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Under President Biden’s plan, 90 per-

cent—nearly 90 percent of relief dollars 
would go to out-of-school borrowers 
making less than $75,000 a year. This is 
a party that cuts taxes on the very 
wealthy but then says that this is a 
bailout and a giveaway to high earners, 
when 90 percent of the people who get 
it—nearly 90 percent—make less than 
$75,000 a year? Who are they kidding? 
What hypocrisy. 

Under President Biden’s plan, no one 
in the top 5 percent of incomes will re-
ceive a penny in debt relief, even 
though Republicans were happy to give 
them huge tax breaks a few years back 
and still want to do that. 

Rather than help the privileged few, 
President Biden’s plan would benefit 
Americans who need it most: students 
of color, poor Americans, children of 
immigrants, working and middle-class 
families. These are the people who 
would suffer from the Republicans’ ter-
rible proposal. 

H.R. 1 
Madam President, on H.R. 1—I have a 

lot to talk about today—Republicans 
recently rolled out their partisan, 
unserious, so-called energy package 
they dubbed ‘‘H.R. 1.’’ Let’s call H.R. 1 
what it is: a wish list for Big Oil 
masquerading as an energy package. 

Republicans’ so-called energy pack-
age would gut important environ-
mental safeguards on fossil fuel 
projects. It would lock Americans into 
expensive, erratic, and dirty energy 
sources. It omits long-overdue reforms 
for accelerating the construction of 
transmission. 

A serious package would help Amer-
ica transition to clean, affordable en-
ergy, not set us decades back like the 
Republican proposal. A serious energy 
package would include transmission to 
help bring clean energy projects online, 
not leave it untouched—untouched— 
even though everyone agrees trans-
mission is needed, but the Republican 
proposal doesn’t mention it. 

So let me make it again very clear. 
House Republicans’ so-called energy 
bill is dead on arrival in the U.S. Sen-
ate. We will work in good faith on real 
permitting reform talks—bipartisan, 
bicameral—but this proposal is a non-
starter. 

VLADIMIR PUTIN 
Madam President, finally, on the 

GOP embrace—the embrace of some— 
of Putin, yesterday, reports came out 
that Vladimir Putin announced Mos-
cow would deploy tactical nuclear 
weapons in Belarus as well as position 
nuclear-armed Iskander hypersonic 
missiles within Belarus, with a range 
of 300 miles. 

In the past, Putin’s conduct over the 
last year would have won swift and un-
equivocal condemnation from both par-
ties, but today, an increasingly vocal 
minority within the hard right is more 
comfortable defending and excusing 
Putin rather than condemning him. 
One Republican Governor from a 
Southern State even referred to the 
Ukraine war as ‘‘a territorial dispute.’’ 

I have to wonder what he would have 
said if he were around in the 1930s. We 
know what happened then when many 
refused to stand up to aggression. A 
world war resulted. 

This isn’t hard. Vladimir Putin is a 
threat to American national security 
and democracy, and MAGA Repub-
licans who fail to condemn him are 
only empowering him in the long run. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-
jority leader. 

f 

FIRE GRANTS AND SAFETY ACT 

Mr. SCHUMER. Madam President, I 
move to proceed to Calendar No. 28, S. 
870. 

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

The bill clerk read as follows: 
A bill (S. 870) to amend the Federal Fire 

Prevention and Control Act of 1974 to au-
thorize appropriations for the United States 
Fire Administration and firefighter assist-
ance grant programs. 

CLOTURE MOTION 

Mr. SCHUMER. I send a cloture mo-
tion to the desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clo-
ture motion having been presented 
under rule XXII, the Chair directs the 
clerk to read the motion. 

The bill 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 mo-
tion to proceed to Calendar No. 28, S. 870, a 
bill to amend the Federal Fire Prevention 
and Control Act of 1974 to authorize appro-
priations for the United States Fire Admin-
istration and firefighter assistance grant 
programs. 

Charles E. Schumer, Gary C. Peters, 
Christopher Murphy, Catherine Cortez 
Masto, Tina Smith, Jack Reed, Brian 
Schatz, Jeanne Shaheen, Jeff Merkley, 
Sheldon Whitehouse, Patty Murray, 
Mazie K. Hirono, Cory A. Booker, Ben-
jamin L. Cardin, Chris Van Hollen, 
Margaret Wood Hassan, Alex Padilla. 

Mr. SCHUMER. I ask unanimous con-
sent that the mandatory quorum call 
for the cloture motion filed today, 
March 27, be waived. 

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

Mr. SCHUMER. Madam President, 
just to inform the Members, I am mov-
ing to file cloture on this bill, which 
would make sure that both the SAFER 
grants and the AFG grants, which pro-
tect and help our paid and volunteer 
firefighters, continue. It expires in a 
few months if we do nothing. 

Our firefighters, both paid and volun-
teer, are brave; they risk their lives for 
us; they run to danger, not away from 
it; and they need both equipment and 
personnel so that they can continue to 
do their jobs, particularly in smaller, 
more rural, and more suburban areas 
where there is not the tax base to sup-
port the stuff that they need. So I hope 
we can move forward quickly on this 
legislation. 

I yield the floor. 

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

clerk will call the roll. 
The bill clerk called the roll. 
Mr. CORNYN. Madam President, I 

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

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

S. 316 

Mr. CORNYN. Madam President, this 
week, the Senate is expected to vote on 
legislation that would repeal the au-
thorization for use of military force in 
Iraq. 

The bill before the Senate would re-
peal two separate authorizations—one 
from 1991, which authorized U.S. inter-
vention in Iraq, better known as the 
Gulf war, to stop the dictator, Saddam 
Hussein, from invading and terrorizing 
Kuwait. The second one passed in 2002 
in response to Saddam’s persistent vio-
lations of the peace agreement that 
came out of the Gulf war, including in-
telligence that he was pursuing weap-
ons of mass destruction. 

In the decades since these authoriza-
tions passed, America’s relationship 
with Iraq has changed dramatically. 
Iraq has gone from a hostile and unpre-
dictable authoritarian government to 
become a strategic partner with the 
United States. In recent years, our 
countries have worked together to end 
the occupation of ISIS in Iraq. 

In December of 2017, Iraq declared 
victory, though we have seen a resur-
gence of some of those terrorists re-
cently. Two years ago, President Biden 
welcomed the Iraqi Prime Minister to 
the White House, a friendship that 
would have been unimaginable 20 or 30 
years ago. 

Put simply, Iraq is a key partner in 
the Middle East. Our governments and 
militaries cooperate to promote secu-
rity and prosperity for the Iraqi people. 
More broadly, we work together to 
counter Iran’s malign influence and 
continue to root out terrorism in the 
Middle East. 

While there is still an American mili-
tary presence in Iraq, it looks dramati-
cally different today than it did 10, 20, 
or 30 years ago. Today, our soldiers 
serve solely in an advise and assist 
role. They are there at the invitation 
of the Iraqi Government to support 
Iraqi troops and military leaders as 
they defend their own security inter-
ests. 

In short, American forces are no 
longer there to counter threats from 
Iraq. We are now there to counter 
threats to Iraq. That includes threats 
from Iran, the No. 1 state sponsor of 
international terrorism, with its hired 
henchmen, terrorist groups, or other 
adversaries that could disrupt peace 
and stability in Iraq. 

Those who support repealing the 
Iraqi military authorizations point to 
this evolution in our relationship as 
evidence that the AUMFs are no longer 
needed. It has been 20 years since the 
U.S. invasion of Iraq, and they say the 
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authorizations are outdated. Our rela-
tionship is shifting, they argue, so it is 
time for those AUMFs to go. 

Unfortunately, it is not that simple. 
Despite the fact that Iraq is now our 
partner, that doesn’t mean it is time to 
abandon our security interests in the 
region. America still has very real ad-
versaries in the Middle East who would 
do us and our allies harm if they got 
the chance. Today, Iran-backed mili-
tias operate in Iraq, Syria, Lebanon, 
and other countries throughout the 
Middle East. They are proxies of the 
Iranian military, with the goal of 
spreading Iranian political influence 
far and wide. 

This isn’t just some warmonger con-
spiracy theory. There is clear and abso-
lute linkage between the Iranian re-
gime and the militias operating 
throughout the Middle East. They are, 
in effect, hired guns, which are fighting 
to take territory that has been no- 
man’s land since the drawdown of U.S. 
forces in the Middle East. And in many 
cases, they continue to target U.S. 
troops. 

Just last Thursday, an Iranian drone 
targeted a U.S. facility in Syria, kill-
ing an American contractor and 
wounding five American servicemem-
bers. The U.S. responded the following 
day by conducting an airstrike against 
an Iran-backed militia in Syria. And 
then, within hours, Iran’s proxies 
launched another attack on a U.S. 
military base in Syria. 

Despite the fact that we know a 
great deal about these groups and their 
capabilities and the threat they pose to 
the Middle East, we are relatively lim-
ited in our efforts to counter their ag-
gression. 

Counterterrorism missions rely on 
the 2001 authorization for the use of 
military force, which was passed in the 
wake of the terrorist attacks on 9/11. 
Since many Iran-backed militia have 
not been designated as terrorist organi-
zations, the 2001 AUMF doesn’t apply 
to them. That means we can only use 
the 2002 AUMF to counter Iran-backed 
militia and other groups that pose 
threats to the stability of Iraq and to 
U.S. national security interests. 

If we were to repeal the 2002 AUMF, 
we limit the President’s ability to tar-
get these groups. We, in effect, have 
withdrawn congressional consent. That 
applies to President Biden today, and 
it would apply to future commanders 
in chief as well. In effect, this would tie 
their hands when it comes to coun-
tering threats posed by Iran and its 
proxies. 

To state the obvious, we can’t dis-
pose of any tools that could be used to 
protect the United States or our part-
ners. 

Three Presidents have cited the 2002 
AUMF as an authorization for the use 
of military force. In 2003, President 
Bush used his authority to justify the 
invasion of Iraq. In other words, this 
was with congressional consent. In 
2014, President Barack Obama cited the 
2002 AUMF to justify strikes against 

Islamic state terrorists in Iraq and 
Syria. Then, in 2020, former President 
Trump relied on this authority to jus-
tify the strike that killed Iranian Gen-
eral Qasem Soleimani in Baghdad. 

Given the growing threats from Iran, 
it would be absurd to toss this author-
ization out the window today. If Con-
gress repeals the Iraqi war authoriza-
tions, it prompts a lot of questions 
about what comes next. Without the 
2002 AUMF, the President would lose 
the ability to contain Iran and its ag-
gression. Iran’s influence in the region 
would swell and Iranian-backed militia 
would terrorize Syria and Iraq with im-
punity. Iran would be free to focus on 
its maniacal desire to destroy Israel. 
And without having to contend with 
the United States, it would be free to 
spend even more money financing ter-
rorist groups like Hamas and 
Hezbollah. 

Russian influence in Syria would 
grow, giving Putin a launch pad to fur-
ther project power into the Middle 
East. Our friends and allies, no longer 
safe with America at their side, could 
succumb to coercive partnerships with 
China, giving Xi Jinping another re-
gion in which to compete with the 
United States for global primacy. 

In short, passing this legislation 
would create a power vacuum in the 
Middle East that could be filled by 
Iran, Russia, and China. We would be 
ceding the region back to competition 
after working for years to promote sta-
bility. 

Of course, there are costs to main-
taining our position in the Middle 
East, but the cost-benefit analysis 
clearly shows that we have to leave 
every authority in place to defend 
American and allied interests in the 
Middle East. 

Over the last few decades, as I said a 
moment ago, America’s relationship 
with Iraq has changed for the better. It 
is a valuable partner. We work to-
gether to support security for Iraq and 
the region as a whole. The U.S. mili-
tary works with Iraqi forces to counter 
threats from Iran and to reduce its in-
fluence in the region. These authoriza-
tions for the use of military force are 
key to our continued success. 

It also means that we will continue 
to work with the executive branch, 
rather than have the executive branch 
rely strictly on the President’s con-
stitutional powers. They give the 
President of the United States the 
flexibility needed to counter these 
threats and the threats that they pose 
from Iran. We would be doing Iran a 
huge favor by repealing these AUMFs. 

Suffice it to say, I oppose the effort 
to repeal these Iraqi war authoriza-
tions, and I encourage my colleagues in 
the Senate to join me in that opposi-
tion. 

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

clerk will call the roll. 
The senior assistant legislative clerk 

proceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. GRAHAM. Madam President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Ms. 
HIRONO). Without objection, it is so or-
dered. 

Mr. GRAHAM. Madam President, we 
will be voting about 5:30, about 30 min-
utes from now, to end debate and to-
morrow have some amendments, then 
go to final passage on legislation to re-
peal the authorization to use military 
force for 2002 directed against Iraq and 
Saddam Hussein. 

The problem I have with what we are 
doing is that we are repealing the au-
thorization to use military force be-
cause Saddam is dead and that threat 
is gone, but we are not replacing it 
with an authorization that our troops 
desperately need, which is to create an 
AUMF to allow our military to go after 
Shiite militias that are attacking 
them routinely inside of Iraq. There 
have been over 78 attacks since 2021 di-
rected at U.S. forces by different 
groups, mostly Shiite militias con-
trolled by Iran, in Iraq and Syria. A 
couple days ago, there was an attack 
on an American base in Syria. An 
American contractor was killed. God 
bless him and his family. And we re-
taliated, and they retaliated back. The 
bottom line is that our response to ag-
gression against U.S. forces in Iraq and 
Syria is woefully inadequate. Seventy- 
something attacks since 2021. Clearly, 
nobody feels afraid to attack our 
troops over there, and we need to cre-
ate some deterrence that we don’t have 
today. 

So I had an amendment that failed 
that would allow authorization to use 
military force to exist where the Con-
gress blesses the use of military force 
against Shiite militias that are oper-
ating in Iraq because they are a threat 
to about 2,500 troops that we have sta-
tioned in Iraq. 

The forces in Syria—about 900—are 
there to finish the counter-ISIS mis-
sion, and I hear people, particularly on 
my side, say that we shouldn’t be in 
Syria. 

You know, doing the same thing over 
and over again expecting a different re-
sult is insanity. The last time we 
pulled all of our forces out of Iraq, it 
was President Obama with the support 
of then-Vice President Biden, the ISIS 
JV team became the varsity team. 
They took over great parts of Syria 
and Iraq. They destroyed the city of 
Mosul. They set up shop in Raqqa, 
Syria, and they launched attacks from 
Syria, ISIS directed, at United States 
and Europe throughout the world, kill-
ing thousands of people. 

President Trump authorized our mili-
tary to take down the caliphate. And 
this idea that if you leave, they won’t 
come back is stupid. You know nothing 
if you believe that. You may be tired of 
fighting radical Islam. They are not 
tired of fighting you. I would rather 
fight in their backyard than ours. They 
are going to destroy us if we don’t de-
stroy them. 
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Here is the good news. They are on 

the run. As long as we keep some of our 
forces in place, working with people in 
Syria and Iraq who do not want to live 
under ISIS rule, we will be relatively 
safe. If you pull all the troops out, you 
are going to get the same outcome. 
People who keep arguing this, you real-
ly are doing a great disservice to the 
country, and your arguments make 
zero sense. You don’t understand the 
enemy. You have no idea what this war 
is about. 

This is a religious struggle. They 
have declared war on every faith but 
their own. They want to purify Islam 
in their own image—ISIS and al-Qaida. 
They want to destroy the State of 
Israel and eventually come after us. 
Leaving them alone doesn’t guarantee 
you much. In 2001, before 9/11, we didn’t 
have one soldier in Afghanistan. We 
didn’t even have an embassy. We to-
tally abandoned Afghanistan, and the 
attack against our country on 9/11 
originated in Afghanistan. 

When will you learn that these peo-
ple are out to get you? And when I say 
‘‘you,’’ I mean Americans. Anybody 
who believes in diversity in faith, they 
have a world view that has no place for 
you. The good news is most people in 
the Mideast are not buying what they 
are selling, but they are very lethal 
and dangerous left unattended. 

Now, when you create the right mix 
of U.S. forces and local forces, you 
pretty well keep them on the run and 
keep them at bay. So to those who sug-
gest we shouldn’t be in Syria with 900 
U.S. forces to prevent ISIS from com-
ing back, you are setting the stage for 
a reemergence of ISIS, and once is 
enough, folks. 

They destroyed the Yazidi popu-
lation, raped women by the thousands 
and created carnage all over Syria and 
Iraq and projected attacks against 
American Western allies from a safe 
haven in Raqqa, Syria. 

Now, the theory of the case here is 
that we as Congress need to take back 
authority, and this authorization to 
use force no longer needs to be in place 
because the war against Saddam Hus-
sein is over. We can argue about Iraq 
being a good idea or a bad idea. We did 
have bad intelligence. But here is what 
I would say 20 years later. Saddam 
being dead is a good thing, from my 
point of view, because he was a thug 
and a dictator on steroids. And the peo-
ple of Iraq are on their second or third 
election. It has been messy, but they 
are moving in the right direction. And 
we have 2,500 troops back in Iraq to 
make sure ISIS doesn’t come back and 
destabilize the region and try to have 
some influence against the Iranians. 

So if you want to repeal the AUMF, 
I think you owe it to the troops to fol-
low it with something. So the people 
who want to do this say: Article II, 
which is the inherent authority of the 
Commander in Chief, allows President 
Biden to protect our troops in Iraq. 
There is truth to that. But the whole 
idea is for us as a Congress to have a 

say in foreign policy and not sort of 
give a blank check. So if you want to 
cancel the check to go after Saddam 
because he is not around, I think you 
owe it to the troops to lend your voice 
because the enemy sees this as retreat. 

No matter what you want the enemy 
to believe about what is going on here, 
all they understand is the American 
Congress is making a step to get out of 
Iraq, and that is good news for them. 

After Afghanistan—the disaster 
there—don’t you think we should be 
more clear in our thought? 

The Biden administration was wrong 
to take troops out of Afghanistan. 
They are right to have troops in Iraq 
and Syria, but the Congress is trying to 
be a bit hypocritical here. We want to 
cancel one authorization to use force, 
and we don’t have the courage, appar-
ently, politically, to say the military 
has our approval, as a Congress work-
ing with the President, to go after Shi-
ite militias that are killing our forces 
in Iraq and attacking them regularly. 

What does Iran want? 
Now, this is not an authorization to 

go after the Iranian regime. It is an au-
thorization to protect American forces 
in Iraq from attacks in Iraq coming 
from Shiite militias loyal to Iran. 

What are they trying to achieve? 
They want to drive us out. If the 900 

troops left Syria tomorrow, Assad 
would eventually conquer what is left 
of Syria and ISIS would fill that vacu-
um and you would have a conflict with 
Turkey and the Kurds. And all the peo-
ple—our chairman of the Armed Serv-
ices Committee is a very smart guy 
and a very great friend—all the Kurds 
who fought with us, they would be 
wiped out. 

So I am glad the Biden administra-
tion is going to stay in Syria because 
we need those troops to keep ISIS from 
coming back and to work with our 
Kurdish partners. 

But when it comes to Iraq, they are 
trying to drive us out because Iran 
wants us out of Syria so their buddy 
Assad can run the place. They want us 
out of Iraq so the Shiite radical ele-
ments in Iraq can topple the Iraqi Gov-
ernment, and the Shiite militias would 
take authority away from the Iraqi 
Army, and they will have influence 
over Iraq and Syria. 

It is not in America’s interest to 
allow the Ayatollah in Iran to have 
more influence and more spaces to gov-
ern and more oil to generate revenue 
from. So if you don’t get that, you are 
not really following what is going on. 

So no matter what you say about ar-
ticle II, I hate to tell you, ISIS prob-
ably doesn’t follow our Constitution 
that closely. The best thing we could 
do, if you want to repeal the 2002 
AUMF that was generated to get rid of 
Saddam, replace it with something 
new—an authorization to use force to 
protect our troops that we all agree or 
most of us agree should be in Iraq to 
protect America from attacks from 
Shiite militias. That amendment was 
rejected. 

Here is what you are doing. You are 
sending a signal by doing this that we 
are leaving, we are withdrawing, and 
that we don’t have the will as a nation 
to see this thing through. There is 
nothing good comes from this. You are 
openly admitting the President has au-
thority to use force to protect our 
troops, but you are not going to lend 
your voice to that cause, and I don’t 
understand that. 

If the Congress, working with the 
President, said: No matter who is 
President, you have the ability to use 
military force to protect our troops 
against Shiite militias in Iraq, that 
would make us stronger. The enemy 
would understand it better. Our allies 
would understand it more clearly. And 
they have got to be wondering, What 
the hell is going on here? 

So the bottom line is, you are setting 
in motion, by not replacing the AUMF 
with something specific to Shiite mili-
tias that are attacking our troops reg-
ularly—you are setting in motion more 
danger for those in Iraq and eventually 
Syria. 

And I don’t question your patriotism. 
I do question our judgment as a body. 
This is a very ill-conceived idea. It is 
going to juice up the enemy. It is going 
to confuse our allies. And it could be 
easily fixed, but we choose not to. 

I don’t know what the political envi-
ronment is in America today, but the 
idea that the war is over with radical 
Islam is insane. I have listened to peo-
ple—some on my side—come down here 
and want to repeal the authorization to 
go after al-Qaida and affiliated groups 
after 9/11. General Kurilla, the 
CENTCOM commander in charge of the 
region, said, last week, because of our 
withdrawal from Afghanistan, ISIS in 
Afghanistan has the ability to strike 
us in this country within 6 months 
without warning. 

So can you imagine the damage to be 
done to national security interests if 
we repeal the 2001 AUMF? 

So I will close with this. While I un-
derstand theoretically why we want to 
replace—get rid of the 2002 AUMF be-
cause Saddam is gone, I don’t under-
stand why we are leaving this vacuum 
and this doubt. This is easily fixed. 

You are creating a narrative that is 
going to come back to haunt us. You 
think it is an accident within 2 days of 
introducing this idea that they hit us 
in Syria again? They are going to test 
us. 

And here is what I think. The Biden 
administration is doing a lousy job, 
quite frankly, of instilling fear in the 
enemy. Whether you like Trump or 
not, people were afraid of him. And 
there is no fear. And here is what I 
would like to have established: Work-
ing with the administration, not 
against them, to send a clear signal: 
You kill Americans at your own peril. 
We are not leaving. We are not going to 
let radical Islam come back and do it 
all over again. 

So I will be voting no. This is one of 
the most ill-conceived ideas after 9/11. 

VerDate Sep 11 2014 03:41 Mar 28, 2023 Jkt 039060 PO 00000 Frm 00006 Fmt 0624 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\G27MR6.012 S27MRPT1S
S

pe
nc

er
 o

n 
D

S
K

12
6Q

N
23

P
R

O
D

 w
ith

 S
E

N
A

T
E



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S949 March 27, 2023 
I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Rhode Island. 
Mr. REED. Madam President, I rise 

today to express my support for S. 316 
and the repealing of the 1991 and 2002 
authorization for the use of military 
force, or AUMF. I commend Senators 
KAINE and YOUNG for their relentless 
work on this bill, and I am glad to be 
a cosponsor of it along with 43 of my 
colleagues. 

I voted against the 2002 AUMF when 
it was introduced more than 20 years 
ago. And I can assure you that as we 
debated that bill at that time, no one 
would have believed that 20 years later 
we would be on the floor debating its 
repeal. The war against Saddam Hus-
sein is long over, and our bilateral rela-
tionship with Iraq is fundamentally 
different today. In our current fight 
against violent extremists, the Biden 
administration has clearly stated it 
does not rely on the 2002 AUMF as the 
basis for any ongoing military oper-
ations. 

Let’s remember what the 2002 AUMF 
authorizes. The United States went to 
war, ‘‘to defend the national security 
of the United States against the con-
tinuing threat posed by Iraq.’’ The 
Bush administration alleged, falsely, 
that Iraq had amassed an arsenal of nu-
clear weapons. Bush administration of-
ficials also alleged that the Iraq Gov-
ernment had ties to the al-Qaida ter-
rorists that attacked the United States 
on September 11, 2001. These false pre-
tenses and cherry-picked information 
provided the basis for Congress to au-
thorize the war in Iraq in 2002—again, 
an authorization I opposed. 

And this costly war of choice caused 
the United States irreparable harm. It 
caused us to take our eyes off violent 
extremist groups throughout the re-
gion and resurgent Taliban in Afghani-
stan. It also forced us to take our eyes 
off Russia and China as they became 
peer competitors. As we spent billions 
of dollars investing in tactical vehicles 
to protect our troops in a counterinsur-
gency, as we spent billions of dollars to 
try to train Afghan forces, the Rus-
sians and the Chinese invested in 
hypersonic vehicles, in very sophisti-
cated long-range precision strike weap-
ons. And the Chinese have been build-
ing an entire navy since then. We paid 
little attention because we were pre-
occupied with Iraq. 

And finally and ironically, our war in 
Iraq allowed Iran to become one of the 
most powerful and dangerous forces in 
the region, because we took out a block 
against their ambition, which had been 
Saddam Hussein and Iraq. As a result, 
we are paying, today, for those errors 
in judgment, and I think it is only fit-
ting that we recognize it and repeal 
those AUMFs. 

We have ongoing operations to sup-
press violent extremists. Beginning on 
9/11 and going forward, we have been 
fighting anyone who has aspirations to 
use terror attacks against the U.S. 
homeland or our allies. That is as a re-

sult of the 2001 AUMF that essentially 
empowered our government to find and 
defeat terrorists, anywhere they are, 
who pose a threat to the United States 
and to our allies. Retaining the 2001 
AUMF or an appropriate successor to 
that statute remains essential for the 
Defense Department’s current counter-
terrorism operations, and Congress 
must continue to exercise robust over-
sight over its use. 

Further, the Biden administration 
has drawn a clear distinction between 
the two Iraq AUMFs that would be re-
pealed under S. 316 and the 2001 AUMF. 
The repeal of the two AUMFs would 
have no impact on our current oper-
ations, and as a domestic legal basis, 
no ongoing military activities rely 
solely on either the 1991 or the 2002 
AUMF. 

Leaving the 2002 authorization in 
place sends a harmful signal to Iraq, 
where our forces remain at the invita-
tion of the Government of Iraq. Iraq is 
a critical partner now in our fight 
against ISIS and in our fight against 
Shia militias that are transiting Iraq 
and attacking our forces in Syria. We 
should not communicate to the Iraqi 
Government that the United States re-
serves the right to use force against its 
nation in the future. This is contrary 
to the cooperation that our military 
forces need to counter ISIS operations. 

Further, keeping the 2002 AUMF pro-
vides a propaganda tool for Iran. The 
Iranian Government is constantly 
seeking to convince the Iraqis that 
Tehran, not Washington, is a more reli-
able partner. We face a real and grow-
ing threat from Iran, but the 2002 
AUMF does not authorize the use of 
force against Iran, and it must not be 
relied on for that purpose now. 

Finally, as laid out in the Constitu-
tion, Congress has the sole power to de-
clare war. We must exercise that re-
sponsibility with the utmost care when 
it comes to matters of the use of mili-
tary force. Repealing AUMFs that have 
served their intended purposes and are 
no longer applicable to current mili-
tary operations is fully consistent with 
the careful exercise of the Senate’s 
constitutional responsibilities. 

On that basis, I support S. 316 and the 
repeal of the 2002 and 1991 AUMFs. 
Again, I commend Senator Kaine for 
his leadership, and I urge my col-
leagues to vote yes on this bill. 

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. 
Mr. MENENDEZ. Madam President, I 

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

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

Mr. MENENDEZ. Madam President, I 
ask unanimous consent that I be al-
lowed to complete my statement before 
the vote. 

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

Mr. MENENDEZ. Madam President, 
the vote the Senate is about to take is 
about what is right for our Nation. It is 
part of exercising our most solemn 
duty as elected officials. It is a rec-
ognition that Congress not only has 
the power to declare war but also 
should have the responsibility to end 
wars, and it is a decision to turn the 
page on one of those chapters in our 
country’s history. 

With today’s vote, we can move clos-
er to repealing two obsolete and out-
dated authorizations for the use of 
military force against Iraq. Repealing 
these authorizations will demonstrate 
to the region—and to the world—that 
the United States is not an occupying 
force; that the war in Iraq has come to 
an end; that we are moving forward, 
working with Iraq as a strategic part-
ner. So I commend the Senate for mov-
ing forward to take this critical step. 

I hope the Senate will speak over-
whelmingly in support of preserving 
congressional prerogatives as to when 
and under what circumstances we send 
our sons and daughters, brothers and 
sisters into harm’s way and clawing 
back authorities that have clearly out-
lived their purpose and scope. 

Some of my colleagues have argued 
that repealing 20- and 30-year-old au-
thorizations will weaken our ability to 
confront Iranian aggression. Some 
have offered amendments that would 
alter these authorizations. Others have 
offered amendments that would expand 
these authorizations. And a few have 
offered amendments that have, well, 
quite frankly, nothing at all to do with 
these authorizations. So let me address 
that point briefly. 

Just in the last few days, the Presi-
dent directed targeted strikes against 
groups affiliated with Iran’s Islamic 
Revolutionary Guard Corps in Syria. 
This was in response to Iranian-backed 
drone attacks that killed a U.S. con-
tractor and wounded five American 
servicemembers at a maintenance fa-
cility in Syria. The President looked at 
the intelligence, he consulted his advi-
sors, he ordered the strike, and he com-
mitted, publicly, to continue to defend 
against Iranian aggression and to re-
spond to attacks against U.S. forces. 
He did so without—without—relying on 
the 1991 or 2002 authorizations for use 
of military force against Iraq. 

This President has been clear in his 
view that he has sufficient authority to 
defend against threats to U.S. per-
sonnel and interests. If we are going to 
debate whether to provide the Presi-
dent additional authorities, then we 
should have that debate separately. 
But it should not be under the cloak of 
keeping old authorizations on the 
books, authorizations that are not 
needed to meet any current threat. 
They are not about the current threat; 
they are about a regime that is no 
longer alive and has been gone for the 
better part of those 20 years. This is 
just a tactic to delay this repeal from 
going forward. Nor should we turn a de-
bate about repeal and a chance to take 
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a historic step forward into a new 
backdoor authorization for the use of 
force against another country. 

So I urge my colleagues to stay fo-
cused on the facts, repeal an authoriza-
tion that is no longer used or needed, 
and close this chapter on American for-
eign policy. Let’s finally—finally—re-
peal the 1991 and 2002 authorizations 
for use of military force against Iraq. I 
urge my colleagues to vote to move 
forward with repeal of these AUMFs. 

I yield the floor. 
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 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 Calendar 
No. 25, S. 316, a bill to repeal the authoriza-
tions for use of military force against Iraq. 

Charles E. Schumer, Robert Menendez, 
Tim Kaine, Tina Smith, Benjamin L. 
Cardin, Jeanne Shaheen, Sheldon 
Whitehouse, Tammy Baldwin, Patty 
Murray, Michael F. Bennet, Elizabeth 
Warren, Tammy Duckworth, Robert P. 
Casey, Jr., Christopher Murphy, Cath-
erine Cortez Masto, Jack Reed, Brian 
Schatz. 

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 Calendar No. 25, 
S. 316, a bill to repeal the authoriza-
tions for use of military force against 
Iraq, shall be brought to a close? 

The yeas and nays are mandatory 
under the rule. 

The clerk will call the roll. 
The legislative clerk called the roll. 
Mr. DURBIN. I announce that the 

Senator from Delaware (Mr. COONS), 
the Senator from California (Mrs. FEIN-
STEIN), the Senator from Pennsylvania 
(Mr. FETTERMAN), and the Senator 
from California (Mr. PADILLA) are nec-
essarily absent. 

Mr. THUNE. The following Senators 
are necessarily absent: the Senator 
from Wyoming (Mr. BARRASSO), the 
Senator from Tennessee (Mrs. BLACK-
BURN), and the Senator from Kentucky 
(Mr. MCCONNELL). 

The yeas and nays resulted—yeas 65, 
nays 28, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 70 Leg.] 

YEAS—65 

Baldwin 
Bennet 
Blumenthal 
Booker 
Braun 
Brown 
Budd 
Cantwell 
Cardin 
Carper 
Casey 
Cassidy 
Collins 
Cortez Masto 
Cramer 
Daines 
Duckworth 

Durbin 
Gillibrand 
Grassley 
Hassan 
Hawley 
Heinrich 
Hickenlooper 
Hirono 
Hoeven 
Kaine 
Kelly 
King 
Klobuchar 
Lee 
Luján 
Lummis 
Manchin 

Markey 
Marshall 
Menendez 
Merkley 
Moran 
Murkowski 
Murphy 
Murray 
Ossoff 
Paul 
Peters 
Reed 
Rosen 
Sanders 
Schatz 
Schmitt 
Schumer 

Shaheen 
Sinema 
Smith 
Stabenow 
Tester 

Van Hollen 
Vance 
Warner 
Warnock 
Warren 

Welch 
Whitehouse 
Wyden 
Young 

NAYS—28 

Boozman 
Britt 
Capito 
Cornyn 
Cotton 
Crapo 
Cruz 
Ernst 
Fischer 
Graham 

Hagerty 
Hyde-Smith 
Johnson 
Kennedy 
Lankford 
Mullin 
Ricketts 
Risch 
Romney 
Rounds 

Rubio 
Scott (FL) 
Scott (SC) 
Sullivan 
Thune 
Tillis 
Tuberville 
Wicker 

NOT VOTING—7 

Barrasso 
Blackburn 
Coons 

Feinstein 
Fetterman 
McConnell 

Padilla 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
KING). On this vote, the yeas are 65, the 
nays are 28. 

Three-fifths of the Senators duly cho-
sen and sworn having voted in the af-
firmative, the motion is agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Rhode Island. 

REMEMBERING GLADYS KESSLER 
Mr. WHITEHOUSE. Mr. President, I 

am here this evening to commemorate 
the passing of a remarkable individual. 
I only met her once when I went over 
to speak at a gathering of the U.S. Dis-
trict Court for the District of Colum-
bia. But on March 16, at the age of 85, 
Her Honor Judge Gladys Kessler passed 
away. 

She had been quite a trailblazer be-
fore she went on the court. She co-
founded the Women’s Legal Defense 
Fund, now known as the National Part-
nership for Women & Families, and she 
served as the president of the National 
Association of Women Judges. 

In her career, she rendered a lot of 
very good decisions, but the most 
memorable one and the one that exem-
plified some of the characteristics I ad-
mired the most about her was the deci-
sion that she rendered exposing in de-
tail a conspiracy by the tobacco indus-
try to deceive the American public 
about the safety of tobacco. 

The Big Tobacco scheme is one that 
we are, I think, pretty familiar with. 
You pay a lot of phony-baloney for-hire 
scientists to produce studies making 
false claims about your product, you 
hire a web of PR experts and front 
groups to spread doubt and critique the 
actual real science that you don’t like, 
and you have paid intermediaries to re-
lentlessly attack and try to smear your 
opponents. 

In the face of this behavior, we had a 
remedy: the Racketeer Influenced and 
Corrupt Organizations Act, the RICO 
Act. 

In 1999, the U.S. Department of Jus-
tice filed a civil RICO lawsuit against 
the major tobacco companies and their 
associated industry groups alleging 
that the companies, and I will quote 
the complaint here, ‘‘engaged in and 
executed—and continue to engage in 
and execute—a massive 50-year scheme 
to defraud the public, including con-
sumers of cigarettes, in violation of 
RICO.’’ 

The case took 7 years, but in 2006, 
Judge Kessler wrote one of the most 
impressive opinions I have ever seen 
from a U.S. district court judge. It was 
1,683 pages long. She went through the 
evidence that the U.S. Department of 
Justice had marshaled, and she orga-
nized it and laid it out in a way that 
was completely compelling, that com-
pletely crushed the defendant tobacco 
companies, to the point where, when it 
was on appeal, the U.S. Court of Ap-
peals for the DC Circuit very power-
fully upheld it. It is one of the powers 
of a district judge that, with the au-
thority to find the facts and marshal 
the evidence properly, you can make 
virtually bomb-proof opinions, and in 
1,683 pages, Judge Gladys Kessler did 
just that. She found the defendant— 
here is her quote: 

Defendants coordinated significant aspects 
of their public relations, scientific, legal, 
and marketing activity in furtherance of a 
shared objective—to . . . maximize industry 
profits by preserving and expanding the mar-
ket for cigarettes through a scheme to de-
ceive the public. 

She added: 
In short, [they] have marketed and sold 

their lethal product with zeal, with decep-
tion, with a single-minded focus on their fi-
nancial success, and without regard for the 
human tragedy or social costs that success 
exacted. 

It was a testament—this opinion 
was—to judicial diligence, and it left a 
permanent, solid record for history of 
the campaign of fraud that the tobacco 
industry had run until that point. 

Of course, in order for her to be able 
to render that decision, there had to be 
a plaintiff willing to bring the case. So 
kudos also to the U.S. Department of 
Justice back then for being willing to 
take on a defendant as powerful as the 
tobacco industry. We forget, now that 
smoking is so much less of a thing, how 
enormously powerful the tobacco in-
dustry was, how its network of sup-
pliers gave it footholds in every State, 
how its enormous revenues allowed it 
to cut into this building and manipu-
late the politics of the U.S. Congress to 
the great detriment of the health of 
the American people. 

It goes without saying that there is 
an obvious parallel between the con-
duct of the tobacco industry leading up 
to Judge Kessler’s decision and the 
conduct of the fossil fuel industry. 

In fact, experts point out that when 
Judge Kessler’s decision shut down the 
fraud of the tobacco industry, some of 
the individuals and some of the organi-
zations that had been involved in that 
fraud simply rebooted themselves as 
new experts in how to deny climate 
science. 

I hope that we come to a point where 
today’s Department of Justice has the 
diligence and the fortitude to go ahead 
with a similar action. But today, this 
is about Judge Kessler—a woman who 
saw something going very badly wrong 
and sat down and wrote a 1600-page de-
cision to put it right. I think it is a 
pretty terrific example. 
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And I have a few bits of business, if I 

may, and then we will open the floor to 
the other speakers. 

f 

APPOINTMENTS 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair, on behalf of the President of the 
Senate, pursuant to Public Law 106–286, 
appoints the following Members to 
serve on the Congressional-Executive 
Commission on the People’s Republic 
of China: The Honorable ANGUS S. KING 
of Maine and The Honorable TAMMY 
DUCKWORTH of Illinois. 

f 

RECOGNIZING THE WEEK OF 
MARCH 19 THROUGH MARCH 25, 
2023, AS ‘‘NATIONAL POISON PRE-
VENTION WEEK’’ AND ENCOUR-
AGING COMMUNITIES ACROSS 
THE UNITED STATES TO RAISE 
AWARENESS OF THE DANGERS 
OF POISONING AND PROMOTE 
POISON PREVENTION 

Mr. WHITEHOUSE. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on Health, Education, Labor, 
and Pensions be discharged, and the 
Senate now proceed to S. Res. 123. 

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

The clerk will report the resolution 
by title. 

The senior assistant legislative clerk 
read as follows: 

A resolution (S. Res. 123) recognizing the 
week of March 19 through March 25, 2023, as 
‘‘National Poison Prevention Week’’ and en-
couraging communities across the United 
States to raise awareness of the dangers of 
poisoning and promote poison prevention. 

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

Mr. WHITEHOUSE. I ask unanimous 
consent that the resolution be agreed 
to, the preamble be agreed to, and that 
the motions to reconsider be consid-
ered made and laid upon the table 

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

The resolution (S. Res. 123) was 
agreed to. 

The preamble was agreed to. 
(The resolution, with its preamble, is 

printed in the RECORD of March 23, 2023, 
under ‘‘Submitted Resolutions.’’) 

f 

MORNING BUSINESS 

TRIBUTE TO COLLEEN CALLAHAN 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, since 
1987, we have recognized March as 
Women’s History Month. It is an oppor-
tunity to honor the women who have 
served our Nation throughout our his-
tory. 

This March, I want to commend one 
woman who has devoted her life to 
serving my home State of Illinois: Col-
leen Callahan. After nearly 4 years of 
service, Colleen recently stepped down 
from her role as the first-ever female 
director for the Illinois Department of 

Natural Resources. Throughout her 
tenure, Colleen was a dedicated stew-
ard of our State’s natural wonders, all 
while navigating a once-in-a-century 
pandemic. While this was an historic 
challenge, it was far from the first she 
has faced in her career. Time and 
again, Colleen has stood up in the face 
of adversity and persevered. 

Colleen has a record of breaking 
down barriers. As a young woman liv-
ing on a family farm near Milford, IL, 
she took a keen interest in agriculture, 
which, back then, was something of a 
boy’s club. But that didn’t stop her 
from pursuing her childhood passion. 
She participated in livestock shows 
and even achieved the title of Youngest 
Exhibitor of a Grand Champion at the 
International Livestock Exhibition in 
Chicago at just 9 years old. Despite her 
talent and success, Colleen was unable 
to join the Future Farmers of America, 
not because of merit, but because 
women were not yet eligible for consid-
eration. But she pressed on. 

After high school, Colleen attended 
the University of Illinois at Urbana- 
Champaign, and pursued a degree in ag-
ricultural communications, at a time 
when very few women were represented 
in broadcast journalism. As a freshman 
in college, she became the first woman 
to join the Illinois State 4–H Livestock 
Judging Team, a true full-circle mo-
ment. By the time she graduated with 
honors in 1973, she had already accept-
ed her first job as an agribusiness re-
porter for WMBD-TV in Peoria. For the 
next three decades, Colleen made her 
dream of becoming a broadcast jour-
nalist a reality. 

And her record of accomplishment 
was just beginning. After years as a 
successful reporter, Colleen became the 
first-ever female agribusiness director 
for WMBD-TV. Shortly after, she 
served as the first female president of 
the National Association of Farm 
Broadcasting. Being the ‘‘first’’ is 
never easy, but, as evidenced by her re-
markable career, Colleen has never 
been afraid to venture into new terri-
tory. And, because of her determina-
tion, she has opened many doors that 
have previously been closed to women 
in agriculture. 

In addition to her passion for broad-
casting and agriculture, Colleen also 
has answered the call to public service. 
Really, she was born for it. Colleen 
comes from a family of true public 
servants: Her uncle, Gene Callahan, 
was a dear friend of mine, and a life-
long Democrat whom I worked along-
side under former U.S. Senator, and my 
mentor and friend, Paul Simon. And 
Gene’s daughter—Colleen’s cousin—is 
former Congresswoman Cheri Bustos, 
who represented Illinois’ 17th Congres-
sional District from 2013 to January of 
this year—not to mention her father, 
Francis Callahan, who was chair of the 
Iroquois County Democrats, and her 
grandfather, Joe Callahan, who was 
vice chairman of the Iroquois County 
Democrats and a member of the Illinois 
State House of Representatives. 

So it was no surprise when Colleen 
announced she was running for Illinois’ 
18th Congressional District in 2008. 
While she may have come up just short 
in that race, Colleen speaks fondly of 
the experience. She once said, ‘‘Not 
winning doesn’t mean losing!’’ 

But still, Colleen went on to win 
countless victories for the people of Il-
linois. Shortly after her run for Con-
gress, then-President Barack Obama 
appointed her to serve as the U.S. De-
partment of Agriculture’s Illinois 
State Director of Rural Development. 

And in March 2019, Illinois Governor 
JB Pritzker appointed her as director 
of the Illinois Department of Natural 
Resources, making her the first woman 
in Illinois history to hold this position. 
The Illinois Department of Natural Re-
sources helps manage our more than 
400 State parks, historic sites, wildlife, 
and water resources. Colleen had about 
a year to get her bearings as director 
until the COVID–19 pandemic hit. And 
during this unprecedented and tumul-
tuous time, she certainly rose to the 
occasion. She preserved and expanded 
our State’s invaluable natural re-
sources at the exact moment they were 
needed. During the darkest days of the 
pandemic, Illinoisans sought comfort 
and quality time outdoors. So our 
State parks, historical sites, and nat-
ural areas became a sanctuary for 
many—and Colleen was there for our 
families every step of the way. 

In 2021, she spearheaded the effort to 
re-name an invasive species of fish— 
previously known as Asian carp—to 
‘‘Copi,’’ short for the word ‘‘copious,’’ 
given how abundant the carp is in Illi-
nois rivers and streams. 

And, after a consistent, decades-long 
decline in general revenue funding for 
the Illinois Department of Natural Re-
sources, Colleen secured the depart-
ment’s largest State budget in more 
than 20 years, which is now funding 
long overdue improvements at sites 
across our State. Today, Colleen’s hard 
work is paying off. With these new 
funds, she has played a hand in reopen-
ing the Rend Lake Resort, located in 
Wayne Fitzgerrell State Park in 
Franklin, IL. For a long time, the Rend 
Lake Resort served as Franklin’s eco-
nomic powerhouse, but after years of 
neglect and financial troubles, the re-
sort had no option but to prepare for 
permanent closure. Its future seemed 
bleak until Colleen stepped in and 
saved the day. And later this year, the 
department will break ground on a 
$17.5 million renovation that will re-
vamp the facility and breathe fresh life 
into Rend Lake Resort. 

This investment, along with Col-
leen’s efforts to reduce Illinois’ carbon 
footprint and mitigate the effects of 
climate change, has and will make a 
difference in the lives of every Illi-
noisan. While Colleen has closed this 
chapter of her distinguished career, 
she, thankfully, has no plans to fully 
retire from public life. For her, there is 
still much left to be done. 

I want to thank Colleen for her dedi-
cation to public service and for never 
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