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COMMITTEE ON HEALTH, EDUCATION, LABOR,
AND PENSIONS

The Committee on Health, Edu-
cation, Labor, and Pensions is author-
ized to meet during the session of the
Senate on Thursday, February 5, 2026,
at 10 a.m., to conduct a hearing.

COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY

The Committee on the Judiciary is
authorized to meet during the session
of the Senate on Thursday, February 5,
2026, at 10:15 a.m., to conduct an execu-
tive business meeting.

PRIVILEGES OF THE FLOOR

Ms. WARREN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that privileges of
the floor be granted to a member of my
staff, Henry Wu, for today, February 5,
2026.

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

——

RECOGNIZING JANUARY 2026 AS
“NATIONAL MENTORING MONTH”

Mr. THUNE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senate
proceed to consideration S. Res. 600,
submitted earlier today.

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

The senior assistant legislative clerk
read as follows:

A resolution (S. Res. 600) recognizing Janu-
ary 2026 as ‘‘National Mentoring Month’’.

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

Mr. THUNE. I ask unanimous con-
sent the resolution be agreed to, the
preamble be agreed to, and the motion
to reconsider be considered made and
laid upon the table with no intervening
action or debate.

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

The resolution (S. Res.
agreed to.

The preamble was agreed to.

(The resolution, with its preamble, is
printed in today’s RECORD under ‘‘Sub-
mitted Resolutions.”’)

————

RECOGNIZING THE 15TH ANNIVER-
SARY OF THE JANUARY 8, 2011,
TUCSON, ARIZONA, SHOOTING
AND HONORING THE SURVIVORS
AND VICTIMS, INCLUDING
FORMER CONGRESSWOMAN
GABBY GIFFORDS, A GUN VIO-
LENCE SURVIVOR AND ONE OF
THE MOST INFLUENTIAL VOICES
OF COURAGE IN THE UNITED
STATES IN THE FIGHT TO END
GUN VIOLENCE

Mr. THUNE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent the Committee on
the Judiciary be discharged from fur-
ther consideration and the Senate pro-
ceed to consideration of S. Con. Res. 25.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report the concurrent resolu-
tion by title.

The senior assistant legislative clerk
read as follows:

600) was
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A concurrent resolution (S. Con. Res. 25)
recognizing the 15th anniversary of the Jan-
uary 8, 2011, Tucson, Arizona, shooting and
honoring the survivors and victims, includ-
ing former Congresswoman Gabby Giffords, a
gun violence survivor and one of the most in-
fluential voices of courage in the United
States in the fight to end gun violence.

There being no objection, the com-
mittee was discharged and the Senate
proceeded to consider the concurrent
resolution.

Mr. THUNE. I ask unanimous con-
sent the concurrent resolution be
agreed to, the preamble be agreed to,
and the motion to reconsider be consid-
ered made and laid upon the table with
no intervening action or debate.

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

The concurrent resolution (S. Con.
Res. 25) was agreed to.

The preamble was agreed to.

(The concurrent resolution, with its
preamble, is printed in the RECORD of
January 8 (legislative day, January 7),
2026, under ‘“‘Submitted Resolutions.”’)

————

ORDERS FOR MONDAY, FEBRUARY
9, 2026

Mr. THUNE. I ask unanimous con-
sent that when the Senate completes
its business today, it stand adjourned
until 3 p.m., Monday, February 9; that
following the prayer and pledge, the
Journal of proceedings be approved to
date, morning hour deemed expired
time, the time for the two leaders be
reserved for their use later in the day,
and the Senate be in a period of morn-
ing business with Senators permitted
to speak therein for up to 10 minutes
each; finally, notwithstanding rule
XXII, the cloture motion with respect
to Calendar No. 608, Daniel Burrows,
ripen at 5:30 p.m.

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

————

ORDER FOR ADJOURNMENT

Mr. THUNE. Mr. President, if there is
no further business to come before the
Senate, I ask that it stand adjourned
under the previous order, following the
remarks of Senator GRASSLEY.

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

Mr. MORENO. The great Senator
from Iowa.
——
WHISTLEBLOWERS

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President,
today, I am here to again speak about
the New York Times’ anti-whistle-
blower reporting. Obviously, it is very
misleading.

On January 18, 2026, Glenn Thrush,
Alan Feuer, and Adam Goldman gave
another big, wet kiss to their fired
friends from the Biden Department of
Justice and the Federal Bureau of In-
vestigation, and they did so in an effort
to intimidate, to smear, and to dis-
credit brave and patriotic whistle-
blowers. This has now become a pat-
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tern of conduct by the New York
Times, dating back to articles starting
in 2023.

On January 30, 2025, Alan Feuer and
Adam Goldman mischaracterized my
and Senator JOHNSON’s Arctic Frost
disclosures by saying ‘‘messages
showed that FBI investigators took
normal bureaucratic steps and pre-
cautions’ when opening the case.

Now, was this supposed to be an opin-
ion piece on behalf of terminated FBI
agents or a real news article?

Normal steps weren’t taken. As 1
noted in my February 3, 2025, floor
speech about FBI agent Thibault:

Does the New York Times [truly] believe
that it is normal for an Assistant Special
Agent in Charge to prepare case predication
for the opening of an investigation and then
feed it to a street agent?

Is it normal for an Assistant Special Agent
in Charge responsible for the most sensitive
political investigations in the FBI to be
forced to resign for partisanship on the job
and then be found to have violated the Hatch
Act for that same partisanship?

These two New York Times articles
are merely examples out of others that
could be addressed with the same
rebuttals. So, in the interest of time, I
will only address the January 18, 2026,
article that I came here to discuss with
my colleagues.

In that article, Thrush, Feuer, and
Goldman issued the same slobbering
defense of fired FBI agents whose
emails Senator JOHNSON and I made
public. So who does the Times end up
attacking? They have chosen this Sen-
ator, and they have also chosen to at-
tack my whistleblowers.

First, Thrush, Feuer, and Goldman
did get something right. Can you be-
lieve that? They said the FBI is pro-
ducing records ‘‘in response to long-
standing inquiries by Republicans on
Capitol Hill.”” The House and Senate
have finally begun to receive respon-
sive productions to our oversight re-
quests as the New York Times has cor-
rectly stated. Some of those requests
date back many years. Indeed, some re-
quests date back to the first Trump ad-
ministration. This isn’t a scandal the
Times would like to create. The Jus-
tice Department and the FBI have an
obligation to respond to congressional
inquiries.

To Attorney General Bondi’s and FBI
Director Patel’s credit, they have done
better in that regard than any of their
predecessors of Republican Presidents
and Democrat Presidents. Now, am I
fully satisfied? Of course not, but
Bondi and Patel deserve credit. If the
Biden administration had done the
same, I would have given the Biden ad-
ministration credit as well.

By and large, the records I have made
public in this and the last Congress are
directly from whistleblowers in
unredacted form to which my office ap-
plied limited redactions or the records
are from the government in response to
whistleblower disclosures that I have
shared.

There have been examples in this
Congress and the last where the gov-
ernment had no idea what records were
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in the files of the executive branch of
government until I transmitted whis-
tleblower disclosures to that same ex-
ecutive branch, the most recent being
the email about an FBI agent wanting
to criminally investigate Elon Musk.
This, too, is not a scandal that the
Times would like to imply because that
is called good government oversight,
and I have done good government over-
sight all of my career in the Senate.

Second, the Times said I called the
raid at Mar-a-Lago, where the FBI re-
portedly searched the rooms of the
First Lady and Barron Trump, a mis-
carriage of justice. Of course, when the
Times said that, they didn’t include
my full tweet. They left out the begin-
ning of the sentence where I said:
‘“Based on the records’ those records
showed that the FBI agents had many
concerns about the raid and ‘‘will not
do’’ the search warrant unless the Dep-
uty Director were to provide direction.

These are records that were covered
up by the Biden administration. In-
deed, the public ought to know and
give credit to those FBI agents for ex-
pressing their concerns and doing it in
writing; in other words, following what
the law requires.

I gave the same credit to FBI agents
who were obstructed by their leader-
ship and then-Secretary of State John
Kerry during the Obama administra-
tion. For example, at that time, I re-
leased a majority staff report just last
year. That report made public FBI
emails that showed agents tried to ar-
rest high-level Iranians but were
stopped from making those arrests.
Those agents were stopped then from
doing their jobs because of political
considerations relating to the 2015 Iran
nuclear deal that President Obama was
so intent upon getting finalized.

Lastly, I released records this year
showing FBI agents wanting to inves-
tigate election matters but were ob-
structed. Those agents created an in-
vestigative document that was sup-
pressed, in part, because the informa-
tion would have contradicted then-FBI
Director Wray’s testimony. The
records show real frustration among
the FBI rank and file. Again, I made
this information public to inform the
American people and to give due credit
to those agents who were standing up
for their work and following the law.

Relating back to the Times article,
the third issue to raise is that Thrush,
Feuer, and Goldman did something un-
forgivable. That unforgivable thing was
their article essentially accusing my
whistleblowers of violating the law. It
does so, in part, by citing a complaint
filed by J.P. Cooney and Molly Gaston.
These were two of Jack Smith’s par-
tisan prosecutors—prosecutors with a
mission to put President Trump in
prison when he was a private citizen
while he was between his two terms in
office. J.P. Cooney and Molly Gaston
reportedly accused the whistleblower
disclosures of violating grand jury se-
crecy rules when I obtained 197 of Jack
Smith’s subpoenas—wide-ranging sub-
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poenas—that violated the privacy of a
lot of people, including a lot of Mem-
bers of the Senate and Congress.

Senator JOHNSON and I then made
these subpoenas public—almost 2,000
pages of information. That information
exposed that Jack Smith, the pros-
ecutor, and his team targeted over 400
Republican individuals and Republican
and conservative organizations. In
some cases, Prosecutor Smith and his
team sought communications with the
media and the legislative branch. J.P.
Cooney and Molly Gaston were a part
of Jack Smith’s team; so that reported
complaint they filed against my whis-
tleblowers is littered with a lot of con-
flict of interest.

But let’s focus on this: Prosecutor
Smith and his team sought commu-
nications with the media. Instead of
the New York Times investigating and
reporting on that major constitutional
red flag, the Times brushes it aside and
gladly runs with the false accusations
from Cooney and Gaston against my
whistleblowers. In doing so, the Times
also links a 2020 Justice Department
opinion memo to the article to try and
support Cooney’s and Gaston’s whistle-
blower-chilling efforts.

The Department of Justice’s opinion
was scoped to ‘‘leaks to the press [of]
confidential information concerning
prosecutorial decision-making.”” The
whistleblower disclosures were to Con-
gress, not to the media.

The same Department of Justice’s
opinion also says in footnote No. 2 that
a separate statutory provision exists
that ‘“‘protects disclosure to Congress
using significantly different language
and raises distinct issues that we don’t
discuss in this opinion.”

The same Department of Justice
opinion also says, in part, that an em-
ployee is provided whistleblower pro-
tection ‘“‘when the employee reasonably
believes that the disclosure reveals a
violation of law or rules or exposes se-
rious wrongdoing as defined by stat-
ute.”

Thrush, Feuer, and Goldman’s opin-
ion piece fails three ways. They misled
the public by creating a false narrative
that whistleblower disclosures provided
to me and Senator JOHNSON were some-
how illegal.

Moreover, a fundamental precept of
whistleblowing is the First Amend-
ment. I thought the New York Times
and its left-leaning compatriots loved
the First Amendment.

Here, in this January 18 article, the
Times shreds the First Amendment
and, in doing so, undermines and de-
values patriotic whistleblowers. That
is an historic disgrace that will age
very poorly for these authors, their
editors, and the New York Times at
large.

The January 18 article also argues
that my critics say these whistle-
blowers won’t face reprisal because
Trump is in office. Reprisal isn’t a con-
dition precedent to be a whistleblower.
And how dare the Times make any in-
sinuation that my whistleblowers
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haven’t put themselves at risk. Wheth-
er there is a Republican or Democrat
running the White House, whistle-
blowers always face real risk: ruining
themselves professionally, losing their
job, all that and more. And mine—my
whistleblowers—have faced years of
risk because their disclosures to me
have occurred over a period of years,
not just during the Trump administra-
tion.

Here, too, the Times and the authors
try very hard to undercut the assertion
that my whistleblowers are protected
by law. It is an act done to chill, to in-
timidate, and to smear patriotic gov-
ernment workers.

In closing, perhaps the most dis-
appointing element of this article is
the quote from the Government Ac-
countability Project. The Government
Accountability Project is a group that
I have worked with for decades on leg-
islation and whistleblowers, and I con-
sider them a very fine organization,
not only helping whistleblowers, but
helping all of Congress in our responsi-
bility of oversight to see that the exec-
utive branch faithfully executes the
laws according to the constitutional
requirement.

The Government  Accountability
Project said this to the Times about
my whistleblowers not facing any risk
of reprisal:

There is no risk, given that it looks like
the entities who ordinarily might retaliate
apparently might be behind the release.

This is a shameful statement for the
New York Times and their authors to
make. So my office approached the
Government Accountability Project,
and this is what they told us: First, the
Government Accountability Project
apologized. They said about the New
York Times article:

It is not something the Government Ac-
countability Project wanted to have our or-
ganization part of.

Second, the Government Account-
ability Project said the quoted em-
ployee ‘‘is a contract lawyer who isn’t
authorized to speak for the organiza-
tion beyond his clients.”

The Government Accountability
Project asked the Times to make that

correction, but, ‘“‘unfortunately, they
declined.”
Third, the Government Account-

ability Project said it didn’t stand be-
hind the statement, as it ‘‘violated
Government Accountability Project
standards, because it was speculative
rather than evidence based.”

Fourth, the Government Account-
ability Project said the quoted em-
ployee ‘‘didn’t know the context when
a reporter asked him a hypothetical
question and has promised to check be-
fore any future public statements that
could overlap with Judiciary Com-
mittee work.”

So I hope it is clear. It appears that,
based on Government Accountability
Project’s representations to my office,
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the New York Times misled the Gov-
ernment Accountability Project em-
ployee to get a quote, as you could ex-
pect, that would fit the Times’ pre-
determined narrative—so much for fol-
lowing the facts and the evidence, as
you would expect any journalist to do.

The Government Accountability
Project also submitted a letter to the
editor in support of this Senator. I
thank the organization for doing that.

What really shoddy work by Thrush,
Feuer, and Goldman. Thanks to these
three reporters, the New York Times is
a paper of record when it comes to at-
tacking and undermining whistle-
blowers.

So I say to my whistleblowers: I will
defend you. I will protect you. I will
continue to make public the records
that you are giving to me.

And so to the New York Times,
shame is not a strong enough word to
describe these unprofessional articles.

I yield the floor.

UNANIMOUS CONSENT
AGREEMENT

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to be recognized to
adopt a Senate resolution.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
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NATIONAL TRIBAL COLLEGES AND
UNIVERSITIES WEEK

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senate
proceed to the consideration of S. Res.
601, which is at the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will report.

The senior assistant legislative clerk
read as follows:

A resolution (S. Res. 601) designating the
week beginning February 2, 2026, as ‘‘Na-
tional Tribal Colleges and TUniversities
Week”.

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

Mr. GRASSLEY. I ask unanimous
consent that the resolution be agreed
to; that the preamble be agreed to; and
that the motions to reconsider be con-
sidered made and laid upon the table
with no intervening action or debate.

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

The resolution (S. Res.
agreed to.

The preamble was agreed to.

(The resolution, with its preamble, is
printed in today’s RECORD under ‘‘Sub-
mitted Resolutions.’”)

I yield the floor.

The

601) was

ADJOURNMENT UNTIL MONDAY,
FEBRUARY 9, 2026, AT 3 P.M.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senate stands
adjourned until 3 p.m. on Monday, Feb-
ruary 9, 2026.
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Thereupon, the Senate, at 2:54 p.m.,
adjourned until Monday, February 9,
2026, at 3 p.m.

———

CONFIRMATIONS

Executive nominations confirmed by
the Senate February 5, 2026:

THE JUDICIARY

BRIAN CHARLES LEA, OF TENNESSEE, TO BE UNITED
STATES DISTRICT JUDGE FOR THE WESTERN DISTRICT
OF TENNESSEE.

JUSTIN R. OLSON, OF INDIANA, TO BE UNITED STATES
DISTRICT JUDGE FOR THE SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF INDI-
ANA.

IN THE COAST GUARD

THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT
AS VICE COMMANDANT OF THE UNITED STATES COAST
GUARD, AND TO THE GRADE INDICATED UNDER TITLE 14,
U.S.C., SECTION 304:

To be admiral

VICE ADM. THOMAS G. ALLAN, JR.

COAST GUARD NOMINATIONS BEGINNING WITH JAROD
M. ROSS AND ENDING WITH ANDREW R. YOUNKLE, WHICH
NOMINATIONS WERE RECEIVED BY THE SENATE AND AP-
PEARED IN THE CONGRESSIONAL RECORD ON DECEMBER
1, 2025.

COAST GUARD NOMINATIONS BEGINNING WITH JONA-
THAN B. BERNHARDT AND ENDING WITH RYAN S. TOWN-
SEND, WHICH NOMINATIONS WERE RECEIVED BY THE
SENATE AND APPEARED IN THE CONGRESSIONAL
RECORD ON DECEMBER 1, 2025.

COAST GUARD NOMINATIONS BEGINNING WITH MI-
CHAEL ADAMS AND ENDING WITH DEWEY W. WORKER,
WHICH NOMINATIONS WERE RECEIVED BY THE SENATE
AND APPEARED IN THE CONGRESSIONAL RECORD ON DE-
CEMBER 1, 2025.

COAST GUARD NOMINATIONS BEGINNING WITH MAR-
GARET A. HARWARD AND ENDING WITH JENNIFER A.
ROGERS, WHICH NOMINATIONS WERE RECEIVED BY THE
SENATE AND APPEARED IN THE CONGRESSIONAL
RECORD ON DECEMBER 2, 2025.

COAST GUARD NOMINATIONS BEGINNING WITH JAMES
M. HURTT AND ENDING WITH KELLI A. KNIGHT, WHICH
NOMINATIONS WERE RECEIVED BY THE SENATE AND AP-
PEARED IN THE CONGRESSIONAL RECORD ON DECEMBER
10, 2025.

COAST GUARD NOMINATION OF MICHELLE J. MORAVEK,
TO BE LIEUTENANT COMMANDER.
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