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criticism. We made changes. We refined 
provisions, added new ideas, and we re-
mained focused on one goal, and that 
was honoring what Native commu-
nities told us they needed. 

This bill is stronger because it was 
built with Native communities, not for 
them. The Native Children’s Commis-
sion Implementation Act reflects a 
simple idea, and that is: If we want to 
improve outcomes for Native children, 
we cannot look at just one issue at a 
time. 

And we know when we are talking 
about kids, you can’t talk about life in 
separate categories. A child does not 
experience life in neat, clean, separate 
categories. Health is connected to edu-
cation. Education is connected to hous-
ing. Behavioral health is connected to 
family stability. Parents cannot suc-
ceed if they can’t find childcare. Chil-
dren can’t reach their full potential if 
they are hungry, if they are dealing 
with untreated trauma or disconnected 
from language or culture or identity. 
So our policies should recognize that 
reality. 

And we do that within this legisla-
tion. It strengthens access to 
healthcare and behavioral health serv-
ices. It supports Native education and 
language revitalization. It improves ju-
venile justice, public safety, housing, 
nutrition, workforce development, and 
research. And, more importantly, it 
recognized that Tribal communities 
are best positioned to lead these efforts 
because they know their children and 
their families, and they know them 
better than anyone else. 

During a hearing earlier this year on 
a draft legislation, Joan Johnson of the 
Fort Belknap Indian Community 
shared a story of a young woman who 
entered the Tribe’s Tiwahe wellness 
program, and the Tiwahe Initiative is a 
pilot program at BIA that assists 
Tribes in providing holistic services 
that promote everything from child 
safety to family stability and Tribal 
self-determination. 

And Fort Belknap testified that their 
wellness program has removed the stig-
ma of intervention by meeting families 
in their homes and helping them access 
care. 

To understand the need to make this 
initiative permanent, Joan shared the 
story of a young woman who had strug-
gled with addiction and homelessness. 
And the young mother shared, she said: 

Tiwahe gave me the nudge I needed. They 
guided me to become closer to my Creator 
and helped me learn who I am. 

And, today, that young woman is 
sober. She is raising her children. And 
she is helping build a brighter future 
for her family. 

And that transformation doesn’t hap-
pen because Washington has all the an-
swers. It happened because a Tribal 
community invested in one of its own. 
And we have learned from that, and we 
are seeking to codify Tiwahe as one 
important section in our legislation. 

Councilwoman Johnson also de-
scribed children who came into the 

Tiwahe program knowing they were 
Native, but not knowing their lan-
guage, not knowing their traditions, or 
even their own family stories. And el-
ders helped connect those young people 
with their identity. They learned their 
Native names. They participated in 
ceremony. 

And many of those same young peo-
ple eventually became mentors for the 
children who followed them. So healing 
became leadership; one generation 
began lifting the next. 

We heard similar stories from Alaska 
where the Association of Village Coun-
cil Presidents redesigned the way that 
families receive services. So instead of 
forcing parents in crisis—maybe it is 
addiction, maybe it is homelessness. 
But it is hard when you have so many 
disconnected programs. And so through 
this initiative, they brought education, 
employment, childcare, family services 
all together in one place. And so when 
you have got a family that is just fac-
ing so many big, big, heavy burdens, 
that kind of coordination can make all 
of the difference. 

And these stories, again, remind us 
that the best ideas rarely begin in 
Washington. 

And while I am proud to get to this 
point, which is our bill introduction, it 
is also a reminder that our work is just 
beginning. This legislation represents 
more than a decade of listening, learn-
ing, and working alongside Tribal lead-
ers, Native organizations, families, and 
young people. And it reflects the belief 
that lasting change happens when we 
listen first and legislate second. 

While this is an important step, what 
matters is that we keep moving for-
ward because every recommendation in 
the report which was translated into 
this bill began with a conversation in a 
Tribal community. 

And I am going to keep coming back 
to those young people from Tanana, be-
cause they said—it was more than a 
decade ago. They asked us to listen. 
And I hope—I hope—today they can see 
that we are listening. We are acting. 
The Native Children’s Commission Im-
plementation Act is not about creating 
yet one more Federal program or one 
more report that is going to sit on a 
shelf somewhere. It is about strength-
ening what is already working in Na-
tive communities. It is about trusting 
Tribal governments, investing in Na-
tive families, and ensuring—ensuring— 
that every Native child—whether Alas-
ka Native, American Indian, Native 
Hawaiian—has the opportunity to grow 
up healthy, to grow up safe, connected 
to their culture, and confident in who 
they are. And that is a goal that should 
unite all of us. 

So, today, I invite my colleagues— 
Republicans and Democrats alike—to 
join Senator SCHATZ and me as cospon-
sors of the Native Children’s Commis-
sion Implementation Act. Let’s show 
that when Tribal communities speak, 
Congress listens. Let’s turn their rec-
ommendations of ‘‘The Way Forward’’ 
report into meaningful action, and let’s 

work together to build a future where 
every Alaska Native, American Indian, 
and Native Hawaiian child has the op-
portunity to not only overcome chal-
lenges, but to become those leaders of 
the next generation. 

So I look forward to working with 
you and the rest of our colleagues to do 
just that. 

With that, I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

HUSTED). The Senator from Utah. 
UNANIMOUS CONSENT REQUESTS 

Mr. LEE. Mr. President, I would like 
to address the Senate today regarding 
a bill that has been passed by the 
House of Representatives known as 
H.R. 7008. H.R. 7008 performs two badly 
needed functions to restore faith and 
integrity in our system of government: 
Firstly, it bans Members of Congress 
from using their unique access and 
knowledge to profit through stock 
market speculation; secondly, it re-
quires something very simple, a voter 
ID. 

You have got to show an ID when you 
pick up something at will call if you 
are there to pick up tickets to the the-
ater, if you are picking up a prescrip-
tion at the pharmacy, if you are going 
to the bank, if you are boarding an air-
plane—you are doing all kinds of 
things that are part of Americans’ day- 
to-day experience where it matters 
whether you are who you claim to be, 
you have got to show an ID. 

We should require nothing less when 
it comes to the exercise of one of the 
most fundamental rights that Ameri-
cans have; that is, their right to vote. 

You see, when someone else votes in 
your place, they displace your vote. 
They offset your vote. If they are dou-
ble voting, if they are voting when 
they are not allowed to vote because 
they are not a citizen or otherwise, if 
they do something foolish and they try 
to go and vote, they will be caught if 
they are asked to produce an ID at the 
balloting place. 

So this bill accomplishes both of 
these things. And like I say, both of 
them would do a lot to restore faith, 
confidence, and integrity in our system 
of government. 

Dealing specifically with the voter ID 
requirement in this legislation, this is 
a very straightforward requirement. 
When you show up to vote, you just 
have to show an ID, just like you do at 
the bank, just like you do at the phar-
macy or the doctor’s office or the bank 
or when boarding an airplane. 

And if you vote by mail, then that is 
easy to accommodate. You just include 
a simple photocopy of your photo ID. 

Now, we have gone to great lengths 
to make sure that everyone is taken 
care of here, to make sure that there is 
not a single U.S. citizen that would be 
disadvantaged or unable to vote if we 
were to pass this. 

So for those who, let’s say, for what-
ever reason, don’t have access to a pho-
tocopier and they want to vote by 
mail, well, we have taken that into 
consideration. The bill requires States 
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to provide the public to free access to 
photocopy machines so they can make 
a photocopy of their photo ID and send 
it in with their mail-in ballot if that is 
what they are using in their State. 

Now, it is interesting. Right now the 
headquarters of the Democratic Party 
here in Washington, DC, displays a sign 
very prominently, and that sign makes 
clear that 100 percent of the visitors to 
the Democratic Party’s headquarters 
have to show a photo ID when they 
enter. 

Now, if they have to do that—and we 
know they have to do that when at-
tending the Democratic National Con-
vention to enter the convention hall, 
much less participate as a voting mem-
ber of the Democratic National Con-
vention. You have to prove who you 
are, and you have to show that you 
have the right to be there and the right 
to participate. 

So far be it from us to second guess 
the Democratic Party in deciding peo-
ple need to prove who they are to enter 
their convention hall or their party 
headquarters. We should have voters do 
the same thing. 

And Democrats are smart in doing 
that because, after all, they don’t want 
somebody showing up to their conven-
tion. I mean, good heavens, what if a 
Republican showed up to their Demo-
cratic National Convention and tried 
to skew the results of their convention 
by pretending to be a Democrat—a 
Democrat delegate no less. That 
wouldn’t be fair. 

So they are absolutely right to re-
quire photo ID and to require delegates 
to present their convention credentials 
so that they can show that they are 
who they claim to be and that they 
have the right to participate at their 
own convention. 

Americans at every corner of our 
country and at every point along the 
political idealogical spectrum in this 
country agree that this makes sense to 
do, specifically in the context—not just 
of needing to produce ID where it mat-
ters whether you are who you claim to 
be, but specifically in the context of 
voter ID, of having to produce identi-
fication at the moment you vote, at 
the place where you vote. Mr. Presi-
dent, 83 percent of American voters, in 
total, support voter ID, and that in-
cludes a whopping 71 percent of Demo-
crat voters. 

So this is neither Republican nor 
Democratic. This is neither liberal nor 
conservative. This is simply an Amer-
ican issue because we don’t want any-
one’s right to vote to be taken away. 
We don’t want anyone disenfranchised, 
and that is exactly what happens when 
you allow someone who is not whom 
they claim to be, who is not entitled to 
vote, to show up and cast a vote, and 
that is wrong. So today we have got a 
really good opportunity to address 
these two issues that Americans are 
deeply concerned about, and I hope we 
can take advantage of this oppor-
tunity. 

Now, the vote on the House of Rep-
resentatives’ side of this bill—like I 

say, it was just passed recently by the 
House of Representatives—it was bipar-
tisan. You had Republicans overwhelm-
ingly support it, but you also had a 
number of House Democrats voting 
with every House Republican in favor 
of this bill with the clean voter ID re-
quirement attached. 

So we are going to be talking about 
this for a little while tonight, and I 
just want to encourage my Democratic 
colleagues on this side of the Capitol 
right here in the U.S. Senate to follow 
the lead of the wise Democrats who 
joined every Republican to vote for 
this in the House of Representatives. 

We need to get this done. We should 
get it done. We have the opportunity to 
get it done tonight, and we will be 
talking more about that in a moment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Alaska. 

Mr. SULLIVAN. Mr. President, I 
want to commend my colleague Sen-
ator LEE and my colleagues Senator 
RICKETTS, Senator MORENO. We are all 
on the floor to seek unanimous consent 
to a bill that actually just makes com-
mon sense. 

Senator LEE talked about the dif-
ferent provisions of the bill, but I think 
one thing that is important to under-
score is it just passed the House. These 
are issues that are on the minds of the 
American people, and it passed the 
House in a bipartisan manner—a strong 
bipartisan manner. So I am hopeful 
that we can move that House bill on 
both of these issues that Senator LEE 
just talked about in a way tonight and 
get this bill to the President’s desk. 

As I mentioned, Mr. President, com-
mon sense. Senator LEE talked about 
the insider trading provisions. I think 
every American would agree that Mem-
bers of Congress should be prohibited, 
as well as their spouses and children, 
from purchasing individual stocks 
while serving in office, particularly 
given that we have access to different 
kinds of information. 

You know, this has been something 
that I have done a number of years ago. 
I moved stocks into index funds to kind 
of get rid of this issue, from my per-
spective, personally. 

Senator RICKETTS has been the lead 
here in the U.S. Senate on this issue. I 
am actually a cosponsor of his bill that 
is very much focused on this common-
sense approach to the issue of insider 
trading. 

And then we need to go to the issue 
of integrity of our election system. As 
Senator LEE pointed out, it makes 
sense. It is very, very common sense— 
simple in many ways—that if you are 
going to vote, you have to have a valid 
ID to do that. 

Now, this bill mandates that require-
ment, but it has a lot of provisional 
elements to this bill that accommodate 
States like mine that are very big, that 
have a dispersed population. So this 
bill includes those kind of accommoda-
tions. Eligible voters can access a pro-
visional ballot. They can sign an affi-
davit attesting to their identity and 
citizenship if they don’t have an ID. 

There are many ways in which this 
bill accommodates the important ele-
ment of making sure that American 
citizens vote in American elections. 
And I don’t think that is some kind of 
radical idea. I think the vast, vast ma-
jority of Americans agree with this. 

So I want to thank my colleagues for 
their leadership on this issue, and I am 
hopeful that our colleagues on the 
other side of the aisle will agree with 
us, and let’s pass this bill and send it to 
the President’s desk. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Nebraska. 
Mr. RICKETTS. Mr. President, integ-

rity; integrity inspires confidence, and 
the reverse is true. If there is a percep-
tion of lack of integrity, it undermines 
confidence. 

We have a problem here in the Con-
gress: 80 percent of Americans believe 
that we do not do a good job of sepa-
rating our financial interests from the 
insider information that we receive as 
part of our jobs. And because of this 
perception of lack of integrity, they 
don’t think we are doing a good job. 
Our approval rating is 15 percent. 
Clearly, Americans are not trusting 
this institution on this issue. 

But we have an opportunity to 
course-correct, to help restore the in-
tegrity and, therefore, the confidence 
that Americans have in the U.S. Con-
gress, and that is by passing H.R. 7008 
that includes the Stop Insider Trading 
Act that was introduced in the House 
and passed, as my colleagues pointed 
out, with bipartisan support. I intro-
duced the companion bill here in the 
Senate. 

What this bill does is it says: You 
cannot buy stocks when you get here. 

Well, why is this important? Because 
we have disclosure laws right now, but 
yet we have the problem that 80 per-
cent of Americans think that we do a 
bad job of keeping our financial inter-
ests and our insider information sepa-
rate. 

And indeed we have seen people post 
on social media, for example, the stock 
trades of the former Speaker of the 
House, and it has become a legitimate 
trading strategy, as crazy as it sounds, 
because it is successful; it makes 
money. 

We have had a situation in the past 
where one of the members of the Intel-
ligence Committee sold about a million 
and a half dollars’ worth of stock right 
before the stock market tanked be-
cause of COVID. Even the perception of 
using insider information to benefit 
yourself financially is undermining the 
confidence. 

And the same could be said as well 
for the voter ID. Thirty-six States have 
voter ID. In my State of Nebraska, 
when I was Governor, we passed it and 
put it on the ballot. It passed over-
whelmingly, 65 to 35, that Nebraskans 
wanted to have that voter ID as part of 
the process of elections to make sure 
they could trust in the integrity and 
have confidence. 
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Now, the insider trading act has real 

teeth to it. It says that you cannot buy 
stock, and if you own stock already 
when you come into the Congress, you 
can only sell it on 7 to 14 days’ notice. 

Why is this important? Well, to make 
sure that the market and anybody in 
the country can see that if you are 
going to sell your stock positions, they 
can all do it first. They get that infor-
mation first so that if you have some 
sort of insider information, it is not in-
sider anymore because the rest of the 
world knows. 

And if you do violate the rules and 
you buy stock or you sell stock out of 
turn without giving the proper notifi-
cation, significant penalties: a min-
imum $2,000 fine or 10 percent of the 
transaction costs. 

So, for example, if you sold a million 
dollars’ worth of stock, that is a 
$100,000 fine—plus giving up all the 
profits that go along with it. That has 
the enforcement and the teeth that re-
quire Members of this body and Mem-
bers of the House to take notice. 

This bill would go a long way toward 
restoring the integrity of this institu-
tion, restoring the confidence in this 
institution. And as was mentioned al-
ready, it passed bipartisan in the 
House. But the President has called on 
us to pass it and recently the Vice 
President when he was speaking to 
House Republicans. 

Let’s restore the faith in this institu-
tion. Let’s make sure people know that 
we are not using our insider informa-
tion to financially benefit ourselves. 

Coming to Washington, DC, to serve 
our communities is a privilege. We do 
it for public service. It is not to be a 
profit center for people who are com-
ing. 

So let’s make sure there is no percep-
tion possible by passing H.R. 7008. 

Mr. President, as if in legislative ses-
sion and notwithstanding rule XXII, I 
ask unanimous consent that the Sen-
ate proceed to the immediate consider-
ation of H.R. 7008, which was received 
from the House; further, 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. Is there 
objection? 

The Senator from California. 
Mr. PADILLA. Reserving the right to 

object. 
Mr. President, it is a shame that Sen-

ate Republicans seem particularly fo-
cused on scoring political points in-
stead of passing real policies that can 
actually make a difference because, 
yes, all Americans—Democrats, Repub-
licans, and Independents alike—are 
rightly concerned about insider trading 
by government officials. But the bill 
before us cannot address these con-
cerns because, just like as was the case 
on Monday—that is right, 48 hours 
ago—we were having the same discus-
sion, the same debate. This measure 
contains two giant poison pills. 

First, it exempts the President and 
the Vice President of the United 

States, for that matter. But it exempts 
the President from the ban on stock 
trading, and I can list at least 21,000 
reasons why we should not exempt the 
President from the ban on insider trad-
ing. 

Last year alone, Donald Trump made 
over 21,000 stock trades—an average of 
85 trades per day—85. Does that sound 
like somebody that is singularly fo-
cused on bringing costs down for hard- 
working Americans? I don’t think so. 

As I also said on Monday, Donald 
Trump is clearly the ‘‘Trader in Chief.’’ 
So you cannot be serious about reining 
in public officials’ stock trading if you 
present a bill that gives the biggest 
stock trader in Washington a free pass. 

My colleague from Nebraska spoke to 
the virtues of disclosure and advanced 
notice. Well, on the surface, that seems 
very attractive, but let me tell you 
what is really going on. President 
Trump’s social media company is pub-
licly selling inside information about 
his market-changing statements before 
the public sees them to hedge funds 
and Wall Street for the low, low price 
of $100,000 a month. 

It is all in the open—inside informa-
tion from the President himself for 
$100,000 a month. The average Amer-
ican earns less than that in a year. But 
the President isn’t worried about them. 
He is focusing on profiting from his of-
fice. 

So it is clear that Republicans in 
Congress are not actually serious about 
banning stock trading where it is hap-
pening the worst. And they are not 
about helping working Americans ad-
dress the higher costs of gas and gro-
ceries and housing and healthcare. 

So what is it that they do care 
about? Let’s talk about the other big 
poison pill in this bill because the title 
of it seems like it is about insider trad-
ing—Stop Insider Trading Act—but the 
way it is before us includes the SAVE 
Act, a bill that we have debated for 
months and months and months on this 
floor. Republicans don’t have the votes 
to pass it—a bill that would make it 
harder for eligible Americans to par-
ticipate in our democracy. 

We have debated this bill for months, 
and it has gotten nowhere because the 
Republican caucus isn’t even united on 
this measure because the bill—it is not 
about voter fraud. The massive voter 
fraud they claim simply doesn’t exist. 
There is no evidence of massive voter 
fraud across the country. 

What the SAVE Act proposal does do 
is it sows distrust in our system and 
seeks to cause chaos in an election 
cycle that is already underway—a mid-
term election, by the way, where Re-
publicans are afraid of voters holding 
them accountable for failing to do any-
thing about rising costs and increased 
corruption, let alone this unauthorized 
war with Iran. 

How do we know that? Because the 
SAVE Act, as written, is far more re-
strictive than the voter ID laws that 
exist in the States that already have a 
voter ID law. The House Republican 

bill would go further and require a pho-
tocopy of your ID in your absentee or 
mail ballot. Now, that violates the fun-
damental premise of a secret ballot, 
which is a sacred right; and, therefore, 
it would undermine mail voting itself. 

As I mentioned on Monday, the Re-
publican Governor of Ohio vetoed a 
similar bill because he saw no benefit 
in it and that the measure would be a 
‘‘significant burden’’ on voters. So that 
is truly the point of the bill: to make 
it harder for some people to vote. 

Now, let’s get back to the title of the 
bill: Stop Insider Trading. If we are 
genuine about doing that, then there is 
a bipartisan solution that is available 
to us today, a bipartisan solution on 
stock trading. 

Everybody watching at home, there 
is a bill that has been pending before 
the Senate for nearly a year. The 
Homeland Security and Governmental 
Affairs Committee voted it out on a bi-
partisan basis. Senator HAWLEY is the 
lead sponsor; Senator MORENO is a co-
sponsor, along with a number of Demo-
crats—S. 1498, the Halting Ownership 
and Non-Ethical Stock Transactions, 
otherwise known as the HONEST Act. 
So let’s pass that—or at least set up a 
vote on that measure. 

And if Republicans aren’t willing to 
do that, then let’s sit down—Repub-
licans and Democrats together—to 
hammer out a real solution and stop 
with these political games. 

So, therefore, Mr. President, I ask 
that the Senator modify his request to 
instead proceed to the immediate con-
sideration of Calendar No. 294, S. 1498; 
that the committee-reported substitute 
amendment be agreed to; that the bill, 
as amended, be considered read a third 
time and passed; and that the motion 
to reconsider be considered made and 
laid upon the table. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
an objection to the modification? 

The Senator from Ohio. 
Mr. MORENO. Mr. President, so I 

think it is important to clear up a cou-
ple of things in no particular order. 
First of all, I did not cosponsor the 
HONEST Act. I was the cosponsor of 
the PELOSI Act, which was a tribute— 
an honor—to the Member of the House 
of Representatives that made grift on 
this job an absolute master class. 

Your Representative from Northern 
California came here almost five dec-
ades ago and has managed to build a 
$300 million net worth. Her Twitter ac-
count is one of the most followed ac-
counts, as my colleague from Nebraska 
pointed out. So I was very proud to 
sponsor the PELOSI Act. In fact, it is 
extraordinarily similar to the exact 
same measure my colleague from Utah 
and my colleague from Nebraska have 
proposed, as has the Presiding Officer, 
my colleague from Ohio. So just to 
clear that up. 

Then the next question was: Well, 
why would you not sponsor a bill called 
the HONEST Act? I mean—my God— 
how do you be anti-honest? Well, that 
bill basically bans the ownership of all 
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assets. You can’t even own them. So if 
you have mutual funds, stocks, equi-
ties, investments, you have to get rid 
of all of that. 

So, basically, that would be insane. 
There is no other way to look at that. 
The Democrats put that in place dur-
ing a Homeland Security meeting 
which went something like this. We sat 
down to talk about the PELOSI Act, 
and they gave us 15 pages of amended 
documents and said: Hey, we are going 
to vote on this right now. 

And, again—I should have predicted 
it, honestly, because it was a tribute to 
NANCY PELOSI, who said: Well, you have 
to vote for the bill before you know 
what is in it. 

Of course, Republicans said: We are 
not going to vote for something we 
haven’t read—because, again, that is 
insane. But it wasn’t as insane as what 
is actually in that bill. 

Now, let’s go back to what we are 
really doing here tonight. We could 
pass this today. Tomorrow, the Presi-
dent of the United States could sign 
into law a ban on insider trading. This 
is a 100-percent zero issue. Sometimes 
we talk about 80–20 issues. There is not 
an American citizen—well, maybe Paul 
Pelosi—who would be against this. 

But all Americans want us to get this 
done, and it is very commonsense. My 
colleague from Nebraska worked dili-
gently on this. It is a great bill. It says 
if you own stocks when you get here, 
you can’t buy more—so, therefore, you 
can’t use the information—and you 
can’t sell stocks without a 7-day notice 
period, which, in effect, eliminates any 
kind of advantage that you would have. 

It is a very good bill. It applies to all 
Members of Congress. We should be 
able to get that done. We should be 
able to ban insider trading without 
Democrats blocking that vote. 

My colleague, I believe, from Ne-
braska—if the Presiding Officer could 
ask him; I want to be clear—he has 
asked for a vote at 60; is that correct? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Unani-
mous consent. 

Mr. MORENO. Mr. President, so I 
would ask unanimous consent that we 
do that. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. No. You 
are objecting. 

Mr. MORENO. I am objecting. Sorry. 
Well, let me—just continuing. So let’s 
talk about voter ID really quickly. 

My colleague from California said 
that the Republicans are not united on 
voter ID, and that is absolutely, abso-
lutely, positively false. This is really 
important because you can’t make ac-
cusations here that are false. 

My colleague from Ohio, the Pre-
siding Officer, has put forward the 
exact, in essence, voter ID bill, and it 
was 53 out of 53 Republicans that voted 
for that—53 out of 53. That is 100 per-
cent of Republicans. If I did that math 
correctly, I believe that 53 out of 53 is 
100 percent. 

Where he is correct is that Demo-
crats are united in their opposition. 
There wasn’t a single Democrat that 

voted for a stand-alone voter ID bill. 
Tonight, we have the opportunity to do 
that—ban insider trading and get voter 
ID on the floor. 

Because my colleagues don’t want to 
do what the American people want 
them to do, I object. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion is heard to the modification. 

Is there an objection to the original 
request? 

Mr. PADILLA. I object. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-

tion is heard. 
The Senator from Nebraska. 
Mr. RICKETTS. Mr. President, what 

we were just attempting to do was to 
pass it with unanimous consent. That 
means all 100 Senators agree that we 
can move forward on H.R. 7008, which 
includes the Stop Insider Trading Act 
and the voter ID. And as I mentioned 
in my opening remarks, it is about in-
tegrity. Integrity inspires confidence. 

Eighty percent of Americans don’t 
believe we separate our inside informa-
tion from our financial interests, and 
therefore we have a 15 percent approval 
rating. It is the lack of confidence in 
what we are doing, about how we are 
handling this, that is creating those 
low ratings. 

So we have an opportunity to be able 
to address that with the Stop Insider 
Trading Act and the voter ID, to re-
store that integrity and, therefore, 
that confidence. 

I certainly understand if my col-
leagues on the other side of the aisle 
don’t wish to do that unanimously; 
that, for whatever reason, somebody 
objects going forward, as my colleague 
from California has. I offer an alter-
native that let’s schedule a vote. 

So, Mr. President, as if in legislative 
session and notwithstanding rule XXII, 
I ask unanimous consent that at a time 
to be determined by the majority lead-
er, in consultation with the Demo-
cratic leader, the Senate proceed to the 
immediate consideration of H.R. 7008 
and vote on the passage of the bill at a 
60-vote affirmative threshold; further, 
that if the bill is passed, the motion to 
reconsider be considered made and laid 
upon the table. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
an objection? 

The Senator from California. 
Mr. PADILLA. Mr. President, reserv-

ing the right to object, before I offer a 
good-faith counterproposal to my col-
league from Nebraska, let me just clar-
ify one item that my colleague from 
Ohio was seeming to correct—or at-
tempting to correct, I should say, a 
measure that I was referencing. 

So to folks watching at home, let me 
suggest: Don’t take my word for it. Go 
to Congress.gov and look up S. 1498, 
and you will see that, indeed, Senator 
MORENO is a cosponsor. And if you read 
the measure itself, you will see that it 
does not ban mutual fund investments. 

And with that true correction and 
clarification, Mr. President, let me ask 
that the Senator modify his request to, 
instead, at a time to be determined by 

the majority leader, in consultation 
with the Democratic leader, the Senate 
proceed to the immediate consider-
ation of Calendar No. 294, S. 1498; that 
the committee-reported substitute 
amendment be agreed to and the Sen-
ate vote on passage of the bill at a 60- 
vote affirmative threshold; further, 
that if the bill is passed, the motion to 
reconsider be considered made and laid 
upon the table. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
an objection to the modification? 

The Senator from Ohio. 
Mr. MORENO. Mr. President, reserv-

ing my right to object, the bill that my 
colleague from Nebraska, my colleague 
from Ohio, and my colleague from Utah 
is proposing is a bill that has already 
passed the House of Representatives. It 
has massive bipartisan support. Lots of 
Democrats voted for that in the House. 
If we pass it, it can become law. Put-
ting that bill on the floor at 60 is a 
very low-threshold ask. 

I think the American people deserve 
to know what each Member of this 
Chamber decides to do on banning in-
sider trading and voter ID. 

The proposal that my colleague from 
California is putting on the floor is a 
bill that has neither gotten through 
any committee where it has been actu-
ally read by committee members. It is 
a bill that has not been presented to 
the House of Representatives, so they 
would have to take it up over there. It 
would, of course, be modified and come 
back. In other words, it is what I say— 
it is the DC two-step—or if you want to 
have a headline that says ‘‘I am for 
banning insider trading’’ knowing 
nothing will actually happen. 

Now, maybe you don’t think that the 
bill that my colleague from Nebraska 
worked diligently on is perfect, but it 
is a massive step in the right direction. 
This would get us to 99.9 percent of the 
way there on banning insider trading. 
It could happen tomorrow. It could 
happen tomorrow. And the voter ID 
law, which virtually all Americans sup-
port, could happen tomorrow. 

So what we are dealing with is one 
bill that can be signed into law that 
has been vetted, that has massive bi-
partisan support, versus a bill that, 
quite frankly, the person talking about 
it wasn’t even on that committee, is 
not 100 percent sure what was in that 
bill, doesn’t know the history of the 
bill. It wasn’t a year ago; it was a few 
months ago. It is a smokescreen, and 
for that reason I object. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion is heard. 

Is there an objection to the original 
request? 

Mr. PADILLA. Mr. President, I ob-
ject. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion is heard. 

The Senator from Utah. 
Mr. LEE. Mr. President, we see a lot 

of debates around here on a lot of dif-
ferent topics—too many topics, in my 
view, given the fact that the Federal 
Government is a government enter-
prise with narrow responsibilities. 
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In Federalist 45, James Madison de-

scribed the powers of the Federal Gov-
ernment as few and defined while de-
scribing those reserved to the States as 
numerous and indefinite. 

We are in charge of national defense, 
weights and measures, trademarks, 
copyrights and patents, regulating 
trade or commerce between the States 
with foreign nations and with Tribes, 
bankruptcy laws, intellectual property 
laws, coastal roads, declaring war, 
granting letters of marque and re-
prisal, serving as the sole sovereign 
lawmaking authority for what we now 
call the District of Columbia, the city 
where we stand today. That is about it. 
There are a few other powers, but the 
lion’s share of it can be found some-
where in that list of relatively limited 
authorities that I just described. 

We venture sometimes too far afield 
from those powers, and that is one of 
the reasons why a lot of things come 
up. 

My point in reciting all this is that 
in all the debates we see, which prob-
ably range further than they should, 
we see some things that are weighty 
and some things that are more on the 
trivial side. Just to cite one random 
hypothetical, one minute, you could 
see something debated and maybe 
passed on this floor recognizing, I don’t 
know, National Sofa Care Week or 
something like that that goes by sort 
of with a yawn, and then the next mo-
ment, we will be debating something 
more weighty, something more signifi-
cant and more definitely relevant to 
the U.S. Government’s powers. 

Under article I, sections 4 and 5, this 
legislation that we have been dis-
cussing this evening, H.R. 7008, deals 
with a couple of core powers that Con-
gress has, one of them involving the 
regulation of behavior and activities on 
the part of Members of Congress, Mem-
bers of the House and the Senate. In 
the second instance, you have the regu-
lation of the casting of ballots for Fed-
eral elections—for elections for Federal 
office, elections for the U.S. Senate and 
the U.S. House of Representatives. We 
certainly have authority to act in both 
of those two areas. 

There is not a lot of dispute—in other 
words, there is a lot of bipartisan con-
sensus over the fact that it is time to 
restrict stock buying and selling on the 
part of Members of Congress. It is stun-
ning, however, that the voter ID com-
ponent of H.R. 7008 is at all controver-
sial. This one should be a no-brainer. 
For the American people, it is a no- 
brainer. Democratic voters—71 percent 
favor voter ID requirements. When you 
add Republicans—so Democrat voters 
and Republican voters combined—you 
take it up to 83, 84 percent. If you poll 
Republican voters alone, we are talk-
ing in the mid- to high-90 percentile 
range for people who support voter ID 
requirements. 

The reason for this is simple. This is 
obvious. It is intuitive. It is just as we 
have to prove who we are everywhere 
else we go where who you are matters 

and whether you are who you claim to 
be can make a big difference. 

Americans intuitively understand 
that whatever mild inconvenience 
might accompany having to provide 
documentation for who you are, when 
most of the time, that can be done with 
a simple card like a driver’s license, for 
example, a passport, something like 
that, something showing who you are 
that is issued by the government—we 
have come to accept as a society that 
that is just sort of the cost of living in 
our country. That is part of what it 
takes because if we didn’t do that, the 
alternative would be bad. 

You don’t want to show up to your 
bank one day and discover that some-
body else impersonating you, falsely 
claiming to be you, came in and with-
drew all of your money. You don’t want 
that. 

We don’t allow people to board air-
craft without a photo ID, and the rea-
son is there are all kinds of things that 
can happen in the sky that are dan-
gerous, and you don’t want to make it 
too easy for somebody claiming to be 
who they are not to board an aircraft 
and then carry out, you know, crimes 
of one sort or another—acts of ter-
rorism, perhaps. 

These are just a couple examples of 
the myriad instances in which we have 
to prove who we are. It is not an undue 
burden; it is a momentary detour from 
what we would otherwise be doing. 

Most of the time, most people, when 
they show up to vote, already have 
their wallet with them, and in their 
wallet, they presumably have a driver’s 
license or another form of government- 
issued photo ID, so why not require 
them to show that? 

We saw tonight my friend and col-
league, the distinguished Senator from 
California, contorting himself into a 
pretzel trying to explain why it is we 
can’t pass this bill. To be clear, his ob-
jection, as far I can tell, didn’t relate 
nearly as much to anything else in the 
bill other than the voter ID provision. 
That is the concern. 

The question is, Why is it that when 
70 percent of Democrat voters and 83, 
84 percent of all voters, Democrat and 
Republican combined—why is it that 
my Democrat colleagues are so ada-
mantly opposed to this? Why do they 
care? Why do they want the status 
quo? 

I am always reluctant to speak on 
someone else’s behalf because what 
they say—No. 1, I don’t have the abil-
ity to read minds, but sometimes, what 
they say can give us an indication. We 
have had Democratic politician after 
Democratic politician part from their 
own Democratic voter base, which 
overwhelmingly supports voter ID, 
time and time and time again, showing 
up and saying: Oh, we don’t want voter 
ID. 

Why? 
Now, they actually say this: We be-

lieve this would shut out a lot of our 
voters. 

What? Is that an admission that a lot 
of their voters aren’t who they claim 

to be? that a lot of their voters perhaps 
aren’t U.S. citizens and aren’t eligible 
to vote? 

This ought to be concerning to every-
one. It ought to be concerning espe-
cially to Democrat voters, especially in 
States that have elected a Democrat 
Senator who is now opposing any and 
every sort of voter ID requirement. 

A few months ago when we had the 
SAVE America Act on the floor for, I 
don’t know, 10 blessed days—should 
have been longer, but it was on the 
floor for about 10 days. During that 
time, I was on the floor a lot respond-
ing to arguments that they made, and 
I think I heard every single argument 
they made. 

The overwhelming majority of 
them—and I mean probably 95-plus per-
cent of the arguments they made 
against the SAVE America Act— 
weren’t even against the voter ID pro-
visions of the SAVE America Act. 
Overwhelmingly, they were instead 
about the proof of citizenship issue. In 
fact, many of them, Democratic Sen-
ator after Democratic Senator, inti-
mated one way or another that they 
are OK with voter ID requirements. So 
why are they opposing it? You have to 
ask yourself that question. 

In Latin, there is a word for this: 
‘‘Cui bono?’’ Who benefits? Who bene-
fits from people being able to show up 
and claim to be someone they are not 
or from someone showing up who is not 
entitled to vote because they are not a 
U.S. citizen? Who benefits from that? 

I can tell you it is not Republicans. 
Why? Well, you don’t see a single Re-
publican politician making the ridicu-
lous, absurd arguments against voter 
ID and citizenship verification that 
these guys are making. Who benefits 
from illegal voting? Their words seem 
to suggest that they are benefiting. 

This issue isn’t going away. The 
SAVE America Act isn’t going away. 
Voter ID requirement demands aren’t 
going away. I will be back. I will be 
back day after day, week after week, 
until this passes because the American 
people deserve to go to bed every night 
knowing that their government is run 
by people they themselves elected, not 
foreign nationals. They don’t want a 
government that has been chosen with 
significant foreign influence in our 
elections. 

There was a time when the Demo-
crats in this august Chamber—a time 
not so very long ago indeed—spoke of 
little else other than their fear of for-
eign election interference. 

If we don’t face the real challenge as 
to foreign election interference right 
now, as long as we are not passing the 
SAVE America Act or its key compo-
nents, it would appear that those who 
are against this are just fine now with 
foreign election interference. 

The American people shouldn’t be be-
cause, again, it is not free. When some-
body else votes who is not who they 
claim to be, when somebody else votes 
claiming to be a citizen and they are 
not a citizen, it robs hard-working 
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Americans, actual American citizens, 
of their most sacred, their most funda-
mental right: their right to vote. 

No. No. We can’t look the other way, 
nor do we, in my view, have any busi-
ness taking a 6-week recess until such 
time as we have done everything hu-
manly possible to get these reforms put 
into law. The American people deserve 
better than this. Most of them don’t 
have that luxury of doing that. 

Now, I know it is a time-honored 
Senate tradition. I know it is a tradi-
tion that has its roots back to long be-
fore the advent of modern air-condi-
tioning and to a time when Wash-
ington, DC—you know, it is typically 
not the most pleasant weather in 
Washington, and this Chamber, I am 
sure, became suffocatingly hot and 
muggy, so for a long time, we had that 
August recess. Well, we have air-condi-
tioning now. We can handle it. 

It is true we frequently do take a re-
cess in August, but it is not written in 
stone anywhere, it is not written in law 
anywhere that we have to do that. I 
would be fine doing that if we had got-
ten our work done. I would be fine 
doing that if we knew how our govern-
ment was going to be funded past Sep-
tember 30. Right now, we have no idea. 
So when the government remains un-
funded and we have no idea how we are 
going to secure an election system 
that, quite frankly, is recklessly, 
criminally insecure—we have no busi-
ness leaving this Chamber for 6 weeks 
when we have no idea how we are going 
to take care of any of that. These prob-
lems are not going to solve themselves 
while we are gone. 

I remember 15 years ago when I was 
first sworn in. I was younger then. I 
had a full head of hair. I was only 39 
years old. I was the youngest Member 
of the Senate when I got sworn in. 

Right after I got sworn in, we were 
walking one evening around the Cap-
itol. I was showing it to my family. My 
daughter Eliza was 10 years old at the 
time. She pointed to one of the little 
doors out in the hallway just outside 
the Senate Chamber. 

It is a door that is maybe 18 inches 
tall at the most. I later learned that it 
was installed when they built this wing 
of the Capitol in the late 1850s. That 
was their source of water. They had a 
pipe in there. The custodial staff at the 
time used it to get water so that they 
could clean the floors. I didn’t know 
that at the time. 

As we were walking around, my 10- 
year-old daughter Eliza asked me: Dad, 
what is that door for? 

Not knowing how to answer, I just 
said the first thing that came to mind. 
I said: Well, that is for the House elves. 
The House elves live in there. 

Of course, there are no House elves 
here, but sometimes, we act as if we 
are relying on the House elves to not 
only clean the Capitol but also clean 
up the messes that we make and that 
we leave undealt with, unaddressed leg-
islatively while we are gone. The cav-
alry is not coming. We are the cavalry. 

The House elves aren’t going to show 
up and do our work for us if we retreat 
into the sunset for 6 weeks. 

We have to do this. We had an oppor-
tunity tonight to make a meaningful 
dent in our election security problem. 
And it is tragic that the Democrats 
chose not to let this reasonable meas-
ure pass into law—a measure that 71 
percent of their voters and 83 percent 
of all American voters support. They 
can’t handle it—apparently because 
they benefit too much when people 
vote illegally. Shame on them for tak-
ing that position, but shame on us if we 
leave before the job is done. 

Lastly, far too much gets said around 
here about, Oh, we can’t do X, Y, or Z 
because we don’t have 60 votes. I get 
that that is said. That cannot become 
our anthem. That is an absurd sugges-
tion. 

Now, I know it takes 60 votes to in-
voke cloture, but, you know, long be-
fore there even was a cloture rule— 
there has only been a cloture rule for 
109 years. Before that time, we still had 
the filibuster, just no cloture. Remem-
ber, a cloture vote is just one way of 
breaking the filibuster. 

If a supermajority of Senators— 
under the current rule, three-fifths, 60 
votes in the Senate—if 60 Senators 
want to force debate to come to a close 
even if some Senators want to continue 
debating, then the Senate can do so, 
but that is not the exclusive means by 
which you can break a filibuster. Other 
techniques are available—techniques 
that were available for nearly 150 years 
before the first cloture rule was even 
adopted in 1917. 

If you can’t break a filibuster and 
you don’t have 60 votes to bring debate 
to a close using cloture, you can put 
legislation on the floor, and you can 
debate it, and you can require any Sen-
ator wishing to filibuster to continue 
to show up and continue to speak to 
prolong debate. 

The filibuster is about speaking; it is 
about debating; it is not about perpet-
ually forestalling the passing of legis-
lation until you have 60 votes for it. 

Passage in this Chamber, with rare 
exceptions not relevant here, is set at a 
simple majority, at 51 votes. And if the 
Vice President is with you, you can do 
it at 50 votes. The Vice President sup-
plies the tie-breaking vote of 51, and 
then it is passed. We could do that. 

We should be putting this measure on 
the Senate floor. We should be debating 
it for weeks on end, if necessary, cut-
ting into weekends and long-scheduled 
recess time, if necessary, making clear 
we are going to keep debating it until 
it passes, and making clear that the 
minute those filibustering it fail to 
show up and continue to speak, we will 
call the question, and we will pass it 
with a simple majority. 

We could do that. We should do that. 
It takes time, yes. But time is on our 
side. We have got weeks in which to do 
this. We should do that. 

Now, if we don’t want to do that, 
there are other mechanisms available 

to us. We could continue to attach it to 
other must-pass vehicles. We could also 
push something in the form of budget 
reconciliation. 

Now, that is a little trickier. You 
could bypass the need for cloture with 
budget reconciliation, but it has to be 
budgetary, and it has to meet a whole 
bunch of requirements. 

It has to be budgetary, which means 
it needs to manage changes in manda-
tory outlays or revenues; and it can’t, 
among other things, have budgetary 
features that are merely incidental to 
policy changes. 

But there are ways that we could 
capture some of the benefits of the 
SAVE America Act through reconcili-
ation. 

But my point is just to say there are 
multiple ways of skinning this cat. I 
don’t care nearly as much which way 
to skin it. I would personally prefer to 
bring it up on the floor and debate it 
until it passes. I think that is the 
cleanest way of doing it. But I am not 
a purist on that. I don’t insist it be my 
way or the highway. I am just saying 
we do have to do it. We can’t pretend 
this isn’t here. This will not disappear 
simply because we leave. 

The cavalry is not coming. We are 
the cavalry. There are no house elves 
who will come and fix our election se-
curity problems. So let’s get this done. 
And for the love of all that is sacred 
and holy, let’s not go on a 6-week re-
cess with all of this undone. The Amer-
ican people deserve better. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Utah. 

f 

LEGISLATIVE SESSION 

MORNING BUSINESS 

Mr. LEE. Mr. President, I ask unani-
mous consent that the Senate resume 
legislative session and be in a period of 
morning business, with Senators per-
mitted to speak therein for up to 10 
minutes each. 

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

f 

RECOGNIZING THE 125TH ANNIVER-
SARY OF PEEVER, SOUTH DA-
KOTA 

Mr. THUNE. Mr. President, today I 
recognize Peever, SD. The town of 
Peever will be celebrating its 
quasquicentennial on August 8, 2026. 
Peever will host anniversary events, 
including a parade, an antique tractor- 
pull, live music, and much more. 

Peever is located in Roberts County 
and is nestled at the edge of the beau-
tiful Coteau Hills in the northeastern 
corner of South Dakota. The town of 
Peever is named after settler Thomas 
Henry Peever, an entrepreneur who 
cultivated the community’s growth 
through railroad development and 
early commerce. As part of the Lake 
Traverse Reservation, the area is deep-
ly tied to the Sisseton Wahpeton Oyate 
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