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Warner Warren Whitehouse

Warnock Welch Wyden
NOT VOTING—3

Cornyn Tillis Tuberville

The PRESIDING OFFICER. On this
vote, the yeas are 50, the nays are 47.
The motion is agreed to.

The motion was agreed to.

EXECUTIVE CALENDAR

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report the nomination.

The bill clerk read the nomination of
Evan Rikhye, of the Virgin Islands, to
be Judge for the District Court of the
Virgin Islands for a term of ten years.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-
jority whip.

ORDER OF PROCEDURE

Mr. BARRASSO. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that notwith-
standing rule XXII, the postcloture
time with respect to Executive Cal-
endar No. 737 be expired and the Senate
vote on confirmation of the nomina-
tion at a time to be determined by the
majority leader in consultation with
the Democratic leader, tomorrow; fur-
ther, if confirmed, the motion to recon-
sider be considered made and laid upon
the table and the President be imme-
diately notified of the Senate’s action.

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

———

LEGISLATIVE SESSION

MORNING BUSINESS

Mr. BARRASSO. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senate re-
sume legislative session and be in a pe-
riod of morning business with Senators
permitted to speak therein for up to 10
minutes each.

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

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Virginia.

———

WAR POWERS RESOLUTION

Mr. KAINE. Mr. President, I rise to
talk about the next vote the Senate
will have on a War Powers Resolution,
and this will be the eighth such vote. I
want to dig into the topic for a minute
why this vote is different than the ear-
lier seven. Before I do, let me just kind
of dig into the procedural nature of
this vote.

War Powers Resolutions, like other
Senate legislation, get referred to a
committee—in this case, the com-
mittee of jurisdiction is the Senate
Foreign Relations Committee, of which
I am a member.

The committee does not have to take
up legislation, and it is often the case—
and I have often filed legislation that
has never been taken up, not just by
SFRC but other committees as well. If
there is not a critical mass, it may not
be taken up.
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In matters of war, the drafters of the
War Powers Resolution deemed the
topic so important that they created a
proceeding by which a single Senator
could ask that the committee be dis-
charged from consideration of the bill
and the bill be reported out of the com-
mittee without a recommendation for
actual consideration on the floor.

And so War Powers Resolutions in
the instance of hostilities that have
not been authorized by Congress, a
Senator can file a resolution, a certain
number of days elapse, and then we can
come to the floor and ask for the com-
mittee to be discharged.

We have had seven earlier votes—all
unsuccessful—asking that this war,
which is now, I believe, on day 81, be—
if a committee is not going to take it
up, let’s at least have the debate on the
floor of the Senate that the Constitu-
tion intends.

And so the formal vote that we will
have later is not a vote on the resolu-
tion itself, which says no war in Iran
absent a vote of Congress, but it is a
vote to discharge that resolution from
the committee and allow it to be de-
bated on the Senate floor. That is what
we are voting on.

Should a matter that is in com-
mittee, that has been held in com-
mittee with no action for now 80 days
during the midst of a pending war in
which 14 American troops have been
killed, hundreds have been injured, and
we have spent north of $29 billion—if
we are not going to have committee ac-
tion on the bill, can we not take it up
on the floor of the Senate and debate it
in front of the American public?

So now to my question: Why is this
vote different than the vote we had last
week? And I would argue there are a
couple of reasons that make this vote
different and the stakes higher that
should suggest a need to finally take
this matter up on the Senate floor.

First, we are now well past the 60-day
deadline in the War Powers Resolution
that, under the view of some, provides
a President the ability to unilaterally
take the Nation to war without a vote
of Congress. I don’t read the statute
that way, but a number do, and we can
have a good-faith disagreement about
what the statute means.

But last week was the first time we
had a vote after the 60-day deadline.
The clock keeps running. We are now,
I believe, at day 81. We are well past
the statutory time that might give a
President an argument that “I don’t
need to come to Congress to get a war
approved.”’

The fact that we are now well past
that deadline—a deadline that many of
my colleagues on both sides of the aisle
say should be an important milestone
in terms of congressional review—is
important.

The second thing that is important is
we are in a cease-fire, but kind of a
particular cease-fire right now. We are
in a cease-fire where there is no active
bombing, but there are still hos-
tilities—the blockade of Iranian ports
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by the United States, the significant
closing of the Strait of Hormuz by
Iran’s military action—action taken
against both military ships and com-
mercial ships. We are in a cease-fire,
but we have not ended hostilities, but
the cease-fire entered a new phase just
within the last day or two.

As you know, President Trump indi-
cated that he was within an hour of or-
dering the restart of the bombing cam-
paign but decided that it would be a
good idea to engage in discussion with
regional nations about: Could there be
a path forward to find a diplomatic end
to the war?

And my argument, Mr. President, to
you and to all of my colleagues and to
the American public is this: If we are
in a cease-fire where we are trying to
find a diplomatic path forward, rather
than precipitously start a bombing
campaign again, this is exactly the
time where Congress should be having
a debate about the rationale for the
war, the status of the war, the plans to
reopen the Strait of Hormuz, what a
likely diplomatic off-ramp would look
like, what the costs of the war are, how
much U.S. munitions have been de-
pleted, how much U.S. military facili-
ties have been damaged.

When we are in this cease-fire period
trying to find a diplomatic off-ramp,
this seems, to me, to be the perfect
time for the Senate to have the delib-
erate discussion about the need for a
war that we should have had before the
war began on February 28. Let’s take
advantage of this moment.

One issue in particular that is impor-
tant right now is that Iran is transmit-
ting to the President of the United
States proposals for a diplomatic solu-
tion. As all know, Iran presented a pro-
posal to the United States—to Presi-
dent Trump that he immediately dis-
missed as garbage. Guess what. No one
in this body or in the House has been
shown what that proposal is. None of
us know what was in the proposal that
the President dismissed as garbage.

This body contains many Members
who have served in the military. This
body contains many Members who have
been on the committees of jurisdic-
tion—the Armed Services Committee,
the Foreign Relations Committee, the
Intel Committee—not just for years,
but in some instances for decades.

I assert that in the Senate and in the
House, there are many people who
would have some significant expertise
about analyzing a proposal from Iran
and determining whether or not it had
merit.

Maybe it is a hundred percent gar-
bage. Maybe it is a good offer. Maybe it
is somewhere in the middle where there
are pieces of it that are good but more
needs to be done. But thus far, not a
single Member of the 535 public serv-
ants serving in the House or the Senate
know anything about the deal that the
President has thrown out, and that is a
very important fact.

Do we want to let—we have let one
President take us to a war that has
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caused the injury and death of Amer-
ican troops, the spiking of gas prices,
the spending of $30 billion. We have let
him do that on his own. Do we want to
also give him the sole ability to review
a peace proposal, a diplomacy proposal,
an end to the war and to make the de-
cision on his own without any exam-
ination by this deliberative legislative
body about whether the proposal is
something that we can work with?

Are we so willing to let this Presi-
dent tell our sons and daughters: You
are going back to war because I have
determined that the peace proposal,
the diplomacy proposal, is garbage
without letting anyone in the article 1
branch even review it?

I think the fact that there have been
peace proposals presented to the Presi-
dent that we have not seen is also
something that is extremely important
as we contemplate this War Powers
Resolution.

Let’s have the discussion, including
analyzing proposals that have been
made, so we can offer our advice to the
President about whether diplomacy
seems like it is realistic or doable and
not have him dismiss deals out of hand
without sharing the contents.

And, finally, there is one additional
matter that puts this in a different
light than last week. It was only last
week right before the vote that some of
us were informed by the White House
that the White House refused to share
with Congress the legal rationale for
this war. Any administration that
takes the Nation to war does so bound
to follow the law, and any administra-
tion that takes us to war does so on the
basis of a legal opinion developed by
the Office of Legal Counsel at the De-
partment of Justice. And that has been
the case during all of the administra-
tions that I have served under includ-
ing President Trump term 2.

The boat strikes that President
Trump’s administration were carrying
out in the Pacific and Caribbean, the
military operation in Venezuela—they
were both justified by a legal opinion.

Now, I was disappointed that the
President was unwilling to make that
legal opinion available to the public,
but the White House did allow us—the
Members of the Senate and House—to
read it in a classified setting so we
could at least read what the legal ra-
tionale was and reach our own conclu-
sion about whether we thought the
legal rationale made sense.

To my knowledge, in my now nearly
13 years in the Senate, this is the first
instance of a President taking us into
military action and refusing to show
the House or Senate the legal opinion.
There is a legal opinion that has been
drafted to justify this war, but the ad-
ministration will not let any of us—I
thought it might just be me—they
turned down my request to look at the
legal opinion—but I have gone to the
leadership of the Armed Services Com-
mittee and the other key committees,
and they haven’t seen it either.

Are we really willing to go to war on
the basis of a legal opinion that the ad-
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ministration is unwilling to even show
to us who are Members of the U.S. Sen-
ate? I mean, it sort of raises the ques-
tion: What are they hiding? If they feel
confident about their legal rationale or
about the factual assertions they
would make in the legal rationale, they
would be willing to show it to us—as
they have with respect to other mili-
tary actions as recently as the attack
of Venezuela to depose the Maduro gov-
ernment.

So I would argue that one important
feature of this motion at this time to
discharge the committee would be it
would force the administration to come
forward and finally show us the legal
rationale upon which they base this, in
my view, illegal and unwise war.

So those are at least four or five rea-
sons why this vote this week to dis-
charge this matter from the committee
and finally bring it to the floor of the
Senate is different than any of the
seven votes we have had before. We are
well beyond day 60. We are in this frag-
ile cease-fire. That is the perfect time
to have a discussion before we start up
the war again.

The President is receiving peace and
diplomatic proposals that he is throw-
ing into the trash can without sharing
them with us. We might have some
ideas about the merit and validity of
those proposals, and we ought to be
able to decide whether they have merit
enough that that is the path we should
take instead of sending our sons and
daughters back into harm’s way by re-
engaging in the bombing campaign.

Finally, if the administration is un-
willing to share with us the legal ra-
tionale for the war, that should be a
flashing red light to every Member of
this body.

So, Mr. President, within a short pe-
riod of time, I will come to the floor
and make the motion, and we will have
this vote on an eighth motion to dis-
charge. It is my hope that it is success-
ful and we finally move to having a de-
bate about this most consequential war
in full view of the American public.

With that, I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Connecticut.

———
WAR POWERS RESOLUTION

Mr. MURPHY. Mr. President, I am
glad to join Senator KAINE on the floor
today in support of his resolution. I
have admittedly lost count on how
many of these resolutions we have
brought before the body. This must be
our seventh, eighth, or ninth. That is
extraordinary, duplicative, redundant,
but necessary because, at least in my
time in the Senate, never before has
this country engaged in such a signifi-
cant, consequential, deadly, and costly
military operation overseas without
the consent of the people and without
the consent of Congress.

The Founding Fathers were really in-
tentional in lodging the warmaking
power not in the executive branch but
in the legislative branch. There are few
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questions we confront that are more
serious than about when we send our
men and women to die overseas, when
we decide to expend such a sizable
amount of our hard-earned taxpayers’
money on military operations. And it
should not—it cannot—be simply one
individual who makes those decisions.
It has to be all of us.

So these are increasingly heart-
breaking motions to make because it
shouldn’t be up to the minority party.
The majority, who asked for the con-
sent of the governed to lead this Sen-
ate, should do their responsibility
under the Constitution and have a full
debate on an authorization for military
force.

Here is my guess: It would not pass.
If Leader THUNE brought an authoriza-
tion for military force against Iran
here in the Senate, it would not pass. I
don’t think it would even get 50 votes.
It might not get 40 votes. It would fail,
and the President would not have the
authorization to continue these oper-
ations.

I am going to just talk about two, I
think, important topics that I have yet
to address on the floor. The first is the
consequences of spending this much
money on a war that is making us less
safe. I have made this case before on
the floor, and I won’t go into it again,
but this war is not making us any
safer. This war is jeopardizing our se-
curity around the world. But at what
cost?

In hearings last week, the adminis-
tration suggested that the cost of the
war is about $29 billion. To most mili-
tary experts, that just didn’t pass the
straight-face test, the smell test. In
fact, one group of experts actually did
an accounting based upon what they
know of the costs of an engagement
like this, which has largely been an air
campaign but has required a massive
deployment of forces into the region.
They said it looks to be about $15 bil-
lion in mobilization, administration,
and combat cost, general operations
costs; $41 billion when you look at all
of the weapons that have been ex-
pended; about $12 billion in losses,
damages, destroyed assets. And we are
learning that there is a really exten-
sive amount of damage that has been
done to our fixed resources in the re-
gion. Then we probably spent another
$3 billion or so supporting our partners
in the region. That is about $72 billion
that has been spent just in the first 70,
80 days of war.

And I get it. Even, I think, for my
colleagues, you kind of lose the value
of money when you are in this place
and allocating tens or hundreds of bil-
lions of dollars on a regular basis for
the operations of the Federal Govern-
ment. And for my constituents, they
even lose track of what is a big number
anymore at the Federal Government.

What does $72 billion mean? Well, let
me give you a little bit of context.
What is the entire operations budget
for the National Park System on an
annual basis? Is it $71 billion? No. Is it
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