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RECESS 

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Senate 
stand in recess until 2:15 p.m. to allow 
for the weekly caucus meetings. 

Thereupon, the Senate, at 12:52 p.m., 
recessed until 2:15 p.m. and reassem-
bled when called to order by the Pre-
siding Officer (Mr. BOOKER). 

f 

FIRE GRANTS AND SAFETY ACT 
OF 2023—Continued 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Hawaii. 

U.S. SUPREME COURT 

Ms. HIRONO. Mr. President, I rise 
today deeply concerned that the far- 
right majority on the Supreme Court is 
preparing to sow further chaos in our 
country. 

Any day now, the Court is expected 
to rule on two cases pertaining to the 
Chevron doctrine, a 40-year-old doc-
trine with roots that go back to our 
country’s founding that is critical to a 
functioning Federal Government. 

The Chevron doctrine is pretty sim-
ple. It recognizes that Congress dele-
gates authority to technical experts at 
Federal Agencies so that those Agen-
cies can effectively and efficiently im-
plement Federal laws in their areas of 
expertise in line with congressional in-
tent. As a result, for nearly four dec-
ades, courts generally have deferred to 
reasonable interpretations by adminis-
trative Agencies where the law is un-
clear or ambiguous. 

In fact, before 1984, lower court 
judges were criticized for overriding 
agency experts and imposing their own 
policy views. That is why the Court 
handed down the Chevron decision in 
the first place. 

The Chevron doctrine was originally 
favored by conservative judges, includ-
ing the conservative majority on the 
Supreme Court during the Reagan ad-
ministration who viewed it as a check 
against judicial activism. 

In recent years, however, many on 
the right have turned against the Chev-
ron doctrine, viewing it as an impedi-
ment to their efforts to consolidate 
power and enable far-right judges to 
legislate from the bench. 

Now the same far-right ideologues 
who fought to end Roe are all in for 
ending Chevron as well. Justice 
Gorsuch, one of the most outspoken 
critics of Chevron, has gone so far as to 
call for the Court to give the doctrine 
‘‘a tombstone no one can miss.’’ The 
so-called Alliance Defending Free-
dom—the same group leading the 
charge to eliminate access to 
mifepristone, as approved by the 
FDA—has called for the Chevron doc-
trine to go, asserting without evidence 
that it allows Agency experts to 
‘‘impos[e] personal political agendas 
that Congress has not authorized.’’ 

To be clear, this case is not about the 
so-called major question doctrine but 
about the sorts of day-to-day decisions 
that Federal Agency experts make 

when implementing law. Overturning 
Chevron would undermine these sorts 
of everyday decisions and, in doing so, 
jeopardize the regulatory system on 
which much of our country and our 
economy rests. It would empower the 
hundreds of individual Federal judges 
to overrule carefully considered rule-
making decisions by Agency experts, 
turning a consistent regulatory frame-
work into a chaotic mess of conflicting 
opinions. 

At its core, this case is about who 
should be making policy decisions on 
issues that affect our lives—subject 
matter experts or Federal judges. Who 
gets to determine the safety of the air 
we breathe—environmental scientists 
at the EPA or Federal judges? Who de-
cides whether or not a new drug is ac-
tually effective—doctors at the FDA or 
Federal judges? Who determines wheth-
er nursing homes are meeting safety 
standards—eldercare experts at HHS or 
Federal judges? With no disrespect to 
our Federal judges, they lack the ex-
pertise to make these kinds of deci-
sions. 

While Congress enacts legislation at 
a high level, it recognizes that the in-
stitutional capacity and expertise to 
implement legislation exists within ex-
ecutive Agencies. That is why our Fed-
eral Agencies exist—to implement in-
formed, evidence-based regulations 
that provide a level of regulatory cer-
tainty and stability. 

Eliminating Chevron now, after more 
than four decades, would sow chaos and 
confusion on Agency actions moving 
forward as well as the nearly 18,000 
Federal cases that have been decided 
based on the Chevron doctrine. Even if 
the Court stops short of fully elimi-
nating Chevron, significantly nar-
rowing it will have much the same ef-
fect. 

Overturning Chevron is yet one more 
component of the far-right’s broader 
agenda to capture the courts, advance 
their conservative ideological agenda, 
and hollow out our regulatory system. 

The Court will hand down a decision 
in this highly important case in a mat-
ter of days, and we will see whether 
this case becomes yet another cau-
tionary tale for a Court that has been 
busy overturning decades of precedent, 
sowing chaos left, right, and center. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Alabama. 
NICARAGUA 

Mrs. BRITT. Mr. President, as Amer-
icans, we believe that every person on 
the planet is created by their Creator 
with certain unalienable rights. Reli-
gious freedom is at the top of that list, 
and for me, I believe it must be pro-
tected at every turn. 

That is why I continue to be deeply 
concerned with what is happening in 
Nicaragua. Since 2018, the Nicaraguan 
regime has persecuted Christians, in-
cluding the Catholic Church and var-
ious Christian missions and charities. 
This lawless behavior has only esca-
lated recently. 

In December, Nicaraguan police ar-
rested approximately a dozen individ-
uals—mostly pastors—associated with 
Mountain Gateway. These Christian 
faith leaders have been unjustly im-
prisoned since then and were handed 
down a sham sentence in March. The 
regime has imposed a fine totaling 
nearly $1 billion—so that is about 6 
percent of that country’s entire GDP— 
along with 12 to 15 years of imprison-
ment. 

Let’s be very clear: These Christians 
are in prison today because of their 
faith. Their very freedom has been 
taken away because they chose to 
preach the Gospel. And the regime 
doesn’t seem to want to stop there. In 
addition to those arrested and impris-
oned, Nicaragua has issued arrest war-
rants for three more Americans. They 
are all associated with Mountain Gate-
way. 

Mountain Gateway is an American 
nonprofit, a faith-based organization 
that was founded by an Alabamian and 
is based in Texas. Mountain Gateway 
recruits, trains, commissions, and 
sends out ordained Christian ministers 
to spread the Gospel. 

In Nicaragua, the organization has 
advanced God’s Kingdom through disci-
pleship, through feeding and clothing 
those in need, through providing assist-
ance after natural disasters and shar-
ing the Gospel of our Lord and Savior, 
Jesus Christ. These individuals doing 
this work should be celebrated, not 
persecuted. 

Earlier this year, I joined a bi-
cameral group of colleagues in criti-
cizing Nicaragua’s regime and this 
egregious violation of religious free-
dom. Led by Congressman ROBERT 
ADERHOLT and Congressman BARRY 
MOORE, Alabama’s entire congressional 
delegation has been united against this 
and on this very important bipartisan 
issue. 

We have written letters. We intro-
duced resolutions in both Chambers of 
Congress, and we called on the Biden 
administration to utilize all sanctions 
enforcement powers and leverage in 
any diplomatic way. Any options that 
are in the toolbox should be used to 
force Nicaragua to remedy the situa-
tion. 

Today, I want to emphasize that we 
cannot and we will not stop speaking 
up against this religious persecution in 
Nicaragua. We are calling on the Biden 
administration to do more now. This 
regime must stop targeting American 
citizens, and it needs to begin faith-
fully upholding religious freedom in 
compliance with international law and 
universal standards of human rights. 

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

ator from Delaware. 
S. 870 

Mr. CARPER. Mr. President, I ask to 
be recognized, and I am pleased to be 
here with you today. 

I rise today in strong support of crit-
ical bipartisan legislation that will 
come to the Senate floor—not later 
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this year, later this week, or this 
month, but later today. It is called the 
Fire Grants and Safety Act. 

Importantly, this legislation includes 
two—not one, but two—critical pieces 
of bipartisan legislation that I have 
been working on with Senator SHELLEY 
CAPITO and a bipartisan coalition of 
our colleagues—literally, for years. 

The first part is called the Accel-
erating Deployment of Versatile, Ad-
vanced Nuclear for Clean Energy Act. 
That is a mouthful, but it is also 
known as the ADVANCE Act. And we 
coupled that with legislation involving 
support for our firefighters across the 
United States of America. 

Last month, the House of Represent-
atives passed these two bills, not as 
one but as a package, by an over-
whelming bipartisan vote of—get this— 
393 to 13. Now, we don’t pass a lot of 
bills by margins like that over in the 
House or the Senate, but today we have 
an opportunity in the Senate to do 
something very much the same. 

Before this evening’s vote, though, I 
want to take a few minutes to high-
light the significance of both the Fire 
Grants and Safety Act as well as the 
so-called ADVANCE Act. In my role as 
cochair of the Congressional Fire Serv-
ices Caucus, along with Senators 
SUSAN COLLINS and LISA MURKOWSKI, I 
have shared here on the Senate floor, 
many times over the years, that every 
day—every day—our Nation’s fire-
fighters bravely run toward danger in 
order to save lives across America. 

In my home State of Delaware, there 
are more than 6,000 firefighters—6,000— 
and a great majority of them are vol-
unteers. The same is true in many 
States across America. Yet despite 
their extraordinary dedication to pro-
tecting our communities, their jobs are 
not getting any easier. In fact, they are 
getting harder, and the risks that they 
continue to face grow each year. 

Annually, I am told that there are 
over 36 million emergency calls that 
fire services respond to—36 million. 
That is a 20-percent increase in the last 
12 years. This is in no small part due to 
climate change and the resulting in-
creases in extreme weather events 
across our country, which are trans-
lating directly into hotter, bigger, and 
more dangerous fires. Just this week, 
our country is experiencing record-
breaking temperatures from New Eng-
land to California, where heat risks 
have been categorized by the National 
Oceanic and Atmospheric Administra-
tion as ‘‘extreme.’’ 

It is clear that the kinds of emer-
gencies that our firefighters must re-
spond to are changing, and the de-
mands on fire departments across this 
country are changing as well. For ex-
ample, last year when a devastating 
tornado touched down in southern 
Delaware, in Sussex County, it was our 
firefighters who showed up to lead peo-
ple to safety. We have seen similar acts 
of service across our Nation, especially 
on the west coast, where firefighters 
have long helped families escape the 
hazards of wildfires. 

I believe we have a moral obligation, 
which I believe is a shared responsi-
bility, to provide the resources that 
firefighters need to continue to protect 
the rest of us, our families, and our 
businesses. And today we have an op-
portunity to do just that. 

The Fire Grants and Safety Act reau-
thorizes not one but two critical grant 
programs that fire departments across 
our Nation rely on to safeguard our 
communities. The first is called Staff-
ing for Adequate Fire and Emergency 
Response Grant Program, and it pro-
vides funding to local fire departments 
to hire much needed personnel to re-
spond around the clock to emergency 
situations. The second is the Assist-
ance to Firefighters Grant Program, 
which helps provide fire departments 
and emergency medical service organi-
zations with the vital training and 
equipment, like firetrucks and protec-
tive gear that they need. 

Fire departments across Delaware 
have contacted my office to share how 
these grant programs are a lifeline—a 
lifeline for their work that they do 
every day—and I am sure our col-
leagues have heard similar stories of 
the essential roles that these programs 
play in fire departments across Amer-
ica. 

For example, fire departments in Col-
orado reported a lack of critical fund-
ing and supply, which could be aided by 
the Assistance for Firefighters Grant 
Program. Firefighters in Vermont, 
where our Presiding Officer is from, 
and firefighters in West Virginia, who 
cosponsored this legislation—where I 
was born—have reported being over-
whelmed and understaffed in light of 
recent emergencies in their commu-
nity. 

It is clear as day that reauthorizing 
these grant programs is imperative. 
The Fire Grants and Safety Act will 
also enable the U.S. Fire Administra-
tion to continue to provide leadership, 
coordination, and training for first re-
sponders and emergency medical per-
sonnel. 

As the lead Federal Agency for fire 
data collection, public fire education, 
fire research, and fire service training, 
the U.S. Fire Administration ensures 
that the fire service is prepared to re-
spond to any and all hazards. 

Firefighters put their lives on the 
line for us every single day. I am proud 
to work with Senator GARY PETERS, as 
well as with my Congressional Fire 
Services Caucus cochairs, Senator COL-
LINS and Senator MURKOWSKI, on this 
legislation to equip our firefighters 
with the tools and training they need 
to do their jobs and do them safely. 

There is an African proverb that 
many of my colleagues have heard be-
cause I have said it enough, but the Af-
rican proverb goes something like this: 
If you want to go fast, go alone. If you 
want to go far, go together. 

I think that is true: If you want to go 
fast, go alone. If you want to go far, go 
together. 

Today, on the Senate floor, with this 
legislation we are going far, and, as it 

turns out, we are going together, both 
Democrats and Republicans from all 
across the country and in concert with 
the administration, with the President, 
who supports this legislation. 

And we are doing it by considering 
not one but two bipartisan priorities at 
the same time. That second priority 
before us today is legislation known as 
the ADVANCE Act. This is legislation 
that Senator SHELLY MOORE CAPITO of 
West Virginia, my native State, and 
Senator SHELDON WHITEHOUSE and I 
have worked on tirelessly for years in 
both a bipartisan and a bicameral man-
ner. 

The ADVANCE Act accelerates the 
deployment of our Nation’s largest 
source of clean power, and that is nu-
clear energy. Nuclear energy powers 
millions of homes and businesses 
across this country every day with zero 
emissions. It is an indispensable tool in 
our ongoing efforts to address the cli-
mate crisis and strengthen our Na-
tion’s energy security. 

My own personal interest in the po-
tential for nuclear energy goes all the 
way back to my days as a Navy ROTC 
midshipman and later as a naval flight 
officer, tracking nuclear submarines 
throughout the oceans of the world. I 
witnessed how, initially, our sub-
marines and, later, our aircraft car-
riers could travel millions of miles 
safely on nuclear power. 

Largely because of the success of the 
Navy Nuclear Propulsion Program, the 
United States had the technology and 
the workforce at the ready to build a 
commercial nuclear energy industry 
that could provide safe, reliable, and 
clean energy to American homes and 
businesses. 

Today, nuclear energy provides about 
20 percent of America’s electricity—20 
percent—but nearly half of America’s 
clean energy. 

Let me repeat that: Nuclear energy 
provides about 20 percent of America’s 
electricity but nearly half of America’s 
clean energy. 

There is no question that this car-
bon-free source of energy can and will 
help us meet—it is helping us meet— 
our climate goals. That is why I have 
long believed that nuclear energy needs 
to be part of our work to address cli-
mate change, while also creating thou-
sands of jobs—tens of thousands of 
jobs, in fact—across this Nation of 
ours. 

The ADVANCE Act empowers the 
Nuclear Regulatory Commission with 
the tools and with the workforce that 
it needs to keep our current reactors 
safe and to review new nuclear tech-
nologies efficiently. These resources 
will enable the Commission to provide 
the certainty needed to deploy more 
clean energy and to make sure that our 
commitment to safety remains para-
mount at this crucial moment in the 
history of our planet. 

The ADVANCE Act also directs the 
Nuclear Regulatory Commission to 
support 21st century applications of 
nuclear energy. For example, the AD-
VANCE Act requires the Commission 
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to explore how to repurpose retired fos-
sil fuel-fired powerplants, as well as ex-
isting infrastructure, to support new, 
clean nuclear energy production. 

Additionally, this legislation fun-
damentally—and I think firmly—main-
tains the core of the Nuclear Regu-
latory Commission’s mission, and that 
is to ensure the safety of America’s nu-
clear power. Unless the Nuclear Regu-
latory Commission diligently ensures 
the safety of our nuclear fleet of reac-
tors every day—every day—as well as 
new nuclear technologies, the United 
States will not be able to realize the 
potential of this carbon-free energy 
source. 

And the Nuclear Regulatory Commis-
sion must maintain this commitment 
to safety while considering all stake-
holder views and concerns equally in 
order to maintain the public trust and 
confidence. 

Ultimately, this bill addresses the 
most pressing needs of the Nuclear 
Regulatory Commission and will lay 
the foundation for the safe and success-
ful deployment of the next generation 
of advanced reactors. As a result, we 
will strengthen America’s leadership 
on nuclear energy and provide climate 
leadership on the world stage. 

Let me be clear, the ADVANCE Act 
will strengthen our energy and our na-
tional security and reduce greenhouse 
gas emissions, as well as creating thou-
sands of new jobs while growing our 
economy. 

I am not sure what our colleagues 
would call that in their States, but in 
Delaware, something like that, we call 
that a win-win-win situation. We need 
more of those. 

In closing, the legislation we vote on 
today will provide fundamental support 
for our Nation’s firefighters, while 
bringing our Nation one step closer to 
a clean energy future. 

Once again, I want to share my 
heartfelt gratitude to our colleagues 
and our staff members who have 
worked with us—Democrat and Repub-
lican, House and Senate—in some 
cases, not just for days or weeks or 
months but, literally, for years in 
order to bring these provisions across 
the finish line. 

So many of our colleagues have had a 
hand in this effort, but, in particular, I 
want to thank Senator GARY PETERS, 
who chairs the Committee on Home-
land Security; Senator SUSAN COLLINS 
and Senator LISA MURKOWSKI, who 
have been great leaders in the Fire 
Services Caucus over the years; Sen-
ator SHELLY CAPITO, who, literally, is 
the lead author on the ADVANCE Act; 
and Senator SHELDON WHITEHOUSE, who 
has been very much involved in draft-
ing that legislation as well. We could 
not have done this and be where we are 
today without each of you. 

Before I close, there is something 
else I want to mention. This is not 
something that I get to do every day, 
but I want to also thank the Speaker of 
the House, Congressman JOHNSON, for 
ensuring this bill’s passage through his 

Chamber with resounding bipartisan 
support. I think it was about 393 to 13. 
That is an amazing, amazing outcome 
in legislation of this magnitude. 

I want to thank our own majority 
leader, Senator SCHUMER, for working 
with us and his staff to bring this legis-
lation up for a vote today. Some people 
might be watching this across the 
country and think: What is this all 
about, and why would we take legisla-
tion dealing with firefighters and the 
tools and the resources of firefighters 
and why would we couple that with leg-
islation involving nuclear energy? 
What is the connection? 

And the connection is this: Last year 
was the hottest year on record on this 
planet—the hottest year ever. This 
week may be the hottest week we will 
have had in this country and maybe on 
this planet—the hottest week. And 
what is causing that? 

Well, we know what is causing it. It 
is too much carbon dioxide in the air, 
and we need to reduce it. And one of 
the great sources of carbon dioxide in 
the air is the cars, trucks, and vans 
that we drive. That is only about 35 
percent of our carbon emissions that 
come from our mobile sources. Maybe 
another 30 percent comes from the 
powerplants that provide electricity 
for us. Maybe another 25 percent comes 
from our manufacturing plants. 

That is where it is coming from, and 
we are doing a whole lot of things— 
House and Senate, Democrats and Re-
publicans, working together in many 
cases—working with the current Presi-
dent and the current administration in 
order to try to turn it around—to turn 
around the fact that our planet is on 
fire and getting hotter. 

We have passed all kinds of legisla-
tion that is being enacted now: meth-
ane emission reduction program; legis-
lation involving the release of 
hydrofluorocarbons, or HFCs; legisla-
tion that is part of the bipartisan in-
frastructure law, including, literally, 
across the country, the places where 
people can charge and recharge their 
batteries—corridors and corridors 
across the country to recharge electric 
vehicles. 

That is part of what we are doing— 
clean hydrogen—clean hydrogen which 
can be used, literally, to fly airplanes 
and to move cars, trucks, and vans, and 
to provide us the electricity that we 
need. 

We are doing a lot on wind, wind-
mills—especially windmills—not just 
on land but windmills on either side of 
our country. And a lot is going on with 
respect to solar, and we can be proud of 
all that. 

Having said that—I am probably mix-
ing metaphors here—but we are pad-
dling against the tide. This is a tough 
battle, and while we have launched a 
lot of smart programs and smart initia-
tives and doing it in a bipartisan way— 
and we have done it with, in many 
cases, not just environmental groups 
but business groups as well—we still 
have a big fight ahead of us, and we 

need to implement fully the Methane 
Emissions Reduction Act, the bipar-
tisan infrastructure law, the Inflation 
Reduction Act, clean hydrogen and hy-
drogen hubs, and all the stuff that peo-
ple hear about. And we need to not just 
talk about it. We need to implement it. 
That is what I am going to be spending 
the next 6 months that I serve here or 
am privileged to serve here in the U.S. 
Senate to do—to make sure that the 
promise of all of the legislation, all of 
the groundwork that we have laid will 
actually bear fruit. 

These young pages that are sitting 
here, along with the Presiding Officer, 
have come here from all over the coun-
try. They are 16, 17, 18 years old. We 
want to make sure that they are going 
to have a planet to grow up on. We 
want to make sure that they have a 
planet to grow old on. It is up to us to 
make sure that that happens. 

It is a shared responsibility, like 
most things. It is not just a Demo-
cratic responsibility. It is not just a 
Republican responsibility. It is not just 
on the President or the legislative 
branch. It is not just businesses. It is 
really all of us. We all have a dog in 
this fight. 

A lot of us have children and grand-
children, and, hopefully, they will ben-
efit throughout their lives from the 
work that we are doing here, includ-
ing—including—the work that we are 
doing here today. 

I am very proud of my colleagues for 
getting us to this point in time and es-
pecially anxious to have this vote later 
today, and I hope the kind of margin 
that we—it will stand up in the House. 
I think it was 390 to 13. I hope we can 
do at least as well and maybe even a 
little bit better. 

I am grateful to the President for his 
strong support of what we are bringing 
up today. He has already telegraphed 
that he is prepared, when he receives 
this legislation, to sign it into law. 

Joe Biden used to say, when he was a 
mere mortal, when he was a Senator 
from Delaware, we used to talk about 
volunteer fire companies. We have a 
bunch of them. Most of the firefighters 
in Delaware are members of volunteer 
fire companies. I think that is probably 
true across the country. But then-Sen-
ator Joe Biden used to say that the 
volunteer fire community in Delaware 
was really so potent, they are kind of 
like a third party—sort of like a third 
party—and they punch above their 
weight in many ways. They punch 
above their weight in many ways to 
make our State safer. I think that is 
the case across America. 

We want to make sure that they have 
the tools, the resources that they need 
to do their jobs even better and to 
make sure they are able to do it safely, 
at the end of the day, so they can go 
home to their families and have a full 
and long life. 

With that, I think that pretty much 
is what I wanted to say. I want to 
thank you, Mr. Presiding Officer, as 
someone who has been very supportive 
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of this initiative, and we look forward, 
under your leadership today, to have a 
strong vote, and I will look forward to 
coming back in an hour or so and being 
a part of that vote. 

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

WELCH). The clerk will call the roll. 
The legislative clerk proceeded to 

call the roll. 
Mr. MARKEY. Mr. President, 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 Massachusetts. 
Mr. MARKEY. Mr. President, I rise 

today to discuss S. 870. I am a passion-
ately strong supporter of the effort to 
reauthorize the U.S. Fire Administra-
tion, the Assistance to Firefighters 
Grants Program, and the Staffing for 
Adequate Fire and Emergency Re-
sponse Grant Program. It is essential. 

I voted in favor of all of that legisla-
tion to reauthorize these key programs 
on April 20 of last year, and I remain 
strongly and staunchly in support of 
these efforts to support our first re-
sponders. Those who run into danger 
must know that we in Congress have 
their back. They keep our community 
safe, and we must keep their resources 
safe in return. 

Unfortunately, the vote today is not 
just for the lifesaving programs that I 
am staunchly on record as supporting. 
On the coattails of this noncontrover-
sial bill to protect our heroes, our col-
leagues in the House tacked on a dan-
gerous additional 90-page package of 
provisions that merge the Senate’s AD-
VANCE Act and the House’s Atomic 
Energy Advancement Act. 

Well, because of this airdropped pro-
vision into the fire bill, I will be oppos-
ing final passage of this bill. 

So let me go now to what is the AD-
VANCE Act and why they would try to 
attach it to something that is abso-
lutely essential. Why would they not 
just bring it out, try to have a big de-
bate on it? Well, I will tell you why. 

The original version of the AD-
VANCE Act, which I voted against in 
the committee, was weakened further 
and watered down further in negotia-
tions with the House. The new lan-
guage attempts to water down the du-
ties of the Nuclear Regulatory Com-
mission; it puts communities on the 
back burner; and it dilutes existing 
protocols that keep our Nation safe 
from the threat of nuclear war. That is 
what we are talking about today, nu-
clear war. 

It puts promotion over protection 
and corporate profits over community 
cleanup. Notably, the provisions from 
the Senate bill that would have pro-
vided a much needed $225 million for 
communities affected by nuclear clo-
sures and $100 million to clean up con-
taminated Tribal communities are not 
in the legislation anymore as it came 
back from the House of Representa-
tives. But the provisions to prop up the 
nuclear industry, they remain. 

I entered office just a year after the 
Nuclear Regulatory Commission was 
established in 1975. Why did we create a 
Nuclear Regulatory Commission? Very 
simple. Because there was an identi-
fication of a need for an independent 
oversight of nuclear domestic power-
plants in the United States and nuclear 
activity, generally. And there was a de-
cision, looking at the Atomic Energy 
Commission which existed, to say, 
That Agency is responsible for regu-
lating nuclear power, but it is also re-
sponsible for promoting nuclear power 
here and around the world. And that 
was a fundamental conflict of interest. 
You promote something by minimizing 
the problems or ignoring the problems, 
and that was becoming a big problem— 
that they weren’t dealing with the very 
real issues of safety that had been 
raised about nuclear power in our 
country. 

This was before Three Mile Island. It 
was before Chernobyl. But it was an-
ticipating the safety issues that were 
going to be growing and growing and 
growing. 

So the NRC’s current mission, before 
this bill passes, reflects this critical re-
sponsibility to the American public: 
regulation and licensing free from the 
influence of industry and that puts 
health and safety above all else. 

So we have a separate Agency. It is 
called the Department of Commerce. 
They can go and promote anything 
they want. They can try to sell what-
ever they want, domestically or inter-
nationally. But the Agency in charge 
of safety is the Nuclear Regulatory 
Commission. They have got to make 
sure that anything that the Depart-
ment of Commerce is pushing doesn’t 
wind up being a danger. 

So we create this dynamic tension in-
side of the government. Ultimately, 
that goal of the Nuclear Regulatory 
Commission that puts health and safe-
ty above all else is what protects us 
against nuclear accidents here or over-
seas, wherever we are selling nuclear 
powerplants. 

The ADVANCE ACT, as attached to 
the Fire Grants and Safety Act—com-
pletely unrelated subject; one deals 
with the resources we are giving to 
firefighters, the resources we are giv-
ing to local fire departments in order 
to fight fires as they pop up in our 
local communities. That is something 
we all support. But what they did was 
they added to that bill language that 
would require—underline that—require 
the Nuclear Regulatory Commission to 
rewrite its mission, to state that its 
regulation and oversight should—and 
this is a quote—‘‘not unnecessarily 
limit’’ civilian nuclear activity regard-
less of whether it is beneficial or detri-
mental to public safety and national 
security. 

The Nuclear Regulatory Commission 
shouldn’t be the ‘‘Nuclear Retail Com-
mission.’’ The Commission’s duty is to 
regulate, not to facilitate. Their job is 
to ask all of the safety questions; to 
make sure the design is OK; to make 

sure that the waste is being stored 
properly; to make sure that an acci-
dent can’t happen; to make sure that 
climate change, as the tides rise, 
doesn’t swamp a nuclear powerplant 
near a river, near the ocean. That is 
their job; it is to protect all of the peo-
ple who live in communities. 

We have got other Agencies that are 
funded, able, and willing to fulfill the 
role of promoting nuclear power. But 
this legislation does nothing to assure 
communities at the frontline of nu-
clear infrastructure that nuclear ex-
pansion won’t come at their expense in 
local communities. It compels the Nu-
clear Regulatory Commission to iden-
tify how it can improve efficiency in 
its oversight and inspection programs 
without asking it how it can also im-
prove safety or public engagement so 
that the public can go in and ask ques-
tions about this nuclear powerplant in 
their neighborhood, force the CEO of 
the company to answer questions about 
concerns that people who live near a 
nuclear powerplant might have. It pro-
vides no redress for families living near 
abandoned uranium mines and unsafe 
nuclear waste sites. 

At the very least, a rapid expansion 
of nuclear activity should be accom-
panied by rapid expansion of the re-
sources and regulators that help pro-
tect community health and safety. If 
we do it, we should do it all together, 
one big package. 

This new language also fails to en-
sure continued American leadership on 
nuclear nonproliferation overseas. It 
fails to do anything to strengthen our 
current regime, and export licenses for 
nuclear materials and technology 
could be issued to countries that do not 
meet our own standards for nuclear 
safety and cooperation. The only re-
quirement—that is what this law now 
says—it will only require a notification 
to Congress after that nuclear license 
is issued in another country and ex-
empting even this after-the-fact notifi-
cation for exports of up to 20 percent 
enriched uranium. 

And you are right. Whenever you 
hear the words ‘‘uranium’’ or ‘‘pluto-
nium,’’ your ears should perk up. 

Because in many countries they see a 
nuclear powerplant as a generator of 
electricity that has this side effect of 
uranium and plutonium, but in the 
eyes of some countries—and we saw 
that in Iran, in Iraq, in North Korea— 
as they got nuclear powerplants, they 
saw it as a place where they can get 
uranium and plutonium that has this 
wonderful byproduct of electricity that 
it also generates. 

So we should be concerned because 
we have already been forewarned by 
our experiences over the last 20 or 30 
years. We can see what happens if there 
isn’t a proper recognition of how all of 
this material can, in fact, be diverted. 

We shouldn’t get a heads-up about 
the fact that Saudi Arabia now has 
American nuclear material. That 
shouldn’t happen after the fact; that 
should happen before the fact. We 
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should know that this is going to hap-
pen. 

The bill also pushes the Secretary of 
Energy to identify generally author-
ized countries for exports beyond those 
with existing 123 agreements. 

So what are 123 agreements in the 
Atomic Energy Act? Well, 123 agree-
ments lay the foundation for the re-
sponsible exchange of nuclear mate-
rials and technology with countries 
that share common guardrails for nu-
clear safety—that is the diversion of 
uranium or plutonium and other nu-
clear materials in a way that ulti-
mately could wind up in a bomb-mak-
ing program somewhere in the world. 
We should not be looking for ways to 
work around or weaken our export 
standards even further. 

Throughout my career, I have seen 
nuclear safety and nonproliferation un-
dermined in the interest of the short- 
term geopolitical concerns of a par-
ticular administration or industry at 
the expense of the longer term nuclear 
nonproliferation goals, which we say 
are our highest foreign policy objec-
tives. 

They get compromised in the short 
term because one administration or an-
other just wants to use nuclear power-
plants as a way of ingratiating the 
United States into the good favor of a 
particular country—it could be Saudi 
Arabia soon; it could be another coun-
try right after that—but without all 
the safeguards that should be there in 
order to protect against diversion of 
these materials. 

So the United States is supposed to 
be the leader in the global arena, and 
as a nation with nuclear capabilities, 
we have a duty to set the strongest 
possible standards for domestic and 
international nuclear activities as an 
example to the rest of the world. We 
also have to clean up our existing 
messes—particularly in Tribal and en-
vironmental justice communities—be-
fore investing in anything that might 
make those messes worse. 

As a result, despite my strong and 
continued support for the fire safety 
grants and my respect for my col-
leagues working on this issue, I must 
vote no. 

In 1982, I wrote a book about nuclear 
proliferation and about domestic nu-
clear powerplants. The book was enti-
tled ‘‘Nuclear Peril: The Politics of 
Proliferation,’’ and it is what happens 
when there is a shortchanging of the 
safety, the security measures which 
should be put in place. It also dealt 
with the issues domestically of a reduc-
tion in the generalized supervision of 
nuclear powerplants in terms of having 
the highest possible safety standards. 

There are many in this institution 
who want to see a vast expansion of nu-
clear power using plutonium and ura-
nium in the United States. They also 
support a vast expansion of nuclear 
powerplants around the world using 
uranium and plutonium. I appreciate 
the fact that they want to do that, and 
many want to see that happen in the 

name of climate change because it re-
duces greenhouse gases, but it has its 
own problems. It brings its own prob-
lems. 

We still don’t have a solution to 
where we are going to bury all the nu-
clear waste in the United States. The 
Yucca Mountain facility in Nevada 
still hasn’t been completed, and in my 
opinion, it will never be complete. We 
are now up to 35 years working on it. 

Similarly, overseas, if we get into a 
race with other countries—Russia, 
China—in the export of nuclear power, 
we should not lower the standards; we 
should ensure that we are in as the re-
sponsible provider of nuclear power 
around the world so that we reduce 
dramatically the threat of prolifera-
tion. 

So my book in 1982 is directly rel-
evant to this subject right here, be-
cause whether it be North Korea that 
converted a civilian nuclear power-
plant over to a bomb-making factory, 
whether it be in Iraq with Saddam Hus-
sein, whether it be in Iran—you name 
it—the story is the same. 

So we have to be very responsible and 
ensure we have the highest standards, 
and that is my goal in coming out here. 
I am going to vote no because I think 
if we are going to be encouraging a 
brandnew era of nuclear power here do-
mestically and internationally, we 
should have that discussion. It 
shouldn’t be attached to the fire safety 
bill to make sure that firefighters can 
put out the fire in the house that is 
next door to us. We all agree on that. 
On this issue, however—the issue of nu-
clear nonproliferation and the domes-
tic safety of powerplants in our coun-
try—that is a different subject. 

But, honestly, my great friend Chair-
man CARPER, who is just such an in-
credible leader on clean energy, the 
chairman of the committee that pro-
duced the most important climate bill 
in 2022 in a generation, he is my friend, 
and I thank him for engaging in a col-
loquy with me to clarify in detail the 
legislative intent of some of these pro-
visions. I look forward to continuing to 
work on efforts to protect commu-
nities, clean up toxic waste, and create 
a consent-based pathway to nuclear 
waste storage in our country. 

The decision to put all of the nuclear 
waste in our country in Yucca Moun-
tain was a political decision. I was in 
the room when it was made. The Na-
tional Academy of Sciences said that 
the Yucca Mountain facility was at the 
bottom of the places in our country. It 
is near a river. It is near an earthquake 
fault. No wonder we haven’t finished it. 
The safety questions were never an-
swered at the beginning. And that is all 
I ask. If we are going to move into a 
new era of nuclear power here and 
around the world, let’s ask the ques-
tions upfront. Let’s make sure we put 
the safeguards in place. Let’s make 
sure we avoid having to look back and 
say: How in the world did we ever allow 
something like that to ever occur 
again? 

I thank you for the opportunity to be 
out here. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to enter into a colloquy with the 
senior Senator from Delaware, the 
chairman of the Committee on Envi-
ronment and Public Works, concerning 
two aspects of the ADVANCE Act be-
fore us today: nuclear regulation and 
nonproliferation. 

First is the provision regarding the 
mission statement of the Nuclear Reg-
ulatory Commission, referenced in sec-
tion 501. The current mission state-
ment of the Nuclear Regulatory Com-
mission—the independent regulatory 
Agency responsible for the safe use of 
nuclear energy and nuclear materials— 
is based upon Congress’ action in the 
Energy Reorganization Act of 1974. 
That landmark legislation recognized 
and addressed the need to separate nu-
clear regulatory and safety functions. 
In doing so, Congress strongly declared 
that this separation was in the public 
interest. Since then, the Commission 
has adopted Principles of Good Regula-
tion and organizational values that un-
derscore its responsibility towards evi-
dence-based, independent regulation 
and licensing activities. 

Today, I rise to discuss the implica-
tions of the language in the ADVANCE 
Act regarding the mission statement of 
the NRC. This language, which did not 
move through the Senate and was not 
debated in the Committee on Environ-
ment and Public Works, would require 
the NRC to ‘‘update the mission state-
ment of the Commission to include 
that licensing and regulation of the ci-
vilian use of radioactive materials and 
nuclear energy be conducted in a man-
ner that is efficient and does not un-
necessarily limit the civilian use of ra-
dioactive materials and deployment of 
nuclear energy, or the benefits of civil-
ian use of radioactive materials and 
nuclear energy technology to society.’’ 

As the chair of the Environment and 
Public Works Subcommittee on Nu-
clear Safety, I see NRC’s safety mis-
sion as the primary responsibility of 
the Agency—not the protection of its 
relationship to the nuclear industry. 

Chairman CARPER, can you confirm 
that it is not the intent, nor the direc-
tion, of the new section 501 to in any 
way change the Agency’s safety focus? 

Mr. CARPER. Yes, I can. Let me be 
clear on this point—and I thank the 
Senator for pointing it out—the AD-
VANCE Act does not in any way alter 
the Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s 
longstanding statutory responsibility 
to protect public health, safety, and 
the environment. I do not believe that 
the language in section 501 in any way 
asks the Nuclear Regulatory Commis-
sion to do anything that it does not al-
ready do, within the limits of its exist-
ing authority and consistent with con-
gressional intent in the Energy Reor-
ganization Act of 1974. I believe that it 
is essential for the Commission to con-
tinue to adhere to congressional direc-
tion to prioritize safety in order to 
maintain the trust and confidence of 
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the public and the industry. In fact, 
the provisions in the ADVANCE Act, 
originally part of S. 1111 reported by 
the Committee on Environment and 
Public Works, provide the Nuclear Reg-
ulatory Commission with the tools and 
resources it needs to ensure that it can 
execute that safety mission efficiently 
and effectively into the future. 

Mr. MARKEY. I thank you, Chair-
man CARPER, for your unequivocal 
statement that, under this bill, the 
NRC will still be required to imple-
ment a safety-first mission. 

I would also like to note my concern 
over language directing that regu-
latory activities ‘‘not unnecessarily 
limit’’ civilian nuclear activity. We do 
not need to enable any new lines of ar-
gument for industry to protest nec-
essary safety updates required by the 
NRC that may require additional in-
vestments for licensees to implement 
and thus ‘‘unnecessarily limit’’ their 
activity. 

Chairman CARPER, can you confirm 
that this language should not be inter-
preted to suggest that the NRC should 
adopt a new, cost-benefit approach to 
decisions affecting public safety? 

Mr. CARPER. Yes. The update to the 
mission statement does not compel the 
NRC to update its approach to deter-
mining how to set safety standards be-
yond what is required by current law. 

Mr. MARKEY. Thank you, Chairman 
CARPER. I will continue to hold the 
Commission accountable to its primary 
safety responsibilities as outlined in 
the Energy Reorganization Act. 

Finally, before I yield the floor, I 
must raise my concerns in this bill 
concerning nonproliferation. Chairman 
CARPER, section 103 under division B of 
the Fire Grants and Safety Act re-
quires the Nuclear Regulatory Com-
mission to notify the appropriate com-
mittees of Congress if an export license 
is issued for a covered country, defined 
as a country that has not ratified an 
Additional Protocol with the Inter-
national Atomic Energy Agency or has 
not acceded to the amendment to the 
Convention on the Physical Protection 
of Nuclear Material. 

Chairman CARPER, am I correct in 
my understanding that these notifica-
tions occur after an export license is 
already issued? 

Mr. CARPER. Yes. The notification 
is meant to provide an additional 
mechanism for Congress to use in the 
oversight of the Commission’s activi-
ties relating to nuclear exports. How-
ever, nothing in the ADVANCE Act 
changes the NRC’s current responsibil-
ities under the Atomic Energy Act to 
determine whether the granting of an 
export license is inimical to the na-
tional security interests of the United 
States. This means that if the NRC de-
termines that issuance of an export li-
cense to any country is inimical to the 
national security interests of the 
United States, then the NRC is re-
quired by law to deny such a license, 
regardless of the technology involved. 

Mr. MARKEY. Chairman CARPER, is 
the intent of requiring congressional 

notification to facilitate a better un-
derstanding of the extent and nature of 
export licensing activity? 

Mr. CARPER. Yes. To assist Congress 
in understanding the extent and nature 
of exports to countries that have not 
ratified International Atomic Energy 
Agency safety and security protocols, 
the Commission must notify Congress 
if the NRC determines that an export 
license for a covered item to a covered 
country is not inimical to the common 
defense and security of the United 
States. This bill does not intend to es-
tablish a new standard that differs 
from the current inimicality require-
ments under the Atomic Energy Act. 

Mr. MARKEY. Chairman CARPER, 
how will a congressional notification 
requirement work to address prolifera-
tion concerns, if there is no explicit di-
rection for the Commission to deny a 
license for nations that do not have the 
strongest possible nonproliferation 
standards? 

Mr. CARPER. The ADVANCE Act has 
no effect on the current authorities of 
the Commission, the Secretaries of En-
ergy, State, or any other Federal Agen-
cy involved in the export of nuclear 
technology. The notification in section 
103 exists in addition to existing au-
thorities and does not absolve Federal 
Agencies charged with executing and 
overseeing nonproliferation polices 
from ensuring that the deployment of 
all nuclear technologies intended for 
peaceful civilian power uses do not 
contribute to proliferation, as required 
by law. In addition to relying on its 
own resources, the NRC currently, and 
as a matter of routine practice, 
consults with intelligence and other 
national security agencies in order to 
inform its inimicality determinations. 
I fully expect that practice will con-
tinue, and nothing in this bill would 
change it. 

Mr. MARKEY. I commend Chairman 
CARPER for his efforts to maintain ade-
quate guardrails against proliferation 
during negotiations with our House 
colleagues. But we must not export nu-
clear material and technology to coun-
tries that do not meet the same safety 
standards to which we hold ourselves, 
and we cannot afford to compromise 
decades of nonproliferation efforts to 
advance short-term geopolitical inter-
ests. 

In addition to my concerns over the 
export license provision, I would like 
to raise my concerns over section 105 
under division B of the Fire Grants and 
Safety Act. This section directs the 
Secretaries of Energy and State to as-
sess factors beyond 123 agreements to 
determine a country’s Generally Au-
thorized Destination status under part 
810 of title 10, Code of Federal Regula-
tions, which facilitates the export and 
transfer of certain nuclear material 
and technology as ‘‘general activities.’’ 
123 agreements refer to section 123 of 
the Atomic Energy Act, which sets out 
specific requirements for the United 
States to engage in significant civilian 
nuclear cooperation with another coun-

try. 123 agreements are critical to the 
nonproliferation apparatus. These 
agreements require congressional ap-
proval, include a list of nine safety cri-
teria, and set out clear procedures gov-
erning cooperation under the agree-
ment. 

This provision provides no definition 
or guidance on what ‘‘other factors’’ 
qualify as adequate criteria for Gen-
erally Authorized Destination status. 

Chairman CARPER, is it the intent of 
this provision to allow the Secretaries 
of Energy and State to grant Generally 
Authorized Destination status to coun-
tries that do not meet our own stand-
ards for nuclear safety and prolifera-
tion? 

Mr. CARPER. No. The bill simply al-
lows the Secretaries of Energy and 
State to explore pathways to grant 
generally authorized status to coun-
tries other than having 123 agreements 
in place. The bill does not relieve those 
Secretaries of their statutory respon-
sibilities to preserve standards for nu-
clear safety and nonproliferation in the 
export of nuclear technologies to any 
countries, including those designated 
as Generally Authorized Destinations. 

Mr. MARKEY. I thank the Senator 
from Delaware for his comments on 
these issues and his leadership. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Kansas. 

VETERANS 
Mr. MORAN. Mr. President, 10 years 

ago, a wait-time scandal at the VA 
Medical Center in Phoenix, AZ, led to a 
nationwide access and accountability 
crisis for the VA healthcare system. 
Many of us responded to that, worked 
to find a solution, and we ultimately 
passed something called the Choice 
Act. 

Subsequent to that, we made im-
provements in what we learned from 
the Choice Act’s implementation and 
usage by veterans and its consequences 
to the Department of Veterans Affairs, 
and we enacted the MISSION Act, 
which was signed into law 6 years ago 
this month. 

The MISSION Act expanded the abil-
ity for veterans to seek care in their 
communities and made VA healthcare 
more accessible, convenient, and vet-
eran-centric than ever before. The 
MISSION Act has also contributed to 
significant increases in enrollment of 
veterans, utilization and reliance on 
VA care, and improvements in quality 
and trust among veterans. 

For veterans—particularly those in 
rural States like yours and mine—the 
ability to get care closer to home can 
be life-changing and lifesaving. Unfor-
tunately, recently, VA leaders have 
been taking alarming actions to limit 
the choices that the MISSION Act af-
fords veterans in Kansas and across the 
country. 

It is unfathomable that the VA would 
consider leaving veterans with fewer 
options—fewer options—to seek the 
care they need. Yet I have seen a dra-
matic increase in community care-re-
lated casework requests from veterans 
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and VA staff in recent weeks and whis-
tleblowers in their conversations with 
me, and I know that many of my col-
leagues have experienced the same 
thing. 

A lot of what I know about what is 
going on in veterans’ lives and how the 
VA is doing is from the conversations I 
have with veterans in what we as Sen-
ators and Members of Congress call 
casework—someone who brings us a 
problem with the hope that we can 
make a difference and find a solution. 
Our casework in this area has escalated 
dramatically. 

A number of these casework requests 
involve—one of them, for example, in-
volves a veteran with cancer. I men-
tioned this in a hearing in which VA 
officials were in front of our Veterans’ 
Affairs Committee just in the last cou-
ple of weeks. But this veteran with 
cancer—he and others who have cancer, 
chronic pain, or mental health con-
cerns are among the most vulnerable, 
high-risk veterans in the VA’s patient 
population. 

In one case, the VA canceled the 
community care authorization for a 
veteran in Manhattan, KS, about an 
hour away from Topeka, where there is 
a VA hospital. The issue here is, this 
veteran—one, why did they cancel the 
care? Two, this veteran had completed 
58 of 60 cancer treatments, and the VA 
canceled the last 2 in his hometown 
and told him he needed to find chemo-
therapy at the VA in Topeka, about an 
hour away. The VA wanted him to 
drive back and forth to Topeka for his 
remaining treatments. 

The VA, when I told them the facts, 
saw that something is wrong here and 
adjusted to allow him to have his 
treatments—the last 2 of the 60—where 
he had been receiving the first 58. But 
it is only one example in which the VA 
is rolling back the opportunities for 
veterans who are already receiving 
care in the community to continue to 
receive that care. 

These kinds of decisions would be 
alarming and unacceptable to me and 
many of my colleagues I think at any 
time, but it is particularly concerning 
right now—and it is why I am on the 
Senate floor today highlighting this 
issue—it is particularly concerning 
right now given that the VA recently 
implemented a strategic hiring pause 
in the VA healthcare system and is ac-
tively working to reduce the VA work-
force by 10,000 employees. 

It defies my understanding, how the 
VA expects to limit choices for vet-
erans in the community—in other 
words, forcing them into a VA direct 
care system—while at the same time 
working to reduce staff in that direct 
care system that are actually available 
to care for those veterans. 

Independently, these policy goals are 
cause for concern. Together, they risk 
the welfare of veterans and the VA’s 
workforce nationwide. 

I would encourage my colleagues to 
take a look at the casework that their 
staffs are working on on behalf of vet-

erans in their States and see if they are 
not experiencing the same thing that I 
am seeing, which is more and more vet-
erans saying: Senator, JERRY, Senator 
MORAN, can you help me? I have been 
receiving care in the community. I like 
the way I am receiving that care. I like 
my provider. Yet the VA is pulling the 
rug out from under me. 

These actions could cost some vet-
erans their lives and drive other vet-
erans away from VA healthcare bene-
fits that they have earned and deserve. 
I have had several veterans tell me: I 
like what I am getting in the commu-
nity so much, I am going to pay for it 
out of my own pocket. 

Veterans can do better. The VA can 
do better. The VA must do better. 

But I don’t think this is just a hap-
penstance. I don’t think that the facts 
or the circumstances I am describing 
to my colleagues are just something 
that seems to be happening at the VA. 
It is a concerted effort by VA leader-
ship to bring community-care veterans 
back into direct care at the VA. 

As my colleagues may recall from 
the MISSION Act, what the law says is 
a veteran, in many instances—in most 
instances—is entitled to care in the 
community if he or she—the veteran— 
along with their provider, decide it is 
in the best interest of the veteran. 

That decision is not made by the VA 
whether a veteran is entitled to care in 
the community; it is made by the pa-
tient—the veteran—and the provider— 
the doctor, the nurse practitioner, the 
physician assistant. Yet there is a con-
certed effort in VA leadership to deny 
veterans that care and insist that if 
they are going to receive care, they re-
ceive direct care within the VA 
healthcare system. 

I am a fan of the VA healthcare sys-
tem. I support it. I work hard to make 
sure that it has the capabilities—their 
assets, the necessary resources—to do 
its job. But I also know that there are 
circumstances, particularly in rural 
areas or certain kind of specialized 
treatment, in which it is the right 
thing to do to allow a veteran, with his 
or her desire, and his or her provider 
saying this is in the best interest of my 
patient to have care provided in the 
community. 

This is a really important issue. The 
VA struggled to provide care for vet-
erans in the past. Many improvements 
have been made. We have given vet-
erans a choice. But the VA has no 
right, no ability, to undermine the 
choice that a veteran makes. I call on 
the VA to immediately reverse course. 

The VA has, of course, explained to 
me their rationale, in some ways deny 
that there is any concerted effort or 
any policy change; but the cir-
cumstances are so evident, so preva-
lent, that I absolutely believe that the 
VA’s policies, the encouragement of 
their staff, is to do something contrary 
to the law. 

The VA needs to reverse its course, 
reaffirm the right of veterans—those 
who have served our country. They 

have the right to seek the care that 
they need and desire in the community 
in which they live or where they be-
lieve the best absolute care can be pro-
vided to them under their current 
healthcare circumstances. 

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. 
Ms. CANTWELL. Mr. President, I ask 

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

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

SPECTRUM AND NATIONAL SECURITY ACT 
Ms. CANTWELL. Mr. President, 

today, the Committee on Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation was slated 
to consider the Spectrum and National 
Security Act. This bill, a hard-won 
compromise months in the making, 
would have provided a balanced ap-
proach to spectrum management, pro-
tected our national defense by ensuring 
our military has the telecommuni-
cations capacity they need, promoted 
innovation by unleashing spectrum for 
commercial use, and essential for 
America’s economic and international 
competitiveness. It also funded key bi-
partisan priorities that make our Na-
tion more secure and also increases op-
portunities for Americans to be com-
petitive in higher-wage jobs. 

This bill was to be considered in a 
markup today and included shared pri-
orities by the Secretary of Defense, the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff, and the Secretary 
of Commerce. In fact, they all released 
a joint statement last week in support 
of the bill. 

I ask unanimous consent that their 
statement be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

A Joint Statement from the Secretary of 
Defense, the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff, and the Secretary of Commerce on the 
Spectrum and National Security Act: 

‘‘The Secretary of Defense, the Chairman 
of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, and the Sec-
retary of Commerce support adoption of the 
spectrum legislation proposed by Chair Cant-
well subject to a set of agreed upon changes, 
which both Departments, working closely 
with the White House, have concurred on.’’ 

Ms. CANTWELL. Why did these 
Agencies stop sparring and finally 
agree to a path forward? Simply put, it 
is because spectrum helps each of them 
meet their responsibilities on behalf of 
this Nation. The spectrum deal would 
have put policies in place that give 
Federal Agencies equity at each part of 
their Agencies and a seat at the table 
in spectrum decision-making. 

It eliminated the disruptive inter- 
agency disputes that we have come to 
know that literally have impeded spec-
trum policy progress in the past years. 
It also reinstated the FCC’s spectrum 
auction authority without compro-
mising national security. The FCC has 
been without its auction authority for 
more than a year because the fighting 
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among these special interests threaten 
our economic growth. 

Establishing a sustainable spectrum 
pipeline would not only spur our own 
economic growth and promote innova-
tion, it would also have raised revenues 
to fund important critical security and 
economic opportunities across the 
United States. One of those key prior-
ities funded through this legislation is 
the continuation of the Affordable 
Connectivity Program. And I will note 
that the Presiding Officer is very vocal 
in his support for the Affordable 
Connectivity Program. I thank him for 
his leadership. 

This Affordable Connectivity Pro-
gram provides affordable broadband to 
more than 23 million American house-
holds. Americans need broadband to 
speak to their doctors, to do their 
homework, to connect to their jobs, to 
stay in touch with loved ones. 

It is interesting—Mr. President, you 
will know—that there are parts of the 
United States where people either can’t 
afford broadband, nor are the fees and 
services requirements affordable 
enough for people to purchase them. I 
am pretty sure there are places like 
that in Vermont. So it is so important 
to have a program like the Affordable 
Connectivity Program. 

The pandemic laid bare how impor-
tant broadband access was to every 
American and to businesses—no dif-
ferent from having access to affordable 
electricity or heating or telephone ca-
pacity. 

Who are these 23 million Americans? 
About half of the ACP households are 
military families; about a quarter are 
African-American; another quarter are 
Latino; 300,000 ACP households are on 
Tribal lands; over 10 million Americans 
who use the program are over 50. A lot 
of people are on a fixed income, elder-
ly, but still count on affordable 
broadband for their daily lives. 

Not surprising, just as in this article 
that was in yesterday’s newspaper in 
my State: End of the internet subsidy 
puts healthcare lifeline at risk, which 
describes the story of a woman in 
Idaho who literally was trying to fix 
her home in a rural community and ac-
tually fell down and broke her leg and 
then needed that connectivity to main-
tain connection with her doctors and 
her healthcare. These are the Ameri-
cans who need this program. They are 
in every State. 

One school employee told me about a 
student who hadn’t done their home-
work for weeks. Her teacher called to 
find out why. The student didn’t want 
to say. They didn’t want to be called 
out in school. They didn’t want any of 
their friends to know they just didn’t 
have internet services. She wasn’t try-
ing to get out of the work; she was just 
trying to protect her family and pro-
tect herself. 

We can’t be asking parents to choose 
between a child’s food and their edu-
cation. But despite this demonstrated 
level of need, the Commerce Com-
mittee, my colleagues on the other side 

of the aisle, offered amendments to ac-
tually reduce the ACP program. They 
wanted to get rid of the program that 
helps these families who cannot afford 
connectivity. I am not surprised be-
cause some members on the other side 
don’t even support the ACP program. 

But blocking the committee progress 
will have serious consequences. For ex-
ample, this legislation also funded a 
program called Rip and Replace to re-
move Chinese spyware from our 
telecom system. 

Some providers in rural communities 
and telecom networks don’t have the 
resources to, as we say, rip out the Chi-
nese spyware and replace it with Amer-
ican products. This legislation would 
also help them. 

Releasing more spectrum also would 
lead to greater adoption of new tech-
nologies like the Open RAN system— 
another alternative to an open system 
that would help our telecommuni-
cation providers upgrade our infra-
structure to new spectrum and get rid 
of the Chinese technology. Getting 
more of the secure technology will pro-
tect our communities from network ad-
versaries and allow Americans to be in 
the lead again on telecommunications 
network equipment. 

Additionally, the all-of-government 
approach to spectrum management in 
this bill allows the United States to 
maintain our commercial and military 
leadership around the globe, including 
at important standard-setting bodies 
where adversaries are going to make 
inroads. 

This bill would have funded a histor-
ical investment in our technology ad-
vancements that we voted for in the 
CHIPS and Science Act, particularly in 
what are called EPSCoR States, tech 
hubs, and essential programs to main-
taining U.S. competitiveness. 

There is no way that ‘‘rip and re-
place’’ should be a partisan issue. We 
don’t want Chinese spyware in our 
telecom system. There is no way that 
ACP—affordable connectivity for peo-
ple who can’t afford it—should be a 
partisan issue. This is about tackling 
the cost of expensive broadband for the 
working poor, and it should not be a 
partisan issue. 

Pushing ahead with grant funding en-
hances America’s innovation and com-
petitiveness, it protects our national 
security, and it helps us with the eco-
nomic innovation we all want to see 
happen throughout the United States. 

I hope my colleagues will stop with 
obstructing and get back to negoti-
ating on important legislation that 
will deliver these national security pri-
orities and help Americans continue to 
have access to something as essential 
as affordable broadband. 

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. SCHUMER. Mr. President, I ask 

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

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

BUMP ACT OF 2023 
Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. President, I am 

proud to come to the floor today to 
stand with my good friend and a great 
leader on this issue, Senator MARTIN 
HEINRICH, on a matter of life and death. 

A few days ago, the MAGA Supreme 
Court struck once again, reversing a 
ban on dangerous bump stocks like the 
one used in the Las Vegas shooting— 
the deadliest mass shooting ever com-
mitted by one person. 

Today, the Senate must step into the 
breach and pass a Federal ban on bump 
stocks, which Senator HEINRICH has 
championed. I urge Republicans not to 
block this commonsense safety meas-
ure. 

Banning bump stocks should be the 
work of 5 minutes. It is an idea that 
even some conservative Senators have 
claimed to support in the past. One 
conservative colleague of mine on the 
Republican side said a while ago that if 
a bump stock ban ‘‘actually gets on the 
Senator floor, I’d vote for it.’’ 

The senior Senator from South Caro-
lina also said: 

I think doing away with bump stocks, 
that’s achievable. . . . I’m willing to get rid 
of that. 

Senate Republicans even supported 
Donald Trump when he, hardly a friend 
of gun safety, backed bump stocks 
after the Las Vegas shooting. If ban-
ning bump stocks was good enough for 
Republicans in the past, it should be 
good enough for them today. 

But if Republicans block this bill 
today after claiming to support bump 
stock bans in years past—a ban even 
President Trump supported when he 
was President—shame on them. They 
would be siding with the gun lobby 
over families exasperated by gun vio-
lence. 

Mr. President, it is amazing to me 
that the MAGA Supreme Court even 
went to the right of Donald Trump on 
this issue. It is surprising, appalling, 
and very, very hard to swallow that 
they would have this kind of reasoning. 

If Republicans now believe a ban on 
bump stocks is simply too much, they 
should explain their change of heart to 
the families in Nevada who lost loved 
ones. If Republicans block this bill 
today after claiming to support bump 
stock bans in years past, shame on 
them. Republicans should explain to 
parents and teachers and students why 
they would rather make it easier for 
murderers to access dangerous weapons 
instead of making it harder. It is not 
enough for Republicans to roll their 
eyes and dismiss this bump stock vote 
as a show vote. Tell that to the fami-
lies who lost loved ones. 

I urge Republicans not to object. 
Americans are sick of gun violence. 
They are especially sick of lawmakers 
who obey the gun lobby and kill any ef-
fort to make our communities safer. 

I want to thank my friend and great 
leader in the Senate MARTIN HEINRICH 
on this and so many other issues, 
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whether it is conservation or environ-
ment or protecting the rights of people 
or just helping New Mexico in every 
way, as he is now vowing to help them 
with the fires that are ravaging in his 
State. The Senator from New Mexico is 
one of our great leaders here, and I am 
so proud to yield to him to make the 
unanimous consent request. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Mexico. 

SOUTH FORK AND SALT FIRES IN NEW MEXICO 
Mr. HEINRICH. Mr. President, I want 

to begin today before we get to bump 
stocks by acknowledging the South 
Fork and Salt fires that have forced 
literally thousands from their homes in 
Lincoln County, NM, and the Mesca-
lero Apache Nation over the last 24 
hours. 

I was actually just at the White 
House discussing these fires with 
Homeland Security Advisor Elizabeth 
Sherwood-Randall. These are no-joke 
fires. They are large, they are fast- 
moving, and they are threatening thou-
sands of people’s homes today. 

I know that many are worried that 
they may have already lost their 
homes, their property, their businesses, 
their animals. My thoughts are with 
every single one of you. 

I want to extend my extraordinary 
thanks to the wildland firefighters, the 
first responders, local and Tribal lead-
ers who are working right now to pro-
tect New Mexicans. I am also grateful 
to all the surrounding communities 
that have already welcomed thousands 
of their neighbors. 

In times of need, New Mexicans look 
out for each other, and I know that we 
will do everything possible to help our 
fellow New Mexicans through this im-
mediate emergency and the recovery in 
the months and years ahead. 

I want to stress the importance for 
everyone in the impacted area to 
please heed evacuation orders and fol-
low directions from local authorities. 
Please do everything you can to stay 
safe. 

UNANIMOUS CONSENT REQUEST—S. 1909 
Mr. President, I am also here today 

to make a UC request for the Senate to 
consider my legislation, the Banning 
Unlawful Machinegun Parts or BUMP 
Act. 

Nearly 7 years ago on October 1, 2017, 
more than 20,000 people gathered for a 
large outdoor music festival. It was the 
third day in a row that folks from all 
around the country joined their friends 
and family to hear music from some of 
their favorite musicians. No one could 
have anticipated the nightmare that 
was about to unfold that day. 

Just after 10 o’clock at night, thou-
sands were listening to the final per-
formance of the night. And then over 
the music, they started to hear what at 
first people thought were fireworks. 
Rapid gunfire rained down on the 
crowd with shots so close together they 
seemed to almost bleed into each 
other. Complete panic erupted. And for 
the next terrifying 10 minutes, 
concertgoers ran in every direction, 

searching for cover where there was 
none—some falling down next to bleed-
ing friends and dying loved ones, others 
fleeing desperately trying to reach 
safety. 

In total, the shooter fired more than 
1,000 rounds of ammunition in just 10 
minutes. He killed 58 people that night, 
injured hundreds more, including 2 
more who ultimately perished from 
their wounds. It was and is the dead-
liest mass shooting in American his-
tory. 

The Las Vegas gunman was able to 
murder and injure so many people so 
quickly because he used a deadly de-
vice known as a bump stock. Bump 
stocks are an attachment that modify 
semiautomatic firearms to dramati-
cally increase their rate of fire, allow-
ing them to operate as fully automatic 
weapons. They make it possible to 
shoot hundreds of rounds a minute. 
And let me be real clear, as a firearms 
owner myself, there is no legitimate 
use for a bump stock—not for self-de-
fense, not in a law enforcement con-
text, not even in military applications 
as they are less accurate than a stand-
ard fully automatic military platform. 

But what they are tailor-made for is 
a mass shooting. I know there are peo-
ple who will say: Guns don’t kill peo-
ple. People kill people. But the reality 
is this: Bump stocks kill and injure in 
the hundreds. 

As someone who has owned and used 
firearms for most of my life for hunt-
ing, sport, for self-defense, I know for a 
fact that bump stocks serve no legiti-
mate purpose. And that is why in the 
days and weeks that followed the hor-
rific mass shooting in Las Vegas, NV, I 
led a bipartisan effort to ban bump 
stocks. I introduced legislation in the 
Senate alongside my Republican col-
league and friend Jeff Flake of Arizona 
and Nevada’s Senator CATHERINE COR-
TEZ MASTO. We also called on then- 
President Trump to use his authority 
to ban bump stocks in a Federal rule. 
President Trump actually agreed with 
us at the time and finalized an ATF 
rule to get that done. 

But last week, our wildly out-of- 
touch Supreme Court majority invali-
dated that rule. In an illogical and 
deadly ruling, they made bump stocks 
legal once again. 

As Justice Sotomayor said in her dis-
sent, ‘‘When I see a bird that walks 
like a duck, swims like a duck, quacks 
like a duck, I call that bird a duck.’’ 

I agree with Justice Sotomayor. A 
bump stock-equipped semiautomatic 
rifle is a machinegun, and it should be 
banned just like machineguns have 
been banned for nearly 100 years. 

Even still, within the Supreme Court 
majority’s ruling, they gave Congress— 
they gave us—clear direction on the 
only way for us to protect Americans 
from these deadly devices. Congress 
needs to act. We need to pass my bill to 
ban bump stocks and do it now. 

I am proud to lead the Banning Un-
lawful Machinegun Parts, or BUMP 
Act, alongside Senators like CATHERINE 

CORTEZ MASTO, SUSAN COLLINS, ANGUS 
KING, and the more than 20 new cospon-
sors who joined our legislation after 
the Supreme Court’s recent ruling. 
This is the same bipartisan bill that I 
first introduced in 2018 in the after-
math of that shooting. 

The BUMP Act would prohibit the 
sale of bump stocks and other devices 
that allow semiautomatic firearms to 
increase the rate of fire and operate as 
fully automatic weapons. This is some-
thing that nearly all Americans agree 
should be done. 

This should be a commonsense, bipar-
tisan public safety vote that all of us 
should welcome if we believe that our 
kids should have the freedom to feel 
safe in their church or their classroom 
or their movie theater. 

We should also be clear about what 
happens if we don’t pass this legisla-
tion. We will be giving a free pass to 
street gangs and cartels and mass 
shooters to access these deadly devices 
and turn them against our commu-
nities. That is the harm that we are 
putting our communities in. 

There is some skepticism out there 
about whether Congress can get this 
done, about whether all of us coming 
together to ban bump stocks is impos-
sible. But 2 years ago, we proved that 
type of thinking is flat wrong. Over my 
time here in the Senate, I have learned 
that people are always quick to tell 
you there is no path forward for your 
legislation. And the reality is that 
there is never a path forward until we 
collectively choose to make one. 

I was proud to be part of the core 
group of bipartisan negotiators here in 
the Senate that helped pass the Bipar-
tisan Safer Communities Act. That was 
the first significant Federal gun safety 
legislation signed into law in nearly 
three decades. During those negotia-
tions, I worked especially close with 
my colleague Senator COLLINS on a 
successful effort to increase criminal 
penalties for those who would put guns 
into the hands of criminals and to 
make it illegal to traffic firearms out 
of our country. And by passing that 
law, we proved that Congress can take 
concrete action to protect our commu-
nities from gun violence. 

Now, it is time that we take similar 
bipartisan action to ban these bump 
stocks. For my part, I refuse to stand 
idly by and wait for the next mass 
shooting. I would ask all of my col-
leagues to please support the BUMP 
Act to ban these deadly mass killing 
devices once and for all. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the Committee on the Judici-
ary be discharged from further consid-
eration of S. 1909, the Banning Unlaw-
ful Machinegun Parts Act, and the Sen-
ate proceed to its immediate consider-
ation; further, that the bill be consid-
ered read a third time and passed and 
that the motion to reconsider be con-
sidered made and laid upon the table. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. RICKETTS. Reserving the right 
to object. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Nebraska. 
Mr. RICKETTS. Welcome to another 

day of the Democratic summer of show 
votes. We need to be clear why the ma-
jority leader is holding this show vote. 
The Supreme Court made a decision 
last week he didn’t like. A 6-to-3 ma-
jority Supreme Court ruled the Bureau 
of Alcohol, Tobacco, Firearms and Ex-
plosives overstepped their authority 
when they tried to reclassify bump 
stocks as machineguns. The Supreme 
Court made the right decision. In Janu-
ary, I joined Senator LUMMIS and other 
colleagues filing an amicus brief urging 
the Supreme Court to do what they 
did. 

But the majority leader and his 
Democratic colleagues supported the 
gun-grabbing overreach. The majority 
leader decided to bring up a bill called 
the BUMP Act. He claims this bill will 
ban bump stocks. Just like his pre-
viously misnamed bills, if you actually 
read the bill, that is not what it does at 
all. 

The BUMP Act targets common fire-
arm accessories, not just bump stocks. 
This is from the text of the bill. The 
bill bans ‘‘any manual, power-driven, 
or electronic device primarily de-
signed, or redesigned, so that when the 
device is attached to a semiautomatic 
firearm, the device—[i] materially in-
creases the rate of fire on the firearm.’’ 

In short, this doesn’t ban bump 
stocks. This bill would ban literally 
any item that makes a firearm easier 
and, in some cases, safer to shoot. We 
are talking about competition or ad-
justable triggers. 

We are also talking about items that 
reduce the distance between a shooter’s 
hand or trigger, like certain firearm 
stocks and grips. It is not just about 
bump stocks. That is why the disabled 
veterans hate this bill. I have heard 
about veterans in Nebraska who are 
concerned about this bill. Sometimes 
veterans who are disabled or elderly 
choose to adjust the stock or grip on a 
firearm to make it easier and safer to 
shoot. The Constitution protects their 
right to do so through the Second 
Amendment. 

This bill would take that constitu-
tional right away from the same men 
and women who fought for our Con-
stitution. 

The other problem with this bill is it 
doesn’t even define what it is trying to 
regulate. The bill uses the phrase ‘‘rate 
of fire’’ 500 times. Three of those times, 
the bill said it would ban a device that 
materially increases the rate of fire in 
the firearm. Nowhere in the bill does it 
define what constitutes the ‘‘rate of 
fire’’ increase. 

The other two times, it says it would 
ban a device that approximates the ac-
tion of a rate of fire of a machinegun. 
But under Federal law, it is not the 
rate of fire that makes something a 
machinegun. Under 26 U.S.C. 5845(b), it 
is a mechanical function. 

So either this ‘‘rate of fire’’ section 
was written by someone who had no 

idea what they are talking about, or it 
is a cynical attempt to include more 
firearm accessories than just bump 
stocks. I would bet the latter. 

And let’s be honest. Does anyone se-
riously believe this lawless Biden ad-
ministration would interpret this law 
in a way that respects law-abiding gun 
owners? Not. 

On this and other issues, the Biden 
administration has repeatedly ex-
panded previous interpretations of our 
laws in ways that go far beyond what 
even the Obama administration was 
coupled with, and they were no friends 
of the Second Amendment. We cannot 
allow unelected bureaucrats at the 
ATF to abuse their authority and in-
terpret laws in ways Congress clearly 
never intended. 

So this bill may be called the BUMP 
Act, but it is not really about bump 
stocks. This bill is about banning as 
many firearm accessories as possible, 
giving the ATF broad authority to ban 
most semiautomatic firearms. It is an 
unconstitutional attack on law-abiding 
gun owners. Under this bill, owners of 
any semiautomatic firearm that has 
been modified to make it easier to fire 
will be forced to register their firearms 
alongside actual machineguns in the 
ATF’s National Firearm Registration 
and Transfer RECORD Database. And if 
they don’t, they would be in violation 
of the law. That is really, really scary. 

If this bill becomes law, it would give 
the Biden administration the authority 
to force confiscation of any common 
semiautomatic firearm that has been 
modified to make it easier to shoot. 

The majority leader knows this bill 
will not pass. It won’t pass because 
enough people in this building still be-
lieve in the Constitution, and the Con-
stitution affords Americans the right 
to own a firearm. This vague, over-
reaching bill directly infringes upon 
that right. 

For safety, we ought to better en-
force existing gun laws and address 
mental health issues. This bill doesn’t 
do that. In fact, it doesn’t do anything 
to address the root causes of gun vio-
lence. We are not addressing mental 
health or cultural issues driving men 
and women to commit these horrible 
crimes—the failed family structures, 
the depression, the division and glorifi-
cation of violence on social media. 

If Democrats really cared about gun 
violence, they would be trying to build 
support for a bill that could actually 
pass. Instead, we have a show vote on a 
bill that uses vague language to ban as 
many firearms accessories as possible 
and limit the Second Amendment 
rights of disabled and elderly Ameri-
cans who may need certain accessories 
to use a firearm safely. 

We should be working on things that 
actually keep America safe, like the 
National Defense Authorization Act. 

For these reasons, therefore, I object. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ob-

jection is heard. 
The Senator from New Mexico. 
Mr. HEINRICH. Mr. President, I just 

want to remind our colleagues that we 

actually did pass legislation, 2 years 
ago, to invest in mental health, and we 
passed a meaningful gun safety piece of 
legislation. But the assertion that this 
would ban some enormous number of 
firearm devices is certainly not rooted 
in fact. It would, however, ban bump 
stocks, and it would ban things like 
Glock switches, which also let semi-
automatic firearms act as fully auto-
matic firearms. 

I think the American people under-
stand what commonsense gun safety 
looks like, and that is what the BUMP 
Act is all about. 

And I will reserve the rest of my 
time, but this will not be the last time 
you hear about these devices on the 
floor of the Senate. 

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

clerk will call the roll. 
The legislative clerk proceeded to 

call the roll. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Nevada. 
Ms. CORTEZ MASTO. Mr. President, 

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

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

Ms. CORTEZ MASTO. Mr. President, 
I rise today to express my deep dis-
appointment of what I just heard, un-
fortunately, from my Senate colleague 
from Nebraska, Senator PETE 
RICKETTS, who blocked Senator HEIN-
RICH’s and mine and Senator COLLINS’ 
legislation—common sense—that would 
save lives. And I am talking about S. 
1909, which is the Banning Unlawful 
Machinegun Parts Act, or what we are 
calling the BUMP Act. 

Now, it is shocking to me that my 
colleagues aren’t willing to move for-
ward on such an important issue. Bump 
stocks are deadly firearm accessories 
that turn semiautomatics guns into 
machineguns, which are illegal, allow-
ing a shooter to fire multiple bullets 
per second. 

Now, my husband and I are gun own-
ers. We don’t need a bump stock. And I 
know any commonsense gun owner 
doesn’t have a bump stock. What do 
you need it for? They are dangerous. 
They are incredibly deadly devices that 
have no place on our streets. 

And I will tell you what, I know first-
hand the damage that bump stocks can 
do because, nearly 7 years ago, when I 
was a brandnew Senator and had just 
been elected, in 2017, Las Vegas, my 
hometown, experienced the deadliest 
mass shooting in American history be-
cause of bump stocks. 

On October 1, 2017, a gunman opened 
fire at the Route 91 Harvest Festival in 
my hometown of Las Vegas. He had 
outfitted his weapons with bump 
stocks, allowing him to spray over 1,000 
bullets into the crowd of concertgoers. 
And when I say ‘‘sprayed,’’ he was in a 
hotel room, knocked out the window— 
and it wasn’t just a spray of bullets; it 
was raining down bullets on 
concertgoers below. It was intentional. 

In 10 minutes—10 minutes with that 
bump stock—he murdered 58 people. 
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And 867 total people were wounded. 
Half of those people, 411, were wounded 
by gunshots, including 2 who later died 
as a result of their injuries. Think 
about that. Almost 470 people hit by 
bullets in under 10 minutes. 

Now, I want you to imagine the ter-
ror all of those families must have felt. 
Unfortunately, I don’t have to imagine 
it because I experienced it. My niece 
was at that concert that night. And I 
know exactly where I was when I found 
out she was there; I know exactly 
where I was when I found out she was 
safe. 

And later on that evening, I went to 
the family reunification center and sat 
with those families who were waiting 
to hear from the coroner, who was in 
the back room, whether their loved one 
was in that back room. 

Now, I am thankful that my niece 
was not hit by one of those bullets. But 
too many were either killed or hit by 
bullets or suffered emotional distress 
because of it. 

I will never forget that night. I will 
never forget those families. It is heart-
breaking. You could see their hopeless-
ness in the room at the number of 
deaths and injuries being reported on 
TV as it continued to grow, waiting to 
hear. 

I have to explain this because too 
much happens here in Washington, DC, 
that we just think, Oh, this is a num-
ber, or, This happened in some other 
community. When I am talking about 
raining down bullets on concertgoers, 
think about this: As I talked to the 
doctors afterwards in the emergency 
rooms—the people that were injured, 
because it rained down, it came down 
on their heads. It came down on their 
body parts. It came down in dev-
astating locations for people who actu-
ally survived that event but were 
wounded. 

Our hospitals were overrun. Nevad-
ans, including me, we stood in line at 
blood banks for hours because there 
was such a need for blood in the hos-
pitals for so many who had been in-
jured. 

And as I have said, I talked to the 
doctors treating these injuries, and 
they described to me the scene that 
night was like a battlefield—a battle-
field, the blood everywhere, the blood 
on the floor. The people who picked up 
bodies and took them to emergency 
rooms, they weren’t literally ambu-
lances that were picking these people 
up; these were concertgoers. These 
were people who grabbed people to save 
them, put them in their own vehicles, 
and took them to the closest hospital. 

That was what was happening that 
night because somebody had a bump 
stock, because somebody thought it 
was OK to outfit their guns with bump 
stocks so they could kill more people 
in rapid succession. 

Now, understanding this—because 
this happened October 2017. We had a 
new President at the time; President 
Trump was the President at the time. 
Former President Trump directed his 

administration to ban these bump 
stocks. And I tell you, President 
Trump came out to Las Vegas at that 
time. He saw. He heard. 

He banned the devices because he 
said: 

Legal weapons into illegal machine guns. 

That is what these bump stocks do: 
They turn ‘‘legal weapons into illegal 
machine guns.’’ 

Now, I believe the Supreme Court 
was wrong to overturn the Trump ad-
ministration bump stock ban. But now 
that it has been struck down, it is on 
Congress to pass legislation to keep 
our community safe from these deadly 
devices. 

Now, the reason why we went 
through ATF and the Trump adminis-
tration asked ATF was because that 
was the quickest way that we could do 
it administratively, the quickest way 
we could take action and keep people 
safe. 

Now, in the most recent decision, 
Justice Sam Alito said it himself in his 
concurring opinion in the case. He said 
it is within Congress’s power to make 
this right. This is from his concurring 
opinion: 

The horrible shooting spree in Las Vegas 
in 2017 did not change the statutory text or 
its meaning. That event demonstrated that a 
semiautomatic rifle with a bump stock can 
have the same lethal effect as a machine 
gun. 

But an event that highlights the need to 
amend a law does not itself change the law’s 
meaning. 

And Justice Alito went on to say: 
There is a simple remedy for the disparate 

treatment of bump stocks and machine guns. 
Congress can amend the law—and perhaps 
would have done so already if ATF had stuck 
with its earlier interpretation. 

Now that the situation is clear, Congress 
can act. 

So to my colleague from Nebraska, 
this is not a show vote. If you were 
here when I was here back then, we 
were trying to move as quickly as pos-
sible to get something done to save 
lives. First administratively, couldn’t 
do it according to the Court now. I dis-
agree with the Court; this is a ma-
chinegun. But the Court now has put it 
back, back really in our realm to do 
something about it. And I cannot imag-
ine any one of my colleagues standing 
there saying they wouldn’t want to do 
the right thing here to continue to 
save lives. I don’t think they want to 
turn a blind eye to what happened in 
Las Vegas. I don’t think they want to 
turn a blind eye to the 411 people that 
were shot at the Route 91 Harvest Fes-
tival, the 60 who were murdered by 
gunfire, and the thousands of families 
throughout our country whose lives 
have been tragically upended because 
of bump stocks. 

If we can’t do something as Congress 
and come together in a bipartisan issue 
that not just Nevadans but people in 
this country understand, then that is 
disappointing and irresponsible, and it 
is negligent. It is negligent. 

So to my Republican colleagues, if 
you want to do something about this 

and you are not happy with the Bump 
Stock Act that MARTIN HEINRICH just 
put forward, which I think addresses 
all of the issues, then let’s figure out 
how we can get this done because it is 
our role now to do it. And we shouldn’t 
stop working to right this wrong. 

I will tell you, I am going to keep 
pushing this bill to keep our commu-
nities safe. I am going to continue to 
work with anyone who wants to eradi-
cate bump stocks from this country 
once and for all. 

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

nority whip. 
UNANIMOUS CONSENT REQUEST—S. 204 

Mr. THUNE. Mr. President, in just a 
few minutes, I will ask for a unanimous 
consent to pass my Born-Alive Abor-
tion Survivors Protection Act. This is 
a very simple bill, and it should be a 
noncontroversial one. It simply says 
that a baby born alive after an at-
tempted abortion is entitled to the 
same protection and medical care that 
any other newborn baby is entitled to. 

That is all. It doesn’t limit abortion. 
It doesn’t make abortion illegal. It 
simply states that a baby born alive 
after an attempted abortion is entitled 
to medical care, and yet somehow this 
bill is too much for my Democratic col-
leagues. Somehow saying that a living, 
breathing baby born alive after an at-
tempted abortion is entitled to medical 
care is a step too far. 

I would be interested to know exactly 
what it is that they are afraid of, and 
I suspect they are afraid that by point-
ing to the humanity of the born child, 
they might end up pointing to the hu-
manity of the unborn child. After all, 
it makes no sense to say that a baby is 
not a human being a second before 
birth and is a human being a second 
after. 

And so I suspect that Democrats are 
afraid that recognizing the humanity 
of a living, breathing, born child in an 
abortion clinic might end up leading to 
protection for unborn children. 

And Democrats are apparently so de-
termined to ensure that the supposed 
right to kill unborn children is pro-
tected that they are willing to oppose a 
law to protect born children. 

It is a tragic measure of their extre-
mism on this issue. And if anyone 
thinks that abortion isn’t a slippery 
slope, that we can somehow devalue 
unborn babies’ lives while maintaining 
respect for everyone else’s, well, I am 
here to tell them differently, because 
we are at a point where roughly 50 per-
cent of the U.S. Congress opposes pro-
tecting the lives of born human beings 
if they happen to be born alive after an 
attempted abortion. 

In a matter of seconds now, one of 
my Democratic colleagues will object 
to this legislation. But I hope and pray 
that this will not be the last word and 
that, one day soon, we will get to a 
point where legislation like this will 
not be controversial and where human 
rights of every human being, born and 
unborn, will be respected. 
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So, Mr. President, I ask unanimous 

consent that the Committee on the Ju-
diciary be discharged from further con-
sideration of S. 204 and that the Senate 
proceed to its immediate consider-
ation. I further ask consent that the 
bill be considered read a third time and 
passed; and that the motion to recon-
sider be considered made and laid upon 
the table. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

The Senator from California. 
Ms. BUTLER. Mr. President, reserv-

ing the right to object, I rise in opposi-
tion to the Born-Alive Abortion Sur-
vivors Protection Act. 

Despite what our Republican col-
leagues propose, the contents of this 
legislation would yield harmful im-
pacts on patients and providers. This 
bill creates new and vague standards of 
care for physicians, providing repro-
ductive healthcare that are not based 
in medicine, not based in science, and 
not based in fact. 

It goes to unnecessary lengths to pe-
nalize doctors and patients for so- 
called substandard care when current 
Federal law already ensures doctors 
the obligation to provide appropriate 
medical care to all their patients. 

This bill fails to consider a serious 
reality for expectant parents. Too 
often some parents learn late in their 
pregnancy that their baby wouldn’t 
survive due to factors beyond their 
control. At that point, parents are 
often placed in a position to make one 
of the most difficult decisions of their 
lives, which is to end the pregnancy at 
the delivery of their baby. 

That is why my Democratic col-
leagues and I have taken to the Senate 
floor over the last few weeks to plead 
with our Republican colleagues about 
protecting a patient’s right to choose 
what to do with their own bodies. 

But this bill is an attempt to once 
again drag our Nation backwards, and I 
refuse to sit idly by and watch it hap-
pen. 

For those reasons, I object. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ob-

jection is heard. 
The Senator from Mississippi. 

UNANIMOUS CONSENT REQUEST—S. 4533 
Mrs. HYDE-SMITH. Mr. President, in 

a few moments, I would like to ask 
unanimous consent for the Senate to 
take up and pass legislation I have in-
troduced to support genuine solutions 
to infertility and empower couples 
with autonomy over how they build 
their families. 

First, I want to take a moment to 
recognize the second anniversary of the 
Dobbs decision, a ruling that under-
scores the great significance of bring-
ing life into this world. It still doesn’t 
feel real that we were able to overturn 
Roe. What a blessing for this country 
that that was. 

However, we are still fighting daily 
to protect Americans from the harmful 
pro-abortion agenda being pushed by 
the Democrats. Pro-abortion advocates 
have been creative in spreading fear by 

using issues that Republicans support, 
such as access to IVF. 

I have been clear about my strong 
support for access to IVF and am 
grateful for its ability to bring God’s 
beautiful creations into this world. 
And while the left wants to stoke fear 
in this arena, it is time that we hone in 
on the real problem and find long-last-
ing, affordable solutions. 

Infertility affects 15 to 16 percent of 
couples in the United States and is a 
profoundly emotional experience. 
While IVF is a procedure used to create 
life, it does not treat the underlying 
conditions that cause infertility and 
make it difficult for a woman to sus-
tain that life in the womb. 

If we are going to address the issue of 
infertility, then we need to start with 
solutions that promote genuine heal-
ing. This is the mission behind the RE-
STORE Act, which I introduced with 
Senator LANKFORD last week. ‘‘RE-
STORE’’ stands for reproductive em-
powerment and support through opti-
mal restoration. 

Provisions of this budget-neutral bill 
include: educational tools for women 
seeking information about reproduc-
tive health conditions and restorative 
reproductive medicine, training oppor-
tunities for medical professionals who 
feel called to help couples build their 
families. 

They will learn how to diagnose and 
treat reproductive health conditions 
such as endometriosis, PCOS, uterine 
fibroids, blocked fallopian tubes, hor-
mone imbalances, and thyroid condi-
tions, ovulation dysfunctions, and 
other health conditions that cause in-
fertility and painful menstrual cycles. 

The RESTORE Act also directs HHS 
to conduct data collection and imple-
ment ongoing reports to assess the ac-
cess women have to restorative repro-
ductive medicine and infertility care. 

We also ensure strong religious and 
conscience protections in the bill. 
What we are trying to do here is pro-
mote long-term healing for couples 
struggling with infertility. We want to 
empower childbearing generations so 
that families can address fertility con-
cerns in a cost-effective manner. 

This bill is separate and complemen-
tary to IVF. We have seen great suc-
cess numbers come from fertility clin-
ics that take a holistic approach to 
healing the root cause of infertility, 
and if IVF is still necessary, these clin-
ics see a greater success rate in the 
first round of IVF. 

This pro-family bill is one more step 
toward increasing successful fertility 
treatments for women and men. 

I will continue to support those going 
through infertility and search for ways 
to help families who dreamed of bring-
ing children into this world. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the Committee on Health, 
Education, Labor, and Pensions be dis-
charged from further consideration of 
S. 4533 and the Senate proceed to its 
immediate consideration; further, that 
the bill be considered read a third time 

and passed and the motion to recon-
sider be considered made and laid upon 
the table. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. MAR-
KEY). Is there objection? 

The Senator from Minnesota. 
Ms. SMITH. Mr. President, reserving 

the right to object, and with respect 
for my colleague Senator HYDE-SMITH 
with whom I serve on the Agriculture 
Committee, I fear this bill is another 
attempt to distract from the truth, 
which is that Republicans are trying to 
make it harder for women to access re-
productive healthcare. 

Now, this bill purports to empower 
and support women and families facing 
fertility challenges—something that I 
would certainly agree with. But in-
stead of protecting access to IVF serv-
ices and other assisted reproductive 
technologies, what it would do is to di-
rect the government to actually steer 
people away from using evidence-based 
services like IVF in favor of ‘‘restora-
tive reproductive medicine.’’ 

Now, let me be clear, women and 
their families deserve the freedom and 
the autonomy to decide for themselves 
how to start and grow their families in 
consultation with their doctors, and 
they don’t need politicians deciding 
what kind of care they should or 
shouldn’t be getting. 

But if you need more evidence, the 
Republicans are trying to distort their 
record on these issues, look no further 
than section 2 of this bill, which would 
declare that Congress finds that ‘‘in 
vitro fertilization and other assisted 
reproductive technologies are not 
under threat at the Federal level or in 
any State or territory of the United 
States.’’ That is in section 2. 

I would say: Tell that to the families 
in Alabama who saw their fertility 
treatments interrupted by the Ala-
bama Supreme Court’s ruling. 

Just last week, all but two Repub-
licans voted against a bill that would 
have provided comprehensive protec-
tions for American families trying to 
start or grow their families through 
IVF. 

So when they present bills like this 
one as evidence that they care about 
women’s reproductive health, they 
should remember that in these situa-
tions, actions speak louder than words. 

And their message here is clear: Re-
publicans will do anything, except the 
most obvious things, to protect women, 
pregnant women, mothers, and fami-
lies. 

So for those reasons, I object. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ob-

jection is heard. 
The Senator from Texas. 
Mr. CORNYN. Mr. President, I want 

to commend my friends and colleagues 
from Mississippi and South Dakota and 
Oklahoma for their leadership in pro-
tecting the lives of the unborn and to 
thank them for bringing us together in 
this fight for life. 

Two years have passed since the Su-
preme Court overturned Roe v. Wade, a 
controversial decision that found no 
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basis in the text or history of the Con-
stitution, a right that was simply made 
up by the nine members of the Su-
preme Court. 

What they have done is to return the 
power where it belongs, to the people of 
the various States to protect unborn 
children. 

And I dare say the rule in Massachu-
setts will be different than Texas, and 
you may find some different lines being 
drawn. But make no mistake about it, 
we are here to stand with the unborn 
who have rights of their own. 

America cannot be at its best if we 
devalue the lives of the most vulner-
able among us. They deserve protection 
under the law too. And that is what we 
are fighting to deliver. 

Make no mistake, those on the other 
side of the aisle want abortion on de-
mand, without limit, up to and includ-
ing the point of a live birth. That is a 
position overwhelmingly disapproved 
of by the vast majority of the Amer-
ican people. 

The Declaration of Independence 
guarantees the right to life. That in-
cludes the unborn, just as it does every 
other American. 

So I am proud to stand here in de-
fense of that right, and I am proud to 
stand with my colleagues today as we 
fight to safeguard that right, to the 
best of our ability. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Alabama. 

UNANIMOUS CONSENT REQUEST—S. 4296 
Mrs. BRITT. Mr. President, first, I 

would like to thank my colleague from 
Oklahoma, Senator LANKFORD, for put-
ting this together today, showing that 
we are truly the party of life, the party 
of parents, the party of families. 

I would also like to thank my col-
league from Florida, Senator RUBIO, 
and my colleague from North Dakota, 
Senator CRAMER, for joining me in in-
troducing the MOMS Act. 

I also appreciate the 20 additional 
Republican colleagues who cosponsored 
this commonsense legislation. 

The MOMS Act is straightforward. It 
stands for ‘‘More Opportunities for 
Moms to Succeed.’’ That is exactly 
what this bill would secure. As a mom, 
I know that there is no greater blessing 
in this world than that of being a 
mother. 

And I understand many of the chal-
lenges that women face during their 
pregnancy journey and while raising 
their kids. And that is why I was proud 
to introduce the MOMS Act. 

The MOMS Act would provide crit-
ical support for women during simple 
challenging phases of motherhood. It 
includes the prenatal, postpartum, and 
early childhood development stages. At 
the end of the day, this legislation 
would help mothers and their children 
thrive. 

Let’s walk through the three sections 
of the bill. 

First, the MOMS Act would establish 
pregnancy.gov. This new website would 
feature a wide range of resources avail-
able to expecting and postpartum 

moms as well as moms and families 
with young children. 

Unfortunately, some of my col-
leagues on the other side of the aisle 
have put out flagrantly false, out-
landish information about this part of 
the bill. These partisan smears have 
been debunked by several independent 
fact checks. But I also want to set the 
record straight right now. 

First, visiting this website is 100 per-
cent voluntary. 

Next, no one would have to disclose 
personally identifiable information to 
use it or to access the list of its re-
sources. There is no database of women 
created; there is no registry estab-
lished; and there is no tracking in-
volved. 

So why did Democrats make up these 
absurdly false claims? To be honest 
with you, I can’t quite wrap my head 
around it. 

In my 18 months in this body, I prob-
ably have never been more dis-
appointed. I understand that we come 
to things from different perspectives, 
but to create outlandishly false and ab-
surd things about this bill was truly a 
bridge too far. But ultimately, they 
know they can’t publicly oppose what 
is actually in the bill. 

Here are the types of resources preg-
nancy.gov would connect women and 
families to. And I am going quote some 
exact texts of the bill. 

So mentorship opportunities, includ-
ing pregnancy and parenting help, help 
and well-being services, including 
women’s medical services. This in-
cludes OB–GYN services, primary care, 
dental care, and mental health serv-
ices, financial assistance, work oppor-
tunities, childcare resources, foster 
care resources, adoption services, edu-
cation opportunities for parents. 

I could go on. 
It also includes material or legal sup-

port. That material support includes: 
transportation, food, nutrition, cloth-
ing, household goods, baby supplies, 
housing, shelters, maternity homes, 
help with tax preparation, and more. 

Also, legal support can cover: child 
support, family leave, breastfeeding 
protections, and custody issues. 

I could keep listing examples of re-
sources, but we would be here for a 
while. 

Next, I want to touch on the second 
part of the bill. So this part of it would 
actually create two separate grant pro-
grams. 

One grant program would help pur-
chase necessary tools for prenatal and 
postnatal telehealth appointments, in-
cluding medical equipment and tech-
nology for those in rural areas and 
other medically underserved areas. And 
the second program would establish a 
grant program for nonprofit entities to 
support, to encourage, and to assist 
women through their pregnancies, and 
to care for their babies after birth. 

The grant program would be funding 
many of the resources I just named: 
mental health services, other medical 
care, childcare, housing assistance, 

education and employment assistance, 
and nutritional assistance. 

And, finally, the third part of the bill 
is Senator CRAMER’s Unborn Child Sup-
port Act. It would require States to 
apply childcare support obligations to 
the time period during pregnancy if it 
was requested by the mother. This 
would be requested retroactively. And 
State-level requirements involving 
proof of paternity would still apply. 

The legislation is further evidence 
that you can absolutely be pro-life, 
pro-woman, and pro-family all at the 
same time. The MOMS Act advances a 
comprehensive culture of life. It grows 
and strengthens families and ensures 
that moms have the opportunities and 
the resources needed so that they and 
their children can thrive and live the 
American dreams. 

It is a perfect example of why I be-
lieve that the Republican Party is the 
party of families. What you are going 
to hear after I make my motion to pass 
the MOMS Act will be very telling 
about whether or not Democrats can 
say the same thing of their party. 

They are about to answer that ques-
tion: Are they more interested in scar-
ing women and families or helping 
women and families? Personally, I am 
proud to support women throughout 
the seasons of motherhood, and I am 
honored to lead this pro-life, pro- 
woman, pro-family legislation. 

Mr. President I ask unanimous con-
sent that the Committee on Health, 
Education, Labor, and Pensions be dis-
charged from further consideration of 
S. 4296 and the Senate proceed to its 
immediate consideration; further, that 
the bill be considered read a third time 
and passed and the motion to recon-
sider be considered made and laid upon 
the table. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

The Senator from Minnesota. 
Ms. SMITH. Mr. President, reserving 

the right to object, with respect to my 
colleague and friend Senator BRITT, 
this bill is another attempt to shift the 
narrative for Republicans away from 
the fact that they have blocked every 
attempt to pass bills that would actu-
ally protect women’s reproductive 
health and freedom. 

By overwhelming majorities, Ameri-
cans support protecting acts such as 
contraption, IVF, assisted reproductive 
technologies, and safe, legal abortion 
care. Republicans know that they are 
out of step with the American people, 
and that is what we are seeing here 
today. 

Ever since President Trump’s Su-
preme Court overturned Roe with the 
disastrous Dobbs decision, women’s 
healthcare in this country has been 
thrown into chaos, and every day we 
hear more stories of the cruelty 
brought by these Trump Republican 
abortion bans across the country. 

The solution to this problem is sim-
ple and obvious: Congress should pass 
comprehensive protections for contrap-
tion, for IVF, and for reproductive free-
dom. But, instead, Republicans have 
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been blocking those bills and are put-
ting forward bills like this one, which 
would create a Federal Government 
website, among other things, that func-
tions basically as a crisis pregnancy 
center. To be clear, healthcare pro-
viders who provide information about 
the full range of their options to 
women, including abortion care, would 
be blocked from this website. 

This website would allow women to 
put into the website their ZIP Code, 
and they could then find a list of re-
sources for adoption agencies and crisis 
pregnancy centers, which, I think we 
know, can intentionally mislead and 
pressure and shame pregnant women 
against seeking abortion care and 
sometimes even block them from ac-
cessing that care. 

I want to be clear that this bill does 
not require anybody to put in their 
contact information, but it also does 
not include any restrictions on how the 
Federal Government could use or share 
that data that people input. 

I don’t think Americans need another 
government website. What they need is 
for their government to respect their 
freedom and their dignity and their au-
tonomy to make their own decisions 
about if, when, and how to grow their 
families. 

For this reason, I object. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ob-

jection is heard. 
The Senator from Alabama. 
Mrs. BRITT. Mr. President, I have a 

great deal of respect for my colleague 
from Minnesota. However, I am dis-
appointed that Senate Democrats have 
blocked the MOMS Act from passing 
today. It is a commonsense bill that 
would help vulnerable women and help 
families. My Republican colleagues are 
going to continue to fight for tangible 
solutions like this bill that do just 
that. 

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

ator from Oklahoma. 
Mr. LANKFORD. Mr. President, my 

guess is, if I went to every person in 
this room—every page, every person 
sitting in the Gallery, every Senator— 
and I pointed to this image and said, 
‘‘What do you see there?’’ my guess is 
every person in this room would go, 
‘‘Well, that is a baby.’’ 

That is my guess. I mean, I haven’t 
asked every person here, but my guess 
is every person would look at it, and 
they would go: Well, that is a 
sonogram of a baby. 

That is what I would say: It looks 
like a child to me. 

So the issue here in America and the 
next question is: Should it live or die? 

The first answer is pretty obvious: 
That is a baby. 

The second question is: Should it live 
or die? 

That one, in America, is not quite so 
obvious anymore. 

You know, what is interesting is that 
I have two daughters. They are amaz-
ing, remarkable, beautiful women. 
They are adults now, but I distinctly 

remember that pregnancy test and see-
ing those little lines on that test, and 
my wife and I looking at each other 
with excitement. 

I distinctly remember talking to 
friends and her parents and other folks, 
saying that we are pregnant. And as we 
shared our story, I don’t remember a 
single person saying to me: Well, you 
are pregnant. What are you going to do 
with it? Are they going to live or die? 

No one asked us that. No one asked 
us: Is it really a baby or is that just a 
fetus? No one said: You just have tis-
sue. 

They asked us questions like: Have 
you thought of a name? Have you fig-
ured out how to install the car seat 
yet? 

Those are the questions they asked 
us because, every person we talked to 
and every person with whom we shared 
the news that we were pregnant, all ac-
knowledged that reality that that is a 
baby. 

Two years ago, the Supreme Court 
ruled on what is now called the Dobbs 
decision. It took away the Roe v. Wade 
decision that mandated that abortion 
had to be everywhere in the country 
and took it back to where it was for 
the first 180 years or so of our country, 
when the law was that the rules about 
abortion are handled in each State. 
That is all it did. 

It didn’t end abortion in America. We 
still have abortion in America, in very 
high numbers. But the decision of how 
that is done was not done by a Su-
preme Court. It was done by legisla-
tors, as it always had been. And that is 
what the Court said. So this is now 
going back to the people and the peo-
ple’s representatives on all levels. 

So the debate is, again, scattered all 
across the country now, and the debate 
is very simply over: Is that a child? 
And if it is a child, what should happen 
to it? 

I have to tell you, that baby is not 
mine, but she is really cute. I look at 
a baby like that—my daughters both 
slept in that same position, which we, 
as parents, call the touchdown posi-
tion, where they both have their hands 
up above their heads. I am amazed at 
this picture of the sonogram to see 
that infant in the womb in that exact 
same position asleep. 

I think the only difference between 
this child in the womb sleeping with 
her hands over her head and this child 
is time. That is it. That baby is as 
much of a baby as that baby is a baby. 
There is no difference there, other than 
time. 

So we debate, and we talk about this 
very complicated question: When is a 
child valuable, and when is a child 
medical waste? When is a child valu-
able, and when is a child disposable? 

We, as Americans, are grappling with 
that issue. The issue about when that 
child is a child really comes down to 
preference and convenience and to de-
termine if the child is convenient. If 
they are convenient, then they are a 
child. If they are not convenient, then 
they are disposable. 

If two ladies are walking down the 
same street—both of them, let’s say, 18 
weeks pregnant—and of those two la-
dies on opposite sides of the street, one 
of them steps into her workplace and 
into a baby shower, the folks at work 
are going to talk about how to install 
a car seat. They are going to talk 
about: Where are you going to set up 
the crib? They are going to talk about 
baby names, and they are going to talk 
about all the expenses and things. And 
the person on the other side of the 
street, also 18 weeks pregnant, is head-
ed to get a surgical abortion. 

And so I ask the question: Of those 
two children, what is the difference be-
tween those two children? They are 
both at 18 weeks of development. One 
of them is being celebrated and pre-
pared for, and one of them will be dis-
posed of. What is the difference be-
tween the two? 

We, as Americans, are trying to fig-
ure out the answer to that exact ques-
tion. And the conversation is hap-
pening all across the country. 

I get it. It is a fair conversation: 
When is a child a child? Or when are 
they not a child? 

Well, under this administration—this 
administration, by far, has been the 
most pro-abortion administration ever 
in the history of the country. That is 
not just an opinion. That is just the ac-
tions of the administration. That has 
just been their response to the Dobbs 
decision. 

This administration was so disturbed 
that we might have fewer abortions in 
America that the Biden administration 
has aggressively worked to increase 
the number of abortions in America to 
offset the possibility that there could 
be fewer abortions, because they didn’t 
want to see fewer abortions in Amer-
ica. They wanted to see as many or 
more. 

So the Biden administration opened 
up, for the first time, VA hospitals to 
provide abortions—even late-term 
abortions, even up to the very final 
months of a viable child. For those VA 
hospitals, it would be the first time 
that they would be able to provide 
abortions. 

They are withholding funds for preg-
nancy resource centers. Now, these are 
the centers that they really hate the 
most. These are pregnancy resource 
centers around the country that offer 
crazy things like diapers and formula 
and support for pregnant moms—that 
if pregnant moms walk in and say, 
‘‘Hey, I am really struggling with my 
pregnancy, and I am afraid,’’ they say, 
‘‘We will walk with you. We will coun-
sel you. We will give you free mate-
rials. We will help provide diapers and 
baby clothes and a car seat, and we will 
walk along with you so you don’t have 
to be afraid and alone.’’ 

The Biden administration really 
hates those folks. So they are with-
holding funds from any grants going to 
those folks where they have received 
grants in the past. 

HHS is now paying to move people 
who illegally cross our southern border 
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to places—even teenagers—where they 
can get abortions, and we have Federal 
dollars going to be able to move people 
to make sure that those people who il-
legally cross our border who want ac-
cess to abortion be able to get it. It has 
been frustrating to be able to watch. 

Even in my State, my State has cho-
sen to say: We think every child is val-
uable. We look at these two girls, and 
we see them just a couple of weeks 
apart. But we see them both as young 
girls. They kind of state the obvious. 

But in my State, because we don’t 
allow abortion and promote abortion, 
Health and Human Services has now 
stripped away grant dollars from my 
State for one reason. Health and 
Human Services came to my State and 
said: If you don’t put a 1–800 number on 
all of your healthcare materials stem-
ming from the State, telling women 
where they can get an abortion, we will 
take away your Federal funding. If you 
don’t show and give a 1–800 number 
where you can get an abortion, we will 
take away your grant funding. 

They didn’t take away just any grant 
funding, because, by the way, my State 
said: We are not going to do that. So 
the grant funding they took away from 
my State was for impoverished women 
to get cancer screenings and for AIDS 
patients to get testing. They took that 
funding away, saying: We will not 
allow any Federal dollars coming into 
your State for AIDS testing and for 
cancer screening for impoverished 
women, if you don’t promote abortion 
in your State. 

They were serious. So they did it be-
cause this administration is obsessed 
with increasing the number of abor-
tions in the country and finding ways 
to be able to expand this and telling 
people not to look at this picture. 

It has been a frustrating journey, the 
last couple of years, because we seem 
to be ignoring the obvious. We are so 
tied up here on the politics of this, 
even when Senator THUNE brings a bill 
that says, if a child is born alive after 
a botched abortion—they are a fully 
delivered, full-term baby on the table 
breathing—what should we do? 

That is a pretty commonsense bill. 
Yet my Democratic colleagues have 
knocked it down today and said: No, 
that child should not have the oppor-
tunity for life. 

When Senator HYDE-SMITH brings a 
bill that just says, ‘‘Why don’t we give 
education to more doctors and more 
moms about infertility’’—it doesn’t 
limit IVF at all, at all—they are like, 
‘‘No, no, not going to do that.’’ 

When Senator BRITT from Alabama 
brings a bill that says: Why don’t we 
recognize, during pregnancy, that that 
is really expensive, and if States have 
the requirement to do child support for 
a child—well, I will just say it: for a 
deadbeat dad who is not paying child 
support. If they walk away at that 
point, that child support should also 
cover the time of pregnancy, not just 
after delivery. That is pretty common 
sense because, for any mom, they know 

pregnancy is really expensive. It is a 
very expensive time. So child support 
should begin when that child is there. 

A commonsense bill that, I dare say, 
most Americans would say, ‘‘Well, that 
makes sense,’’ has been knocked down 
today. 

UNANIMOUS CONSENT REQUEST—S. 4524 
Mr. President, I bring one more that 

I think is pretty common sense. It is 
already the law in the United States 
that every person has the right to con-
science. Healthcare providers that go 
into the profession to protect life, to 
save life, to heal—many of them also 
say: I don’t want to be a part of taking 
human life. I went into this profession 
to protect life. 

So they express to their clinics, their 
hospitals—wherever they serve—that 
they don’t want to be a part of the tak-
ing of human life. They understand 
that it is happening in their hospital; 
they just don’t want to be a part of 
that. They express their conscience 
issues. 

By the way, that is protected in Fed-
eral law right now, that every one of 
those healthcare providers has the 
right to be able to express their con-
science and not be required to take 
human life. The problem is, it requires 
the Federal Government to actually 
step in and enforce that law. 

So let me show you what that looks 
like. A nurse in Vermont, a few years 
ago, went into her hospital as she nor-
mally did, and as she went into her 
hospital, went into work as she nor-
mally does—she is a nurse that is pas-
sionate about the life of every person, 
including children in the womb, and 
she had expressed that to the hospital. 
She got caught as she was going in, 
saying: Hey, we need you in the ER 
right now. 

She said: No problem. 
So she steps into the ER to help with 

a procedure, gloves up, gets ready. She 
is going to go assist. As she walks in, 
the doctor that is in the room looks at 
her and says: Don’t hate me. 

She suddenly says: What is going on? 
She realizes she is being called in to 

be able to assist with an abortion. She 
has already made it clear she doesn’t 
want to be a part of taking human life. 

The hospital says: No. We will fire 
you if you don’t help. We need your 
help. We are short of staff today, so 
you are going to do this. 

A direct violation of Federal law— 
clearly, no question. They expressed it 
in the operating room. They knew they 
were violating her conscience. 

So the Federal Government goes 
through the process of starting to be 
able to enforce the law on that hos-
pital—until the last Presidential elec-
tion occurs. When the last Presidential 
election occurred, the new leadership 
of HHS stepped in and said: We are not 
going to enforce that. In other words, 
we are dropping that case. 

It would be the equivalent of a police 
officer walking down the street, look-
ing at a burglary that is happening, 
knowing that a crime is occurring 

right there, and just saying, ‘‘I am 
going to choose not to enforce the law 
today,’’ and just walking on by. That is 
what is happening right now. 

So the Conscience Protection Act 
that I bring does a simple thing. It says 
that if an employer violates Federal 
law and the Federal Government 
chooses not to enforce this, the indi-
vidual that has had their conscience 
violated—that individual has the right 
to be able to bring a case on their own. 

This is not controversial. This would 
not eliminate a single abortion in 
America. We will not have one fewer 
abortion in America based on this pol-
icy. But what it will do is it will say to 
an American: You are free to be able to 
live your conscience without fear of 
being fired for living your conscience. 
That is the only thing it does. I think 
that is pretty straightforward and 
pretty common sense. 

Of all things that we should be able 
to agree to in this body, let’s protect 
each other’s right to believe and to live 
our faith. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the Committee on Health, 
Education, Labor, and Pensions be dis-
charged from further consideration of 
S. 4524 and the Senate proceed to its 
immediate consideration; further, that 
the bill be considered read a third time, 
passed, and the motion to reconsider be 
considered made and laid upon the 
table. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

The Senator from Minnesota. 
Ms. SMITH. Mr. President, reserving 

the right to object, let me just say that 
the crisis facing women and families in 
this country is a crisis of access with 
respect to healthcare. The solutions to 
this crisis are obvious, and I am sorry 
to see that our Republicans are block-
ing those solutions at every turn. 

This bill claims to protect healthcare 
workers if they refuse to participate in 
abortion care due to moral or religious 
obligations, but, of course, we know 
that those protections already exist in 
Federal law. And I think this bill 
would actually go well beyond that. It 
would, in fact, create a pathway for 
providers to object to providing other 
critical prevention and treatment serv-
ices—for example, treatment to HIV. 

So I think this is another effort to 
distract Americans from the core fact 
that Republicans are trying to restrict 
access to reproductive health care and 
reproductive freedom while Democrats 
are trying to protect them. I, for those 
reasons, Mr. President, object. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion is heard. 

The Senator from Oklahoma. 
Mr. LANKFORD. Mr. President, we 

will continue to be able to speak out. 
We do believe that is a child. We be-
lieve in the dignity of every human 
being. 

My wife, when we were pregnant— 
every single cell in her body—every 
cell—from her toenails and her toes 
and her nose and her elbows—every sin-
gle cell in her body has the exact same 
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DNA. It has that signature of her. But 
when we were pregnant, suddenly there 
was a group of cells that had different 
DNA. They didn’t match hers, and they 
didn’t match mine. They were cells 
with DNA that had never existed on 
Earth before until that moment. They 
were uniquely different. I think we 
should acknowledge that fact in the 
days ahead, that there is something 
special about those different cells. 

We will continue to speak up for the 
conscience rights of all individuals to 
be able to state the obvious and to be 
able to live their faith. I think in the 
days ahead we will have a time as 
Americans when we will look back on 
this season and think, why would we 
turn away from what was so obvious to 
all of us? 

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

ator from West Virginia. 
Mrs. CAPITO. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the following 
Senators be allowed to speak prior to 
the scheduled rollcall vote: me for 5 
minutes, Senator PETERS for up to 5 
minutes, and Leader SCHUMER for up to 
2 minutes. 

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

The Senator from West Virginia. 
ADVANCE ACT 

Mrs. CAPITO. Mr. President, today, I 
rise to encourage and urge support for 
our bipartisan, bicameral legislation 
that provides a significant boost for 
the future of nuclear energy here in 
America. After a lot of hard work and 
negotiations, I am thrilled to be on the 
floor today as we are on the cusp of 
getting this bill across the finish line. 

I see Senator WHITEHOUSE here, my 
friend from Rhode Island. He was very 
integral in making this happen today, 
so I thank him. 

In March of 2023, we introduced the 
Accelerating Deployment of Versatile, 
Advanced Nuclear for Clean Energy 
Act, or what we call the ADVANCE 
Act. We did so because Republicans and 
Democrats recognize that the develop-
ment of new nuclear technologies is 
critical to America’s energy security 
and our environment. 

Today, nuclear power provides about 
20 percent of our Nation’s electricity. 
Importantly, it is emissions-free elec-
tricity that is 24/7, 365 days a year. 

Not only is it necessary to continue 
developing and deploying more nuclear 
energy reactors from an energy and en-
vironmental standpoint, it is also vital 
to our national security, and it is good 
for the economy. 

So it was important for us as law-
makers to prepare to meet the in-
creased demand—it is predicted to be 
twice the demand—with policies that 
encourage investment and deployment 
of nuclear technologies right here on 
our shores. The ADVANCE Act does 
just that and preserves the United 
States as the destination for innova-
tion and expansion, ensuring that we 
are what we should be, which is the 
global leader, for decades to come. 

Here are just a few of the ways our 
bill benefits America’s energy, eco-
nomic, and environmental future: 

The ADVANCE Act reduces regu-
latory costs for companies seeking to 
license advanced reactor technologies. 

It requires the Nuclear Regulatory 
Commission to establish a regulatory 
roadmap to license new nuclear facili-
ties on brownfield sites—something 
that would be very important to my 
State of West Virginia. 

It directs the NRC to update its mis-
sion statement to reflect the beneficial 
uses of nuclear technology and estab-
lish a licensing structure to support an 
efficient, timely, and predictable regu-
latory review. 

It establishes an initiative to more 
quickly license advanced nuclear fuels 
that are both safer and more economic. 

It provides the NRC new tools to hire 
and retain highly qualified staff to en-
able the licensing of advanced reactors. 

As I said, I am proud of the work we 
put into this legislation over the past 
few months and years. With the House 
having already passed it overwhelm-
ingly, I am excited that we are on the 
verge of sending the ADVANCE Act to 
the President’s desk. 

I want to thank Chairman CARPER, 
and I thank Senator WHITEHOUSE, who 
are my—the three of us—cosponsors. I 
want to thank House Energy and Com-
merce Chair MCMORRIS RODGERS and 
Ranking Member PALLONE. I would 
like to thank House Energy, Climate, 
and Grid Security Subcommittee Chair 
DUNCAN and Ranking Member DIANA 
DEGETTE and all of our cosponsors for 
their hard work and support. 

I also want to sincerely thank the 
staff members who have put so much 
work into this to help us get to this 
point today. This has been a journey. 
From my team at EPW, I would like to 
thank Andy Zach, Will Dixon, and 
Maddie Blalock; from Chairman CAR-
PER’s team, Matt Marzano and Court-
ney Taylor; and from Senator WHITE-
HOUSE’s team, Kara Allen. 

With that, I strongly urge my col-
leagues to join me in supporting this 
bipartisan legislation. 

With that, I yield the floor. 
S. 870 

Ms. COLLINS. Mr. President, I rise 
today to express my support for the 
Fire Grants and Safety Act, which is 
included in the bill we are considering 
today. I have co-led this bill with Sen-
ator PETERS and fellow Congressional 
Fire Caucus cochairs, Senators MUR-
KOWSKI, TESTER, and CARPER. 

The Fire Grants and Safety Act 
would reauthorize the U.S. Fire Admin-
istration and critical FEMA fire pre-
vention programs through September 
30, 2028. The current authorization for 
appropriations for all three of these en-
tities expired on September 30, 2023, 
and the AFG and SAFER programs are 
set to sunset on September 30 of this 
year, absent action from Congress. 
This bill before us will extend author-
izations for all three entities until Sep-
tember 30, 2028, and impose a new sun-

set clause of September 30, 2030, for 
AFG and SAFER. 

This legislation, which passed the 
Senate on April 20, 2023, by an over-
whelming vote of 95–2, has been pend-
ing in the House. I am pleased we will 
soon vote on the motion to concur with 
the House bill as amended and finally 
reauthorize these critical programs. 

Firefighters across Maine and the 
country courageously and selflessly 
put their lives on the line to serve 
their towns and cities. Recognizing 
this, in 2000 and 2003, I helped create 
FEMA’s firefighter grant programs as 
part of a bipartisan effort to ensure 
firefighters have the adequate staffing, 
equipment, and training to do their im-
portant jobs as effectively and safely as 
possible. 

The Fire Grants and Safety Act 
would reauthorize three important fire-
fighting and emergency services pro-
grams: the U.S. Fire Administration, 
which provides training and data to 
State and local departments, as well as 
education and awareness for the public; 
the Assistance for Firefighters Grant 
program, known as AFG, which helps 
equip and train firefighters and emer-
gency personnel who work to keep us 
safe; and the Staffing for Adequate 
Fire and Emergency Response pro-
gram, known as SAFER, which helps 
local fire departments recruit, hire, 
and retain additional firefighters. 

Fire chiefs across Maine tell me 
about the importance of these pro-
grams in helping their local fire de-
partments keep their communities 
safe. Since October 2020, fire depart-
ments across Maine received just under 
$12 million from the AFG and SAFER 
grant programs. These critical invest-
ments in local, rural fire departments 
supported replacements of decades old 
fire engines, obsolete self-contained 
breathing apparatuses, hiring of addi-
tional firefighters, and allowed fire de-
partments to provide free health 
screenings to firefighters. 

In 2023, an AFG grant enabled the 
town of Allagash in rural Aroostook 
County, ME, to replace its nearly 50- 
year old GMC firetruck with a newer 
model with double the water pumping 
capacity. To put this into perspective, 
the town was operating a firetruck 
built the same year the Vietnam war 
ended, to respond to fires in its 134- 
square-mile response area—or as the 
Allagash fire chief put it, an area 
roughly equal to the size of Atlanta. 

In Portland, ME, an AFG grant en-
abled Portland Fire Department’s ma-
rine division to cover the cost of lung 
cancer screenings for its firefighters. If 
it hadn’t been for these screenings, 
doctors may not have detected a 
precancerous spot on Lieutenant Dave 
Crowley’s lung until it was too late. 

These examples underscore how im-
portant these grant programs are for 
fire departments across the Nation to 
safely provide lifesaving services and 
keep our communities safe. Failure to 
reauthorize these programs would have 
devastating impacts to the safety of 
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Americans across the country. I urge 
my colleagues to support this bill’s 
swift passage. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Michigan. 

Mr. PETERS. Mr. President, soon, 
the Senate will have an opportunity to 
ensure that essential Federal resources 
remain available to fire departments 
all across our country. 

Every day, firefighters risk their 
health and safety to protect our com-
munities. They don’t just respond to 
fire emergencies; they also help keep 
us safe from threats like chemical haz-
ards, terrorist attacks, and even active 
shooters. 

The Fire Grants and Safety Act gives 
our firefighters the support they de-
serve. This bipartisan legislation reau-
thorizes two vital grant programs ad-
ministered by FEMA. These programs 
help fire departments purchase safety 
equipment, address staffing needs, 
train their staff, and provide cancer 
screenings to first responders. 

The bill also reauthorizes the U.S. 
Fire Administration, which represents 
firefighters at the Federal level. The 
USFA helps ensure that our local fire 
departments get the proper support, 
and it takes the lead on data collec-
tion, research, education, and training 
for the fire service. 

Federal programs like these enable 
fire departments to do their jobs safely 
and effectively, and I have seen it first-
hand while visiting local departments 
across my home State of Michigan. 
Without these programs, many fire de-
partments would simply not have the 
resources and equipment they need to 
stay safe in the line of duty. Every day, 
firefighters have our backs, and now we 
can do the same for them. 

I would like to thank Ranking Mem-
ber PAUL, Senator CARPER, Senator 
MURKOWSKI, and Senator COLLINS for 
their help in advancing this legislation. 
I would also like to acknowledge Chair-
man FRANK LUCAS and Ranking Mem-
ber ZOE LOFGREN of the House Com-
mittee on Science, Space, and Tech-
nology for their work to get this bill 
passed out of the House of Representa-
tives. 

Now it is time to finish the job. Let’s 
finish the job and send this bipartisan 
legislation to the President and help 
firefighters everywhere keep our com-
munities safe. 

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

jority leader. 
Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. President, first, 

let me thank Senator PETERS, Senator 
WHITEHOUSE, and so many others for 
their great work on this. 

Today, the Senate does a great thing 
for our firefighters in New York and 
across America by passing the bipar-
tisan Fire Grants and Safety Act. The 
Fire Grants and Safety Act reauthor-
izes several expiring funding programs 
that help firefighters with the basics, 
from staffing to equipment, to train-
ing, and more. I was very proud to help 
create these programs a long time ago 

with Senator Chris Dodd, but they 
would have expired in a few months 
had we not acted today. Today’s bill 
keeps our firefighters whole. 

This helps two kinds of firefighters. 
It helps our paid firefighters in larger 
cities by giving the ability of those 
communities to hire more firefighters, 
but it also particularly helps our vol-
unteer firefighters. These are people 
who volunteer, who rush to danger in 
suburban and rural communities. They 
are particularly strong on Long Island, 
which I represent. Yet they can’t afford 
and their communities can’t afford the 
equipment that is so desperately need-
ed. They are rushing to danger, risking 
their lives. They ought to have the best 
equipment, and these grants allow that 
to happen. It is so important to our 
volunteer firefighters in New York, 
particularly on Long Island, and for 
our paid departments in New York 
City, Albany, Buffalo, and across New 
York State. The ability to get more 
firefighters to help them so they are 
not overstretched and help commu-
nities pay for them is so important. 

I am also glad that today’s bill in-
cludes the ADVANCE Act, which se-
cures America’s leadership in the next 
generation of clean, safe, and afford-
able nuclear energy. Chairman CARPER, 
Ranking Member CAPITO, and SHELDON 
WHITEHOUSE, who sponsored the legis-
lation, have done a great job. It is 
going to support job growth, clean en-
ergy, and American leadership, while 
preserving the NRC’s fundamental mis-
sion of safety. 

This is a great bill. I am sorry it took 
so long. The House dithered after we 
passed it. But now our firefighters, 
both paid and volunteer, can breathe a 
sigh of relief. This is going to happen 
very, very soon, and it will go to the 
White House and be signed into law. 

I yield the floor. 
VOTE ON MOTION TO CONCUR 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the motion 
to concur. 

Mr. SCHUMER. 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. 
Mr. SCHUMER. I announce that the 

Senator from Illinois (Mr. DURBIN), the 
Senator from Pennsylvania (Mr. 
FETTERMAN), the Senator from New 
Jersey (Mr. MENENDEZ), and the Sen-
ator from Arizona (Ms. SINEMA) are 
necessarily absent. 

Mr. THUNE. the following Senators 
are necessarily absent: the Senator 
from Indiana (Mr. BRAUN), the Senator 
from North Dakota (Mr. CRAMER), the 
Senator from North Dakota (Mr. 
HOEVEN), the Senator from Kansas (Mr. 
MARSHALL), the Senator from Alaska 
(Mr. SULLIVAN), and the Senator from 
Alabama (Mr. TUBERVILLE). 

Further, if present and voting: the 
Senator from North Dakota (Mr. 
HOEVEN) would have voted ‘‘yea.’’ 

The result was announced—yeas 88, 
nays 2, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 200 Leg.] 
YEAS—88 

Baldwin 
Barrasso 
Bennet 
Blackburn 
Blumenthal 
Booker 
Boozman 
Britt 
Brown 
Budd 
Butler 
Cantwell 
Capito 
Cardin 
Carper 
Casey 
Cassidy 
Collins 
Coons 
Cornyn 
Cortez Masto 
Cotton 
Crapo 
Cruz 
Daines 
Duckworth 
Ernst 
Fischer 
Gillibrand 
Graham 

Grassley 
Hagerty 
Hassan 
Hawley 
Heinrich 
Hickenlooper 
Hirono 
Hyde-Smith 
Johnson 
Kaine 
Kelly 
Kennedy 
King 
Klobuchar 
Lankford 
Lee 
Luján 
Lummis 
Manchin 
McConnell 
Merkley 
Moran 
Mullin 
Murkowski 
Murphy 
Murray 
Ossoff 
Padilla 
Paul 
Peters 

Reed 
Ricketts 
Risch 
Romney 
Rosen 
Rounds 
Rubio 
Schatz 
Schmitt 
Schumer 
Scott (FL) 
Scott (SC) 
Shaheen 
Smith 
Stabenow 
Tester 
Thune 
Tillis 
Van Hollen 
Vance 
Warner 
Warnock 
Warren 
Welch 
Whitehouse 
Wicker 
Wyden 
Young 

NAYS—2 

Markey Sanders 

NOT VOTING—10 

Braun 
Cramer 
Durbin 
Fetterman 

Hoeven 
Marshall 
Menendez 
Sinema 

Sullivan 
Tuberville 

The motion was agreed to. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

KELLY). Under the previous order, the 
motion to reconsider is considered 
made and laid upon the table. 

The majority leader. 
f 

EXECUTIVE SESSION 

EXECUTIVE CALENDAR 
Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Senate re-
sume executive session and resume 
consideration of the Maldonado nomi-
nation. 

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

The clerk will report. 
The senior assistant legislative clerk 

read the nomination of Nancy L. 
Maldonado, of Illinois, to be United 
States Circuit Judge for the Seventh 
Circuit. 

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

ator from Connecticut. 
BUMP STOCKS 

Mr. MURPHY. Mr. President, we 
don’t have to fight over everything 
here. It is OK if, occasionally, we find 
consensus around commonsense things 
that we could do together to keep our 
country safe. 

I kind of thought we had consensus 
on at least the idea that civilians 
shouldn’t be able to get their hands on 
machineguns. 

I understand there are differences be-
tween Republicans and Democrats on 
AR–15s, that maybe not all of my Re-
publican colleagues think that every-
body should go through a background 
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