participate in the Democratic National 
Convention. No, you will not get in; no, 
you will not be able to participate in 
that because you don’t have the right 
to do that. You have to have the proper 
documentation to prove who you are. 

So if this is somehow Jim Crow, then 
so, too, is the Democratic Party, the 
party which, after all, is the original 
gangster behind the Jim Crow move-
ment. So this is stunning to me that 
anyone from that party, the party of 
Jim Crow, the party that subjected so 
many millions of Americans, over so 
many decades, to hateful, racist laws, 
prohibiting them from participating in 
the most basic activities of human ex-
istence, let alone their participation in 
civic life, in government, in edu-
cation—for them to call this Jim Crow 
is inexcusable. It is illogical. It does 
not reflect well on them, and shame on 
anyone who makes that comparison be-
cause that is not what that is. 

Moreover, the soft bigotry of low ex-
pectations comes into play in here and 
to every woman and to every racial mi-
nority I know is deeply, deeply offen-
sive. Shame on anyone who makes this 
argument. It is not credible. 

Mr. President, I have been passed a 
note from my friend and colleague the 
distinguished Senator from Minnesota. 
The distinguished Senator from Min-
nesota needs to speak. 

I don’t know whether this is in the 
form of a question to the speaker— 

Ms. KLOBUCHAR. Just finish. 
Mr. LEE. May I proceed? Thank you. 
Mr. President, another accusation, 

another argument that is being made 
here that is quite spurious and that 
just isn’t accurate is that U.S. elec-
tions are already free and they are al-
ready fair and so we don’t need to mess 
with them; that we shouldn’t mess 

with them; that if we do anything to 
mess with them, that will upset that. 

Well, yes, look, Americans are prom-
ised free and fair elections. That means 
that the elections should be rid of any 
election fraud and any voter suppres-
sion because an election isn’t free and 
it isn’t fair if, in fact, we allow people 
who don’t have the right to vote to 
vote, especially if we set in motion a 
sequence of events that will inevitably 
culminate in not just a few but ulti-
mately thousands, then tens of thou-
sands, hundreds of thousands, and mil-
lions of noncitizens to vote in these 
elections. This is not hyperbole, with 
an estimated 30-plus million nonciti-
zens in this country and with nearly 
every State freely issuing driver’s li-
censes to noncitizens—19 States plus 
the District of Columbia issuing them 
to even known illegal aliens. 

And all you have to do is fill out the 
form and check the box and sign your 
name at the bottom. No problem. 
‘‘These aren’t the droids you’re looking 
for.’’ I am just fine. 

You think nobody is going to do 
that? You think a lot of people aren’t 
going to do that? Shame on all of us if 
you fall for that. That is absurd. 

The threat of noncitizen voting—the 
mere potential for it—violates these 
standards. Citizens should not have the 
force of their vote—the meaning of 
their vote—diluted, bastardized, adul-
terated by noncitizen participation. 

The SAVE America Act works to 
verify and protect the votes of Amer-
ican citizens. 

Now, here comes another one, an ar-
gument that is also really sopho-
moric—that is probably too polite, but 
I will use that term for the moment— 
that somehow the SAVE America Act 
will suppress voters generally but pro-
tect Republicans. That is offensive, and 
it falls under its own weight. 

Look, the SAVE America Act will 
protect the value of each citizen’s vote. 
It is utterly agnostic. It cares not 
whether you are a Republican or Demo-
crat, a member of the Giraffe Party or 
the yet-to-be-formed national party of 
people who are opposed to vote for 
Democrats and Republicans, the Green 
Party, the Purple Party, whatever 
party you want to belong to, or no 
party at all. It protects your vote. It is 
party-agnostic. 

It in no way, shape, or form controls 
the priorities that the voters bring to 
the ballot box or preferences one group 
of them over another and, instead, en-
sures the priorities developed into law 
by way of our elections accurately re-
flect the will of U.S. citizens and only 
U.S. citizens, because remember that 
concept of popular sovereignty that we 
have been talking about this entire 
time. 

In fact, the entire 250 years of the 
American Republic, we have been talk-
ing about popular sovereignty. It is the 
fundamental building block of Con-
gress, on which all of our laws and our 
Constitution and our Declaration are 
built—the idea that the people are 

sovereigns. We have no King. We the 
people are the sovereigns. We the peo-
ple collectively enjoy that right. 

Identifying what the franchise is and 
who has that right to vote is so funda-
mental to protecting the popular sov-
ereignty. As the saying goes, if every-
one is family, no one is. So too here— 
if everyone is a citizen or everyone has 
the same prerogatives as citizens, no 
one does. It ceases to be meaningful be-
cause it gets diluted past the breaking 
point. 

Here is another argument that is pat-
ently fraudulent. On its face, it fails. It 
is made with reckless disregard for the 
truth or knowledge of its falsity when 
it is made—that the SAVE America 
Act would somehow require every 
American now registered to vote to re-
register. 

There is just not a scintilla of truth 
to this. I have never really known what 
a scintilla is. It is a very small thing. 
There is not even a particle of truth to 
this. It is not only guilty of being false; 
it is the very definition of false argu-
ment and should not be countenanced 
in this or any self-respecting legisla-
tive body. 

Nothing—nothing at all—in the 
SAVE America Act, no plausible inter-
pretation of it, would require voters to 
reregister. 

At the end of the day, we can scan 
the horizon for as many straw-man ar-
guments as we can fathom. I have yet 
to conceive of, much less hear articu-
lated, any legitimate reason for anyone 
to oppose this bill, which in me raises 
a question—a question I don’t like to 
ask myself: Why, for the love of all 
that is sacred and holy, all that is good 
in our constitutional Republic, why 
would somebody oppose this? What le-
gitimate reason? Who benefits? Cui 
bono, as they would say in Latin. I 
don’t know why, but it sounds more 
impressive when they say it in Latin. 
Who benefits from the status quo? Who 
benefits from allowing noncitizens to 
continue to register to vote? 

And yes, it does happen. Those on the 
other side of the aisle continue to in-
sist that it does not. It does. More in-
formation comes out every day on it, 
and it is going to continue to come out 
in larger and larger numbers. 

I don’t know whether it has anything 
to do with the fact that, so far, some of 
those—a whole lot of them—most of 
them that I have seen where they have 
dug in, looked at the voter registration 
files, looked at which way they have 
registered to vote—a lot of them hap-
pen to be registered Democrats. I hope 
that is not the reason, but it does make 
you wonder: Why are they so opposed 
to this? 

If the best they could come up with is 
it is already against the law, well, 
there are a whole bunch of things that 
if we use that same argument, that ar-
gument would collapse. 

Yes, it is also against existing law to 
sell alcohol to minors, and yet we have 
laws in place to make people identify 
themselves with documentation estab-
lishing who they are and that they 
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meet the criteria necessary to purchase 
alcohol. 

We have countless other instances in 
Federal law, in State law, in daily cit-
izen interaction in which we have to 
prove that we are who we say we are in 
order to access that which we want to 
access. 

We don’t flinch. We don’t question it 
because we understand, when we allow 
somebody else access to—I don’t 
know—our bank account, our medical 
records, our flight logs, our airplanes 
in interstate travel, our Social Secu-
rity benefits, our veteran’s benefits, 
our Federal benefits, hunting licenses, 
fishing licenses, ballparks, the Emmys, 
the Grammys, the Super Bowl, or the 
Democratic National Convention, bad 
things happen when we allow just any-
one to come in, even if they don’t have 
the right to do the thing that they 
want to do in the moment. 

It is not only not wrong for us to in-
sist on this proof; it would be morally 
irresponsible of us. It would be a reck-
less disregard for one of the most sa-
cred principles underlying our con-
stitutional Republic for us to ignore it. 

I will not ignore that, and I intend to 
continue to come back here, day after 
day, week after week, as long as it 
takes until this bill is passed into law. 
The American Republic, the oath to 
the Constitution, and those who have 
elected to us this office require nothing 
less. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from South Dakota. 

f 

WAIVING THE 60-DAY NOTICE RE-
QUIREMENT FOR THE POST-
HUMOUS HONORARY PROMOTION 
OF CAPTAIN CODY KHORK, 
UNITED STATES ARMY 
Mr. ROUNDS. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Senate 
proceed to the immediate consider-
ation of S. 4138, which is at the desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the bill by title. 

The bill clerk read as follows: 
A bill (S. 4138) to waive the 60-day notice 

requirement for the posthumous honorary 
promotion of Captain Cody Khork, United 
States Army. 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the bill. 

Mr. ROUNDS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent 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. 

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

The bill (S. 4138) was ordered to be 
engrossed for a third reading, was read 
the third time, and passed, as follows: 

S. 4138 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. WAIVER OF 60-DAY NOTICE REQUIRE-

MENT FOR THE POSTHUMOUS HON-
ORARY PROMOTION OF CAPTAIN 
CODY KHORK, UNITED STATES 
ARMY. 

The 60-day notice requirement under sec-
tion 1563a(b) of title 10, United States Code, 

is hereby waived for the purpose of the post-
humous honorary promotion of Captain Cody 
Khork, United States Army, to the rank of 
major. 

f 

RESOLUTIONS SUBMITTED TODAY 

Mr. ROUNDS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Senate 
now proceed to the en bloc consider-
ation of the following resolutions, 
which are at the desk: S. Res. 649 and 
S. Res. 650. 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the resolutions 
en bloc. 

Mr. ROUNDS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the resolu-
tions be agreed to, the preambles be 
agreed to, and that the motions to re-
consider be considered made and laid 
upon the table, all en bloc. 

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

The resolutions were agreed to. 
The preambles were agreed to. 
(The resolutions, with their pre-

ambles, are printed in today’s RECORD 
under ‘‘Submitted Resolutions.’’) 

f 

MORNING BUSINESS 

21ST CENTURY ROAD TO HOUSING 
ACT 

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, the 21st 
Century ROAD to Housing Act, which 
passed the Senate on March 12 by a re-
sounding 89–10 vote, is the first com-
prehensive housing legislation in near-
ly four decades. It cuts redtape, 
unlocks housing supply, increases ac-
cess for private investment, expands 
housing in rural communities, lowers 
costs for families, and spends no new 
funds. It also includes language that 
prohibits the Federal Reserve from 
issuing a Central Bank Digital Cur-
rency, or CBDC, until 2031. This provi-
sion does not grant the Federal Re-
serve any new authority to issue a 
CBDC once the prohibition expires. 

This bipartisan bill is also bicameral, 
as it includes several priorities from 
our House colleagues. The bill also in-
cludes section 901, which codifies Presi-
dent Trump’s key legislative priority 
to make sure that homes are for peo-
ple, not corporations. 

Section 901 is aimed at preserving 
and expanding the supply of single- 
family homes available to individuals 
and families. This is consistent with 
the 21st Century ROAD to Housing 
Act’s broader goals of increasing sup-
ply, lowering costs, and expanding ac-
cess to homeownership. It is also con-
sistent with the President’s recent ex-
ecutive orders related to housing that 
he signed on Friday, March 13. 

It is important to note that this pro-
vision is not a blanket ban on large in-
stitutional investors purchasing single- 
family homes. It completely grand-
fathers in existing holdings of large in-
stitutional investors. The provision 
also includes several commonsense ex-

ceptions to this prohibition. These ex-
ceptions guarantee that housing supply 
growth is not inadvertently affected 
and ensure that any institutional par-
ticipation adds to homeownership op-
portunities rather than constraining 
supply through premature divestitures. 

For example, homes acquired pursu-
ant to the program to boost homeown-
ership exception of section 901, found in 
subsection (a)(2)(E), would not be sub-
ject to the 7-year sale or disposition re-
quirement otherwise framed in sub-
section (c). This exception is designed 
to encourage and scale tangible path-
ways to ownership—including positive 
rental payment reporting, right-of- 
first-refusal programs, ‘‘first look’’ pe-
riods, down payment savings supports, 
and other initiatives that help transi-
tion renters into homeowners without 
the structural pressure of a fixed liq-
uidation timeline otherwise imposed 
on a large institutional investor. 

Accordingly, Congress intends homes 
acquired pursuant to the program to 
boost homeownership exception, for ex-
ample, to function as a stable, long ho-
rizon framework that aligns investor 
incentives with long-term resident out-
comes, ultimately preparing more 
Americans to own a home of their own. 
This is consistent with one of the goals 
of this legislation: expanding access to 
homeownership. 

Moreover, homes acquired pursuant 
to the exception for individuals that 
are 55 and older would only be subject 
to the disposal requirement if the cov-
ered single-family home no longer 
serves a household with at least one 
person aged 55 and older. It is our in-
tention that owners of 55 and older 
communities can acquire existing 
housing stock for this purpose in com-
pliance with this section. The speci-
fications we set—that the home serves 
those 55 or older and has certain 
visitability standards established by 
the Department of Housing and Urban 
Development, or HUD—are common 
sense. 

While not explicitly articulated in 
the provision, it also is not the inten-
tion of this section to target entities 
that are serving particular community 
needs, such as supporting those with 
intellectual and developmental disabil-
ities and relocated workers and those 
undertaking novel approaches to serv-
ing older Americans. 

Likewise, a single-family home—as 
defined in the bill—would constitute a 
home on a single ‘‘plat.’’ It is not our 
intent to preempt local zoning. How-
ever, if there are multiple homes on a 
single plat, it is our intent that these 
homes would be considered multi-
family housing. 

Additionally, it is our intent that the 
7-year disposal requirement in section 
901 does not override or preempt exist-
ing statutory or affordability require-
ments governing investment opportu-
nities in programs like opportunity 
zones, or OZs, or the low-income hous-
ing tax credit, or LIHTC. While most of 
these investments currently occur in 

VerDate Sep 11 2014 10:23 Mar 19, 2026 Jkt 069060 PO 00000 Frm 00044 Fmt 4624 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\G18MR6.070 S18MRPT1D
M

w
ils

on
 o

n 
D

S
K

7X
7S

14
4P

R
O

D
 w

ith
 S

E
N

A
T

E


		Superintendent of Documents
	2026-04-16T08:58:25-0400
	Government Publishing Office, Washington, DC 20401
	U.S. Government Publishing Office
	Government Publishing Office attests that this document has not been altered since it was disseminated by Government Publishing Office




