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those years, Judge Boardman worked 
exclusively on civil matters. She has 
experience both on the civil side and 
criminal side. She represented a wide 
range of corporate and individual cli-
ents in State and Federal courts. Spe-
cifically, she counseled insurance com-
panies, universities, and healthcare 
and pharmaceutical companies, among 
others, in business and contract dis-
putes. 

As a fifth-year associate, the firm se-
lected Judge Boardman to serve as the 
senior pro bono associate in its nation-
ally recognized pro bono department. 
She managed the firm’s largest pro 
bono cases full-time and appeared in 
Federal and State courts as the lead 
attorney in several of these pro bono 
cases. 

She tried a wrongful eviction action 
before a DC jury. She was lead counsel 
on a 3-day evidentiary hearing on ha-
beas corpus petitions in the circuit 
court for the city of Norfolk. She ar-
gued numerous discovery motions be-
fore the U.S. magistrate judge in the 
District Court for the District of Co-
lumbia in an unemployment discrimi-
nation class-action lawsuit. 

The American Bar Association’s 
Standing Committee on the Federal 
Judiciary gave Judge Boardman its 
highest, unanimous ‘‘well qualified’’ 
recommendation after evaluating her 
integrity, professional competence, and 
judicial temperament. 

As Judge Boardman said at her con-
firmation hearing, she is the daughter 
of the American Revolution on her fa-
ther’s side and a first-generation Amer-
ican of Palestinian descent on her 
mother’s side. Her father was born in 
New York and was drafted to serve in 
the U.S. Army in the Vietnam war and 
then went on to be a successful busi-
nessman. Her mother was born in 
Ramallah, a Palestinian city in the 
West Bank. She immigrated to the 
United States in the 1950s with her par-
ents and eight brothers and sisters 
when she was just 13 years of age. She 
spoke no English. When she began at-
tending public school in suburban 
Maryland, she then learned, of course, 
English and went on to a successful ca-
reer as a beautician. 

Judge Boardman has testified that 
her parents taught her the value of 
hard work, the importance of edu-
cation, the value of family, and the 
need to be generous to those who are 
less fortunate in life. 

In my discussions and meetings with 
Judge Boardman, I have some impres-
sions that stand out from her as a per-
son. She is fully committed to public 
service through her diverse profes-
sional career as a lawyer, law firm 
partner, public defender, and now a 
U.S. magistrate judge. She regards 
being a sitting judge as the ultimate 
and highest calling of public service in 
the legal profession. She wants to in-
spire the public’s confidence in the ju-
diciary and to hear parties’ concerns 
compassionately, while upholding her 
duty to fairly apply the law. Now as a 

U.S. magistrate judge, Judge 
Boardman has told me she understands 
the absolute importance of adjudi-
cating disputes neutrally and fairly. 

She clearly has the temperament for 
this position. She has told me that she 
is naturally curious and tries to avoid 
making assumptions. 

Judge Boardman shared with me that 
her internal compass directed her to-
ward service. Judges are first and fore-
most public servants, but they hold 
certain powers over individuals’ lives. 
She understands that. In her view, a 
district court judgeship is much more 
than achievement; it is a serious public 
responsibility which requires a judge to 
put the public first as they uphold the 
rule of law. 

Numerous individuals wrote to me on 
Judge Boardman’s behalf, including 
several sitting judges, law firm associ-
ates, and colleagues from her service in 
the public defender’s office. They 
unanimously praise Judge Boardman’s 
courtroom skills as a litigator, in par-
ticular praising her courtroom pres-
ence, sharp legal and analytical skills 
in both written and legal advocacy, and 
her high level of professionalism, excel-
lent temperament, and unfailing cour-
tesy to all parties. 

As a person, I have repeatedly been 
told by those who know her well that 
Judge Boardman is the best kind of 
person to be a judge. She is smart, pa-
tient, kind, and tough when she needs 
to be. She is a hard worker. She sees 
all sides of an argument and is always 
fair and professional in her treatment 
of others. 

I was delighted to recommend the 
nomination of Judge Boardman to 
President Biden, along with Senator 
VAN HOLLEN. Judicial nominees must 
meet the highest standard of integrity, 
competency, and temperament. Judge 
Boardman will safeguard the rights of 
all Marylanders and all Americans, up-
hold the Constitution and rule of law, 
and faithfully follow the judicial oath 
to do equal right to the poor and to the 
rich. I am confident that Judge 
Boardman will serve the people of 
Maryland very well once she is con-
firmed. 

I urge my colleagues to vote for the 
confirmation of Judge Boardman, who 
is an outstanding judicial nominee 
from Maryland. She is already a sitting 
U.S. magistrate judge on the U.S. Dis-
trict Court for the District of Mary-
land, where she has served with district 
judges. I look forward to her continued 
public service to Maryland and to the 
Nation. 

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

SMITH). The Senator from Oklahoma. 
Mr. INHOFE. Madam President, I ask 

unanimous consent to speak as if in 
morning business for such time as I 
shall consume. 

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

f 

RETAIN ACT 
Mr. INHOFE. Madam President, last 

year, the Federal Communications 

Commission approved an application 
by Ligado Networks to repurpose the 
Federal spectrum in a way that will 
drastically interfere with GPS and sat-
ellite communications. This a big deal. 
There are so many people who under-
stand this situation. There is a list of 
companies behind us that grows every 
day. Almost every company in America 
that you know of or have heard of— 
their name is on this list. 

The decision that was made will 
threaten GPS and satellite commu-
nications reliability for millions of 
Americans who depend on it. The reli-
ability of GPS and satellite commu-
nications is necessary for safety of life 
operations, national security, and eco-
nomic activity. 

I am going to pause here for a minute 
to drive home what this actually 
means for every American because peo-
ple don’t know this. They don’t know 
how important GPS is. Yet there is not 
an American I can think of by descrip-
tion who isn’t using it every day. So if 
something happens to it, there is a se-
rious problem. Here are some of the 
day-to-day activities that would be dif-
ficult when experiencing GPS inter-
ference from Ligado. 

A big one—using your credit card or 
your debit card. When you are making 
a purchase or using an ATM, our finan-
cial systems rely on GPS timing in 
order to work. 

Another one—making a phone call. 
Cell phone networks rely on GPS to 
synchronize cell towers so calls can be 
passed seamlessly. If they experience 
interference, your call could be 
dropped when moving from one tower 
to another. 

Another one that people are not 
aware of and don’t expect is energy, 
whether that is filling up your tank 
with gas at the pump or electrical grids 
to light our homes. We rely on GPS 
timing to safely operate underground 
pipelines and our electricity grid. 

Farmers and ranchers—this is some-
thing that a lot of people are not aware 
of, but they depend on GPS and sat-
ellite communications when planting 
crops, applying fertilizer, and during 
harvesting operations to move large 
and critical machinery with precision. 

Working out—a lot of people don’t. I 
don’t as much as I used to, but a lot of 
people do. They say that one-fifth of 
the population, 20 percent of the popu-
lation, of all Americans, use a fitness 
tracker or a smartwatch. The majority 
have used GPS to count steps to track 
distance. We all know that. You see 
them out there every day. They depend 
on GPS. 

Taking a flight—I have been involved 
in aviation for over 70 years now and 
had occasion with three friends to fly 
around the world in 1991 using GPS. At 
that time—it may have been the first— 
the equipment I used was a Trimble 
TNL 2000. Trimble is one of the big 
GPS companies. I was using one, the 
TNL 2000. At that time, that may have 
been—we are checking to see—the first 
time that had been used for private 
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aviation, flying all the way around the 
world. Again, that is GPS, and that 
was 1991. 

Driving around right now, each day, 
countless Americans rely on Google 
Maps, Waze, Apple Maps, and any other 
navigation system to get them from 
point A to point B. While no one hopes 
to ever need a firetruck or an ambu-
lance or the 9–1-1 operators, the EMS, 
they use GPS on a daily basis. 

There is more—weather forecasting, 
the movement of goods on our high-
ways, surveying maritime harbors, 
channels, and everything else. The list 
goes on and on. 

How do we know that Ligado will 
cause interference? The FCC told us 
when they approved the Ligado order. I 
will read that now because people need 
to understand. I guess you could say we 
were warned. 

The FCC said in their document— 
that was the document they used on 
their approval order. They said: 

Ligado shall expeditiously repair or re-
place as needed any U.S. Government GPS 
devices that experience or are likely to expe-
rience harmful interference from Ligado’s 
operations. 

That is a quote. That is what they 
said. That is what the FCC said at that 
time. 

Over 21 organizations and companies 
and industries filed petitions for recon-
sideration after the order was released, 
documenting the damage they would 
face from the Ligado interference. This 
thing right behind me is now up to 82; 
it was 78 this morning. The list goes on 
and on. You can hardly think of a cor-
poration in America that isn’t on this 
list. So it is something that is a very 
serious problem and widespread. 

Here is one way to put the inter-
ference into perspective. Because GPS 
signals travel from satellite in space, 
by the time those signals get to 
Earth’s surface, they are low power. 
Because the FCC order allows Ligado 
to repurpose spectrum to operate a ter-
restrial-based network, Ligado’s sig-
nals on Earth’s surface will be much 
more powerful than GPS, causing sub-
stantial and harmful interference. 

While the FCC required Ligado to re-
pair damage to Federal Agencies that 
results from the interference, congres-
sional action is needed because the 
FCC’s Ligado order fell short in two 
important ways. 

First, the order did not provide an 
adequate description of costs to the 
Federal Agencies that would result 
from Ligado’s interference. 

We took bipartisan steps to correct 
this last year in the NDAA. 

The NDAA is the largest bill of the 
year. I happen to have been for several 
years the chairman of this thing. The 
NDAA is the national defense author-
ization bill. It does all the things that 
we do in the military. So that is the 
bill we are talking about. 

We included in that bill a provision 
directing the Department of Defense to 
produce an estimate of damages and 
costs associated with the harmful in-

terference to GPS. We also directed 
DOD—Department of Defense—and the 
National Academy of Sciences to con-
duct an independent technical review 
of the harmful interference that Ligado 
can cause. 

Secondly, the FCC failed to require 
that Ligado bear the costs of inter-
ference in State governments or pay 
for interference to devices owned by in-
dividual users. Now, we are talking 
about all Americans out there now— 
not just government, not State govern-
ment, not Federal government, but ev-
eryone else, these individual users. I 
talked already about how many ways 
we rely on GPS in everyday life. None 
of that would be protected from inter-
ference under the existing Ligado 
order. 

That is why I am introducing legisla-
tion—it is a long name, but I am going 
to say it anyway. It is called the Rec-
ognizing and Ensuring Taxpayer Access 
to Infrastructure Necessary for GPS 
and Satellite Communications Act, 
2021. Got that? All right. I call it the 
RETAIN Act. That is a little more ac-
curate and easy to understand. 

My legislation ensures that Federal 
Agencies, State governments, and all 
others negatively impacted by the ac-
tions of a private actor are not left 
holding the bag when it comes to costs, 
the amount of money it would cost to 
rectify, and, worse, aren’t put in a posi-
tion where they have to push the costs 
onto the American consumers. 

Why is this legislation necessary? 
Reliable GPS and satellite communica-
tions are important to everyone in the 
world and drive much of the Nation’s 
economy. That is why I am going to 
ask my colleagues to embrace, endorse, 
and cosponsor this legislation. Other-
wise, others may be forced to pay for 
damage that is done by the system. 

Anyway, I am going to ask our col-
leagues to join me in cosponsoring this 
legislation. If we don’t do this and 
something happens, then it will be paid 
for not by those responsible parties but 
by the taxpayers. 

With that, I yield the floor. 
I suggest the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The legislative clerk proceeded to 

call the roll. 
Mrs. GILLIBRAND. Madam Presi-

dent, I ask unanimous consent that the 
order for the quorum call be rescinded. 

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

The Senator from New York. 
UNANIMOUS CONSENT REQUEST—S. 1520 

Mrs. GILLIBRAND. As if in legisla-
tive session, I ask unanimous consent 
that at a time to be determined by the 
majority leader in consultation with 
the Republican leader, the Senate 
Armed Services Committee be dis-
charged from further consideration of 
S. 1520 and the Senate proceed to its 
consideration; that there be 2 hours of 
debate, equally divided in the usual 
form, and that upon the use or yielding 
back of that time, the Senate vote on 

the bill with no intervening action or 
debate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. INHOFE. Reserving the right to 
object. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oklahoma. 

Mr. INHOFE. I object. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from New York. 
Mrs. GILLIBRAND. I rise for the 14th 

time to call for every Senator to have 
the opportunity to consider and cast 
their vote on the Military Justice Im-
provement and Increasing Prevention 
Act, which would ensure that service-
members who have been subject to sex-
ual assault and other serious crimes 
get the justice they deserve. 

For nearly a decade, the DOD has ar-
gued that removing convening author-
ity from command, as our bill does, 
would undermine military readiness 
and good order and discipline. But yes-
terday, our Secretary of Defense Sec-
retary Lloyd Austin endorsed the Inde-
pendent Review Commission’s rec-
ommendation that sexual assault and 
related crimes be moved from the 
chain of command to trained military 
prosecutors. 

It is historic. It is historic that we 
have, for the first time ever, a Sec-
retary of Defense agreeing that good 
order and discipline does not rest on a 
commander deciding whether a case 
goes forward or not. 

But we have to remember that the 
limited changes he endorsed come from 
a panel that was only asked to look at 
one type of crime. They were specifi-
cally asked to look at ways to solve 
the problem of military sexual assault 
and harassment. They drilled down on 
those issues of sexual assault, sexual 
harassment, domestic violence, and 
child abuse, and they agreed that all of 
those crimes must be taken out of the 
chain of command and put in the hands 
of specialized, highly trained military 
prosecutors. They see no conflict with 
making those changes and retaining 
command control. 

I remind my colleagues the mission 
we are tasked with is larger than the 
mission that the IRC was tasked with. 
Our job is to provide our servicemem-
bers with a military justice system 
that is worthy of the sacrifices they 
make for our country every day. That 
is why our bill addresses the funda-
mental flaw in the military justice sys-
tem that puts the fate of our service-
members in the hands of commanders 
who often know both the accuser and 
the accused and are not trained law-
yers. 

Our reform draws a bright line and 
moves all serious crimes, which can 
lead to serious consequences, to inde-
pendent military prosecutors. 

Secretary Austin’s endorsement of 
the IRC’s reforms makes it clear that 
he understands what we understand— 
convening authority is not necessary 
for maintaining command control or 
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for maintaining good order and dis-
cipline. Right now, 97 percent of com-
manders maintain good order and dis-
cipline without having convening au-
thority for general court-martial. Only 
3 percent, level 06 and above, have that 
unique authority. 

Our allies have drawn a similar 
bright line. They decided that in their 
military, serious crimes should be 
taken out of the chain of command and 
given to trained prosecutors. They 
have told us, through letters and testi-
mony, that they saw no diminution in 
command control or good order and 
discipline. 

Good order and discipline rests not 
on the commander’s ability to act as 
judge and jury but on their ability to 
do their job of instilling a culture of re-
spect between servicemembers and in-
stilling a command climate where 
these types of actions aren’t tolerated. 

There is no reason to continue to 
subject servicemembers to a system 
where commanders, rather than 
trained military prosecutors, are decid-
ing which cases go to trial. We must 
move decisions about whether to move 
forward on cases dealing with serious 
crimes to the most qualified, most 
highly trained person. That would be 
trained military prosecutors. That is 
all that our bill does. That is what the 
Military Justice Improvement and In-
creasing Prevention Act does. 

In addition to having a filibuster- 
proof support in the Senate, this is now 
a bipartisan, bicameral piece of legisla-
tion. This morning, I stood with Con-
gresswoman SPEIER, Speaker PELOSI, 
Congressman TURNER, and a bipartisan 
group of Members in the House as they 
introduced this version of the legisla-
tion. The bipartisan support we have in 
the House includes Republicans with 
years of military service—former 
JAGs, former commanders. We had a 
general from the Republican Party 
stand up and support that bill this 
morning. 

Not only do they understand the im-
portance of having a military justice 
system that is impartial and highly 
trained but also the importance of 
command and what their role is. We 
have a great deal of bipartisan support. 

This type of bipartisan, bicameral 
support is rare. It speaks to the impor-
tance of this reform, the importance of 
us meeting our obligation to provide 
oversight of our military, and the im-
portance of serving those who serve our 
country in uniform. 

This morning, we were also joined by 
the sisters of Vanessa Guillen. Her 
youngest sister Lupe talked about 
what happened to Vanessa. She said: 
‘‘The system that we have now failed 
my sister, [and] it’s up to us to change 
[it].’’ 

To change the system that failed 
Vanessa, moving just sex crimes out of 
the chain of command would not be 
enough. She was murdered. We must 
move all serious crimes, including 
murder, to independent, impartial 
military prosecutors. 

This morning, Lupe said: ‘‘Someone 
will always have to suffer for someone 
to care—but that stops now and it 
stops with us.’’ 

It is time for us to do the job right, 
to prove Lupe right. Our servicemem-
bers, as Secretary Austin said, deserve 
nothing less. 

I suggest the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The legislative clerk proceeded to 

call the roll. 
Mr. MORAN. Madam President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

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

FILIBUSTER 
Mr. MORAN. Madam President, ear-

lier this week—in fact, yesterday—the 
Senate Democrats attempted an un-
precedented power grab in the Senate 
that, in my view, clearly would have 
affected the sanctity of our elections 
and violated our Constitution. 

S. 1 was one of the most monstrous 
bills I have seen during my time in 
Congress, and it certainly didn’t meet 
my standard of doing things that are 
constitutional. 

In doing so yesterday, the Senate 
Democrats underscored for me some-
thing I thought I knew well, and they 
reaffirmed it, and that is the impor-
tance of maintaining the legislative fil-
ibuster, the 60-vote threshold for legis-
lation. 

I am sorry we went down the path of 
changing the rules for judges, then for 
the Supreme Court, and now, poten-
tially, for legislation. Sixty votes is a 
good thing. Sixty votes allow—people 
say they want us to work together—60 
votes require us to do that. In the ab-
sence of 60-vote rule, everything be-
comes political. In the absence of 60- 
vote rule, there is no certainty. 

A party in power, one that has the 
majority of the Senate, the President— 
the election changes, and there is a 
new majority, and then we change 
what we just passed 2 years before. 
There is nothing good for job creation 
and economic security. There is noth-
ing good for families and trying to fig-
ure out what is next in their life when 
the law can change every time a new, a 
different party has the majority in the 
U.S. Senate and House or there is a 
new President. 

My view is that what happened yes-
terday was not by design. As a matter 
of fact, the vote, among others, was de-
signed to fail in order to pressure 
Democratic Senators into altering the 
rules of the Senate and render this 
place a majority-run institution. 

Democrats achieved control—the vot-
ers gave them control of both Cham-
bers of the Congress and the White 
House—and are convinced that they 
have a mandate to erode the governing 
norms of the Senate. By my count, the 
Senate stands at an evenly divided, 50– 
50, and the majority, by a slight num-
ber, Democrats have in the House of 
Representatives. Surely, this is hardly 

a mandate for a radically progressive 
agenda, much less changing the thresh-
old for which minority rights are pro-
tected and bipartisan cooperation is 
promoted. 

Should the legislative filibuster meet 
its demise at the hands of this Senate 
because Democrats decide on a major-
ity vote, that the rules that have been 
in place for decades should be changed 
overnight on a whim, the august U.S. 
Senate will be condemned to a partisan 
spectacle. 

The idea that everything should be 
decided by one vote means that every-
thing here becomes political and that 
the American people become even more 
partisan. If every vote in the U.S. Sen-
ate—every outcome—is determined by 
one person, then politics become the 
passion of the American people by ne-
cessity. The 60-vote rule is designed to 
moderate both sides of a question, to 
bring us together, to pull us to the 
middle in something that is more ac-
ceptable to the American people than 
anything we might decide if we could 
decide it on our own, Republican or 
Democrat. It means that every citizen 
would feel the need to lobby us. 

The normal course of life becomes 
much more about politics. While poli-
tics is important to the country and 
while it is important for the American 
people to be engaged, they send us here 
to make decisions. That 60-vote rule al-
lows us to make decisions that are 
more acceptable to them so they can 
spend their lives living their lives, not 
worrying about what, on any given 
day, the U.S. Senate might pass. 

I don’t think the motivation by the 
Senate Democrats is what it may seem 
to some. The suggestion is that we 
can’t seem to pass any legislation here. 
I read this week in the Wall Street 
Journal an editorial, an op-ed piece, by 
Mike Solon and Bill Greene, and this 
was a comment that stood out to me: 

The movement to end the filibuster is less 
about a Senate that doesn’t work than it is 
about a socialist agenda that doesn’t sell. 

The idea that everything is decided 
on the margin of one means that we be-
come politics, that politics rules in 
this country. The freedoms and lib-
erties that the American people enjoy 
every day because they can rely on not 
radical change but modest change—on 
improvements day by day, not im-
provements overnight—means that we 
have a different country. We certainly 
would have a different Senate, but a 
consequence of having a different Sen-
ate means America is not what it is 
today. 

Again, I say this in a way that would, 
I hope, remind my colleagues on both 
sides of the aisle: I stand ready to work 
on many issues on which we can bring 
ourselves together. I hope this week— 
tomorrow, today—that we learn there 
is an infrastructure agreement, a bi-
partisan agreement. This isn’t a belief 
that I have the ability to dominate the 
agenda of the U.S. Senate or that one 
party should. It is a reminder that 
America is better when we work to-
gether and that eliminating the 60-vote 
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rule, ending the filibuster, changes 
America for the worse. 

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

ator from New York. 
Mrs. GILLIBRAND. Madam Presi-

dent, I ask unanimous consent that the 
scheduled vote proceed immediately. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 
VOTE ON BOARDMAN NOMINATION 

The question is, Will the Senate ad-
vise and consent to the Boardman nom-
ination? 

Mrs. GILLIBRAND. Madam Presi-
dent, I ask for the yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There appears to be a sufficient sec-
ond. 

The clerk will call the roll. 
The legislative clerk called the roll. 
The result was announced—yeas 52, 

nays 48, as follows: 
[Rollcall Vote No. 248 Ex.] 

YEAS—52 

Baldwin 
Bennet 
Blumenthal 
Booker 
Brown 
Cantwell 
Cardin 
Carper 
Casey 
Collins 
Coons 
Cortez Masto 
Duckworth 
Durbin 
Feinstein 
Gillibrand 
Graham 
Hassan 

Heinrich 
Hickenlooper 
Hirono 
Kaine 
Kelly 
King 
Klobuchar 
Leahy 
Luján 
Manchin 
Markey 
Menendez 
Merkley 
Murphy 
Murray 
Ossoff 
Padilla 
Peters 

Reed 
Rosen 
Sanders 
Schatz 
Schumer 
Shaheen 
Sinema 
Smith 
Stabenow 
Tester 
Van Hollen 
Warner 
Warnock 
Warren 
Whitehouse 
Wyden 

NAYS—48 

Barrasso 
Blackburn 
Blunt 
Boozman 
Braun 
Burr 
Capito 
Cassidy 
Cornyn 
Cotton 
Cramer 
Crapo 
Cruz 
Daines 
Ernst 
Fischer 

Grassley 
Hagerty 
Hawley 
Hoeven 
Hyde-Smith 
Inhofe 
Johnson 
Kennedy 
Lankford 
Lee 
Lummis 
Marshall 
McConnell 
Moran 
Murkowski 
Paul 

Portman 
Risch 
Romney 
Rounds 
Rubio 
Sasse 
Scott (FL) 
Scott (SC) 
Shelby 
Sullivan 
Thune 
Tillis 
Toomey 
Tuberville 
Wicker 
Young 

The nomination was confirmed. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

OSSOFF). Under the previous order, the 
motion to reconsider is considered 
made and laid upon the table, and the 
President will be immediately notified 
of the Senate’s action. 

f 

CLOTURE MOTION 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Pursuant 
to rule XXII, the Chair lays before the 
Senate the pending cloture motion, 
which the clerk will state. 

The senior assistant legislative clerk 
read as follows: 

CLOTURE MOTION 
We, the undersigned Senators, in accord-

ance with the provisions of rule XXII of the 
Standing Rules of the Senate, do hereby 
move to bring to a close debate on the nomi-
nation of Executive Calendar No. 128, 

Candace Jackson-Akiwumi, of Illinois, to be 
United States Circuit Judge for the Seventh 
Circuit. 

Charles E. Schumer, Richard J. Durbin, 
Tina Smith, Sherrod Brown, Jon 
Ossoff, Alex Padilla, Jacky Rosen, 
Tammy Duckworth, Brian Schatz, 
Chris Van Hollen, Catherine Cortez 
Masto, Robert Menendez, Richard 
Blumenthal, Patty Murray, Martin 
Heinrich, Michael F. Bennet, Sheldon 
Whitehouse. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. By unan-
imous consent, the mandatory quorum 
call has been waived. 

The question is, Is it the sense of the 
Senate that debate on the nomination 
of Candace Jackson-Akiwumi, of Illi-
nois, to be United States Circuit Judge 
for the Seventh Circuit, shall be 
brought to a close? 

The yeas and nays are mandatory 
under the rule. 

The clerk will call the roll. 
The senior assistant legislative clerk 

called the roll. 
The yeas and nays resulted—yeas 53, 

nays 47, as follows: 
[Rollcall Vote No. 249 Ex.] 

YEAS—53 

Baldwin 
Bennet 
Blumenthal 
Booker 
Brown 
Cantwell 
Cardin 
Carper 
Casey 
Collins 
Coons 
Cortez Masto 
Duckworth 
Durbin 
Feinstein 
Gillibrand 
Graham 
Hassan 

Heinrich 
Hickenlooper 
Hirono 
Kaine 
Kelly 
King 
Klobuchar 
Leahy 
Luján 
Manchin 
Markey 
Menendez 
Merkley 
Murkowski 
Murphy 
Murray 
Ossoff 
Padilla 

Peters 
Reed 
Rosen 
Sanders 
Schatz 
Schumer 
Shaheen 
Sinema 
Smith 
Stabenow 
Tester 
Van Hollen 
Warner 
Warnock 
Warren 
Whitehouse 
Wyden 

NAYS—47 

Barrasso 
Blackburn 
Blunt 
Boozman 
Braun 
Burr 
Capito 
Cassidy 
Cornyn 
Cotton 
Cramer 
Crapo 
Cruz 
Daines 
Ernst 
Fischer 

Grassley 
Hagerty 
Hawley 
Hoeven 
Hyde-Smith 
Inhofe 
Johnson 
Kennedy 
Lankford 
Lee 
Lummis 
Marshall 
McConnell 
Moran 
Paul 
Portman 

Risch 
Romney 
Rounds 
Rubio 
Sasse 
Scott (FL) 
Scott (SC) 
Shelby 
Sullivan 
Thune 
Tillis 
Toomey 
Tuberville 
Wicker 
Young 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
KELLY). On this vote, the yeas are 53, 
the nays are 47. 

The motion is agreed to. 
f 

EXECUTIVE CALENDAR 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the nomination. 

The senior assistant legislative clerk 
read the nomination of Candace Jack-
son-Akiwumi, of Illinois, to be United 
States Circuit Judge for the Seventh 
Circuit. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Connecticut. 

FILIBUSTER 
Mr. MURPHY. Mr. President, my 

State proudly calls itself the Land of 
Steady Habits. Some people in Con-

necticut think it is kind of a funny 
thing to be proud of—being resistant to 
change—but honestly, in the North-
east, in the crucible of America, we 
know there is real value to consistency 
and tradition. 

A nation as unique as ours—multi-
cultural, democratic, ever expanding in 
scope and ambition—we probably can’t 
hold together unless there is some 
agreement between all of our different 
peoples about the expectations that we 
have for each other in the conduct of 
our national business. Without tradi-
tion, our Nation’s defining dynamism, 
it might break us. 

Yes, it is wildly old-fashioned to hold 
town meetings, where every citizen has 
to show up on one particular day, to 
make decisions about how you spend 
money or what rates you pay in taxes, 
but that way of governing, created in 
New England some four centuries ago, 
is still the method of decisionmaking 
in many of our towns. It may not be 
the most efficient means of govern-
ment, but tradition matters. It helps to 
hold us together as a country. 

I know and appreciate the value of 
consistency. I don’t deny it. So earlier 
this week, I read with interest an opin-
ion piece, penned by one of my friends 
in the Senate Democratic caucus, mak-
ing the argument that amongst the 
most important reasons to preserve the 
60-vote threshold in the Senate is to 
advance the value of consistency and 
tradition in American politics. 

I was glad to read it. I am proud of 
my colleague because for too long, the 
punditry and the activists have had 
near exclusive domain over the debate 
about the wisdom of changing the rules 
of this body. So it has been strange, 
given how much this place means to 
the 100 of us who serve here, that we 
have mostly left the dialogue over its 
future to those who don’t work inside 
this Chamber every day. 

Yes, right now, there is a disagree-
ment amongst Senate Democrats and 
between the majority of Senate Demo-
crats and the majority of Senate Re-
publicans about how the Senate should 
operate, but there is no merit in hiding 
this dispute. There is no valor in let-
ting others define the terms that lay 
out the conflicting arguments, which I 
readily submit are compelling on both 
sides. So let’s have the debate. Let’s 
have it right here. No more shadow-
boxing. The stakes, I would argue, are 
too important. 

Let me start here. The argument to 
keep the 60-vote threshold, to guar-
antee policy consistency or to uphold 
Senate tradition, is downright dan-
gerous because this argument essen-
tially prioritizes consistency over de-
mocracy. 

At the very moment when Americans 
have less faith than ever before that 
this place has the capacity to imple-
ment the will of the people, the 60-vote 
threshold is a slap in the face of 
majoritarianism, which is the bedrock 
principal of American democracy, the 
idea that the majority of people get to 

VerDate Sep 11 2014 04:27 Jun 24, 2021 Jkt 019060 PO 00000 Frm 00017 Fmt 0624 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\G23JN6.029 S23JNPT1dl
hi

ll 
on

 D
S

K
12

0R
N

23
P

R
O

D
 w

ith
 S

E
N

A
T

E


		Superintendent of Documents
	2025-10-08T08:46:35-0400
	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




