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of Russell Vought. The last time he 
worked at the White House, Mr. 
Vought pushed radical budget pro-
posals that gutted Social Security, 
Medicare, Medicaid, and funding for 
public health. 

During the last default crisis, Mr. 
Vought was a key advisor to hard-right 
Republicans who pushed America to 
the brink of disaster by using the debt 
ceiling as blackmail to cut trillions in 
funding for healthcare, for seniors, for 
hungry kids. 

When Congress did not appropriate 
Donald Trump’s border wall, Vought 
raided the accounts of the Pentagon 
and the Treasury Department to pay 
for it. And on top of it all, Mr. Vought 
put America’s national security at risk 
by illegally withholding foreign aid to 
Ukraine in an attempt to help Donald 
Trump on the campaign trail. 

To call Mr. Vought an extremist 
would, frankly, give extremists a bad 
name. The only people in America who 
can be happy about Mr. Vought are the 
richest of the rich, who would make a 
killing if Donald Trump and Repub-
licans hand them another trillion-dol-
lar tax cut. And, again, just let me re-
peat, this man is the chief architect of 
Project 2025. Republicans are running 
away from that project now, but at the 
same time, they are putting its chief 
architect in one of the most powerful 
positions in the Federal Government, 
which had a broad range across just 
about every policy. 

So today’s hearing with Mr. Vought 
is a reminder to the American people 
that Donald Trump does not intend to 
keep his promises to working people. If 
Donald Trump were serious about 
being proworker, he would not have 
turned to the godfather of the 
ultraright to oversee White House pol-
icy. 

And on Chris Wright, the tragic fires 
in California are another warning that 
the climate crisis continues to grow in 
strength. The scientific community 
across the world from the U.N. to 
NASA to even national security ex-
perts agree that ignoring climate 
change is dangerous. 

So Donald Trump’s nominee for En-
ergy Secretary is truly alarming: oil 
executive Chris Wright. Everything 
you need to know about who Mr. 
Wright is and what he will fight for can 
be found in the following quote he once 
gave in an interview. Mr. Wright said: 

Oil and Gas make the world go round. 

Mr. Wright amassed his wealth in 
fracking and is an oil executive, so, of 
course, he thinks oil and gas are the 
only things that count in the world. An 
article from the New York Times this 
morning called him an evangelist for 
fossil fuels. 

What makes Mr. Wright so troubling, 
however, is that he is perfectly willing 
to admit climate change is happening 
while rejecting that we should do any-
thing about it. 

He says calling climate change a cri-
sis is pure fearmongering. He says the 
real crisis is that not enough people 

are using hydrocarbons. Imagine, that 
is what he said, not enough people are 
using hydrocarbons. That is the crisis 
in the world. Can you believe it? 

He even says that roadblocks to un-
restrained fossil fuel development are 
outright ‘‘immoral.’’ This man is an 
extremist when it comes to energy 
issues. He is not even among the con-
servative mainstream he is so far over. 

What a shock this is, a wealthy oil 
executive thinks that the solutions to 
the world’s problems are to produce 
more oil. This is who Donald Trump 
wants leading America’s energy policy. 

Mr. Wright’s nomination should be 
an alarm bell for every single Amer-
ican who has gotten a job recently at 
battery plants, EV factories, and other 
good-paying clean jobs. Many of these 
Americans are in red States that trust-
ed Donald Trump to look after them. 
But as far as Donald Trump’s pick for 
Energy Secretary is concerned, he 
thinks ‘‘we’re not in the midst of an 
energy transition.’’ That is his words. 

Tell that to the workers in rural 
America rebuilding EV batteries and 
wind and solar. I hope our Republican 
colleagues will repeat those words to 
the employees in their districts who 
have gotten good-paying jobs in these 
new clean energy industries. 

Everyone knows we still have a lot of 
work to do before we reach our clean 
energy goals, and everybody knows it 
is not going to be easy. The question is 
whether or not Donald Trump’s admin-
istration is going to protect the clean 
energy jobs we have created or kill 
them and put people out of work for 
the sake of Big Oil. 

Mr. Wright’s nomination suggests 
that Donald Trump is willing to let all 
those good-paying clean energy jobs we 
have created disappear. 

And to my Republican colleagues, 
when Donald Trump and Mr. Wright 
start cutting the jobs that have come 
from clean energy that are in your 
States, don’t say we didn’t tell you so. 
And remember, the voters are going to 
know who you voted for, for the head 
of Energy. 

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

clerk will call the roll. 
The senior assistant legislative clerk 

proceeded to call the roll. 
Mr. BARRASSO. Mr. President, I ask 

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

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

f 

LEGISLATIVE SESSION 

LAKEN RILEY ACT—Resumed 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senate will re-
sume consideration of S. 5, which the 
clerk will report. 

The senior assistant legislative clerk 
read as follows: 

A bill (S. 5) to require the Secretary of 
Homeland Security to take into custody 

aliens who have been charged in the United 
States with theft, and for other purposes. 

Pending: 
Thune (for Ernst/Grassley) Amendment No. 

8, to include crimes resulting in death or se-
rious bodily injury to the list of offenses 
that, if committed by an inadmissible alien, 
require mandatory detention. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-
jority whip. 

CABINET NOMINATIONS 
Mr. BARRASSO. Mr. President, yes-

terday I watched closely the nomina-
tion hearing for Pete Hegseth. He is 
President Trump’s nominee to be Sec-
retary of Defense. 

For the safety and security of our 
Nation, Pete deserves a swift, swift 
confirmation. I am going to vote for 
him to be the next Secretary of De-
fense, and I believe that vote is going 
to happen soon. 

He was very clear in the hearing yes-
terday, the incoming administration is 
going to refocus the Pentagon on 
American strength and on hard power— 
not a woke agenda, which is what we 
have seen for the last 4 years. 

To me, this is very welcome news, 
and I believe it is welcome news to 
Americans all across this country who 
are worried about the security of our 
Nation and the strength of our Nation. 

We have a significant problem in the 
military today. It is a problem with 
morale and a problem with recruit-
ment. Pete Hegseth is the right person 
to address both of these issues and to 
make sure that we—America—have a 
military that is ready to fight. Pete 
served in combat at the height of the 
war on terror. He deployed overseas to 
Iraq, to Afghanistan, and to Guanta-
namo Bay in Cuba. 

He is a decorated veteran. He has 
earned two Bronze Stars. He also 
earned the Combat Infantryman’s 
badge. When Pete’s executive officer 
evaluated his performance in Iraq, the 
feedback was glowing. Pete, he said, 
was ‘‘an incredibly talented, battle- 
proven leader.’’ 

Incredibly talented, battle-proven leader. 

He ‘‘always [completed] every mis-
sion to high standards with minimal 
guidance or supervision.’’ That is what 
you want. 

Now, I heard Senator SCHUMER ask 
on this floor: Why should Americans 
entrust Pete to lead our military? 
Well, Pete Hegseth answered that ques-
tion yesterday. 

Senator SHEEHY asked during the 
hearing: Are you going to have the 
backs of the warfighters? To which our 
nominee said, yes, he will have their 
backs. That is why Americans should 
trust Pete to lead our military. 

It is interesting to hear my Demo-
crat colleagues dismiss Pete’s years of 
military service. They sounded angry 
about his plan to restore American 
strength. They seemed frustrated that 
he clearly loves our country and wants 
to continue to serve. Democrats tried 
to turn yesterday’s hearing into a kan-
garoo court. They claimed that Pete 
isn’t qualified. 
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So let’s talk about his military expe-

rience. The Department of Defense is 
filled with people who have decades of 
experience working in the Pentagon. 
The Pentagon just failed its seventh— 
seventh—consecutive audit. Think 
about that for a second. 

Each year, the American taxpayers 
send the Pentagon more than $850 bil-
lion—billion with ‘‘b’’—yet the Pen-
tagon can’t pass a single audit. Look, 
it sounds like we don’t need more expe-
rience like that. We need a fresh set of 
eyes, a soldier—as Pete said himself— 
with dirt on his boots. 

Being Secretary of Defense isn’t just 
about managing a bureaucracy; it is 
about making America’s military the 
best and most lethal fighting force in 
the world. Pete is going to be a Sec-
retary of Defense who respects the 
warfighter and who respects the tax-
payer. He is a bold choice for the future 
of our military, a bold choice for the 
future of our Nation, and the right 
choice to be Secretary of Defense. 

A Senate confirmation is not an easy 
process, and the Secretary of Defense is 
not an easy job. Yesterday, Pete gave 
strong answers to tough questions. He 
is confident, and he is knowledgeable. 
He is ready to lead the Department of 
Defense. 

He knows the cost of war. He knows 
the price of weakness, and the true 
value and the valor of American sol-
diers. 

As Secretary of Defense, he is going 
to reestablish deterrence and rebuild 
our military. He is going to champion 
American servicemembers and restore 
American military readiness. 

Pete is going to bring the Pentagon 
back to what its mission should be: 
lethality, accountability, trans-
parency, merit. The focus is going to be 
on military readiness, not social ex-
periments and partisan policies. 

America needs a strong Secretary of 
Defense now, immediately. Senate Re-
publicans will get it done. 

S. 5 
Mr. President, today the Senate is 

considering amendments to the Laken 
Riley Act. The Laken Riley Act is ac-
tually bipartisan legislation. It is a 
lifesaving bill. It is a lifesaving bill 
that is going to lock up illegal immi-
grants and then deport them. 

Republicans are offering targeted 
amendments to make this bill even 
stronger. Senator ERNST has an amend-
ment that would detain illegal immi-
grants who commit murder or cause se-
rious bodily injury. Senator CORNYN 
has an amendment that will detain il-
legal immigrants who attack law en-
forcement officers. 

Those are the type of amendments 
that Republicans are discussing to 
strengthen the bill. I know there is 
some Democrats who are trying to un-
dermine the bill. They want to replace 
it with thousands of pages of immigra-
tion reform. 

I have said this before, and it bears 
repeating: Republicans are not going to 
undermine or weaken this lifesaving 
bill. 

The Laken Riley Act is not com-
prehensive immigration reform. It is a 
targeted piece of tough immigration 
enforcement. Republicans aren’t going 
to trade American lives for amnesty. 
We will make the law that puts the 
safety of the American people first. 
That is what Americans voted for in 
November: safety, security, for our 
communities, for our citizens. 

Senator JOHN FETTERMAN of Pennsyl-
vania was recently asked about the bi-
partisan Laken Riley Act. This is what 
he said, he said: Pretend that you are 
in a parking lot in a Wal-Mart in 
Scranton, PA, as we are out traveling 
around the State in our own home 
States. 

He said: Well, I am going to vote 
against a bill that allows people to de-
port people that are charged with a 
crime or have a criminal record? 

To me, I hope others will listen to 
Senator FETTERMAN and hear those 
words and realize how ridiculous it 
sounds that anyone would vote against 
the Laken Riley Act. 

The Laken Riley Act deserves strong, 
targeted amendments and swift pas-
sage in this body and then signed into 
law by the President. 

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

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

proceeded to call the roll. 
Mrs. BLACKBURN. 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 Tennessee. 
UNITED NATIONS RELIEF AND WORKS AGENCY 
Mrs. BLACKBURN. Mr. President, I 

have to say, I think the remarks I 
planned today are so pertinent to what 
is taking place in our world as we are 
hearing about the Trump effect actu-
ally bringing forward a deal with 
Israel, Hamas, and the hostages be-
cause my remarks today are centered 
on UNRWA, the U.N. Relief and Works 
Agency for Palestine Refugees. 

Now, this has been one of the biggest 
obstacles to peace in the Middle East. 
To the world, UNRWA presents itself 
as an aid group for Palestinians. But, 
in reality, this agency—this U.N. agen-
cy that has been the recipient of 7.1 bil-
lion U.S. taxpayer dollars—is nothing 
more than a terror group that works to 
undermine Israel’s security and safety. 
We have known this for years, but in 
the aftermath of the Hamas barbaric 
October 7 attack on the Jewish State, 
we have learned much more about 
UNRWA’s terror ties. 

Early last year, the Wall Street Jour-
nal reported that 10 percent of 
UNRWA’s staff have ties to Islamist 
militant groups. Among them, 6 took 
part in the October 7 assault that left 
1,200 Israelis dead and hundreds more 
in captivity. 

After reports emerged that an 
UNRWA teacher held an Israeli hostage 
in his attic, I pressed the agency to in-

vestigate that employee. Instead of 
taking action, the group dismissed this 
request and this claim as ‘‘unsubstan-
tiated’’ and called on the Israeli jour-
nalist who reported the news to ‘‘im-
mediately delete the post.’’ 

We also know that UNRWA has in-
doctrinated Palestinian children with 
schools that glorify terrorism and pro-
mote violent hatred of Jews, allowed 
Hamas to store weapons in their build-
ings, and provided support and aid to 
the terror group. 

Now, a new report from UN Watch, 
the top watchdog for holding the U.N. 
accountable, shows that UNRWA works 
with Hamas, as well as Palestinian Is-
lamic Jihad, at the highest level of the 
agency. To quote the report, ‘‘this se-
cret relationship allows the terrorist 
organizations to significantly influence 
the policies and practices of a UN agen-
cy with 30,000 employees, and $1.5 bil-
lion annual budget that is funded pri-
marily by Western states. 

The evidence is overwhelming. In 
2017, UNRWA’s then-Commissioner 
General met with leaders of Hamas and 
Palestinian Islamic Jihad to strength-
en—in his words—‘‘a spirit of partner-
ship.’’ To protect the agency’s credi-
bility, however, the Commissioner Gen-
eral urged the terror leaders to ensure 
that ‘‘discussions not be made public.’’ 

Of course, open collaboration with 
U.S.-designated terror groups could 
jeopardize the millions it receives from 
Western countries every year. So they 
tried to cover it up so that they could 
keep getting these millions and bil-
lions of dollars—as I said, U.S. tax-
payers, 7.1 billion that has gone into 
this group. 

In the years since, UNRWA leaders 
have repeatedly pledged support for 
Palestinian terrorists. That same year, 
the agency’s Lebanon director told ter-
ror leaders that UNRWA hoped to have 
a strong partnership with them. A year 
later, their program director in Leb-
anon met with a Hamas official to dis-
cuss ‘‘ongoing cooperation and coordi-
nation.’’ 

Also in 2018, a former UNRWA offi-
cial appeared at a rally alongside 
Hamas terror leaders who urged sup-
port for UNRWA ‘‘until we return to 
Palestine’’—meaning the end of Israel 
as a Jewish State. The UNRWA offi-
cial, of course, thanked the terrorist 
‘‘for their understanding.’’ 

In 2021, the former Deputy Commis-
sioner General of UNRWA met with 
Sinwar—now, that is the Hamas leader 
who later planned the October 7 at-
tack—after one of her employees ad-
mitted on TV that Israel’s strikes on 
Hamas are ‘‘very precise.’’ 

In response, the Deputy Commis-
sioner General removed the employee 
from his position and thanked Sinwar 
for ‘‘his positivity and desire to con-
tinue cooperation in facilitating the 
agency’s work in the Gaza Strip.’’ 

You see there is a pattern here of 
participation between UNRWA and be-
tween Hamas and Palestinian Islamic 
Jihad. This is just a sample of the 
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high-level meetings between leaders of 
UNRWA and these groups. The list 
could go on and on and on. What this 
report makes very clear is that 
UNRWA’s support for terror groups is 
not something that happens at the 
agency’s fringes. Instead, supporting 
and enabling terrorism against Israel is 
UNRWA’s main purpose. 

I want to say that again: UNRWA’s 
support for these terrorist groups is 
not just at the fringes. It is with their 
leadership. They are supporting and en-
abling terrorism against Israel, and we 
need to realize this. 

This is why President Trump can-
celed U.S. funding to the agency during 
his first administration, and it is why 
President Biden’s decision in 2021 to re-
store that funding—over $730 million 
that year—was a huge mistake. 

After the October 7 attack, I led the 
charge in introducing legislation to 
defund UNRWA, and, in March of last 
year, President Biden finally signed 
into law a 1-year ban on that funding. 

With all we know about UNRWA, 
though, we need to make this ban per-
manent, which is why I am working on 
legislation that will do just that once 
we get a new President and once we 
begin to say no to these organizations 
who take taxpayer dollars and turn 
around and use it against the American 
people, use it for pro-terror, pro-vio-
lence organizations and groups. 

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. LANKFORD. Mr. President, I ask 

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

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

S. 5 
Mr. LANKFORD. Mr. President, you 

will see for the next hour a whole 
group of Republicans coming to the 
floor to be able to talk about one issue: 
our need for border security and safer 
communities. This is something that 
not just Republicans in the Senate are 
talking about; this is something that 
the American people spoke loudly and 
clearly about during the last election 
when they elected President Trump, a 
Republican Senate, and a Republican 
House. There is not a single Member 
who is a Republican in this body, in the 
House, or, clearly, President Trump, 
who didn’t talk about border security 
and safer communities throughout the 
entire election. 

Every single poll showed that this 
was one of the priority issues that 
every single American was thinking 
about. A Gallup poll last year found 
that more than three-quarters of 
Americans support increasing the num-
ber of Border Patrol agents; that two- 
thirds of Americans want the President 
and the Homeland Security Secretary 
to temporarily halt all asylum requests 
when the border is overwhelmed; and 
third, a majority of Americans support 

expanding border wall construction. 
People want a secure community. 

On the floor this week—we started 
last week and are still debating it this 
week—is what to do on what is called 
the Laken Riley Act. Some Americans 
are familiar with Laken Riley’s story; 
some are not. Laken Riley was a col-
lege student in Georgia who was bru-
tally murdered by a Venezuelan who 
came into the United States illegally, 
was detained at the border, but then 
released. He traveled around the coun-
try wherever he wanted to under a pa-
role system that was given to him at 
the border in 2022. He committed a 
crime, was arrested for that crime, and 
then was released. He committed an-
other crime—shoplifting. He was ar-
rested for that crime and was then re-
leased. The third crime, as far as we 
know—there might have been many 
more, but the third crime, as far as we 
know, was his murder of Laken Riley. 

He should have never been in the 
United States. He should have never 
been paroled at the border. He should 
have been detained and then deported, 
but he wasn’t. He was paroled into the 
United States. When he committed a 
crime in the United States, he should 
have been deported, but he was not. He 
was released. When he committed a 
second crime in the United States, he 
should have been deported, but he 
wasn’t. He was released—before he ever 
got to murder. 

The Laken Riley Act is pretty sim-
ple. It says: If someone is here illegally 
and they commit a crime in the United 
States of stealing Americans’ stuff, 
like he did, that he is deported. I don’t 
think it is a radical concept to be able 
to say that Americans don’t want 
someone to come into the country ille-
gally and take their stuff. Why this is 
even a challenge to be able to pass this, 
I have no idea. This passed in the 
House last session, but the Senate 
never took it up to even discuss it. 

If I go to any of the great 4 million 
Oklahomans in my State and I say 
‘‘What do you think about someone il-
legally coming into the country and 
stealing people’s stuff? Do you think 
that is OK, that they should still be 
able to stay?’’ I don’t think I would 
find anybody of the 4 million Oklaho-
mans who would say ‘‘I am OK with 
someone illegally coming into the 
country, stealing people’s stuff’’ and 
say ‘‘You can go ahead and stay.’’ 

That is all that this bill does. It says 
that if someone comes into this coun-
try illegally and starts stealing stuff, 
they are detained; they are held. They 
are not just allowed to be released to 
be able to drift around the country to 
steal other things or to commit a mur-
der later. If they come into our coun-
try illegally and start stealing things, 
they are detained, and they will go 
through the rest of the legal process. It 
doesn’t mean they are automatically 
deported the very next day. They still 
have a legal challenge there. They can 
have their legal challenge. But they 
are not going to just wander around 
the country. 

That is why we believe this Laken 
Riley Act is so important. It is because 
we never, ever, ever, ever want to have 
another American who is murdered by 
someone illegally present here, espe-
cially someone who had already com-
mitted multiple crimes before they 
ever got to that murder. 

So let’s have the debate. I am willing 
to be able to talk to any one of my 
Democratic or Republican colleagues 
who has a question about this, but at 
the base of this is, why would we let 
someone who is already illegally 
present in the country and who we al-
ready know has committed additional 
crimes just continue to walk our 
streets just to commit more crimes? 
Why would we not detain those individ-
uals? 

On Monday, President Trump will be 
inaugurated. I am looking forward to 
working with him and seeing even 
what happens on day one to be able to 
secure the border. This is something 
the American people want. They want 
a border that is secure; they want com-
munities that are secure; and they 
want just basic commonsense things 
done, like if someone breaks into our 
country and then steals stuff, they are 
actually detained rather than just re-
leased to go do it again. Let’s at least 
do the basics that we can do while we 
continue to be able to work toward the 
big projects that still need to be done. 

Multiple of my colleagues will be 
coming in the moments ahead to talk 
through this same issue because we feel 
like, on this side, it is incredibly im-
portant we get this done. 

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

ator from West Virginia. 
Mrs. CAPITO. Mr. President, this 

week, the Senate is proud to take an-
other step forward toward securing our 
southern border as we consider the 
Laken Riley Act. I want to extend my 
deep gratitude to Senator KATIE BRITT 
and Senator TED BUDD for their leader-
ship in bringing this bill forward. 

First and foremost, I want to say 
that I strongly support this measure. 
With this bill, the Senate will be tak-
ing a bold step for the safety and pros-
perity of American citizens after 4 
years of mismanagement and decline 
and, ultimately, chaos at the border. 

The Laken Riley Act is the answer to 
a loud and clear call made at the ballot 
box by the American people to unite us 
as a country, to put America first, and 
to address the tragic lawlessness that 
we see on our southern border. So in 
the Senate’s first order of legislative 
business, we are answering that call. 

The radical open border policies of 
the left have caused untold suffering to 
families across the Nation—families 
like the Riley family, who is still 
grieving the unimaginable loss of their 
beautiful daughter Laken. 

Laken was just 22 years old—a young 
nursing student with a promising fu-
ture ahead of her. Tragically, she was 
stolen from this Earth by an individual 
who should have never been allowed to 
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roam free in this country. Laken 
should be alive today, and she would 
have been if her killer had been 
brought to justice before it was too 
late. In Laken, we lost a bright and 
beautiful soul, as those who knew her 
will attest. 

The law should serve our citizens, yet 
it has somehow been Laken’s killer 
who has benefited from our system. It 
is time we honor Laken’s legacy by 
putting American citizens first. 

The Laken Riley Act, while too late 
to prevent Laken’s tragedy, is a tar-
geted bill that will save countless 
other lives. It will ensure that other il-
legal immigrants who are not dis-
similar to her killer are detained for 
their crimes before they get a chance 
to commit another and maybe a more 
serious offense. Anyone who has en-
tered the United States illegally and 
then committed a crime should and 
will face detention and deportation. It 
sounds like common sense to me. 
Laken’s killer was arrested three times 
and released three times—once at the 
border, again in New York City, and a 
third time in Athens, GA, mere weeks 
before he took Laken’s life. That will 
not happen and cannot happen under 
the Laken Riley Act. 

This is a problem that cannot be ig-
nored or explained away or made triv-
ial. The American people demand 
change. The American people want us 
to fix this system that failed to uphold 
the law and failed to keep Laken safe. 
Her cause is their cause. It is the cause 
of every mother, every father, every 
brother, every sister—of a young girl 
who simply wants to go to school and 
then go out for a run in her neighbor-
hood and feel safe. 

I know, at its core, this is truly a bi-
partisan issue. We all want to keep our 
communities safe—all Republicans and 
Democrats. Our Republican conference 
is completely unified behind the Laken 
Riley Act, and we have managed to win 
over a majority of Senate Democrats 
for the bill’s initial consideration, in-
cluding two who have signed on as co-
sponsors. As my Democrat colleague 
from Pennsylvania has noted, the fail-
ure to pass this bill would represent ev-
erything that is wrong with Congress. 

The truth is, the American citizens 
have had enough talk, especially after 
these last 4 years. Now is the time for 
action. That is what the election was 
about—action, not empty words. This 
week, we will have before us a tranche 
of critical votes that America will be 
intently watching. 

To the families watching who have 
lost loved ones, like the Riley family, 
we stand with you. We feel your grief 
and your pain, and we will guard 
against this heartbreak ever happening 
again. 

Now more than ever, it is incumbent 
upon my colleagues and me to support 
America’s families and pass the strong-
est possible bill for our communities. 

With that, I look forward to advanc-
ing the Laken Riley Act this week. 

I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from North Dakota. 

Mr. HOEVEN. Mr. President, today I 
join my colleagues in looking forward 
to January 20, when we can turn the 
page on the failed border policies of the 
Biden-Harris administration and get 
back to the commonsense—common-
sense—approach to border security 
under President Donald Trump. 

During 4 years of the Biden-Harris 
border policies, our country saw the 
highest annual total of illegal alien 
crossings, the highest monthly total of 
illegal alien crossings, and the highest 
total of individuals on the Terror 
Watchlist attempting to cross our bor-
der. 

These are the plain and simple facts. 
The Biden-Harris administration has 
made our country less safe, less secure, 
and more vulnerable to threats from 
abroad. 

The American people saw beyond the 
Biden-Harris administration’s false 
claims that the border was secure and 
last November gave a very clear and 
compelling mandate: Secure the bor-
der. Secure the border. 

Already, the new Republican Senate 
majority is taking a first step to pro-
tect the American people against the 
consequences of the Biden-Harris ad-
ministration’s policies by working to 
pass the Laken Riley Act. 

Under this bill, U.S. Immigration and 
Customs Enforcement will be required 
to detain illegal immigrants who have 
committed theft-related offenses and 
issue an immigration detainer request 
to local law enforcement for illegal 
aliens who have committed related 
crimes. 

The legislation can empower States 
to hold Federal officials accountable 
when they fail to enforce Federal im-
migration law. 

This important legislation is one we 
should have never had to pass, but be-
cause the Biden-Harris administration 
played politics with our country’s bor-
ders and immigration policy, Senate 
Republicans are here today ready to 
work on behalf of the American people. 

Working with the Trump administra-
tion, we will prioritize the enforcement 
of policies that protect our southern 
border, which include reinstating the 
Migrant Protection Protocols or ‘‘Re-
main in Mexico’’ policy, enforcing safe 
third-country agreements, and resum-
ing construction of the border wall. 

In his first 100 days in office, Presi-
dent Biden revoked 94 Trump-era Exec-
utive orders and reversed crucial bor-
der security policies. 

In less than a week, President-elect 
Trump will be sworn into office. He has 
committed to taking Executive action 
on day one to reinstate the policies 
that will secure our border. I look for-
ward to these changes and working fur-
ther to address the crisis created under 
the Biden-Harris administration. 

I also look forward to the debate that 
will take place in the coming weeks re-
garding how Republicans will secure 
the border through reconciliation. We 

are already hard at work on that. This 
will be an important legislative tool 
that will help refocus resources so that 
the professionals at ICE, CBP, and U.S. 
Border Patrol can focus on the mission 
of securing our border, removing crimi-
nal aliens who should not be in the 
United States, and addressing potential 
threats to the homeland. 

To accomplish these goals, we must 
recruit and retain more border security 
professionals, modernize our border se-
curity tools like autonomous towers, 
and better utilize technology like the 
counter-unmanned aircraft systems 
along the border. The cause of these 
threats to our homeland is clear: Presi-
dent Biden’s failure to secure the 
southern border. 

Senate Republicans stand ready to 
work with President Trump to advance 
the policies that kept our border secure 
during his first administration. That is 
exactly what my colleagues and I will 
be working to accomplish every day in 
the coming months because border se-
curity is national security. 

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

ator from North Carolina. 
Mr. BUDD. Mr. President, I thank my 

colleague from North Dakota for his 
comments in support of this legisla-
tion. 

One of the highest priorities of the 
next administration is securing the 
southern border, restoring law and 
order, and reversing the dangerous 
open border policies of President 
Biden. Too many Americans have felt 
the tragic consequences of these poli-
cies. 

One of them was a woman named 
Laken Riley. She was a nursing stu-
dent at the University of Georgia, and 
last year an illegal immigrant from 
Venezuela murdered her while she was 
out on an early morning jog. 

What makes this story all the more 
devastating was that the killer should 
have been stopped but wasn’t. He 
should have been stopped at the border 
in 2022, but he was paroled into this 
country. He should have been detained 
when he was arrested in New York in 
2023 but wasn’t. He should have been 
detained when he was arrested in Geor-
gia for shoplifting, but he wasn’t. The 
chain of these events is downright 
shameful. 

We must make sure that these don’t 
ever happen again, and that is why I 
worked with my good friend Senator 
KATIE BRITT of Alabama to reintroduce 
the Laken Riley Act. 

This bill would require ICE to issue 
detainers and take into custody illegal 
aliens who commit crimes like theft 
and shoplifting. 

We need to stop these individuals 
when they commit minor crimes before 
they are able to commit major crimes 
like the horrific murder of Laken 
Riley. 

The Laken Riley Act will empower 
the Trump administration to enforce 
our laws, keep our Nation secure, and 
prevent—prevent—tragedies. 
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Ladies and gentlemen, this is com-

mon sense. But if you stay here in 
Washington long enough, you will 
sometimes feel that common sense is 
not all that common. 

But I appreciate the newfound bipar-
tisanship that seems to have broken 
out on Capitol Hill on this issue. It is 
wonderful. Dozens of Democrats have 
now supported the Laken Riley Act. I 
want to welcome them to the cause of 
law and order. 

But a word here about amendments. 
And I thank Leader THUNE, who I think 
is off to a wonderful start, and I appre-
ciate his leadership. He is open, as he 
promised, to amendments—several on 
this side of the aisle and several on the 
other. But let’s just say that some of 
our friends on the other side of the 
aisle, they have an amendment. And 
let’s say that it doesn’t get the amount 
of votes. Let’s not use that as a pretext 
for them not supporting this bill. Let’s 
support this. And then you have our 
commitment to go back and work on 
that and take a look at that specific 
legislation that they were trying to in-
troduce by amendment. But please 
don’t use the failure of said amend-
ment to not support this very impor-
tant legislation. 

It is my hope that we can continue in 
this spirit and make sure that the 
Laken Riley Act is passed by both 
Chambers and signed into law by our 
Nation’s 47th President, Donald J. 
Trump. 

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

ator from Indiana. 
Mr. YOUNG. Mr. President, President 

Biden is spending his final days in of-
fice on a valedictory tour. 

Now, here is one accomplishment he 
won’t mention: a crisis on our southern 
border which has spread chaos across 
our country, flooded our communities 
with fentanyl, and cost innocent Amer-
ican lives. 

Now, it is correct to call this one of 
President Biden’s ‘‘accomplishments.’’ 
He intentionally reversed the Trump 
administration’s border policies as 
soon as he reached the Oval Office, and 
it was by design—by design—that mil-
lions of migrants who illegally crossed 
our southern border were released into 
our country. This self-inflicted disaster 
will be a major part of President 
Biden’s ignominious legacy, and it is, 
in part, why Americans chose to return 
President Trump to office in Novem-
ber. 

When the American people voted for 
a Republican President and a Repub-
lican Congress, they were voting to re-
store the rule of law at the border. 
They were demanding that their gov-
ernment fulfill its constitutionally del-
egated duty to provide for their na-
tional security. They were demanding 
that their government do that, and 
they were arguing, correctly, that it is 
not discrimination for a nation to de-
mand that those who seek to call it 
home do so legally. 

The American people want the return 
of commonsense immigration policy; 

that is all. That is what I hear back 
home. But you see, this wasn’t possible 
under President Biden. 

Beginning next week, we will have a 
new President, and there will be no ex-
cuses. The open-border policies must 
end. Criminal migrants must go. The 
number of Border Patrol and Immigra-
tion and Customs Enforcement officers 
must be increased. Barriers to illegal 
entry must be expanded and enlarged. 
Republicans are working on legislation 
which will help accomplish all of these 
things and improve the security of our 
border, just like the American people 
expect. 

It will be too little, too late for the 
family of Laken Riley, though. Of 
course, she should still be with us 
today. The man who murdered her last 
February should have never set foot in 
America. Her death was preventable. 
Her killer entered this country ille-
gally and was quickly paroled. Then he 
was sent, at taxpayer expense, to New 
York, where he was arrested and re-
leased. If that was the end of the story, 
it would still be an outrage and an in-
dictment of the failed Biden adminis-
tration. But from there, he went to 
Georgia, you see—all courtesy of tax-
payers—where he was arrested and 
freed again before brutally murdering 
Laken Riley. 

Weakening border enforcement, 
incentivizing criminals with specious 
asylum claims to cross our border, fail-
ing to detain and deport these very 
same people for crimes committed far 
away from it—these were the policies 
that led to Laken’s death. This cannot 
happen again. It can’t happen again to 
another American or to their family. 
That is why we need to pass the Laken 
Riley Act. It won’t singlehandedly end 
the crisis at our southern border, no. 
That is not its objective. But it is an 
important first step in the broader mis-
sion we have been assigned by the 
American people. 

Homeland Security must detain mi-
grants charged with crimes—here 
again, common sense—crimes like 
shoplifting, one of the crimes for which 
Laken’s killer was arrested. The bill we 
are currently debating, the Laken 
Riley Act, requires that they do this 
and that we meet the objectives of the 
American people as it relates to border 
security. 

You see, enforcing immigration law 
is a national security priority. I began 
emphasizing this years ago. I know so 
many other Americans believe this in 
their bones. It is time Washington 
started acting like it. 

So this bill is one of many steps we 
should take to reverse the Biden ad-
ministration’s open border policies. 
Stop the madness. Stop the madness. I 
plead with my colleagues to support 
the Laken Riley Act. We should pass it 
now. 

Let President Biden have his victory 
tour. But starting next week, the in-
sanity ends, and we begin to secure our 
border. 

I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Nebraska. 

Mr. RICKETTS. Mr. President, Presi-
dent Biden’s open border policies have 
created a national security, humani-
tarian, and drug catastrophe in our 
country. In 2023, law enforcement en-
counters at the border found 169 people 
on the FBI’s Terrorist Watchlist. In 
previous years, under the Trump ad-
ministration, that number was in the 
single digits. We have had 10.5 million 
border encounters since Biden took of-
fice. 

On a single day in December, U.S. 
Customs and Border Protection en-
countered 12,600 people trying to ille-
gally enter into our country. That is 
just along the southern border—12,600. 
It set an alltime, single-day record for 
the number of people trying to break 
into our country. 

In years past, administration offi-
cials have said: If there are 1,000 people 
encountered at our southern border 
trying to get in, that is a crisis. 

So 12,600 is a catastrophe. 
Record amounts of deadly drugs have 

also flown into our country since Presi-
dent Biden opened our borders. We ex-
perienced this directly in Nebraska. In 
2019, when I was Governor, Nebraska 
law enforcement took 46 pills laced 
with fentanyl off of our streets—46. 
Then, after Biden became President, in 
just the first 6 months of 2021, Ne-
braska law enforcement took 151,000 
pills off our streets—from 46 to 151,000. 

While I was Governor, after Biden be-
came President, we saw that our law 
enforcement started confiscating twice 
as much methamphetamine, 3 times as 
much fentanyl, and 10 times as much 
cocaine because of our open southern 
border and the cartels taking advan-
tage of it. 

And just like all around the country, 
our young people paid the price as well. 
Taryn Lee Griffith was a young mom of 
two who took a pill that was laced with 
fentanyl and died because of it. The 
single largest killer of Americans 18 to 
45 is fentanyl overdose, all facilitated 
by President Biden’s open border poli-
cies along our southern border. 

Jose Ibarra was a different kind of 
problem. Jose Ibarra was a Venezuelan 
national who crossed our border ille-
gally in the Texas area and asked for 
asylum. 

His wife said he just wanted a better 
job, but regardless, the Biden adminis-
tration released him into this country. 
He was bused to New York City, and 
there he was arrested for ‘‘acting in a 
manner to endanger a child under the 
age of 17.’’ 

However, New York City is a sanc-
tuary city. He was not detained or de-
ported, as he ought to have been. He 
was released. He made his way to Geor-
gia, and once again he was arrested; 
this time for shoplifting. But once 
again he was not detained or deported 
by Immigration and Customs Enforce-
ment. 

And because he was not, he went on 
to brutally murder Laken Riley. This 
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tragedy could have been avoided if 
President Biden had been protecting 
our southern border, if illegal immi-
grants were being detained and de-
ported. People who break the laws in 
our country need to be held account-
able. That is what the Laken Riley Act 
does. 

It requires Immigration and Customs 
Enforcement to detain people who are 
breaking our laws. When people come 
here illegally, and they are breaking 
our laws, they need to be held account-
able. With the Laken Riley Act, if you 
are committing theft, burglary, shop-
lifting, you will be detained and trage-
dies like Laken Riley can be avoided. 

This is just common sense that we 
need to enforce our laws. To me, it is 
common sense that we need to protect 
our borders. And thank goodness, start-
ing in a few days, we will have a Presi-
dent who understands the safety of the 
American people is the priority, and 
President Trump will secure our bor-
ders. 

The election results were over-
whelming; President Trump has a man-
date to secure our borders. Senate Re-
publicans will stand up to help him do 
just that. The Laken Riley Act is our 
first step to be able to help him do 
that. And I call upon my colleagues 
from the other side of the aisle to con-
tinue to support this bill as they have 
done on the previous votes. 

Let’s get this bill passed. Let’s make 
sure other families don’t have to live 
through the tragedy that Laken Ril-
ey’s family had to live through. 

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

ator from Iowa. 
Ms. ERNST. Mr. President, our Na-

tion, this body, and the American peo-
ple are all too familiar with stories 
like Laken Riley’s, the 22-year-old 
nursing student beaten to death by an 
illegal immigrant, one who was already 
in police custody in New York City be-
fore being let go. 

Unfortunately, after 4 years of 
Biden’s open border, this heartbreaking 
story has become too commonplace. 
Hardly a day goes by without hearing 
of another American who has fallen 
victim to crimes perpetrated by the il-
legal immigrants the Biden adminis-
tration let flood into our country. 

And worse, too many times an illegal 
immigrant arrested for a violent crime 
posts bail, never to be heard from 
again, escaping through loopholes in 
the law. 

This crisis only continues. While 
these tragedies should have never hap-
pened in the first place, my colleagues 
and I are taking action to ensure they 
never happen again. 

My legislation, Sarah’s Law, in con-
junction with the Laken Riley Act will 
close these loopholes, so our laws no 
longer prioritize illegal immigrants 
over our own citizens. 

Working to secure the border and 
protect Americans is not a new fight 
for me, but it became personal nearly 9 
years ago. On January 31—so at the end 

of this month—marks 9 years since 
Iowans Michelle Root and Scott Root, 
whom I know personally, woke up to 
every parent’s worst nightmare. Their 
daughter, Sarah, was killed by a drunk 
driver who was an illegal immigrant. 

Sarah—and she is a beautiful, young 
woman. She was 21 years old, she was 
from Council Bluffs, and she had just 
graduated from Bellevue University in 
Nebraska with a 4.0 GPA. 

She had her bachelor’s degree in 
criminal investigations. She was head-
ed home after celebrating this really 
important milestone with her family 
and her friends. Sarah had her entire 
life ahead of her; but, instead, an ille-
gal immigrant, Edwin Mejia, who was 
drunk driving with a blood alcohol 
level three times over the legal limit 
struck and killed her. 

One would think that Sarah’s killer 
would clearly meet Immigration and 
Customs Enforcement’s enforcement 
priorities. But, no, citing the Obama 
administration’s November 2014 memo, 
ICE declined to take custody of Mejia, 
despite his repeated driving offenses 
and history of skipping court dates. 

Before the Root family could even 
lay Sarah to rest, her murderer posted 
bond and was released, never to be seen 
again. 

To rub salt in the wound, the Biden 
administration removed Mejia from 
ICE’s Most Wanted list. 

Since then, I have warned repeatedly 
against the dangers of letting illegal 
immigrants—who have already broken 
our laws—roam the country and con-
tinue their lawlessness. 

I have continually called on this 
body to step up and protect innocent 
Americans from criminals who are here 
in our country illegally and pass my 
bill: Sarah’s Law. 

A loophole in the law means Sarah’s 
killer escaped justice. But today, we 
can do something to ensure no other 
family has to go through the pain and 
the grief that Sarah’s parents, Scott 
and Michelle, still feel from their 
heartbreaking day. 

My bill named in Sarah’s honor 
would close the alarming loophole that 
let Sarah’s killer go free. 

It would simply require ICE to detain 
illegal immigrants charged with kill-
ing or seriously injuring another per-
son, so they do not disappear before 
facing justice. 

It is common sense, folks. No parent 
should have to endure the pain of los-
ing a child like the Root family did. 
But, unfortunately, the Riley family is 
experiencing this same heartbreak. 

Sarah’s and Laken’s deaths are both 
tragic and, unfortunately, are doomed 
to be repeated if we don’t close the 
loopholes in that law. Those who come 
here illegally and harm our citizens 
should, without question, be detained 
so they face justice. 

Again, folks, this is common sense. 
We can no longer prioritize illegal im-
migrants over public safety. We must 
pass the Laken Riley Act and Sarah’s 
Law to send this message loud and 

clear for Sarah’s family, for Laken’s 
family, and for the countless American 
families that this action would protect. 

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

ator from Hawaii is recognized. 
TRUMP ADMINISTRATION 

Mr. SCHATZ. Mr. President, after 
months of swearing up and down that 
they were focused on lowering the price 
of eggs, the price of groceries, the price 
of gas, the price of insurance—that was 
what the last election was about, 
right? It was about inflation. It was 
about the amount that people were 
paying. That is what the last election 
was about. Interestingly, the very first 
thing that Donald Trump and the Re-
publicans have decided to do is to cut 
taxes for billionaire corporations, and 
they are going to pay for it by ripping 
off working Americans. 

Now, that might sound like a polit-
ical talking point. It sounds too con-
venient, too absurd. How can you spend 
4 years pounding on the party in power 
about how much people are getting hit 
in the pocketbook—and they were. And 
they were. The price of eggs; the price 
of utilities; the price of gasoline—still 
in Hawaii around 4.59 a gallon. People 
are still paying too much. Yet the first 
order of business is not to do anything 
about that. It is not to do anything 
about that. It is to cut taxes for the 
wealthiest international corporations 
in human history. 

I am here today with my Senate 
Democratic colleagues, and I want to 
make a sort of broader point. As Demo-
crats struggle through, learn about, 
argue about what went wrong over the 
last 2 to 4 years politically, one of 
things that we did not do well enough 
is stay on the same theme. This place 
gets crazy, and it is especially crazy 
with Donald Trump as President. I re-
member, and it is distracting. 

Even in the best of circumstances, 
people fly home, and then they arrive 
on Monday. There is a 5:30 vote, and of-
tentimes, the last vote is on Thursday 
at 1:45. So we talk about one thing 
from Monday at 5:30 until Thursday at 
1:45, and the thing we talk about is 
often whatever is on the floor or what-
ever is in committee. We are going to 
do that. We have to do that. We have to 
comment on what we are working on. 
But we are also going to talk about 
this rip-off tax bill because that illus-
trates the difference between the par-
ties. That is going to illustrate in three 
dimensions that all of this talk about 
lowering costs was a lie. 

I am here with my Senate Demo-
cratic colleagues, including members 
of the Senate Finance Committee, led 
by Senator WYDEN on the Democratic 
side, who will be on the forefront of 
this particular fight. We are not here 
because we are surprised that Repub-
licans are going to raise and not lower 
costs because we know that was the 
plan all along. We are not here because 
we are shocked that Republicans want 
to cut taxes for the ultrawealthy. They 
do that like clockwork every time they 
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win the House and the Senate and the 
Presidency. We are here because noth-
ing can distract us from the reality of 
what is about to happen. This will be a 
giveaway of the worst kind at a time 
when people can least afford it. 

So how do they plan to do it? And 
this is a little technical, so bear with 
me. House Republicans are saying that 
you have to pay for these tax cuts, 
right? You reduce revenue to the gov-
ernment. In order to pay for it, you 
have to find savings. You have to ei-
ther get new revenue—that is kind of 
off the table for Republicans; they 
don’t like new revenue unless it is tar-
iffs, which Americans pay—or you have 
to cut something. 

So last Friday, this document was re-
leased—and I understand, if you are 
watching this on your phone or even on 
CSPAN, it is kind of small, right? I get 
it. This document listed their so-called 
pay-fors; in other words, how are they 
going to pay for these massive tax cuts 
for the wealthiest individuals, the 
wealthiest privately held and publicly 
held corporations in human history? 

Here are just a couple of things they 
are using as so-called pay-fors: $700 bil-
lion in cuts, kicking millions of people 
off of Medicaid; $500 billion out of 
Medicare, reducing access to care for 
seniors everywhere; more than $150 bil-
lion in cuts to the Affordable Care Act 
subsidies. What does that mean? If you 
are on ACA, if you get your healthcare 
through ACA, the subsidy goes away, 
and your monthly insurance bill is 
about to skyrocket. Tens of millions of 
Americans who pay for their health in-
surance through the ACA exchange and 
receive that subsidy are going to have 
to pay more. What happens with that 
money? It doesn’t go for roads. It 
doesn’t go for firehouses. It doesn’t go 
for public health. It goes to this tax 
cut. 

I am not exaggerating. This is not a 
rhetorical flourish. This is not a polit-
ical talking point. They are literally 
cutting Medicare, Medicaid, possibly 
Social Security, the Affordable Care 
Act, and they are going to take all 
these resources—these are their pay- 
fors—and shovel it to people so that 
they can continue their private jet sub-
sidies, pay a lower tax rate, eliminate 
the 15-percent minimum billion-dollar 
corporation tax. 

So before we passed the tax legisla-
tion when we were in charge, there 
were lots of the wealthiest corpora-
tions, international corporations, in 
the history of the planet that paid zero 
taxes—zero taxes. So what did we do 
both to generate money but also be-
cause it is a question of basic fairness? 
We established a minimum rate for 
these wealthy corporations. They want 
to eliminate that too. Why? Because 
this is what they do. Because that is 
actually their governing philosophy. 

You know, they say: Campaign in po-
etry; govern in prose. That is not what 
is happening here. They campaigned on 
misleading people that their abiding 
concern, their main concern was, gosh, 

people are paying too much for a dozen 
eggs. And I don’t mean to diminish 
that. People were paying too much for 
a dozen eggs. But right now, inflation 
is 2.7 percent, and gas in a lot of places 
across the country is below 3 bucks. So 
people were paying too much, and peo-
ple were rightly pissed off—by the way, 
at Democrats, too, for not recognizing 
how acute this problem was for a lot of 
American families. I get it. But I don’t 
know anybody who thinks the solution 
to people paying too much out of pock-
et is to make them pay more out of 
pocket. 

There is not a single voter that I 
know—not a single voter that I know— 
that I have interacted with who says: 
You know what. Gosh, I wish the high-
est corporate tax rate were just a little 
bit lower. Gosh, I wish the 15-percent 
minimum billion-dollar corporation 
tax were rescinded. Gosh, I wish people 
who are being subsidized so they can 
afford healthcare—I wish we would 
eliminate that. And, gosh, I wish we 
would use all that money and shovel it 
back to the wealthiest people in the 
world. 

So we are not going to stop talking 
about this. I just had two hearings with 
Sean Duffy and MARCO RUBIO. I know 
Pam Bondi was today. Lots of very ex-
citing and interesting things are hap-
pening, and we are going to have to 
comment on that. We are going to have 
to engage in that. But every week, we 
are going to be talking about this rip- 
off. Every week, every opportunity we 
get, we are going to be talking about 
this because this is the difference be-
tween the two political parties. 

With that, I want to yield to my very 
good friend, who really understands tax 
policy and with whom I have been 
working on this and with whom—we 
fought together to win the ACA fight 
many, many years ago. Senator CHRIS 
MURPHY from Connecticut. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. MURPHY. Thank you very much, 

Senator. 
I just can’t believe we are talking 

about something that nobody wants, 
right? That is what this comes down 
to. The No. 1 priority for Republicans 
is extending and likely expanding a tax 
cut that benefits the wealthiest 1 per-
cent, .1 percent in this country at a 
rate that dwarfs—dwarfs—the help for 
anyone else. 

The tax cut that we are talking 
about extending gives a tax cut to the 
top 1 percent of earners in this country 
that isn’t 10 times bigger than working 
families at the bottom of the income 
scale; it is not 100 times bigger; it is 
not 500 times bigger. Taxpayers in the 
top 1 percent will get a tax cut 852 
times larger than working families at 
the bottom of the income threshold— 
852 times bigger. 

What we have seen coming out of the 
pandemic is that while the broad mid-
dle of the country has been struggling, 
the wealthy have gotten richer and 
richer and richer. We have more bil-
lionaires than ever before in this coun-

try. The folks that don’t rely on sala-
ries, that can just plow their income 
and their earnings into the capital 
markets, have reaped huge, huge re-
wards. So the very, very wealthy in 
this country right now, at this moment 
in time, don’t need any more help, and 
yet the average family that is in that 
top 1 percent bracket is going to get a 
tax cut on average of $70,000. Well, if 
you make $30,000 in this country, you 
are going to get about $100 back in 
your pocket. 

Of course, the theory is that if you 
just layer on tax cuts for corporations 
and for billionaires and millionaires, 
that money will eventually trickle 
down to everybody else, right? That is 
a lie. That is not true. That is a fraud. 
It has never been true. It has been per-
petuated on the American public be-
cause it is a great way to rationalize 
giving the bulk of tax cuts to the very, 
very wealthy. The idea is that some-
how that will make it down to the rest 
of us. Go on to any Main Street of this 
country, go into any subdivision in 
your State—you won’t find many of 
your constituents who make $50,000 or 
$100,000 or even $200,000 who have had 
much of that trickle down to them. 

To Senator SCHATZ’s point, 8 years 
ago when this tax cut was first put into 
place, it was egregious not because of 
the balance only but also because the 
whole thing was borrowed. All that 
money was just put on the American 
credit card—a credit card that comes 
due and ends up getting paid by mid-
dle-class families one way or the other. 

This time around, I guess the good 
news is that they are talking about 
paying for it, not borrowing, to give a 
huge tax cut to corporations and to bil-
lionaires and millionaires. Instead, 
they are talking about immediately 
taking money out of the pockets of 
working families and seniors and poor 
people. Instead of borrowing money 
and having the bill come due for mid-
dle-class families later, this new tax 
cut for billionaires and corporations is 
going to be financed by an immediate 
cut to services and benefits to some of 
the most vulnerable people in this 
country. 

At the end of last year, as a means of 
passing the continuing resolution, 
there was a deal apparently cut—this is 
reported in the press—in which there 
was a promise made to finance this tax 
cut with $2 trillion of cuts to Medicaid 
and Medicare. Medicaid—poor kids, 
poor families. Medicare—seniors in this 
country. 

Now, $2 trillion is a hard number to 
get your head wrapped around, but 
there is no way to enact $2 trillion—$2 
trillion, a ‘‘t’’—worth of cuts in Medi-
care and Medicaid without hundreds of 
thousands of people, senior citizens and 
poor kids, losing access to care. You 
are literally—this is not hyperbole—$2 
trillion worth of cuts means that nurs-
ing homes shut down. People are put 
out on the streets. It means that poor 
kids don’t get access to mental health 
services. 
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So what happened 8 years ago was 

cruel—a tax cut put on the American 
public’s credit card, 80 percent of the 
benefits going to the very, very richest, 
and none of it trickling down. This 
version that Republicans are talking 
about passing in a matter of weeks is 
even more cruel because it is the same 
balance: the benefit going to the very, 
very wealthy—President-elect Trump’s 
friends who pay to get in and out of 
Mar-a-Lago—but financed immediately 
by cuts that are going to be dev-
astating for the people in this country 
who get up every day relying on pro-
grams like Medicare and Medicaid. So I 
agree with my friend from Hawaii. We 
have to be down on the floor talking 
about this every single day. 

Folks thought it was an inevitability 
8 years ago when Republicans made it 
a priority to steal health insurance 
from 20 million Americans. And by the 
skin of our teeth, we were able to save 
health insurance for 20 million Ameri-
cans. And maybe if we raise enough of 
a fuss about this massive transfer of 
wealth from the middle class and the 
poor to the very, very wealthy, we can 
stop this egregious policy as well. 

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

ator from Oregon. 
Mr. MERKLEY. Mr. President, let’s 

talk about Trump’s betrayal of middle- 
class America. In 2017, many of us 
warned that Trump’s tax giveaway was 
a disaster for working families. It was 
a giveaway to billionaires. It was a 
giveaway to powerful corporations. It 
stole from America’s Treasury, in-
creasing the debt of this country to 
gild the richest Americans. They want-
ed platinum treatment. They wanted 
more money than anybody else has 
ever imagined, and they got it from 
Trump by draining the American 
Treasury. 

Well, that failed America’s working 
families. There is nothing about giving 
several hundred thousand dollars to 
the richest Americans—that is each 
one of them—that helped a single 
working American. 

These policies are coming to an end 
in 2025. But now, Trump 2 is coming 
along, and he says: I campaigned on 
working Americans, but I want to raid 
the programs for them and raid the 
Treasury to enrich them again. I didn’t 
give them enough the first time 
around. The rich are not rich enough. I 
campaigned for working families, but I 
am going to betray them with tax cuts, 
tax giveaways, a tax raid on programs 
and the Treasury for the richest Amer-
icans. That is the Trump betrayal that 
we are facing right now. 

CBO says extending the Trump tax 
cuts would blow a $4.6 trillion hole in 
the Federal budget over the next 10 
years. As my colleague just pointed 
out, Republicans are saying they might 
decrease the size of that hole by raid-
ing healthcare for Americans. What an 
evil and twisted plot that is, what an 
assault on working families across our 
Nation. 

That $4.6 trillion—no, I did not say 
‘‘m’’ for million or ‘‘b’’ for billion; we 
are talking trillion, $4.6 trillion— 
should go to basic services for all 
Americans or reduce our deficit instead 
of going into the pockets of the very 
few. 

So whom are you for? Are you for the 
very richest 1 percent and 0.1 percent 
of Americans who have so much money 
they don’t know what to do with it or 
are you for working families? Because 
this Trump budget is the betrayal of 
working families. 

If you are for working families, you 
invest in healthcare, you don’t raid it; 
you invest in housing, you don’t raid 
housing programs; you invest in edu-
cation, you don’t raid education pro-
grams. 

Those are the foundations. Those are 
the good-paying jobs. Those are the 
four foundations for families to thrive. 

If you work an hourly job and make 
less than $34,000 a year—which is the 
case for 50 million American tax-
payers—you would get back $130 a 
year—$2.50, roughly, two and a half 
dollars. All right. Right now, that is 
less than a cup of coffee. Enjoy that 
every week because that is what 
Trump cares about for those families 
who are working at the bottom of the 
ladder trying to move up. 

Instead of helping move up, he wants 
to take the programs away from them 
and give them to these folks who are 
going to get a $280,000 per-person tax 
break at the very top. 

Look how skewed this is. Working 
families on the left get nothing. The 
richest on the right get everything. 
That is what we are looking at. That 
little tiny $130—just a little change in 
the cost of drugs or your rent, your 
groceries wipes that out. Two thousand 
times the help for the richest compared 
to those who are struggling. 

That is twisted. That is warped. That 
is the Trump betrayal of working fami-
lies. 

Let’s stand for working families. 
Let’s stand for healthcare and housing 
and education, the foundation for every 
family to move up the ladder because 
that is what it means to care about 
every American family, whether they 
are in the party of the elite rich like 
the Trump betrayal presents. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Virginia is recognized. 

Mr. KAINE. Mr. President, I join my 
colleagues on the same topic to talk 
about the forthcoming debate that we 
will have about tax policies in this 
Chamber. Since coming to Congress— 
really before, when I was a mayor and 
Governor—I advocated for smart, sim-
ple pro-growth and pro-family tax re-
form. Taxes should be fair. They should 
be consistent. They should be predict-
able. And they should generate the rev-
enue that America needs to fund Social 
Security, Medicare, education, roads, 
national security, and the other crit-
ical investments that matter to our 
constituents. 

I repeat what some of my colleagues 
said. In 2017, during the first Trump ad-

ministration, after the failed effort to 
take health insurance away from more 
than 20 million people and deprive all 
Americans of being protected from dis-
crimination by insurance companies if 
they had preexisting conditions—and 
thank goodness that reconciliation ef-
fort failed when three Republicans 
joined Democrats to block that effort— 
the Trump administration colleagues 
turned to the idea of tax reform. 

Democrats were very willing to work 
on deficit-neutral, pro-growth tax re-
form. But instead, Republicans chose: 
We don’t want to have a committee 
process. We don’t want to include 
Democrats. We want to write a bill, 
and we will write a bill that will pass 
partisan tax cuts that will dramati-
cally expand the deficit. 

At this time—and I know my col-
leagues remember this—economists 
were saying that America’s corporate 
tax rate of 35 percent was high com-
pared to global averages. So there was 
some suggestion that what we should 
do is lower the corporate tax rate to 
put it more in tune with what other na-
tions were charging. There is a little 
bit of an apples to oranges difficulty in 
doing that because other nations use a 
VAT tax that we don’t use. 

Most economists said if we wanted to 
make our corporate tax rate equivalent 
to other nations, we should try to 
lower the corporate tax rate from 35 
percent to, like, 28 percent. And many 
of my businesses in Virginia were com-
ing to me saying: We have to be more 
competitive. We have to have a cor-
porate tax rate that matches up more 
with global norms. Cut the global tax 
rate to 28 percent. 

Instead, even though companies were 
only asking for that reduction, our Re-
publican colleagues plummeted and 
slashed the corporate tax rate not to 28 
percent, not to 25 percent but to 21 per-
cent. And they didn’t even pay for it— 
didn’t even pay for it. As Senator MUR-
PHY said, just racked up higher deficits. 

There were a few individual tax cuts 
in this bill. If you look at the bill from 
2017, it was mostly corporate tax cuts. 
There were a few, in that pie chart, in-
dividual tax cuts. But they were heav-
ily tilted toward the wealthy, as my 
colleagues have described. Analysis at 
the time showed households in the top 
1 percent would get an average tax cut 
of $60,000, while households in the bot-
tom 60 percent averaged only $500 each. 

The bill also left out our Nation’s 
poorest children. Nearly 20 million 
children were left out of the full value 
of the child tax credit because it was 
not made refundable. Democrats dem-
onstrated in the American Rescue Plan 
that when you expand the Child Tax 
Credit and allow it to be refundable, 
you could lead to a revolutionary drop 
in child poverty when it was in effect. 
But Republicans took a different route. 

And on top of these inequities, that 
the bill was too heavily weighted to-
ward corporations, too light toward in-
dividuals, and with individuals, too 
heavily weighted toward the wealthy 
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rather than lower and middle-income 
people, the Republican bill in 2017 did 
another thing that was entirely un-
justified. The bill made the corporate 
tax cuts permanent and the individual 
tax cuts temporary. So big, permanent 
corporate tax cuts; tiny, temporary, 
heavily skewed individual tax cuts. 

During the debate, I offered a simple 
amendment that virtually all my 
Democratic colleagues voted for. And 
we said: Hey, look, let’s go ahead and 
reduce the corporate tax rate, but let’s 
not reduce it to 21 percent. If we reduce 
it to 25 percent, which is a big reduc-
tion, we can make these individual tax 
cuts for everyday people permanent, so 
at least the individual tax cuts to ev-
eryday people would be permanent, 
like the corporate tax cuts. All of my 
Republican colleagues opposed it. The 
Senate was majority Republican so we 
were stuck with a bad bill. 

And that brings us to today. Repub-
licans are debating how to ram another 
$4.6 trillion tax cut through the Sen-
ate. I will remind my colleagues that 
when the Senate Republicans did this 
in 2017, they were really proud because 
they thought it would help them in the 
2018 midterms. I think it was heavily 
driven by an electoral strategy. What 
they found is after about 90 days of 
talking about it, the American public 
was so mad that these tax cuts went to 
the wealthy rather than everyday peo-
ple that they dropped it as a campaign 
issue to talk about other things and 
still lost badly in those midterms. 

The proposed extensions are going to 
tilt toward the wealthy, as my col-
leagues indicated. But get this, the def-
icit effects that are likely to be felt in 
some of these distributional effects 
President Trump is proposing, why not 
mitigate those by jacking up tariffs? 
OK. So we are going to do tax cuts that 
benefit the wealthy, but we are also 
going to do tariffs. And whom will tar-
iffs impact? President-elect Trump 
often says tariffs won’t affect Ameri-
cans; it will hurt China and Mexico. 
But once the election was over, he ac-
knowledged that he can’t guarantee 
American families won’t be affected by 
costs of tariffs. 

I am going to guarantee this. If 
President Trump moves forward with 
broad-based universal tariffs, and they 
are not defeated in this body, American 
families will suffer. American families 
will pay the cost. We know it because 
we have seen it before. Study after 
study shows American consumers bore 
the brunt of Trump’s first trade war, 
and this time it will be even more. Pro-
jections suggest that the tariffs will 
impact American families to the tune 
of either between $2,500 and $4,000 per 
American household in additional 
costs. So $2,500 compared to this tiny, 
little tax benefit that everyday Ameri-
cans will experience. 

Talk about salt in a wound. 
We are going to do a tax bill for the 

wealthiest when they don’t need it, not 
do much for everyday people who do 
need it but put on the shoulders of 

those same people tariffs that are 
going to increase the cost of goods. 
Imagine coming out of COVID and 
other things and having this kind of 
burden put on your shoulders. 

There is a better path. Let me give 
you an example. Democrats are going 
to work with Republicans to do tax re-
form that will be fair. Just last year, 
we saw bipartisan negotiations in the 
House and how those negotiations can 
lead to more balanced, more smart, 
better for the deficit, bipartisan prior-
ities. 

Our colleague Senator WYDEN was 
able to reach a deal with House Chair 
JASON SMITH on a bipartisan tax pack-
age that would have lifted children out 
of poverty—the child tax credit—that 
would have incentivized investment 
into research and development, good 
for companies who then innovate, and 
that is good for jobs. 

And also the third piece of this tax 
bill that was bipartisan would have ex-
panded our ability to build affordable 
housing. And it was fully paid for. 

This bill got 357 votes in the House. 
We can’t get that for a Mother’s Day 
resolution in the House of Representa-
tives. But then it died here in the Sen-
ate because Republicans didn’t want to 
take the bill up because they wanted to 
wait to do a bill that would benefit the 
wealthiest. 

I urge my colleagues: You made a 
mistake before in 2017 by going down a 
path that busted the deficit and made 
the American voters really mad. Don’t 
go down that path again. Work with us 
to find a tax bill that will appro-
priately prioritize the needs of every-
day American citizens and small busi-
nesses. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. BOOKER. Senator KAINE, would 

you yield for a question? 
Mr. KAINE. I would yield for a ques-

tion from my colleague from New Jer-
sey. 

Mr. BOOKER. That was the stunning 
thing: Whom are you for? Are you 
working for Americans, are you for 
American families, or are you for the 
wealthiest of the wealthy? 

I watched this in slow motion, this 
disaster for our country economically, 
when I was getting lobbied by corpora-
tions in the same way that you said. 
They said: We are not globally com-
petitive. We are not globally competi-
tive. 

Everybody here, all 100 of us, want 
American businesses to win. So, yes, I 
think that we should have—my opinion 
was, yes, let’s make our tax rate glob-
ally competitive and get rid of some of 
these crazy corporate tax loopholes 
that people use. So many companies 
pay zero taxes. 

So we could have had a bipartisan 
conversation that could have reflected 
our values, lowered the overall cor-
porate tax rate, and found a way to get 
rid of loopholes so corporations don’t 
find a way to exempt themselves from 
taxes when the average police officer is 
paying higher taxes than some of the 
biggest corporations. 

I watched you during that time—this 
was 8 years ago—and you began to say: 
Let’s make sure that this tax plan ben-
efits working Americans because when 
you invest in middle-class Americans, 
in working-class Americans, it is a 
proven way to grow the economy other 
than this fallacy of trickle-down. 

And so the stunning thing for me— 
and this is where I want you to—I 
think that was one of the most power-
ful points I heard. It was when people 
were coming to me and saying 28 per-
cent, 27 percent, 26 percent. The big-
gest corporations were saying it pub-
licly. I was reading it in the newspaper. 
The lowest thing I saw the corpora-
tions asking for was 25 percent. What 
were those conversations like when 
you were talking to our colleagues on 
the other side? How did they end up at 
21 percent and then not even support 
an amendment to bring it back up to 
what the corporate leaders were asking 
for to the benefit of working-class peo-
ple? How could that amendment not 
have passed? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is reminded that the question did 
refer to the Chair. 

Mr. BOOKER. Forgive me, especially 
with who the Chair is. I am afraid. 

So I direct that question to the Chair 
to the person here. 

Mr. KAINE. Mr. President, I will just 
direct it, and my answer is going to re-
veal my naivete because my corporate 
sector in Virginia—and my companies 
were like everybody’s companies—were 
saying: Hey, drop that 35 percent rate 
to 28. I may have had one that said to 
25, but they were basically saying: If 
you do it at 28, we are going to be 
equivalent to other nations. 

When the bill was put on the table— 
and, remember, we got it with hand-
written interlineations late in the 
evening when we didn’t even have an 
ability to even decipher what some of 
the handwritten interlineations were, 
but we realized they had dropped it to 
21 percent. I almost thought it was a 
typo. It was one of these handwritten 
things. I thought it was a typo because 
the companies were only asking for 28 
percent. Then I looked further in this 
massive bill, and I realized that all the 
individual tax cuts were tiny, tem-
porary, and expiring rather than being 
big and permanent. 

So I went to my colleagues, and I 
said: Have I got a great idea for you. 
You can take all of these individual tax 
cuts, if you shave off some of the ones 
to the most wealthy, and you can make 
them permanent and still do what the 
corporations had wanted us to do by 
having a corporate tax rate equivalent 
to other nations. 

I thought I was being helpful. I had a 
solution to a math problem that I 
thought they were going to like. In-
stead, what they said is, no, it has got 
to be 21 percent and these individuals 
are going to be weighted to the 
wealthy and they are going to be tem-
porary. 

Mr. BOOKER. Would the Senator 
yield for one last question. Then I will 
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yield to Senator LUJÁN for his presen-
tation. 

Mr. KAINE. I would be glad to yield. 
Mr. BOOKER. Senator, I came to the 

floor—or to the Chair, I came to the 
floor to listen to the good-faith argu-
ments of colleagues about the Trump 
tax cut. I heard them say they would 
pay for themselves. This was a mantra 
I heard over and over again: It will pay 
for itself. It will pay for itself. 

But independent folks, like on the 
Federal Reserve Board and the Joint 
Committee on Taxation, found that 
their corporate tax cuts did not pay for 
themselves, but they drove our govern-
ment into a multitrillion-dollar and 
more deficit. The benefits within this 
idea of trickle-down economics—said 
by the same groups I just mentioned— 
were that 90 percent of workers didn’t 
see a dime. Overwhelmingly, it ex-
panded corporate wealth and the 
wealth of the top 1 percent signifi-
cantly and didn’t inure to the benefit 
of the postal worker, the cop, the fire-
fighter, the plumber, the teacher. 

It is stunning to me that I sat here 
and listened to folks. But my challenge 
to you because you have been sort of a 
pragmatic, moderate guy for a long 
time, and we are seeing this coming 
around the corner—the estimates are 
now that their new tax plan that they 
are talking about could cause a deficit 
and expand, again, by now over $4 tril-
lion. 

You have been around here longer 
than I have. When we start running 
budget deficits, and we know factually 
that their last tax plan expanded the 
deficit into the trillions—and this one 
is projected, if they do it again, to be 
to the benefit of the top 1 percent and, 
again, with very few of the benefits 
going to working Americans—what will 
that mean for America’s fiscal sta-
bility going out 10 years from now or 15 
years from now? 

What kind of pressures will that cre-
ate, and what kind of calls do we have 
from Republicans about how to fix the 
problem that their tax plan has 
caused? 

Mr. KAINE. I hope we can take this 
up in the Budget Committee. I have 
some Budget Committee colleagues 
who are here on the floor. Senator 
WHITEHOUSE has been the lead Demo-
crat on the Budget Committee for some 
time and is now at the helm of another 
committee. But Senator MERKLEY, who 
spoke passionately a couple of minutes 
ago, is now the lead Democrat on the 
Budget Committee. We need to take up 
the issue of these tax cuts as proposed 
and explore what the long-term con-
sequences will be. 

The consequence will be to bust the 
deficit. The consequence will be to put 
dollars in the hands of those who don’t 
need them and take dollars out of the 
hands of those who do when you com-
bine it with the tariff effect, but the 
consequence will also be significant on 
the national debt. 

As Senator MURPHY said during his 
comments, the national debt gets fi-

nanced, and it gets financed in ways 
that ends up coming back. And who 
pays for it? Everyday folks. So you will 
have a compounding effect on everyday 
folks where they will not get tax relief. 
They may see their taxes increase. 
They will see their prices go up with 
this tariff blitz, and then they will end 
up being saddled with the consequences 
of debt. 

We should take the time to do this 
right. We should take the time to do— 
again, I use the example of what the 
Finance Committee did last year on 
the R&D tax credit, the child tax cred-
it, and the low-income housing tax 
credit. It is not that that bill was per-
fect, and it is not that it included ev-
erything that you might want to in-
clude, but it is an example of you don’t 
have to jam this through with one 
party holding the pen and excluding 
the other party. You can do a tax bill 
that can get 357 votes in the House of 
Representatives on something that will 
be paid for, not increase the deficit, 
that will help businesses innovate, help 
children get a good start in life, and 
help people afford affordable housing. 
If you do it the right way, we will come 
up with a good plan, and I hope that we 
will. 

Mr. WHITEHOUSE. Will the Senator 
yield for one more question? 

Mr. KAINE. I will yield for another 
question. 

Mr. WHITEHOUSE. Through the 
Chair, the Senator mentioned the 
Budget Committee. In the hearings 
that we have had in the Budget Com-
mittee, during which we have discussed 
tax cuts and their effect on revenues 
and their ability to pay for themselves, 
how many times have our Republican 
colleagues been able to produce a wit-
ness who, under oath, would say that 
these tax cuts would actually pay for 
themselves? 

Mr. KAINE. Precisely zero, even 
though that phrase that ‘‘they will pay 
for themselves’’ or that ‘‘they have 
paid for themselves’’ was used all the 
time, but no one would, under oath, say 
that that actually happened. 

It reminds me of a great political 
maxim. I think it was Eugene McCar-
thy, a former Senator, who once said 
the issues candidate is the one who 
says the word ‘‘issues’’ the most times. 

Just saying these cuts will pay for 
themselves is not the same as its being 
true. It wasn’t true in the 2017 tax cuts, 
and we could never find any credible 
witness who would come and testify to 
that effect. 

With that, I have other colleagues on 
the floor who are ready and raring to 
go, and I yield to them. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mrs. 
BLACKBURN). The Senator from New 
Mexico. 

Mr. LUJÁN. Madam President, I es-
pecially want to start by giving thanks 
to our colleague from Hawaii for ask-
ing us to come together and have a 
conversation with the American peo-
ple. 

I am a proud Senator from the State 
of New Mexico—from a small, rural 

community in the northern part of the 
State—and I wanted to come down to 
the floor to continue this conversation 
as we have heard from colleagues al-
ready talk about what this is and what 
this isn’t. It seems to me, when my Re-
publican colleagues last did this, what 
I heard in townhall after townhall 
across New Mexico was that, from 
Democrats, Republicans, Independents, 
voters, constituents, they just wanted 
to hear the truth. They wanted to hear 
what this is and what this is not. 

So I am going to start off by holding 
up this report that says that almost 60 
percent of the benefit of extending the 
Republican tax policies will go to the 
top 0.1 percent of the wealthiest in 
America—0.1 percent of the wealthiest 
in America—and I am not talking 
about the other 99.9 percent. Now let’s 
define how much money people who are 
in the top 0.1 percent in America are 
making. They are doing very well. 
They are making $2.8 million per year. 
It is a lot of money, and they are suc-
cessful, but it is under the guise of giv-
ing middle-class families, hard-working 
families all across America a tax cut 
when the benefit goes to the top 0.1 
percent. If you are making 2.8 million 
bucks a year, yes, this is for you. 

The American people just want to 
hear the truth. This is not for those 
hard-working, middle-class families 
back home—my brothers and sisters, 
police men and women who fight to 
keep us safe, the EMS who respond 
when we need them the most, nurses, 
teachers, electricians, ironworkers, 
pipefitters. You know, they are all the 
folks across America who are doing ev-
erything they can to put some food on 
the table, to keep a roof over their 
heads, to provide for their kids, and 
maybe save for retirement if they have 
a little extra. 

They are playing by the rules. This 
golden rule promised that, if you fight 
hard and you play by the rules, you 
will do better than the previous gen-
eration, and you are going to help your 
kids and everyone who follows you. So 
while you are playing by the rules all 
across the country—and I am talking 
to everyone not making 2.8 million 
bucks a year—my Senate Republican 
colleagues are getting ready to rig the 
system with a tax cut that is going to 
give more money to the people in the 
top 0.1 percent—remember, the people 
making $2.8 million a year or more. 
Well, maybe that will let some of those 
folks buy another jet plane or another 
yacht if they are doing well as $2.8 mil-
lion is a lot of money. 

Now, one of the concerns across the 
country is, just as it happened before, 
my Senate Republican colleagues are 
going to try to do this behind closed 
doors, all the while making false prom-
ises that this will be for you, working- 
class families, all across America, but 
at the end of the night, all they are 
going to do is stick you with the bill. 

They are going to pay for this, as we 
have heard time and time again, by 
eliminating programs that support our 
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veterans, that feed young children or 
babies, that take care of our grand-
parents or elders, or by taking away 
your children’s ability to see the same 
doctors they have been seeing since 
they were born. Studies show that just 
extending this Republican tax scam 
would blow a $4 trillion hole. Let that 
sink in. Facts. We are talking about 
the realities of what this will and will 
not do. 

The incoming administration is 
going to try and pass this off as—you 
heard it here—a middle-class tax cut. 
That is how they are going to sell this 
to the American people, but it is not. It 
is a handout to the wealthiest folks 
who are making more than $2.8 million 
a year. The economic analysis makes it 
clear that this tax scam will drive up 
the debt and leave working families be-
hind. We all know the way to grow the 
economy is to invest in the working 
class, to lower taxes for working fami-
lies, and to bring industry and innova-
tion back to our communities across 
the country. The success of our teach-
ers, our nurses, our pipefitters, our 
firefighters, our police officers, and ev-
eryone in between will be the success 
of building up the economy across 
America. 

Now, look, you have heard this from 
my Democratic colleagues: I and we 
are ready to work with my Republican 
colleagues to find better solutions for 
growing our economy and lowering 
taxes to prioritize them to target the 
middle class, to help them, but this 
scam is horrible. It is why I wanted to 
come to the floor today to have a con-
versation with my colleagues and to 
share the facts about what is hap-
pening here with the American people 
and let my colleagues know across the 
aisle: Let’s work together. Let’s truly 
deliver on a promise to help hard-work-
ing, middle-class families all across the 
country, including in the State of New 
Mexico. 

I want to thank again Senator 
SCHATZ. 

I yield to my colleague from 
Vermont as well, with whom I had the 
honor of serving in the House and being 
part of this debate when it happened. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Vermont. 

Mr. WELCH. Madam President, the 
situation for working families in 
Vermont is really, really hard. They 
show up and work. They get a pay-
check. And, at the end of the month, 
when they try to pay their bills, there 
is not enough there. 

The situation for families is enor-
mously insecure when it comes to 
housing. We find Vermonters who are 
working at ski areas can’t live within 
an hour of the ski lift that they are at-
tending. We find that folks in factories 
who want to live in the community 
they grew up in can’t afford a house. 
They are competing, oftentimes, with 
cash buyers, usually from out of State, 
and it is folks who are in the economy 
who have the assets and have ridden 
the rising stock market—and good for 
them. 

But we need a tax system that is 
good for working families. People want 
to work. They want to pay their bills. 
They don’t want to have the constant 
anxiety of whether they are going to 
miss a mortgage payment or they are 
going to miss a rent payment. 

To have a discussion about a tax pol-
icy that essentially funnels money to 
folks who have done extremely well 
raises a fairness question, which my 
colleagues have talked to, but it also 
raises a very practical question about 
how do you grow an economy. You can 
only grow an economy if folks who are 
working and committed to the commu-
nities they are in can pay their bills, 
can earn what they need in order to 
pay the grocery bill and to pay rent 
and healthcare. That is why the start-
ing point of tax reform should be ad-
dressing family needs that, by the way, 
are employer needs. 

The childcare tax credit really 
worked. It meant that families were 
able to afford things, and we saw the 
results with a 50-percent reduction in 
childhood poverty. What we also see is 
that when we can put money into edu-
cation so families can be secure about 
a safe place and a good place for their 
kids to go to school, that will work. 

So our starting point should be: How 
does this help the paycheck for the 
working family? And that is pretty 
simple: the earned-income tax credit, 
the child tax credit, low-income hous-
ing credits to build the housing that we 
need. That is where we have to start. 

Funneling money to folks who are 
doing really well and who have a mas-
sive amount of discretionary income 
and where, for corporations, the capital 
that they need to invest is there—there 
is not a capital shortage. We need to 
focus on families, not on the well-to-do 
and the corporations that got a reduc-
tion in taxes that was far more than 
they even requested. 

The second point I want to make is 
about the process that is being used to 
pass the tax bill or to consider it. It is 
the reconciliation process. By defini-
tion, what that means is it will be a 
Republican-only bill. There will be no 
discussion among Democrats, where we 
have some point of views that, by the 
way, are really beneficial to folks in 
my State, whether they voted for Har-
ris or they voted for Trump. A lot of 
working families need that childcare 
tax credit. 

The reconciliation process means 
that the political tradeoffs have to all 
be in the direction of the most extreme 
wing of the House Republican Party. 
So that process is going to handcuff us 
right at the beginning. 

The third point that many of my col-
leagues have made is that tax cuts do 
not pay for themselves. You know, 
dream on. Folks like to say that. It is 
as though it is magical. They don’t pay 
for themselves. This tax cut will add 
about $4 trillion to the deficit. 

What is next? Then we say: Hey, we 
have got to cut spending. What spend-
ing do we have to cut? Healthcare, the 
ACA premium support. 

To the Senator from Massachusetts 
that would mean—and for a family in 
Vermont—a lot of them will pay 300, 
400, 500 bucks more each month. That 
is on top of the high grocery bill. 

So the pressure, then, if we have this 
explosion in the deficit, is to cut spend-
ing, and it usually means that veterans 
are on the block. It means that the 
low-income folks are on the block. It 
means that healthcare for working 
families is on the block. 

So let’s have a tax system that is fair 
and also promotes growth and invests 
in the folks who want to work to make 
this economy strong, who want to 
build strong communities and take 
care of their families. 

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

ator from Massachusetts. 
Mr. MARKEY. Madam President, we 

are in a climate emergency. Over just 
the past few months, powerful hurri-
canes and severe wildfires have caused 
nearly one-half of a trillion dollars in 
estimated damage. 

The Los Angeles fires are estimated 
to be the costliest blaze in the history 
of our country. Insurance is becoming 
unaffordable. People have lost their 
lives. People have lost their liveli-
hoods. 

Rather than address our climate ca-
tastrophe, Republicans’ highest pri-
ority is passing a new $5 trillion tax 
scam to subsidize the ultrawealthy at 
the expense of working families. 

Now, in Massachusetts, per capita, 
we are the wealthiest State in Amer-
ica. We are very proud of that. We be-
lieve in capitalism. But I haven’t had 
one millionaire come up to me and say: 
I need a tax break—because they know 
they don’t. 

To pay for their tax scam, Repub-
licans propose slashing Medicaid and 
the Affordable Care Act, ripping away 
food security and other supports that 
parents rely on to feed their children 
and keep a roof over their head, and 
ending support for clean energy, which 
would only add more fuel to the fires 
raging across our country. Los Angeles 
is just the most recent example. 

House Republicans have said they 
want to pay for their tax cuts for the 
ultrarich with $300 billion in ‘‘the 
Green New Deal Provisions in the 2021 
Infrastructure Bill.’’ 

I don’t know if that means cutting 
programs to get lead out of our drink-
ing water or stopping programs to help 
struggling school districts buy new 
clean energy buses to cut costs and 
keep kids healthy. Maybe they have a 
problem with programs that let people 
walk and bike and live safely in com-
munities across the country. 

But we are watching hundreds of bil-
lions of dollars in climate-fueled trag-
edy in the past few months alone. The 
Green New Deal is a systemic response 
to this crisis. 

I will give you a couple of numbers. 
Hurricane Milton, Hurricane Helene— 
remember them last fall—two storms, 2 
weeks? It was $300 billion worth of 
damage—$300 billion. 
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They are saying: Let’s cut the $300 

billion for clean energy programs. 
Oh, sure, let’s have the storms cost 

$600 billion worth of damage, $1 trillion 
worth of damage each time they come 
to shore. Sure. Why put prevention in 
place? Why have wind and solar ever be 
deployed? 

That is what they are coming for. It 
is outrageous. 

Donald Trump and Republicans 
would rather trade programs to help 
communities survive the climate crisis 
for tax cuts that help their ultrarich 
donors survive tax season. 

This week, in a response, I will be in-
troducing legislation to make polluters 
pay by increasing taxes on private jet 
fuel to $2 a gallon. Do you know what 
these billionaires pay for their private 
jets today? Twenty cents. That is the 
tax on the jet fuel they put in their 
luxury jets to travel around America 
and the world. So we are just going to 
bump it up to $2 a gallon. 

That will ultimately raise $1.8 bil-
lion. I think they can afford it, given 
what we are seeing happening in L.A. 
or Florida or North Carolina or State 
after State in the last 6 months. 

The tax-dodging ultrawealthy need 
to stop fanning the flames and start 
supporting first-class solutions. 

To tackle the climate crisis and to 
have a fair Tax Code, we need to ensure 
that those doing more than their fair 
share to fuel the problem are paying 
the bare minimum and are held ac-
countable for contributing to the solu-
tion. 

So if Donald Trump and his Cabinet 
of fat-cat billionaires and the three 
richest people in the world want to fly 
private jets to Monday’s inauguration 
to pay tribute to Donald Trump, the 
very least they can do is to pay for the 
damage they are doing to our environ-
ment. 

Per passenger, private jets pollute up 
to 14 times more than commercial 
flights, and they pollute 50 times more 
than trains, producing as much emis-
sions as 5 million cars every single 
year. Do you hear that? Private jets 
emit as much pollution as 5 million 
cars a year. 

Just a few hours of flying private off-
set the benefits of an entire year of 
driving an electric car. That is not fair. 

In just 1 year, Elon Musk’s two pri-
vate jets produced nearly 5,500 tons of 
carbon emissions. That is more than 
300 years’ worth of emissions for the 
average American. 

Everyday Americans should not have 
to subsidize the lavish lifestyle of the 
ultrarich. The world’s wealthiest 1 per-
cent burn through their entire carbon 
budget for the year in the first 10 days 
of January—10 days. So let’s not let 
the 1 percent blow a $5 trillion hole in 
our Federal budget as well. 

Republicans just spent the past 2 
years complaining about the Inflation 
Reduction Act. Yet Republicans are 
preparing to spend trillions on tax 
breaks. 

They want to feed billionaires’ greed 
instead of the families who will go hun-

gry when they cut SNAP. They want to 
grow billionaire excess while they cut 
people’s healthcare, including the two- 
thirds of nursing home patients and 40 
million children on Medicaid, and pur-
sue work requirements that do little. 

Let me just say this. Ronald Reagan, 
1981? He set the playbook. Who fol-
lowed it? Newt Gingrich, 1995. Who fol-
lowed him? George W. Bush, 2021. Who 
followed him? Donald Trump, 2017. 
They each had the same plan because 
the Republicans have a remarkable 
ability to harness voluminous amounts 
of information to defend knowingly er-
roneous promises, and the central erro-
neous promise is that it is possible to 
dramatically increase defense spend-
ing, which they want to do and which 
those others guys did; cut taxes for the 
richest people in our country—that is 
what all these other guys did—and then 
to pretend with crocodile tears that 
they want to balance the budget be-
cause all that is left are the programs 
for regular families, for poor families. 

We call it Medicaid. Do you want to 
hear another way of describing Med-
icaid? Two-thirds of all people in nurs-
ing homes are on Medicaid. Two-thirds 
of all people who are in nursing homes 
are being paid by Medicaid. 

Do you want to know another num-
ber about them? Fifty percent of them 
have Alzheimer’s. 

How can families keep them in a 
nursing home? Medicaid. 

Do you know another name we have 
for them? They are called Grandma and 
Grandpa. Grandma and Grandpa are in 
nursing homes with Alzheimer’s be-
cause of Medicaid. 

They want to cut that? Good. Come 
for it. We are ready for this discussion. 

The poorest children in our country, 
50 percent of all children in our coun-
try—50 percent—are on SNAP, on food 
stamps, at some point in their life. 
That is the poorest children in our 
country. That is who they are. 

That is Medicaid. That is another 
way of talking about Medicaid—the 
poorest children, the most vulnerable 
seniors. That is the piggy bank they 
are going to use for tax breaks for bil-
lionaires. And they are then going to 
turn and say: We are going to the Af-
fordable Care Act. 

Do you know another way of talking 
about that? That is how people get the 
funding for opioid treatment and for 
mental health treatment. That is the 
Affordable Care Act. That is millions of 
people. 

Yes, just slash it. Sure. Who needs to 
help families with mental health 
issues? Who needs to help families who 
have opioid addiction? Why do that? 

Then they say: We are going to go to 
wind and solar, and we are going to cut 
that too. And we are going to keep the 
tax breaks for the oil and gas industry. 

Kick them in the heart; you are 
going to break your toe. That is what 
this plan is all about. It is what the 
plan has always been about since 1981. 

So we just can’t let the ultrawealthy 
play while leaving hard-working Amer-

icans to pay with their healthcare, 
their financial security, and bearing 
the brunt of the climate atrocities. 

We need economic justice. We need 
climate justice. We need wealthy pol-
luters to pay, especially jet-setting bil-
lionaires who are polluting right now. 
And we need a system that works for 
the American people, not for the bil-
lionaire excess that the Republican 
Party is going to bring out to the Sen-
ate floor. 

I yield to my friend from Rhode Is-
land, a great leader, Senator WHITE-
HOUSE. 

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

Mr. WHITEHOUSE. Madam Presi-
dent, I would make the point to my 
friend from Massachusetts that when 
Democrats used reconciliation, we used 
the reconciliation process to do the In-
flation Reduction Act and help every-
one. The Inflation Reduction Act 
meant green jobs to red States, and it 
meant less pollution for everyone. The 
Republicans are teeing up to use rec-
onciliation to help big CEOs, billion-
aires, and big corporations that are al-
ready doing amazingly well. 

If you feel you are being left behind 
by those folks, it is because you are. 
Look at what CEO pay has done, rock-
eting skyward, compared to the pay of 
the top 1 percent—other folks in the C- 
suite who may not be the CEO—com-
pared to typical worker wages down 
here. Most Americans are right here, 
and most of the benefit of this tax re-
form will go to these folks. 

CEOs are taking a larger and larger 
share for themselves of the resources of 
American corporations, leaving less 
and less to pay their workers, and that 
is the difference: rocketing upward and 
more or less flat. They want to make 
this worse through their reconcili-
ation. 

If you want to add another backdrop 
to what is going on here, this is the 
share of America’s revenue that is con-
tributed by corporations. A lot of peo-
ple in this body seem to want to go 
back to the good old days of the 1950s 
when things were whatever they were 
then. Well, back in the 1950s, more 
than 30 percent of America’s revenue 
came from our corporate community. 
Corporations were making a real and 
significant contribution to America’s 
revenues and enjoying the significant 
growth that being an American cor-
poration provides you. But politically 
they hacked and they hacked and they 
hacked away at their responsibilities, 
and now they are paying 6 percent of 
America’s revenues. As wealthy as 
American corporations are, they add 6 
percent now of America’s revenues. 
And this, too, will be made worse by 
this Republican program. 

Half the benefits go to the top 5 per-
cent. If you are making over a million 
bucks, it is a $78,000 tax cut; if you are 
making 50 grand, 273 bucks. Thanks a 
bunch. And the hit is going to come to 
regular Americans through Medicare, 
through Medicaid, and through support 
for their healthcare. 
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They will even lower taxes for com-

panies moving jobs and profits off-
shore. How about that for ‘‘Make 
America Great Again.’’ 

I tell you, when you actually take a 
look under the hood, what you see 
every time is that the benefits of these 
Republican tax cuts go to the biggest 
corporations, to the billionaires, and to 
corporate CEOs, and within those big-
gest corporations, the worst ones for 
moving jobs and profits offshore. It is 
as reliable as the sunrise, and it is as 
wrong as it can be. 

I yield to my friend Senator ROSEN. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Nevada. 
Ms. ROSEN. Madam President, I 

thank Senator WHITEHOUSE. 
As it is my first time addressing you 

from the Senate floor since I began my 
second term, I would like to start by 
saying how grateful I am that Nevad-
ans have put their trust in me to serve 
another 6 years in the U.S. Senate. 
People in my State know that above 
all else, I am a Nevadan first before 
any political party or ideology, and my 
track record is clear. I will always sup-
port policies that work for everyone. 

As Members of Congress, we have the 
opportunity to make a real and mean-
ingful difference in people’s lives, and 
that starts by working to make the 
American dream more affordable for 
hard-working people. 

Heading into the new administration, 
I am deeply concerned about President 
Trump’s plan to cut taxes for the 
ultrawealthy and billionaires on the 
backs of workers, senior citizens, and 
middle-class families. When the Trump 
tax cuts were first passed in 2017, they 
overwhelmingly benefited the wealthi-
est individuals and the largest corpora-
tions, while increasing our national 
debt and leaving the middle-class and 
working families—well, they just left 
them with much less to show for it. 

Senate Democrats—we will fight. We 
will fight to stop this from happening 
again. As we negotiate the upcoming 
comprehensive tax reform package, we 
must focus on making sure it provides 
meaningful tax relief for hard-working 
families—for you, for all of us. While 
the Trump administration and Senate 
Republicans look out for billionaires 
and corporations, Senate Democrats 
are working for you. 

For one, we should be working to re-
start or expand several key tax credits 
that help support American families, 
like expanding the child tax credit, 
which will increase the amount of 
hard-earned money families get to 
keep in their pockets. We also need to 
use this opportunity to address the 
high cost of housing, which is impact-
ing families in Nevada and across the 
country. We must expand the low-in-
come housing tax credit so that we can 
help build more housing and increase 
supply, and that ultimately lowers 
costs for you, for everyone. 

As someone who grew up in a work-
ing-class family, I know what it is like 
to work multiple jobs and rely on tips 

to make ends meet. That is why we 
need to make sure we put money back 
in the pockets of hard-working Nevad-
ans, which is why any package—any 
package—should include the bipartisan 
plan to eliminate income tax on tips 
for service and hospitality workers. By 
ending income tax on tips and adding 
guardrails to prevent the ultrawealthy 
and CEOs from exploiting loopholes, we 
can make sure that Nevadans keep 
more of their hard-earned money. 

We also need to provide a broad-based 
tax cut for working families and the 
middle class and make sure that fami-
lies making less than $400,000 a year 
don’t see a tax hike. 

Instead of lowering already low tax 
rates for corporations, we should be 
providing much needed tax relief for 
our businesses, like restoring research 
and development expensing. 

Our country’s strength has always 
come from the middle class—our teach-
ers, our first responders, our small 
business owners, our factory workers— 
families who get up every morning, 
every day, and they send their kids off 
to school and then go out and work 
hard to make our Nation run. They de-
serve—they deserve—tax policies that 
work for them, not tax cuts that leave 
them behind while the wealthiest of us, 
the wealthiest of billionaires, the big 
corporations, reap the tax rewards. 

So let’s be clear, though. If Presi-
dent-elect Trump and Senate Repub-
licans don’t work with Democrats, Re-
publican tax proposals—well, they 
won’t help you. They won’t help your 
family. Republican tax policies are 
only going to help billionaires. 

We need to build an economy that 
works for everyone, for you, not just 
those at the top. So to all the families 
feeling the stress, know you are not 
alone. It is time for us to put your pri-
orities first, to lower costs, and to ex-
pand opportunity. I see you—all of 
you—and I am ready and willing to 
fight for you and for all those you care 
about. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Nevada. 

Ms. CORTEZ MASTO. Madam Presi-
dent, I am joining my colleagues on the 
Senate floor today for the same rea-
sons—and I so appreciate my friend and 
colleague from the great State of Ne-
vada because she is absolutely right, 
and my colleagues as well—drawing at-
tention to what really is happening 
here in Washington that has an impact 
on our individuals and families back 
home. 

Quite often, I see so many decisions 
being made here in this bubble in 
Washington without any true regard or 
understanding of the impact on Main 
Street, where we all live and we come 
from. And what we are talking about 
today is what incoming President Don-
ald Trump had passed previously when 
he was President, which is this massive 
tax giveaway to billionaires. 

What the American people don’t 
know, which we know and we are talk-
ing about—and that is why we are 

here—is that tax cut for billionaires is 
about to expire, and many of my col-
leagues, Republican colleagues, want 
to extend the entire bill at the expense 
of middle-class families across the 
country. 

Now, the nonpartisan Congressional 
Budget Office says that reauthorizing 
the Trump tax bill as-is would add $4.6 
trillion to our national debt. That 
would raise interest rates and make it 
more expensive for families to buy a 
home, to send their kids to college, or 
to start a business. 

Based on how much time my col-
leagues across the aisle have spent the 
last 4 years—as I have sat in the Pre-
siding Officer’s seat listening to my 
colleagues, I have heard them say that 
we should be talking about the deficit 
and doing something about it. I would 
hope that they would want to avoid 
adding trillions of dollars to it, regard-
less of who is in the White House, even 
now. Unfortunately, that doesn’t ap-
pear to be the case. 

Instead, my colleagues now—my Re-
publican colleagues—have come up 
with two options for selling this legis-
lation to the American people—again, 
this legislation that will mainly ben-
efit the very wealthy in this country, 
the billionaires—legislation that is 
going to add $4 trillion to the deficit. 
This is how they plan to do it. One op-
tion is Republican leadership in the 
Senate has suggested that because they 
want to extend policy that currently 
exists, we should just ignore the cost of 
extending it; there shouldn’t be a pay- 
for; we don’t have to worry about it; 
that all of a sudden, that $4 trillion in-
crease in deficit just doesn’t exist. 

Now, I know we all wish we could for-
get about an actual debt sometimes, 
but that is not what the American peo-
ple sent us here to do, and that is not 
what American people do. I can tell 
you that every family across this coun-
try has to live within their means and 
manage their budget—my family, my 
grandparents, my parents, everybody, 
every individual. So we should be 
working together to address this issue. 

The other option that I have heard 
from some of my colleagues across the 
aisle to reauthorize this Trump tax bill 
is they have suggested a pay-for which 
is to gut Medicaid in order to pay for 
tax breaks, again, for the wealthiest 
people. I can’t stress this enough: 
again, tax breaks for the very, very 
wealthy—the top 1 percent—on the 
backs of working families, on the backs 
of individuals, our middle class. To me, 
that is just outrageous. Padding the 
pockets of the top 1 percent at the ex-
pense of hard-working families is unac-
ceptable, and nobody should stand for 
that. 

I urge my Republican colleagues and 
leadership in this body to work in a bi-
partisan manner on this and find solu-
tions that will benefit all Americans, 
not just CEOs and their board mem-
bers. There is a way we can come to-
gether to make sure our middle class 
benefits, that our small businesses and 
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companies—by the way, that are essen-
tial for that middle class and our labor 
force, because you need both—work to-
gether to benefit, and really work and 
identify a pay-for and how we are not 
going to add to the deficit. 

I can’t stress this enough: We need to 
come together and build on spending 
reductions from the bipartisan Fiscal 
Responsibility Act instead of targeting 
Americans’ healthcare. And let’s en-
sure that the wealthiest pay their fair 
share to protect the middle class and 
their children from the exorbitant tril-
lion-dollar bill the Republicans are 
currently going to send to them. 

The two options just do not work, 
but there is an option that works, and 
I will stress it one more time. We need 
to work together in a bipartisan way. 
This should not be a partisan issue. 
This should not be done just through 
reconciliation without any input from 
the Democrats because, at the end of 
the day, our families are no different, 
our communities are no different. 

My firefighters in Nevada are no dif-
ferent than firefighters in your State. 
My hard-working laborers in my State, 
whether they come from the service in-
dustry and it is somebody who is wash-
ing dishes in a restaurant in Nevada, 
are no different than that person wash-
ing dishes in some of my colleagues’ 
States. 

Everybody benefits if we come to-
gether in a bipartisan way, and that is 
how this should work. And I am hope-
ful my colleagues are willing to do so. 

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

ator from Texas. 
CABINET NOMINATIONS 

Mr. CORNYN. Madam President, yes-
terday I came to the floor of the U.S. 
Senate to talk about the importance of 
promptly confirming President 
Trump’s Cabinet. The American people 
having voted for President Trump, hav-
ing said that they are unhappy with 
the direction the country is going in is 
entitled to his team to help him actu-
ally do what he said he would do during 
the campaign. 

Well, today I would like to reiterate 
that message; but, in particular, I want 
to highlight some of the hypocrisy of 
our Democratic colleagues on this im-
portant matter as it pertains to our 
country’s democratic processes. 

We know that our colleagues are fre-
quently warning that ways of the Re-
publicans are allegedly undermining 
democracy, but this is like the little 
boy who cried wolf. If you cry wolf 
often enough, the people begin to be-
lieve that it is not really serious; and, 
indeed, it shouldn’t be taken seriously 
in the case of the allegation that Re-
publicans are somehow trying to un-
dermine democracy. 

Let me give you an example. Back in 
2022, when Republicans passed State 
laws that included commonsense elec-
tion integrity measures, like voter ID, 
Democratic Leader CHUCK SCHUMER 
criticized these initiatives, which were 
intended to ensure the integrity of our 
elections. 

You would think that would be a no- 
brainer, that everybody would want to 
embrace measures that would protect 
the integrity of our elections. But he 
claimed somehow there was an attempt 
to suppress people from voting. Well, I 
remember it wasn’t that long ago when 
Barbara Jordan, a Democrat from 
Texas, revered justly as an incredible 
leader for our State and country, along 
with James Baker III cochaired a com-
mission that came out with voter ID as 
one of the consensus recommendations. 

But now Democrats claim making 
sure that people are who they say they 
are and using the same sorts of things 
that you need in order to get on an air-
plane or to buy tobacco or a six-pack of 
beer, somehow that undermines democ-
racy. It just doesn’t make any sense. 

But here is Senator SCHUMER on the 
Senate floor. He said, ‘‘Republicans 
across the country are trying to stop 
the other side from voting. That tears 
apart, rips apart, the very fabric of our 
democracy.’’ I can almost see him cry-
ing crocodile tears as he says that. 

Well, I did a rough check a moment 
ago, and 152 million Americans voted 
in 2024. If Republicans were trying to 
suppress the vote, we are doing a lousy 
job because you are seeing historic 
numbers of people, a lot of whom have 
not made a practice of voting before, 
showed up at the ballot box this time 
because they hated the direction our 
country was going in and they felt like 
this was our last chance, perhaps, to 
save our country as we know it. 

Well, the Senator from New York 
used this argument to advocate for 
changes to the Senate filibuster rule— 
the requirement you get 60 votes to 
close off debate—in order to pass what 
he called Federal voting rights legisla-
tion. Well, first of all, what it would 
have done, it would have preempted the 
States’ laws when it came to voting 
practices and created a single uniform 
standard here at the Federal level, 
which would have prevented some of 
these commonsense measures like 
voter ID from taking place. 

Well, President Biden also expressed 
the same sentiment. He pressed for the 
filibuster to be changed to advance the 
so-called voting rights package, saying 
that the package must be passed ‘‘to 
defend our democracy.’’ Well, actually, 
it would have made it easier to cheat. 

Now, ironically, they used the same 
argument for democracy to undermine 
the Senate filibuster, which is one of 
the bedrocks of this institution. But 
what I have noticed is that if an issue 
can be framed as a threat to democ-
racy, Democrats throw any other con-
cerns out the window; hence, the sky is 
falling. 

More recently, in 2023, Democrats 
brought up this same question of pro-
tecting democracy as a reason to ad-
vance legislation addressing artificial 
intelligence. Well, as it turns out, arti-
ficial intelligence has been around for 
decades. It has recently captured the 
popular imagination because tech-
nology has taken us to places we never 
dreamed we could go. 

Well, in 2023, the Committee on Rules 
and Administration held a hearing on 
AI, and the Democratic leader said 
this: 

If left unchecked— 

Here he goes again. He said: 
If left unchecked, [artificial intelligence]’s 

use in our elections could erode our democ-
racy from within and from abroad, and the 
damage, unfortunately, could be irreversible. 

That is a pretty common scare tac-
tic. You scare people enough, well, 
maybe they are willing to let you do 
things that they, otherwise, wouldn’t 
do upon calmer reflection. 

He went on to stress the importance 
of Republicans and Democrats working 
together to protect and reinforce our 
democracy. We are for that. But here is 
what he said: 

I can think of few issues that should both— 
unite both parties faster than safeguarding 
our democracy . . . It will take all of us, the 
Administration, the private sector, Congress 
working together to protect our democracy, 
ensure robust transparency and safeguards, 
and ultimately keep the vision of our found-
ers alive in the 21st century. 

Well, taken at face value, that 
sounds pretty good until you start be-
ginning to look at the details about 
what he says we need to do in order to 
accomplish that goal. That is where 
you see—begin to see the huge dis-
connect. It is in pursuit of another 
agenda. 

Democrats have become the party 
that cried wolf—or excuse me—threat 
to democracy; and the more they say 
it, the less meaning it actually holds. 
For what it is worth, I agree that the 
administration of private sector and 
Congress should work together to pro-
tect rather than undermine democracy. 
But we do have some different perspec-
tives or points of view about how we 
might do it. That is a laudable goal, 
but not in pursuit of a fairly cynical 
and partisan policy agenda. 

There is a very tangible way that 
Democrats can join with us to do this, 
this week. They can cooperate with the 
President that the people elected as 
Commander in Chief of the United 
States by confirming his Cabinet. How 
is that for protecting democracy? 

The opposite, which is to stonewall 
the President’s Cabinet nominees, to 
burn as much time as possible before 
we are able to get that done, is not pre-
serving and protecting democracy; it is 
undermining it. 

Our Democratic colleagues never 
seem to lose an opportunity to say that 
whatever the subject, it is a threat to 
democracy. But here they are today 
participating in a campaign to stone-
wall President Trump’s nominees, 
which I would argue is undermining 
the democratic process. It is denying 
an elected President of the United 
States, who won not only the electoral 
college vote but the popular vote as 
well—to deny him his team so he can 
actually get to work on January 20th 
doing what he was elected to do. 

Just yesterday, Senator SCHUMER, 
the Democratic leader, came to the 
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floor to air his grievances on each of 
the President’s nominees for the Cabi-
net. He argued that many of the poli-
cies they would implement would be 
disastrous. But the fact of the matter 
is the American people have chosen. 
They did that on November 5 when 
they went to the polls and they gave 
President Trump a substantial major-
ity and even a mandate for a new direc-
tion in the country. 

They repudiated the failed policies of 
the Biden administration, starting 
with what has been happening at the 
border, which is an unmitigated dis-
aster from a public health and public 
safety point of view. And it would, in-
deed, be a threat to democracy if our 
Democrat colleagues chose to ignore 
the will of the voters and deny the 
President his Cabinet or delay it for no 
good reason and prevent these nomi-
nees from going to work to implement 
the policies that the American people 
elected President Trump to enact. 

Unfortunately, this is sort of reflex-
ive, it is kind of what our Democratic 
colleagues do. I have been amazed to 
listen on television and hear in-person 
for the last—however it has been— 
hour, Democratic colleagues who came 
to the floor to speak, but they didn’t 
talk about the pending business, the 
Laken Riley Act. 

This young woman was killed by an 
illegal immigrant who should not have 
been in the country. I asked Pam 
Bondi, who is the nominee for Attorney 
General, this morning during her con-
firmation hearing, I said: If President 
Biden and Harris had secured the bor-
der, do you think Laken Riley would 
still be alive? And she said, yes, to-
gether with many others who have 
been victimized by illegal immigrants 
who come across the border to do 
Americans harm in one way or an-
other. Not all of them. But when you 
open the border to 10 or more million 
people with 2 million of them ‘‘got- 
aways,’’ evading law enforcement, you 
don’t know what you are going to get. 

Well, I take that back, you do know 
what you are going to get. You are 
going to get some people who do not in-
tend to come here for a better way of 
life; they come here to rape and pillage 
and rob and to commit crimes. 

Well, Republicans are tired of hear-
ing excuse after excuse from our Demo-
crats, some of these hearings are being 
delayed due to incomplete background 
checks, but ask yourself who is respon-
sible for the background checks? Well, 
it is Joe Biden’s FBI. The FBI owes it 
to the American people to work around 
the clock, 24/7, to get these background 
checks done on a timely basis. 

Otherwise, we are, literally, under-
mining a democratically elected Presi-
dent. 

So I would urge our colleagues on the 
other side of the aisle to heed their 
own words when it comes to confirming 
President Trump’s Cabinet. 

My colleagues on the other side of 
the aisle like to talk a big talk about 
defending democracy, but I would like 

to see them put these commitments 
into practice by ending the undemo-
cratic obstructionist tactics that they 
are using to deny this President his 
team. 

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

clerk will call the roll. 
The bill clerk proceeded to call the 

roll. 
Mr. SANDERS. Madam 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 Vermont. 
H–1B VISA 

Mr. SANDERS. Madam President, as 
we go forward in this new session of 
Congress, I would hope very much that 
there will be a serious focus on the cri-
ses facing the working families of our 
country. We are the wealthiest nation 
on Earth. In fact, we are the wealthiest 
Nation in the history of the world. Yet, 
today, we have more income and 
wealth inequality than we have ever 
had. Sixty percent of our people live 
paycheck to paycheck. The life expect-
ancy of working people is far below 
that in other wealthy countries. 
Eighty-five million Americans are un-
insured or underinsured. Some 800,000 
Americans are homeless. Twenty-five 
percent of seniors are trying to survive 
on $15,000 a year or less. We have the 
highest rate of childhood poverty of al-
most any major nation on Earth. Fur-
ther, we remain, shamefully, the only 
wealthy country not to guarantee 
healthcare to all people as a human 
right. 

Meanwhile, while working families 
struggle to put food on the table and 
pay their bills, the wealthiest people in 
our country have never, ever had it so 
good. We are now in the absurd situa-
tion, the grossly unjust situation, 
where the 3 wealthiest people on top 
own more wealth than the bottom half 
of American society, some 170 million 
people. The 3 people on top have more 
wealth than 170 million on the bottom. 
That is not what America is supposed 
to be about. 

In truth, there are a number of rea-
sons why we are living in a nation 
today where the wealth of the billion-
aire class is exploding while the work-
ing class of our country struggles to 
keep their heads above water. There 
are many causes as to why, despite a 
huge increase in worker productivity, 
real weekly wages for the average 
American worker are less today than 
they were 50 years ago—real weekly 
wages are less than they were 50 years 
ago—and why, during that period, 
there was a $50 trillion transfer of 
wealth from the bottom 90 percent to 
the top 1 percent. 

Now, a lot of the reasons as to why 
the very rich are becoming richer and 
working-class families are struggling 
have to do with disastrous trade poli-
cies which have resulted in the loss of 
millions of good-paying jobs. The fail-

ure of Congress to raise the minimum 
wage to a living wage is another reason 
why millions and millions of workers 
today are forced to try to survive on 
starvation wages. Furthermore, we are 
seeing and have seen aggressive and 
often illegal union-busting activities 
on the part of major employers. All of 
those reasons, and more, are issues 
that we have to deal with. 

Today, I want to focus on one more 
reason as to why the working class of 
this country is struggling, and that has 
to do with the H–1B guest worker pro-
gram. 

Elon Musk, the wealthiest man in 
the world, with a net worth of nearly 
$430 billion, and other multibillionaires 
in the high-tech industry claim that 
the H–1B Federal guest worker pro-
gram is vital to our economy because 
of the scarcity of highly skilled engi-
neers and other technology workers in 
the United States. In other words, what 
they say is that they are trying des-
perately to find highly skilled Amer-
ican workers to do their jobs; just can’t 
find them; just not there. 

In my view, Musk and the other bil-
lionaires who are strongly supporting 
the H–1B Program are dead wrong. 
American workers are there; they are 
just not looking for them. 

In my view, the main function of the 
H–1B Program is not to hire the best 
and the brightest. That is the theory— 
we have to bring in the best and the 
brightest to help our companies func-
tion and grow wealth in America. That 
is the theory, but in truth, the reality 
of what the H–1B Program is, is to re-
place good-paying American jobs with 
hundreds of thousands of lower paid 
guest workers from abroad who are 
often treated as indentured servants. 
The cheaper it is to hire guest workers, 
the more money the multibillionaire 
owners of large corporations make. In 
other words, this program is not only 
grossly unfair to American workers; in 
many ways, it is unfair to foreign 
workers as well. 

According to the Economic Policy In-
stitute, between 2022 and 2023, the top 
30 companies using the H–1B Program 
laid off 85,000 American workers while 
simultaneously bringing in over 34,000 
guest workers from abroad. 

In 2019 and 2020, 85 percent of H–1B 
visas were awarded to entry level and 
junior guest workers, who are paid be-
tween 20 to 40 percent less than Amer-
ican workers in similar occupations. 

So, No. 1, it is simply not true that 
the H–1B Program focuses on the very 
rare and highly skilled workers that 
American companies cannot find. 
Eighty-five percent, to repeat, of H–1B 
visas were awarded to entry level and 
junior guest workers, and they are paid 
20 to 40 percent less than American 
workers in similar occupations. 

Let me just give you a few examples 
as to how unfair the H–1B Program is. 
In Dallas, TX, H–1B software devel-
opers are making $44,000 less than 
American workers doing the exact 
same job. This is information from the 
U.S. Department of Labor. 
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In Houston, TX, H–1B accountants—I 

did not know, to be honest with you, 
that we had a scarcity in accountants, 
but be that as it may, H–1B account-
ants are paid nearly $40,000 less than 
American accountants doing the exact 
same work. 

In Santa Barbara, CA, H–1B workers 
who are hired as computer system en-
gineers make just $45,000 a year. Does 
that sound like the kind of salary that 
would bring forth some extremely, 
highly skilled people for jobs that 
American workers cannot fill? Madam 
President, you tell me. Why would a 
corporation hire an American com-
puter systems engineer at a salary of 
$110,000 a year when it is $65,000 cheap-
er to hire an H–1B worker for that 
same exact position? 

That is basically what this whole de-
bate is about, and that is that large 
corporations are paying foreign work-
ers substantially lower salaries than 
they are paying American workers. 
Madam President, if you want to know 
why multibillionaire owners of high- 
tech companies love the H–1B Program 
so much, that is the reason why. They 
are using this program to substantially 
undercut the wages of American work-
ers. 

Moreover, there are estimates that as 
many as 33 percent of all new informa-
tion technology jobs in America are 
being filled by guest workers. Accord-
ing to the Census Bureau data, there 
are millions of Americans with ad-
vanced degrees in science, technology, 
engineering, and math who are not cur-
rently employed in those professions. 
In other words, we tell kids ‘‘Go out 
and get involved in STEM work. Be-
come a scientist. Become an engineer. 
Become a mathematician,’’ whatever, 
and then we bring in people from 
abroad to fill the jobs they were edu-
cated to do. 

Adding insult to injury, half of the 
top 30 H–1B employers are companies 
whose major function in life is to 
outsource jobs, known in the industry 
as body shops. In other words, the same 
companies that are involved with sup-
plying American companies with cheap 
foreign labor at home are the same 
exact companies that provide even 
cheaper labor to corporations when 
they move abroad. They are two sides 
of the same coin. 

Madam President, if there is truly a 
major shortage of skilled tech workers 
in this country, as Elon Musk and oth-
ers have argued, why did Tesla lay off 
over 7,500 American workers last year, 
including many software developers 
and engineers at its factory in Austin, 
TX, while, at the same time, applying 
to hire thousands of H–1B guest work-
ers? If these jobs are only going to the 
‘‘best and the brightest,’’ why has 
Tesla employed H–1B guest workers as 
associate accountants for as little as 
$58,000 a year, associate mechanical en-
gineers for as little as $70,000 a year, 
and associate material planners for as 
little as $80,000 a year? 

I will admit, I am not a rocket sci-
entist. But, to my mind, those occupa-

tions don’t sound like highly special-
ized jobs that are primarily for the top 
0.1 percent, as Mr. Musk claimed last 
month. 

If this program is really supposed to 
be about importing workers with high-
ly advanced degrees in science and 
technology, why are H–1B guest work-
ers being employed as fashion models, 
lawyers, dog trainers, massage thera-
pists, cooks, and English teachers? One 
might think that, in the United States 
of America, we could find English 
teachers and not need to bring in peo-
ple from abroad. Further, does anyone 
really believe that in America we do 
not have enough lawyers and need to 
bring in more attorneys from abroad? 

At a time of massive income and 
wealth inequality, we need funda-
mental changes in our economic poli-
cies. We need an economy that works 
for all, not just the few. And one small 
but very important way forward in 
that direction is to bring about major 
reforms to the H–1B Program in order 
to benefit American workers. 

That is why I have filed an amend-
ment to the Laken Riley bill that we 
are debating this week that will do just 
that. I hope very much that the leaders 
agree on allowing that amendment to 
be debated and voted upon. Let me 
very briefly describe what this amend-
ment does in terms of reforming the H– 
1B Program. 

First, this amendment would double 
the major H–1B fee that corporations 
pay before they can hire guest workers 
from abroad. This provision would gen-
erate over $370 million in revenue each 
year. And what would we use that rev-
enue for? Well, it would be used to pro-
vide nearly 20,000 scholarships each and 
every year for American students pur-
suing advanced degrees in science, 
technology, engineering, math, and 
other fields vital to the competitive-
ness of our Nation. 

If the Members of this body truly be-
lieve we need H–1B visas in order to 
compensate for a shortage of skilled 
American professionals, this amend-
ment will attract tens of thousands of 
America’s best and brightest young 
people into those fields. 

Second, this amendment requires 
corporations to substantially increase 
wages for the jobs they need before 
they would be allowed to hire H–1B 
guest workers. Specifically, this 
amendment would raise the prevailing 
wage for the H–1B Program to at least 
the median local wage. In other words, 
if the H–1B Program is truly meant for 
‘‘the best and the brightest,’’ it should 
not be used as a tool to undercut the 
wages of highly skilled American 
workers. And that is what this amend-
ment would prevent. 

Third, this amendment would pro-
hibit corporations from replacing laid- 
off American workers with H–1B guest 
workers from overseas. Corporations 
that are engaged in mass layoffs should 
not be allowed to replace American 
workers with guest workers. 

Finally, this amendment would pre-
vent corporations from treating H–1B 

guest workers, for all intents and pur-
poses, as indentured servants. 

Under current law, H–1B guest work-
ers are often locked into lower paying 
jobs and can have their visas taken 
away from them by their corporate 
bosses if they complain about dan-
gerous, unfair, or illegal working con-
ditions. That is unacceptable, and that 
has got to change. This amendment 
would make H–1B visas portable and 
give guest workers the ability to easily 
change jobs. 

Mr. Musk and Mr. Ramaswamy and 
others have argued that we need a 
highly skilled and well-educated work-
force. I agree. But the answer is not to 
bring in cheap labor from abroad 
through the H–1B Program. The answer 
is to hire qualified American workers 
first and to make certain that we have 
an education system that produces the 
kind of workforce that our country 
needs for the jobs of the future. 

The bottom line: It must never be 
cheaper for a corporation to hire a 
guest worker from overseas than an 
American worker at home. And that is 
what this amendment is all about. 

Let’s be clear. Thirty years ago, the 
leaders of corporate America, the polit-
ical establishment in both major par-
ties, and the editorial boards of the 
most influential papers in our country 
told us not to worry about the loss of 
millions of blue-collar manufacturing 
jobs that would come as a result of un-
fettered free-trade agreements like 
NAFTA and permanent normal trade 
relations with China: Don’t worry 
about the loss of those jobs. 

And the reason they told us not to 
worry is that that job loss would be 
more than offset by the many good- 
paying, white-collar information tech-
nology jobs that would be created in 
the United States. 

Yes, they said, you lose blue-collar 
manufacturing jobs, but not to worry. 
We will create zillions of good-paying, 
white-collar information technology 
jobs. 

I, personally, was a Member of Con-
gress at that time and never believed 
that. And I helped lead the effort 
against NAFTA and PNTR with China. 
Unfortunately, I and the many others 
who opposed those trade agreements 
were proven correct. NAFTA and PNTR 
cost us millions of good-paying manu-
facturing jobs as large corporations 
shut down here in America and fled to 
China, Mexico, and other low-wage 
countries in search of cheap labor. 

And what about all of those great 
high-tech jobs that supposedly were 
going to be created? Well, that didn’t 
quite happen either. 

As a result of the H–1B guest worker 
program and other guest worker pro-
grams, major corporations are now im-
porting hundreds of thousands of lower 
paid guest workers from abroad to fill 
the white-collar technology jobs that 
are currently available. 

In other words, heads, billionaires 
wins; tails, American workers lose. 

In my view, we can and must change 
that reality. A good place to start 
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would be to pass this amendment and 
put American workers first. Multi-
billionaires and Big Tech should not be 
allowed to hire guest workers to fill 
entry-level and mid-level information 
technology jobs. Those jobs should be 
going to American workers who have, 
among other things, the constitutional 
right to form unions and collectively 
bargain for better wages, benefits, and 
working conditions. 

Madam President, I will be asking for 
a rollcall vote on this amendment, and 
I hope very much we can get it to the 
floor. In my view, the time has come 
for the American people to know which 
side their Senators stand on this issue. 

In order to accomplish that goal, I 
very much appreciated the statement 
Majority Leader THUNE gave on the 
floor of the Senate last November 
about the need for more amendment 
votes in the Senate. Here is what the 
majority leader said on November 14 
with respect to the amendment proc-
ess: 

[A]ll Members of the Senate—and not just 
the Members of a particular committee— 
should have a voice in final legislation 
through amendments on the floor. Members 
should assume that amendment votes will be 
the norm. That will mean taking tough votes 
at times, but that is part of our jobs. 

I would very much agree with Major-
ity Leader THUNE. The truth is that, in 
the past, whether it has been Repub-
lican leaders or Democratic leaders, no 
one debates that the amendment proc-
ess has been thwarted. I hope we will 
see a new opening here where people 
will be allowed to offer amendments 
and take up votes. That is what we 
were elected to do. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

SCHMITT). The Senator from Massachu-
setts. 

UNANIMOUS CONSENT REQUEST—S. 103 
Mr. MARKEY. Mr. President, I rise 

today to stop the unnecessary and dev-
astating consequences that will result 
from a ban on TikTok in the United 
States. In a few moments, I will ask 
unanimous consent that the Senate 
pass my legislation with Senator 
WYDEN and Senator BOOKER, the Ex-
tend the TikTok Deadline Act, to ex-
tend the deadline by which ByteDance, 
TikTok’s parent company, must sell 
TikTok or face a ban in 270 days. 

This simple, one-sentence bill would 
avoid significant harm for TikTok’s 
creators, who depend upon the app to 
make a living, to find community, to 
share resources during emergencies 
such as the Los Angeles wildfires, and 
to discuss everything from the latest 
pop culture trends to controversial po-
litical topics. 

It is the home to 170 million Amer-
ican users—170 million American users. 
That is over half of the U.S. population 
and 65 percent of the United States 
adult population. It is 50 percent high-
er than the number of Americans who 
watch the Super Bowl. 

Those 170 million Americans will be 
devastated by a TikTok ban. Many 

make their living on the app and could 
face difficulties paying for groceries, 
rent, or medical care. Others may lose 
contact with a crucial support system, 
leaving them isolated and scared. 

If you don’t believe me, then I en-
courage my colleagues to view the 
thousands of videos posted by TikTok 
users over the past few days explaining 
why TikTok is so important to them. 
These testimonials are powerful evi-
dence about TikTok’s economic, social, 
and cultural importance, and I implore 
my colleagues to listen to these users. 

Now, supporters of the TikTok ban 
will claim that any delay will threaten 
national security and allow China to, 
supposedly, indoctrinate the youth 
with anti-American views. 

First, I stand behind no lawmaker 
here in my commitment to protecting 
children online. I am the original au-
thor of the only Federal online protec-
tion for children today: the Children’s 
Online Privacy Protection Act. And I 
have authored legislation to update 
and modernize those protections. My 
Children and Teens’ Online Privacy 
Protection Act to lift it up to age 16, 
that was blocked here on the Senate 
floor just 1 month ago in December. We 
had it out of committee. We could not 
get it passed. 

And I repeatedly sent letters to the 
Federal Trade Commission and the De-
partment of Justice urging them to in-
vestigate and impose penalties on 
TikTok for putting their younger users 
at risk. When TikTok violates the law 
and puts its users at risk, I will call 
them out and I will demand account-
ability. In fact, the Federal Trade 
Commission has fined TikTok for vio-
lation of my law, so, obviously, I am 
concerned. 

But I am also concerned about what 
American social media companies do to 
teenagers. They do the same thing. I 
am very concerned about what they do 
to young children. According to the 
Surgeon General, we have a mental 
health crisis in our country, pointing 
the finger at social media—not one 
company, but all the companies that 
are targeting teenagers and children in 
our country. 

As for the national security argu-
ments, I recognize that ByteDance’s 
ownership of TikTok poses security 
risks. I do not want China to have sig-
nificant influence over an important 
communications channel in the United 
States and access to Americans’ data, 
but Congress must appropriately bal-
ance those risks with the serious hard-
ship imposed on TikTok’s 170 million 
American users and the unintended 
consequences of a nationwide TikTok 
ban. 

With the impending TikTok ban, 
Congress has gotten that balance 
wrong, and most importantly, the pro-
ponents of the ban have repeatedly ar-
gued that TikTok is ‘‘brainwashing 
Americans,’’ but these claims are, at 
best, just speculation. At worst, they 
are a disguised effort to target Ameri-
cans’ speech. 

So don’t take it from me. In an affi-
davit in the District of Columbia Cir-
cuit, a senior intelligence officer stated 
that the government has ‘‘no informa-
tion’’ that China coerced ByteDance to 
covertly manipulate content on 
TikTok. That is coming from our own 
government. That alone should make 
us pause. 

This is in the DC Circuit Court. They 
are not lying to a circuit court. So 
they don’t have any information with 
regard to that accusation. 

Even worse, rather than addressing 
China’s supposed influence over a key 
communications channel, the TikTok 
ban appears to be driving users to al-
ternative Chinese applications which 
we know even less about. In fact, on 
Monday, RedNote—a China social 
media app—became the No. 1 most 
downloaded app on the Apple app store. 

Is that the outcome that the law’s 
supporters were seeking or thought 
about? 

The TikTok ban not only threatens 
to shut down a platform critical for 170 
million Americans, but also, 7 million 
American businesses use TikTok. They 
use it as part of their business. All of 
that will shut down on Sunday, 4 days 
from now—just shut down—7 million 
businesses who use it. 

And it is taking effect, at least in 
parts of America, at the single worst 
period of time, a moment when TikTok 
creators in Los Angeles are using the 
app to share their stories and find re-
sources during the tragic wildfires; a 
moment when a new President is set to 
take office with different views on the 
ban—and President-elect Trump is ask-
ing for a pause right now, asked the 
Supreme Court of the United States for 
a pause—Donald Trump—a moment 
when the Supreme Court is still consid-
ering the case, hasn’t even rendered a 
decision yet; a moment when the first 
official bid for TikTok was just sub-
mitted last week. 

It is time for Congress to acknowl-
edge that the rushed passage of this 
law was a mistake. There were no hear-
ings in the Senate. There were no wit-
nesses in the Senate. No one got to 
hear anything about this ban because 
they put it into the bill that was going 
to provide military aid for Ukraine, for 
Israel—humanitarian aid—and they 
just stuck the TikTok ban into the leg-
islation over in the House of Rep-
resentatives to send it over here. 

We never had a hearing. We never 
had any consideration. And it is time 
for Congress to acknowledge that the 
rushed passage of this law was a mis-
take, that we need more time to let the 
courts and outside parties consider this 
issue. We need to do a better job of un-
derstanding the importance of the 
TikTok community and the impact of 
a TikTok ban. 

That is why I introduced the Extend 
the TikTok Deadline Act. This bill 
does not repeal the underlying act. It 
simply gives TikTok, Congress, the 
people here in the Senate, parties that 
might want to buy TikTok, the incom-
ing Trump administration—he himself 
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is asking for an extension—and outside 
stakeholders additional time to get 
this right. 

We need time. We need time to figure 
this out. The court process is still 
going on for something that started 
last April. That would never have been 
expected to have occurred. We don’t 
have any certainty as to the outcome, 
one way or the other. 

If this had happened in September, 
October, or November—out of the 
courts—we could have then deliberated 
before the deadline on Sunday, 4 days 
from now. But it didn’t happen that 
way. 

So to the millions of creators who 
have bravely shared their stories and 
explained why TikTok is important to 
them, I hear you, I am listening, and I 
encourage my colleagues to listen as 
well and to give a short reprieve to 
TikTok’s death sentence. 

TikTok is far too important to let it 
die like this on Sunday without having 
given the extra time which is needed— 
time for President-elect Trump, time 
for everyone to think about what an al-
ternative pathway could be to letting 
TikTok die. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the Senate proceed to the im-
mediate consideration of S. 103, intro-
duced earlier today; further, that the 
bill be considered read a third time and 
passed; and that the motion to recon-
sider be considered made and laid upon 
the table. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

The Senator from Arkansas. 
Mr. COTTON. Reserving the right to 

object, which I most certainly do, 
TikTok isn’t just another social media 
platform, TikTok is a Chinese com-
munist spy app that addicts our kids, 
harvests their data, targets them with 
harmful and manipulative content, and 
spreads communist propaganda. 

Congress recognized the unique dan-
gers of TikTok when we voted on a 
massive bipartisan basis last April to 
give its Chinese communist-influenced 
parent company ByteDance 270 days to 
sell TikTok to an American buyer or to 
be shut down in America. That dead-
line is Sunday. 

What is more, ByteDance and 
TikTok had plenty of additional warn-
ing for years about the possibility of 
such action, long before Congress set 
this firm Sunday deadline. The Trump 
administration, in 2020, attempted to 
shut down TikTok. 

So there was no rush as the Senator 
from Massachusetts asserted. We didn’t 
pull the rug out from under TikTok, 
and we didn’t ban it. Instead, Congress 
simply demanded that the app could no 
longer be owned and controlled by our 
Nation’s worst enemy, communist 
China. 

In other words, TikTok’s owners had 
plenty of time to find a buyer, and 
there were plenty of willing buyers as 
well. Instead, TikTok whined, lied, 
complained, sued, and lobbied. Oh, how 
they lobbied. 

One notable lobbyist told me that he 
was offered $100,000 a month—$100,000 a 
month—to represent TikTok, but he 
refused because TikTok is a sewer of 
vile anti-Semitism. Good for him. 

Unfortunately, I can’t say that for 
the army of lawyers and lobbyists who 
saddled up on behalf of communist 
China. They know who they are. They 
should be ashamed of themselves, and 
they should know that I, for one, won’t 
forget it. 

So let me be crystal clear. There will 
be no extensions, no concessions, and 
no compromises for TikTok. 
ByteDance and the Chinese com-
munists had plenty of time to make a 
deal. In fact, the legislation allows the 
President to grant a 90-day extension 
to the Sunday deadline, though only if 
negotiations have substantially ad-
vanced, and the sale could likely close 
in 90 days. 

Neither is true today so I expect 
President Biden will not grant the ex-
tension. And what President Biden can-
not do under current law, this Con-
gress—this Republican Congress—cer-
tainly won’t do by changing the law, 
not over my objection, in any case. 

And isn’t it telling that ByteDance 
says communist China blocked the sale 
of TikTok for these last 9 months? 
What exactly does that tell us? Exactly 
what I said earlier: TikTok is a Chinese 
communist spy app. Consider one rea-
son why the bill passed with such a 
huge bipartisan vote in April; namely, 
the backlash against TikTok for its de-
ranged lobbying campaign against the 
bill. 

As the bill was being considered by a 
House committee, TikTok sent push 
notifications to its users demanding 
that they call into Congress and ex-
press opposition to the bill. This wasn’t 
a case of American citizens spontane-
ously rising up to exercise their First 
Amendment rights but rather a foreign 
power egging them on, meddling in our 
politics, influencing our legislative de-
bates. 

And what happened? Thousands of 
children—kids—called into congres-
sional offices, some threatening to kill 
themselves or to assassinate Members 
of Congress. No foreign adversary 
should have that kind of power over 
our politics or our children. 

Imagine how Chinese communists 
would use TikTok to influence our po-
litical debates during, say, a moment 
of heightened tensions over Taiwan. 
And let’s examine a little more closely 
just what TikTok does to our country. 
Just last week, renowned social psy-
chologist Jonathan Haidt wrote that 
‘‘TikTok is Harming Children on an In-
dustrial Scale.’’ 

China’s version of TikTok promotes 
math, science, and learning, basically 
telling Chinese kids to do their home-
work and eat their vegetables and re-
spect their elders—most especially 
Chairman Xi, the Chinese dictator. In 
America, by contrast, TikTok pro-
motes violence, obscenity, eating dis-
orders, drug use, and even suicide. 

Internal company documents even re-
vealed that content promoting 
pedophilia has long flowed right past 
TikTok’s supposed moderators. 

Without question, TikTok’s lethal al-
gorithm has cost the lives of many 
American kids. China also uses TikTok 
to amplify its propaganda and suppress 
information critical of the communist 
tyranny in Beijing. Compared to other 
platforms, TikTok suppresses content 
related to China’s genocide against the 
Uighur people, Tibet, Taiwan, the 
South China Sea, Hong Kong, 
Tiananmen Square, and the origins of 
COVID, among other topics. 

TikTok also meddles in the politics 
of other countries by amplifying divi-
sive content in, for instance, Israel, 
India, and, of course, America. And 
don’t forget that TikTok harvests a 
vast trove of user data, including 
name, age, email, address, phone num-
ber, credit card number, facial fea-
tures, voiceprints, keystrokes, photos, 
videos, and viewing habits. 

This data can make users susceptible 
to manipulation and even blackmail, 
not only today but also years from now 
when users may have become influen-
tial persons in the military, the intel-
ligence community, business, media, 
and other walks of life. 

We are sometimes assured that 
TikTok has taken security measures to 
prevent Chinese communists from ac-
cessing this data of American citizens, 
but according to whistleblower testi-
mony and internal company materials, 
these protections are about as airtight 
as a screen door. 

So the end is coming for Chinese 
communist-controlled TikTok. Per-
haps the sale can be closed by Sunday, 
though I seriously doubt it. Even so, 
that sale would have to pass legal re-
view and guarantee that China retains 
no residual influence at the company 
or through its algorithm, no residual 
influence whatsoever. But one way or 
the other, communist China will no 
longer exert this massive influence 
over our Nation and our kids. 

I will now yield to Senator RICKETTS. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Nebraska. 
Mr. RICKETTS. Reserving the right 

to object. The Chinese Communist 
Party is our chief foreign adversary in 
the world and the only external exis-
tential threat to our Nation. 

They threaten our freedom, our pros-
perity, our security, and our very way 
of life. When I was Governor of Ne-
braska, I was the first Governor to ban 
TikTok on State devices because of the 
threat it posed. Why did I do that? 
Well, because Xi Jinping said that he 
wants to replace us as the world leader. 
Dictators tend to say what they are 
going to do and try and do it. We 
should take him seriously. 

TikTok is one of the ways that he is 
trying to do it, trying to undermine 
what we do around the world. The Chi-
nese Communist Party wants to re-
place us; TikTok is one of the ways 
they are trying to influence our down-
fall. 
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As many as 150 million Americans 

use TikTok. Fifty-two percent of them 
say they regularly get news through 
TikTok, and we know that the CCP 
uses TikTok to slant the news. This is 
part of their propaganda. 

Data shows, for example, my es-
teemed colleague from Arkansas ref-
erenced it, the anti-Semitism on 
TikTok. If you go back and look, you 
can see 50 times the posts on pro- 
Hamas, pro-Palestinian content, 50 
times the views, despite the fact that 
overwhelmingly Americans support 
Israel—the polling shows it—and that 
is just one of the issues that they get 
involved with. 

We wouldn’t allow any foreign adver-
sary, TV stations, radio stations, or 
newspapers to reach 150 million Ameri-
cans. Why are we allowing our chief ad-
versary in the world, one that seeks 
our downfall, to have that kind of ac-
cess? It makes absolutely no sense. 

And, of course, the Chinese Com-
munist Party has no free rights in 
America. Those belong to American 
citizens. We need to make sure we take 
a step against this. And last April, we 
did, overwhelmingly, bipartisan, bi-
cameral because this Congress saw the 
threat that TikTok poses by the Chi-
nese Communist Party being able to 
influence ByteDance because they have 
to. ByteDance is a Chinese company. It 
has to do whatever the Chinese Com-
munist Party says. That is their law. 
They have to do what the Chinese Com-
munist Party says, so, therefore, they 
push the propaganda. 

As my colleague from Arkansas 
pointed out, they spy on Americans, 
collect data on Americans. So we saw a 
bipartisan effort, over 350 votes in the 
House, to pass this bill and, by the 
way, the same bipartisan support here 
in the Senate, passing 79 to 18. 

The law gathered so much bipartisan, 
bicameral support because we recog-
nized this was about keeping America 
and Americans safe; that ByteDance 
needed to divest TikTok so that we 
could be assured that the Chinese Com-
munist Party wasn’t pushing its propa-
ganda or spying on us. 

We acted with conviction against 
that threat, and of course we know 
from our classified briefings what that 
threat for TikTok was. And this threat 
is not something far off or imagined. 
We have seen TikTok’s interference in 
elections elsewhere around the world, 
most recently in Romania. The Euro-
pean Commission just opened an inves-
tigation on TikTok’s failure to limit 
election interference in Romania’s 
election, and that has caused all sorts 
of disruption in that country. 

India has banned TikTok for the very 
same reason that they are seeing the 
push of Chinese propaganda slants on 
their news media the same way we see 
it here in America. 

Albania, worried about Romania, 
banned TikTok. We passed a law that 
did not ban TikTok. We passed a law 
that said you have to have an Amer-
ican owner like, I don’t know, radio 

stations, TV stations, newspapers. The 
Senator from Massachusetts would like 
to give us a 270-day extension. What is 
going to be different? What is going to 
be different? 

ByteDance has had 270 days, and 
rather than making legitimate at-
tempts to find a buyer—and, by the 
way, you all recall the news stories 
when this law was being discussed and 
being passed. There were a number of 
Americans who said they would be in-
terested in buying them. ByteDance 
didn’t do anything. 

Rather than looking for an American 
buyer, they decided to hire an army of 
lobbyists and lawyers to try and sub-
vert the will of the Congress. They 
spent the last 270 days trying to avoid 
being sold. As my colleague said, the 
Chinese Communist Party will not let 
them be sold. 

That, in and of itself, should tell you 
everything you need to know about 
this. If the Chinese Communist Party 
is refusing ByteDance to sell TikTok 
to an American buyer, you know they 
are using it to push their propaganda 
and to collect data on us. They don’t 
want those algorithms coming to 
America because then they will be ex-
posed. That is what this is about. 

This is a national security threat. 
That is why we took action last April. 
They have had these 270 days. They did 
nothing with them. To extend would 
mean nothing as well, except give the 
Chinese Communist Party another 270 
days to push their propaganda and to 
spy on more Americans. 

Finally, today, in our Foreign Rela-
tions Committee hearing, we had the 
confirmation hearing for Senator 
RUBIO, who has been nominated for 
Secretary of State. 

I asked him in his confirmation hear-
ing earlier today why average Ameri-
cans in Nebraska should care about the 
threat the Chinese Communist Party 
poses to our way of life, and he had a 
great response, and I want to read it 
here. 

He said: 
If we stay on the road we’re on right now, 

in less than ten years, virtually everything 
that matters to us in life will depend on 
whether China will allow us to have it or 
not. 

Folks, this is a clear test of whether 
America is going to get off that road. 
Are we willing to change direction? Are 
we willing to say to the Chinese Com-
munist Party enough, no further, not 
now? We are changing. We are getting 
away from the bad practices of the past 
that the Chinese Communist Party is 
taking advantage of. 

Let’s send a clear signal to Beijing 
that America’s national security is 
going to take priority. Let’s stand 
strong. Let’s remember, we passed this 
law for a reason, and it is to keep 
Americans safe, and, therefore, I ob-
ject. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ob-
jection is heard. 

The Senator from Massachusetts. 
Mr. MARKEY. Mr. President, I am 

disappointed that my colleagues have 

objected to this simple legislation. I 
recognize the national security risk 
here. But the fearmongering about the 
supposed anti-American content on 
TikTok is the exact type of govern-
ment overreach that has left tens of 
millions of Americans furious. The hy-
perbolic statements made by my col-
leagues are especially concerning, 
given that the intelligence community 
itself has acknowledged that it has no 
information that China is covertly ma-
nipulating content on TikTok—no in-
formation. 

Let me say that again: In the DC Cir-
cuit Court of Appeals, the government 
was asked to present evidence that 
ByteDance was covertly manipulating 
content on TikTok for the benefit of 
the Chinese Government, and the intel-
ligence community submitted an affi-
davit saying that the government has 
no information that it is being manipu-
lated. 

So as we are out here today—by the 
way, that would change the whole de-
bate. If they had information, we would 
be having a different debate. If there 
were proof that they were manipu-
lating, provided by the intelligence 
community, we would be having a dif-
ferent debate. They don’t have any in-
formation. 

And I sat in the same intelligence 
briefings that my colleagues did, and I 
kept waiting to hear that information. 
I never heard it. I don’t think it is giv-
ing up secrets to say: I didn’t hear any 
secrets. 

I didn’t hear them because there 
weren’t any. And they made that filing 
in the DC Circuit Court of Appeals. 
They have no information. 

And I have read the reports and news 
articles. I have tracked the court case 
closely. I am clear-eyed about the risk. 
But unlike many of my colleagues, I 
am also clear-eyed about the profound 
economic, political, and social impor-
tance of TikTok to 170 million users 
and 7 million businesses in the United 
States, and I understand how many 
creators depend on TikTok to find 
community, share their story, find re-
sources. 

So my ask again here is simple: 270 
days, and we can try to find a resolu-
tion of this issue that doesn’t have a 
draconian cutoff on Sunday afternoon. 

So this is the issue that we are con-
fronted with at this point. We don’t 
have the evidence that is being cited by 
my colleagues on the other side of the 
aisle. It doesn’t exist. They may be-
lieve it, but they don’t have the evi-
dence to present to this body because 
the intelligence community has not 
provided it. Otherwise, again, as I am 
saying, we would have a very different 
debate. 

And this is a very important issue be-
cause the Supreme Court just had a 
hearing—it is unbelievable that it is 9 
months later—on the constitutionality 
of your ban. So I think that the col-
leagues of mine who spoke on the other 
side, they are saying: Well, they should 
have already sold it. 
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Well, they took it to court to find 

out if this law was constitutional. 
They have a right to do that. They 
have a right to go to the Supreme 
Court. They have a right to have a 
hearing. They have a right to make 
their case. They have a right to say it 
is unconstitutional. It hasn’t been 
ruled on yet. It hasn’t been ruled on. 

And so because of that, all I am ask-
ing for is more time. 

Listen to Donald Trump. He is say-
ing: Give it more time. 

That is all I am asking for. 
And I will say, as well, when my 

friend cites suicides and other incred-
ible consequences of social media in 
our society, I do agree with him 100 
percent. But it is not just TikTok. It is 
Instagram. It is Facebook. It is com-
pany after company after company 
that is targeting 14-year-old girls with 
bulimia, with anorexia, with informa-
tion that is making them even sicker 
and sicker and sicker. That is why, 
when my bill was killed here in Decem-
ber to pass a law which said that par-
ents can just say: Erase all that infor-
mation you are gathering about my 
daughter—and it is the third Congress 
in a row that happened. Yes, TikTok 
should be stopped, and so should 
Facebook, and so should Instagram—so 
should all of them. 

But just don’t raise it in a TikTok 
context. Raise it in a Senate context. 

That law should have passed. That 
should have already been on the Presi-
dent’s desk. And it was bipartisan. It 
was bipartisan. You want to talk about 
lobbyists. You want to talk about stop-
ping legislation. 

So I agree with the gentleman on the 
fundamental fact that TikTok is a con-
tributor to this problem, but it is a 
part of a larger problem. And I also 
want to make the point that there is 
no imminent threat of a compromise of 
this information that we are talking 
about here today because the intel-
ligence community does not, in fact, 
have the information to say that that 
is accurate. 

So I agree with Donald Trump. Give 
it more time. Allow for the process to 
play out. Allow for the Supreme Court 
to make a decision. Allow for potential 
buyers to step forth. Allow for the 
users of TikTok, the 7 million busi-
nesses that use it for their own fami-
lies—allow for the families in the fire 
zone in L.A. to continue to use it to 
build community, to run their small 
businesses, and not cut it off on Sun-
day. And that is what I have been ask-
ing the Senate to do. 

So I regret that the objection has 
been raised by my colleagues. But I tell 
you there is going to be real harm, and 
my hope is that I can partner with 
President-elect Trump to try to find a 
resolution of this issue so that we do it 
with the information that, right now, 
we do not have to take such an action. 

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

ator from Arkansas. 
Mr. COTTON. I want to respond brief-

ly to a few points from my friend from 

Massachusetts, and he is my friend. I 
want to make an underlying state-
ment, first off, for the RECORD, because 
this is a notable day. Direct quotes 
from the Senator from Massachusetts: 
‘‘Listen to Donald Trump,’’ and ‘‘I 
agree with Donald Trump.’’ Underline 
that in the RECORD. I am not sure you 
are going to see that again for the next 
4 years. 

But, more importantly, on this issue, 
the Senator is correct that TikTok is 
not alone in causing harm for Amer-
ican kids. I agree with him. Other apps 
can result in eating disorders or de-
pression or mental illness. 

I voted for his legislation in Decem-
ber. I had my own online safety legisla-
tion. The difference is that TikTok is 
influenced and controlled by the Chi-
nese Communist Party. And this bill 
did not just address TikTok; it ad-
dressed all foreign adversary-owned 
apps. 

You raised the question of RedNote. 
Well, guess what. If TikTok users flood 
to RedNote, they are going to face the 
same challenge there because it is also 
controlled by the Communist Party. 

Second, the Senator has made a lot 
about some affidavit by some intel-
ligence community official in some 
case. I don’t know what it is referring 
to. I do know this: I have been on the 
Intelligence Committee for 10 years. I 
chair it now. I have heard the testi-
mony of senior leaders that TikTok 
poses a great threat to our national se-
curity and our people’s well-being. 

But I also know this: Third, you 
don’t need intelligence. TikTok’s own 
internal documents reveal the threat 
that it poses to Americans. The State 
attorneys general have brought law-
suits to defend their people. Those law-
suits have produced documents that 
showed, chapter and verse, exactly 
what TikTok has done to Americans. 

And, finally, we keep hearing: It is 
only 270 days. It is only 270 days. 

In 270 days, that is what TikTok will 
say again because it will not have been 
sold because Chinese communists won’t 
allow it to be sold, because it is not 
just another app. It is not Instagram or 
Facebook or X or anything else. It is a 
Chinese communist spy app. 

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

ator from Nebraska. 
Mr. RICKETTS. I just want to briefly 

build upon my colleague from Arkan-
sas. 

Two quick points: One, our colleague 
from Massachusetts has called this a 
TikTok ban. That is inaccurate. The 
law that was passed, as my colleague 
pointed out, was about foreign adver-
saries and required TikTok to be sold 
to an American owner. 

If it had been sold, TikTok could con-
tinue to be in operation. And my un-
derstanding is, even if it is forced to 
close down because it hasn’t sold by 
Sunday, if it is sold in the future, it 
will be able to reestablish operations, 
as long as it is to an American buyer. 

So it is not a ban. 

The reason it is a ban is because 
TikTok and the Chinese Communist 
Party chose to make it a ban. 
ByteDance has not tried to parallel- 
path this, which was my colleague 
from Massachusetts’ point. They could 
have been trying to sell it, the same 
time they were going through the 
court, and had that ready. In fact, they 
could have written a document saying: 
I am only going to sell if the Supreme 
Court says I have to. They could have 
found a buyer and written a contract 
that way—absolutely. They didn’t have 
to make this a ban. 

And with regard to my colleague 
from Massachusetts’ other point, I did 
offer a proof point based upon data 
here in the United States about how 
TikTok pushes a Chinese Communist 
Party agenda to push their propa-
ganda. In this case, it was anti-Semi-
tism against Israel by promoting pro- 
Hamas, the terrorist group, posts—its 
posts—and then pro-Palestinian posts 
versus Israeli pro-Israel ones. So I gave 
data there. 

But this is exactly the same kind of 
pushing of propaganda which has led, I 
presume, India to ban TikTok, as well, 
because the Chinese Communist Party 
is doing the same thing to them. 

So a couple of points on this, and, 
again, I don’t think anything will be 
different 270 days from now because the 
Chinese Communist Party will not 
allow TikTok to be sold because their 
algorithm would be exposed. 

With that, I would just end by saying 
that China must be deterred. 

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

ator from Arkansas. 
UNANIMOUS CONSENT AGREEMENT 

Mr. COTTON. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that, at 5:50 p.m. 
today, the Senate vote in relation to 
the following amendments: Cornyn No. 
14 and Coons No. 23. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
an objection? 

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

ator from Texas. 
AMENDMENT NO. 14 TO AMENDMENT NO. 8 

Mr. CORNYN. Mr. President, we just 
locked in a vote on my amendment. 

I would like to call up my amend-
ment No. 14 to Senate amendment No. 
8 and ask that it be reported by num-
ber. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The bill clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Texas [Mr. CORNYN] pro-

poses an amendment numbered 14 to amend-
ment No. 8. 

The amendment is as follows: 
(Purpose: To expand the list of criminal of-

fenses that subject inadmissible aliens to 
mandatory detention) 
In lieu of the matter proposed to be in-

serted, insert the following: 
‘‘(ii) is charged with, is arrested for, is con-

victed of, admits having committed, or ad-
mits committing acts which constitute the 
essential elements of any burglary, theft, 
larceny, shoplifting, or assault of a law en-
forcement officer offense, or any crime that 
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results in death or serious bodily injury to 
another person,’’; 

(2) by redesignating paragraph (2) as para-
graph (4); and 

(3) by inserting after paragraph (1) the fol-
lowing: 

‘‘(2) DEFINITION.—For purposes of para-
graph (1)(E), the terms ‘burglary’, ‘theft’, 
‘larceny’, ‘shoplifting’, ‘assault of a law en-
forcement officer’, and ‘serious bodily in-
jury’ have the meanings given such terms in 
the jurisdiction in which the acts occurred. 

Mr. CORNYN. Mr. President, I want 
to offer an amendment that would add 
one more crime to the list covered by 
this legislation, and that would be as-
sault of a law enforcement officer. 

Anyone who comes into the country 
illegally and harms these brave men 
and women in uniform is dangerous, 
and dangerous not only to our first re-
sponders but also to the safety and se-
curity of all Texans and communities 
all around the country. 

Unfortunately, we know, under the 
Biden-Harris administration, these 
people who are committing these kinds 
of crimes are routinely being released 
back into the streets, as we saw last 
February in New York City when seven 
people were arrested for assaulting a 
police officer—assaulting multiple po-
lice officers—outside of a migrant shel-
ter in Times Square. Manhattan Dis-
trict Attorney Alvin Bragg made the 
decision to release five of these crimi-
nal suspects without bail. 

There is no question that these 
criminals should have been detained 
and removed before they could go on 
and commit other crimes against inno-
cent victims. 

My amendment simply would require 
ICE to promptly take migrants who as-
sault law enforcement officers into 
custody and ensure that illegal mi-
grants who commit crimes against the 
men and women in blue are swiftly de-
tained so they can be removed from our 
country. 

I urge adoption of my amendment. 
I yield the floor. 
Mr. CORNYN. Mr. President, I sug-

gest the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The bill clerk proceeded to call the 

roll. 
Mr. COONS. Mr. President, I ask 

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

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

Mr. COONS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that I be allowed to 
finish my brief remarks before we pro-
ceed to the vote. 

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

AMENDMENT NO. 23 
Mr. COONS. Mr. President, we are 

about to consider two amendments to 
the Laken Riley Act. I appreciate the 
opportunity to speak to amendment 
No. 23, which would strike section 3 of 
the Laken Riley Act. 

I respect that colleagues on both 
sides of the aisle have expressed their 
intention to vote for the Laken Riley 

bill and to advance it. I have not yet 
made any such commitment out of con-
cern about the unintended con-
sequences of several provisions of this 
bill. I want to briefly speak to the con-
sequences of the section that my 
amendment would strike. 

Amidst real resource constraints, un-
predictable migration patterns, and 
fluctuating diplomatic sensitivities, 
our Federal law enforcement officers at 
ICE and CBP make thousands of com-
plex decisions day in and day out about 
how to deal with interior enforcement, 
about border encounters, who to de-
tain, and who to release. It is because 
these decisions involve so many com-
plex factors that the Supreme Court 
has repeatedly recognized that the Fed-
eral Government is and should be the 
ultimate authority on enforcement of 
our immigration laws. 

Section 3, however, would mark a sea 
change by inviting every State attor-
ney general to sue whenever they dis-
agree with even an individual-level 
Federal decision regarding detention 
and removal. This could create uncer-
tainty or even chaos by encouraging 
conflicting lawsuits brought by dif-
ferent States in different courts. 

I will remind my colleagues that this 
provision may have been drafted when 
the view was that Republican States’ 
attorneys general would sue a Demo-
cratic administration to move closer 
towards the enforcement vision that 
they prioritized. Roughly half of the 
State attorneys general belong to each 
political party. 

I hope that my colleagues who have 
reflected upon the consequences of this 
provision will conclude that we should 
not have the division and, frankly, ul-
timately the chaos in the enforcement 
of our immigration laws that would 
likely result from having a raft of law-
suits brought by State attorneys gen-
eral in courts all over the country test-
ing and challenging almost literally 
every detention decision. 

I believe it is possible for this act to 
be improved, for it to advance public 
safety, and for it to make a contribu-
tion to the country, and it is my hope 
that the amendments being offered will 
be taken up and passed. 

I will urge a ‘‘yes’’ vote on my 
amendment for all of my colleagues be-
cause I think an improved bill should 
be the ultimate objective of this 
amendment process. 

I yield the floor. 
VOTE ON AMENDMENT NO. 14 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the question is on 
adoption of amendment No. 14 offered 
by the Senator from Texas, Mr. COR-
NYN. 

Mr. CORNYN. 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 bill clerk called the roll. 
Mr. BARRASSO. The following Sen-

ators are necessarily absent: the Sen-

ator from Tennessee (Mr. HAGERTY), 
the Senator from West Virginia (Mr. 
JUSTICE), and the Senator from Wyo-
ming (Ms. LUMMIS). 

Further, if present and voting: the 
Senator from Wyoming (Ms. LUMMIS) 
would have voted ‘‘aye’’ and the Sen-
ator from Tennessee (Mr. HAGERTY) 
would have voted ‘‘aye.’’ 

Mr. DURBIN. I announce that the 
Senator from Oregon (Mr. WYDEN) is 
necessarily absent. 

The result was announced—yeas 70, 
nays 25, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 3 Leg.] 
YEAS—70 

Baldwin 
Banks 
Barrasso 
Bennet 
Blackburn 
Blumenthal 
Boozman 
Britt 
Budd 
Cantwell 
Capito 
Cassidy 
Collins 
Coons 
Cornyn 
Cortez Masto 
Cotton 
Cramer 
Crapo 
Cruz 
Curtis 
Daines 
Ernst 
Fetterman 

Fischer 
Gallego 
Graham 
Grassley 
Hassan 
Hawley 
Heinrich 
Hickenlooper 
Hoeven 
Hyde-Smith 
Johnson 
Kelly 
Kennedy 
Klobuchar 
Lankford 
Lee 
Luján 
Marshall 
McConnell 
McCormick 
Moran 
Moreno 
Mullin 
Murkowski 

Ossoff 
Paul 
Peters 
Ricketts 
Risch 
Rosen 
Rounds 
Rubio 
Schmitt 
Scott (FL) 
Scott (SC) 
Shaheen 
Sheehy 
Slotkin 
Sullivan 
Thune 
Tillis 
Tuberville 
Warner 
Warnock 
Wicker 
Young 

NAYS—25 

Alsobrooks 
Blunt Rochester 
Booker 
Duckworth 
Durbin 
Gillibrand 
Hirono 
Kaine 
Kim 

King 
Markey 
Merkley 
Murphy 
Murray 
Padilla 
Reed 
Sanders 
Schatz 

Schiff 
Schumer 
Smith 
Van Hollen 
Warren 
Welch 
Whitehouse 

NOT VOTING—4 

Hagerty 
Justice 

Lummis 
Wyden 

The amendment (No. 14) was agreed 
to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mrs. 
BRITT). The Senator from Delaware. 

AMENDMENT NO. 23 
Mr. COONS. Madam President, I ask 

unanimous consent to set aside the 
pending amendment and call up my 
amendment No. 23, as provided under 
the previous order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the amendment by 
number. 

The senior assistant legislative clerk 
read as follows: 

The Senator from Delaware [Mr. COONS] 
proposes an amendment numbered 23. 

The amendment is as follows: 
(Purpose: To strike the section that author-

izes State attorneys general to sue Federal 
immigration authorities for alleged viola-
tions relating to the detention of aliens) 
Beginning on page 3, strike line 9 and all 

that follows through page 8, line 10. 

Mr. COONS. Madam President, I ask 
unanimous consent to speak for 1 
minute to this amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 
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Mr. COONS. Madam President, I ask 

my colleagues to vote in favor of this 
amendment, which would focus and 
streamline this bill and make more 
likely its passage. 

Many of us who have served here for 
many Congresses regret the falling 
away of the frequency of amendments 
intended to improve the bill. My 
amendment would remove the section 
that will encourage endless litigation 
by State attorneys general. 

I will remind you, our States’ attor-
neys general are roughly equally di-
vided between the parties, and attor-
neys general can now and today sue 
against what they believe is manifest 
injustice in the Federal immigration 
system. This provision would encour-
age them to sue down to individual de-
tention and release decisions. 

I think it improves the bill to remove 
that section and focus on its critical 
public safety provisions. 

I urge a ‘‘yes’’ vote on this amend-
ment and the consideration of addi-
tional amendments in the future that 
will improve this bill. 

VOTE ON AMENDMENT NO. 23 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on adoption of the amend-
ment. 

Mr. COONS. 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 senior assistant legislative clerk 

called the roll. 
Mr. BARRASSO. The following Sen-

ators are necessarily absent: the Sen-
ator from Tennessee (Mr. HAGERTY), 
the Senator from West Virginia (Mr. 
JUSTICE), and the Senator from Wyo-
ming (Ms. LUMMIS). 

Further, if present and voting: the 
Senator from Wyoming (Ms. LUMMIS) 
would have voted ‘‘nay’’ and the Sen-
ator from Tennessee (Mr. HAGERTY) 
would have voted ‘‘nay.’’ 

Mr. DURBIN. I announce that the 
Senator from Oregon (Mr. WYDEN) is 
necessarily absent. 

The result was announced—yeas 46, 
nays 49, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 4 Leg.] 

YEAS—46 

Alsobrooks 
Baldwin 
Bennet 
Blumenthal 
Blunt Rochester 
Booker 
Cantwell 
Coons 
Cortez Masto 
Duckworth 
Durbin 
Fetterman 
Gallego 
Gillibrand 
Hassan 
Heinrich 

Hickenlooper 
Hirono 
Kaine 
Kelly 
Kim 
King 
Klobuchar 
Luján 
Markey 
Merkley 
Murphy 
Murray 
Ossoff 
Padilla 
Peters 
Reed 

Rosen 
Sanders 
Schatz 
Schiff 
Schumer 
Shaheen 
Slotkin 
Smith 
Van Hollen 
Warner 
Warnock 
Warren 
Welch 
Whitehouse 

NAYS—49 

Banks 
Barrasso 
Blackburn 
Boozman 

Britt 
Budd 
Capito 
Cassidy 

Collins 
Cornyn 
Cotton 
Cramer 

Crapo 
Cruz 
Curtis 
Daines 
Ernst 
Fischer 
Graham 
Grassley 
Hawley 
Hoeven 
Hyde-Smith 
Johnson 
Kennedy 

Lankford 
Lee 
Marshall 
McConnell 
McCormick 
Moran 
Moreno 
Mullin 
Murkowski 
Paul 
Ricketts 
Risch 
Rounds 

Rubio 
Schmitt 
Scott (FL) 
Scott (SC) 
Sheehy 
Sullivan 
Thune 
Tillis 
Tuberville 
Wicker 
Young 

NOT VOTING—4 

Hagerty 
Justice 

Lummis 
Wyden 

The amendment (No. 23) was rejected. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-

jority leader. 
ORDER OF BUSINESS 

Mr. THUNE. Madam President, filing 
cloture does not signal an end to our 
amendment process. We have been hav-
ing constructive conversations all day. 
Those yielded the votes this evening, 
and I expect those conversations to 
continue tonight and into tomorrow so 
we can vote on more amendments this 
week. But at some point, we need to 
pass this commonsense legislation and 
get it to the House so that they can 
ratify what we have done. 

CLOTURE MOTION 
Mr. THUNE. Madam President, I send 

a cloture motion to the desk for Cal-
endar No. 1, S. 5. 

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

The senior assistant legislative clerk 
read as follows: 

CLOTURE MOTION 
We, the undersigned Senators, in accord-

ance with the provisions of rule XXII of the 
Standing Rules of the Senate, do hereby 
move to bring to a close debate on Calendar 
No. 1, S. 5, a bill to require the Secretary of 
Homeland Security to take into custody 
aliens who have been charged in the United 
States with theft, and for other purposes. 

John Thune, John Barrasso, Steve 
Daines, Bill Cassidy, Katie Britt, Mike 
Lee, Kevin Cramer, Ted Budd, Jim 
Banks, Dave McCormick, John Cornyn, 
John Hoeven, Rick Scott of Florida, 
Roger Marshall, Tommy Tuberville, 
Ron Johnson, Dan Sullivan. 

Mr. THUNE. Madam President, I ask 
consent that the mandatory quorum 
call be waived. 

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

f 

MORNING BUSINESS 

Mr. THUNE. Madam President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Senate be 
in a period of morning business, with 
Senators permitted to speak therein 
for up to 10 minutes each. 

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

f 

RECOGNIZING THE STENNIS 
CENTER FOR PUBLIC SERVICE 

Mr. GRASSLEY. Madam President, 
the Stennis Center for Public Service is 
a legislative branch Agency with a con-
gressional mandate to attract young 

people to careers in public service, pro-
vide training for leaders in, or likely to 
be in, public service, and offer training 
and development opportunities for sen-
ior congressional staff, Members of 
Congress, and other public service lead-
ers. 

A strong civil society is the founda-
tion of a free society and essential for 
our republican form of government to 
work. That starts with public service 
minded individuals identifying prob-
lems and working together to solve 
them. This aspect of our society as-
tounded Alexis de Tocqueville when he 
traveled our country in the early days 
of our Republic and compared what he 
saw to his native France. 

But, as Ronald Reagan observed, 
‘‘Freedom is never more than one gen-
eration away from extinction. We 
didn’t pass it to our children in the 
bloodstream. It must be fought for, 
protected, and handed on for them to 
do the same, or one day we will spend 
our sunset years telling our children 
and our children’s children what it was 
once like in the United States where 
men were free.’’ 

Part of perpetuating a free society is 
encouraging civic minded thinking and 
actions. So I am glad that the ‘‘Public 
Service Review,’’ produced by the Sten-
nis Center for Public Service, features 
stories from young leaders who are 
making a difference in their commu-
nities. The publication, available on 
the Stennis Center’s website at 
www.stennis.gov, recognizes and high-
lights examples of young people engag-
ing in public service. 

I am particularly proud that the en-
tire summer 2024 edition highlights the 
Legislative Practice Center at Drake 
University Law School in Des Moines, 
IA. I encourage everyone to read this 
edition of ‘‘Public Service Review’’ and 
learn about how, for 25 years, the 
Drake Law School Legislative Practice 
Center has equipped students for public 
service careers by blending rigorous 
academic training with invaluable 
hands-on experiences. You will hear 
from staff and students in the Legisla-
tive Practice Center, learn about 
prominent alumni of the program now 
working in public service, and read 
about prominent Iowans working in 
public service, with stories written by 
the students. 

The Drake Law students featured in 
this edition of Public Service Review 
include: 

Carter Forrest 
Witt Harberts 
Haley Ledford 
Laura Book 
Natalie Sherman 
Charlotte Miller 
Zach Goodrich 
Taylor McDonald 
Zach Engstrom 
Tom Ashworth 
Bernardo Granwehr 
Jacob Shrader 
J.T. Harris 

I congratulate them on this recogni-
tion and thank them for their dedica-
tion to public service. 
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