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Senate 
The Senate met at 11 a.m. and was 

called to order by the President pro 
tempore (Mr. GRASSLEY). 

f 

PRAYER 

The Chaplain, Dr. Barry C. Black, of-
fered the following prayer: 

Let us pray. 
Eternal God, who restores the soul 

and gives light in the midst of decay, 
empower our Senators to do Your will. 
Be to them a faithful guide on the chal-
lenging road they travel. 

Lord, teach them to find content-
ment in striving to please You and pro-
vide them with Your powerful compan-
ionship. As tomorrow’s difficulties 
loom large, remind them that You can 
move mountains and create opportuni-
ties. Blaze the trail ahead for our law-
makers with Your might and wisdom, 
for You are our shelter and hope. Keep 
them from flinching before the un-
known ways that spread before them, 
and give them Your peace. 

We pray in Your Holy Name. Amen. 
f 

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 

The President pro tempore led the 
Pledge of Allegiance, as follows: 

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the 
United States of America, and to the Repub-
lic for which it stands, one nation under God, 
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all. 

f 

RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Under 
the previous order, the leadership time 
is reserved. 

f 

LEGISLATIVE SESSION 

BORN-ALIVE ABORTION SUR-
VIVORS PROTECTION ACT—MO-
TION TO PROCEED—Resumed 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Under 
the previous order, the Senate will re-

sume consideration of the motion to 
proceed to S. 6, which the clerk will re-
port. 

The senior assistant executive clerk 
read as follows: 

Motion to proceed to Calendar No. 4, S. 6, 
a bill to amend title 18, United States Code, 
to prohibit a health care practitioner from 
failing to exercise the proper degree of care 
in the case of a child who survives an abor-
tion or attempted abortion. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
SHEEHY). The Senator from Iowa. 

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, I ask 
to speak in morning business. 

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

52ND ANNIVERSARY OF ROE V. WADE 
Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, in 

early February 1972, when abortion was 
not the issue it is today and probably 
after California had changed its abor-
tion laws under then-Governor Reagan, 
the Iowa Legislature considered repeal-
ing Iowa’s law about abortion. I cast 
my first vote in that assembly. That 
year, our abortion law stayed in place 
on a vote of 44 to 44. Then, 1 year later, 
everything changed. 

Today marks the 52nd anniversary of 
Roe v. Wade. I invite my colleagues to 
a moment of silence and somber reflec-
tion to honor the millions of lives 
quietly lost to abortion since 1973. 

(Moment of silence.) 
I also invite my colleagues to share 

my heartfelt hope in this new era we 
are in following the 2022 Dobbs v. Jack-
son Supreme Court decision. Since 
then, we have witnessed the American 
people, in their respective States, re-
empowered to protect lives in the 
womb. 

These young lives are precious, vul-
nerable, and equal in worth to each of 
our own who are here today and mil-
lions throughout this country. 

I recall with joy the moments that I 
learned that I was a father, a grand-
father, and now a great-grandfather. I 
am amazed at how technology has 
changed over time to reveal the hu-

manity of the unborn ever more clear-
ly. 

Through ultrasound imaging, I saw 
my grandchildren and great-grand-
children in the early stages of their de-
velopment. These ultrasound photos 
show how similar these little ones are 
to you and to me. Their hands and feet 
were tiny, yet indistinguishable from 
mine. We are all part of the same 
human family. 

I look forward to working with my 
colleagues in the 119th Congress to con-
tinue to support mothers, babies, and 
families through commonsense legisla-
tion. 

IOWA LEGISLATURE 
Mr. President, I would like to proud-

ly say that, 10 days ago, I had the op-
portunity to see a great-grand-
daughter, Reagan Grassley, open the 
Iowa legislative session. Her father, 
Pat Grassley, is the speaker of the 
Iowa House. 

I have had a chance, in his 6 years of 
being speaker, to see Reagan Grassley, 
now only a freshman at Dike-New 
Hartford High School, give the opening 
prayer at each one of those opening 
sessions. 

And I would like to repeat for my 
colleagues her prayer: 

Heavenly Father, we gather today with 
hearts full of gratitude and hope as we cele-
brate the commencement of the 91st General 
Assembly of the Iowa Legislature. We thank 
You for the trust placed in these new and re-
turning lawmakers by the people of Iowa. 

Lord, we ask for Your wisdom to be upon 
each legislator. Grant them clear thinking in 
their decisions, clarity in their thoughts, 
and integrity in their actions. May they be 
guided by the principles of justice, compas-
sion, and truth as they navigate the difficul-
ties of lawmaking. 

Bless them with the courage to uphold 
what is right, even when it is not easy. Gift 
them with patience and perseverance to ad-
dress the pressing issues of our time. 

We also pray for their families, that they 
find support and strength in each other as 
they share in the sacrifices and challenges 
that come with public service. 

Lord, let this assembly be an inspiration of 
good governance, where every decision made 
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reflects a commitment to the welfare of all 
Iowans, now and for generations to come. 

In Your name, we pray. 
Amen. 

So you can see why I am proud of 
that granddaughter doing that from 
sixth grade now to a freshman in high 
school. 

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

clerk will call the roll. 
The senior assistant executive clerk 

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

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

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

RECOGNITION OF THE MAJORITY LEADER 
The majority leader is recognized. 

BORN-ALIVE ABORTION SURVIVORS PROTECTION 
ACT 

Mr. THUNE. Mr. President, later 
today, the Senate will proceed to a 
vote on whether to move to the Born- 
Alive Abortion Survivors Protection 
Act. 

It is a simple bill. It simply states 
that a baby born alive after an at-
tempted abortion must be given the 
same protection and medical care that 
any other newborn baby would be 
given. That is it. A baby born alive 
after an attempted abortion must be 
given the same protection and medical 
care that any other newborn baby 
would be given. 

This shouldn’t be a controversial bill. 
We should all be able to agree that a 
baby born alive after an attempted 
abortion must be protected. And yet I 
fully expect that, later today, my 
Democratic colleagues will vote no on 
this legislation. 

They will vote against protection for 
a living, breathing newborn baby sim-
ply because that child has been born 
alive after an attempted abortion. 

Now, why are they going to vote like 
that? After all, I think most Demo-
crats would still claim to oppose infan-
ticide, even if the moral line, at times, 
appears to be slipping. Yet Democrats 
are going to vote against legislation to 
provide appropriate medical care to 
living, breathing newborn children. 

I am sure they will offer some vague 
justifications for their opposition, like 
keeping the decision between a woman 
and her doctor, even when the decision 
we are talking about is denying a child 
appropriate medical care. 

But I think it is safe to say that what 
it all boils down to is this: Democrats 
will oppose legislation to provide ap-
propriate medical care to newborn chil-
dren who survive abortions because 
they are afraid. 

They are afraid if they recognize the 
humanity of a living, breathing born 
baby in an abortion clinic, they might 
end up pointing to the humanity of the 
unborn baby in the abortion clinic. 
That is what this boils down to. Demo-
crats are afraid that by recognizing the 
humanity of the newly born child, they 
will inadvertently point to the human-
ity of the unborn child. 

I do understand where they are com-
ing from. After all, once you recognize 
the humanity of the newly born baby, 
it gets a little harder to say that that 
child wasn’t human just a few minutes 
ago simply because he or she wasn’t 
yet born. 

So because there is nothing more im-
portant to Democrats than abortion, 
they will vote against legislation to 
provide appropriate medical care to ba-
bies born alive in an abortion clinic, 
just in case such a law ends up jeopard-
izing their cherished ‘‘right’’ to an 
abortion. 

I think this should make Demo-
crats—frankly, it should make all of 
us—think. 

When the supposed right to kill un-
born babies starts motivating you to 
vote against protections for born ba-
bies, perhaps you should start ques-
tioning the whole abortion project, be-
cause if there is one thing the con-
troversy over this bill demonstrates, it 
is this: Once you start denying the hu-
manity of some groups of human 
beings, once you start saying some 
human beings’ lives aren’t worth as 
much as other human beings’ lives, you 
jeopardize respect for all human lives. 

And so we now find ourselves at a 
point where nearly 50 percent of the 
U.S. Senate is unable to clearly state 
the humanity and value of the born 
child, where nearly 50 percent of the 
U.S. Senate is going to vote against 
protection not just for unborn children 
but for born babies as well. 

I have to say, this is a disturbing 
place that we have gotten to, and I 
hope—I sincerely hope—it will lead us 
to reflect on what a lack of respect for 
unborn children’s lives has cost us. 

Mr. President, we are better than 
this. 

We hold these Truths to be self-evident, 
that all Men are created equal, that they are 
endowed by their Creator with certain 
unalienable Rights, that among these are 
Life, Liberty, and the pursuit of Happiness. 

I pray for a day when we fully live up 
to that promise and when the right to 
life of every human being, born and un-
born, is respected. 

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

clerk will call the roll. 
The legislative clerk proceeded to 

call the roll. 
Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. President, I ask 

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

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

RECOGNITION OF THE MINORITY LEADER 
The Democratic leader is recognized. 

TRUMP ADMINISTRATION 
Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. President, well, 

Donald Trump made a lot of promises 
on what he would get done on day one. 
Well, today is day three of Donald 
Trump’s Presidency. Nothing Donald 
Trump has done will help lower grocery 
prices. Nothing Donald Trump has done 
will lower prescription drug costs. In-
stead, President Trump’s biggest ac-

complishment to date has been to issue 
unconditional pardons to 1,500 lawless 
rioters who attacked police officers 
and invaded the Capitol. 

Why on Earth is the President al-
ready spending so much time focused 
on the past, focused on his grievances, 
instead of focused on costs and jobs and 
improving healthcare for the American 
people? The American people have to 
wonder, how on Earth will pardoning 
January 6 rioters help me pay for food 
at the grocery store, help me get a 
lower cost for buying a home, or help 
me save more money for my retire-
ment? How on Earth will Americans 
feel safer if the President rewards 
lawbreakers who assault police officers 
by setting these criminals free? 

So much for focusing on lowering 
prices. 

Pardoning lawless rioters is not what 
the American people signed up for 
when they voted for Donald Trump. 
They wanted the President to get to 
work quickly on issues that impact 
them—costs, safety, healthcare. 

The first 3 days of Donald Trump’s 
‘‘golden age’’ has been golden for ev-
eryone but working Americans. It is a 
golden age for big corporations. It is a 
golden age for pharmaceutical compa-
nies. It is a golden age for polluters. It 
is a golden age for lawlessness. It is 
not—not—a golden age for hard-work-
ing Americans who want their costs re-
duced. 

CABINET NOMINATIONS 

Mr. President, on nominations, yes-
terday, I met with President Trump’s 
nominee to serve as Director of OMB, 
Russell Vought. I walked into my 
meeting with Mr. Vought, of course, 
skeptical. Then I walked out of the 
meeting even more deeply troubled. Of 
all the extremists President Trump 
could have picked for OMB, he picked 
the godfather of the ultraright. 

Mr. Vought’s goal is clear and sim-
ple: He wants to dismantle the social 
safety net and starve America with the 
most radical budget cuts in living 
memory. In the past, he has called for 
gutting Social Security, gutting Medi-
care and Medicaid. He wants to elimi-
nate the Department of Education. He 
has proposed cuts to disability pay-
ments for retired veterans. He wants to 
cut SNAP benefits, raise drug prices— 
all in the name of an ultraright, ex-
tremist ideology that prioritizes the 
needs for the wealthy few. They want 
to cut the daylights out of everything 
else so they can give tax cuts to the 
very wealthiest in our society, who are 
doing quite well. 

When I asked him which parts of 
Project 2025 he disagreed with, he was 
unable to give me a single answer. 

I am also deeply worried that Mr. 
Vought will disobey the law when it 
comes to following through on congres-
sional spending. President Trump has 
already begun issuing Executive orders 
that jeopardize billions upon billions in 
bipartisan infrastructure projects 
across the country. They say this is 
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temporary, but we all know how Wash-
ington works—temporary trial bal-
loons turn into permanent anchors. 

Congress has already approved these 
investments. President Biden has 
signed them into law. These projects 
help red States and blue States and 
support families, help parents raise 
kids, and lead to stronger commu-
nities. 

If Donald Trump does, in fact, freeze 
these funds now so he can resume them 
and take credit down the line, people’s 
jobs and livelihoods would be at risk. 
Mr. Vought, I fear, would only enable 
this unlawful behavior. In fact, Vought 
is one of the leading proponents of im-
poundment of funds, which should be 
frightening not only to those who rep-
resent blue States but also those who 
represent red States where so many of 
the investments are going. 

Mr. Vought is testifying right now 
before the Senate Committee on the 
Budget. It is important that we build a 
record about the deeply harmful plans 
he has for the country. It is an oppor-
tunity for Americans to see for them-
selves how truly radical President 
Trump’s second term could well be. 
BORN-ALIVE ABORTION SURVIVORS PROTECTION 

ACT 
Mr. President, under President 

Trump, it will be a golden age for the 
anti-choice—the extreme anti-choice— 
movement. The bill we are voting on 
today, the Republicans’ so-called Born- 
Alive bill, is as pernicious as they 
come. It attacks women’s healthcare 
using false narratives and outright 
fearmongering, and it adds more legal 
risk for doctors on something that is 
already illegal. 

So much of the hard right’s anti- 
choice agenda is pushed, frankly, by 
people who have little or no under-
standing of what women go through 
when they are pregnant. 

The situation targeted by this bill is 
one of the most heartbreaking mo-
ments a woman could ever encounter— 
the agonizing choice of having to end 
care when serious and rare complica-
tions arise in pregnancy. It is moments 
like this where we should support 
women and doctors most, not use them 
as political football, as this bill does so 
heartlessly. 

Remember when Republicans claimed 
they would leave the issue of choice to 
the States? Remember that? That is 
out the window. This bill is a metaphor 
for what is to come: an emboldened, ex-
tremist anti-choice resurgence far, far 
further to the right than the American 
people are. 

Here is a message to my Republican 
colleagues: Today would be a great day 
for Senate Republicans to do some-
thing lowering the cost of groceries in-
stead of attacking women’s reproduc-
tive care. It would be a great day for 
Senate Republicans to do something to 
make prescription drugs more afford-
able. It would be a great day for Repub-
licans to help do something to help 
Americans trying to buy a home. 

Instead of lowering costs, Senate Re-
publicans are putting their energy into 

controlling women’s healthcare. This is 
not what the American people signed 
up for. 

ARTIFICIAL INTELLIGENCE 
Mr. President, finally, on AI, yester-

day, a group of AI and tech companies 
announced their pledge to invest as 
much as $500 billion to ramp up our Na-
tion’s AI and data center infrastruc-
ture. Of course, if AI becomes one of 
the central technologies of our lives, as 
is expected, we must build the capacity 
to support that demand, no question 
about it. But already President Trump 
is tying himself into knots and talking 
out of both sides of his mouth. On the 
one hand, he goes on about how we 
need more power, we need more elec-
tricity to meet the demands of AI, and 
then on the other hand, he spent his 
first day in office proposing Executive 
orders that cut clean energy invest-
ments, halting wind and solar and put-
ting those jobs at risk. 

These AI data centers will depend on 
more clean energy production and 
transmission, and cutting clean energy 
will cut a good chunk of the new en-
ergy that is about to come on board. So 
for President Trump to cut clean en-
ergy investments is tantamount to cut-
ting AI’s potential. One hand doesn’t 
seem to know what the other hand is 
doing. 

If President Trump wants to help 
AI’s growth instead of hurt it, he 
should revoke his promise to kill the 
clean energy jobs we are going to need 
to support America’s energy needs. 

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. 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. 

The majority whip. 
CABINET NOMINATIONS 

Mr. BARRASSO. Mr. President, yes-
terday, I had a chance to meet with 
President Trump at the White House. I 
shared with him that his nominees are 
receiving strong support here in the 
U.S. Senate, and I assured President 
Trump that Republicans in the Senate 
are committed to working around the 
clock to confirm his nominees. 

To put this into perspective, yester-
day, President Trump invited several 
of us to travel with him later this 
week. He is going to be going to North 
Carolina, as well as Los Angeles, to see 
the impact of the disasters and the dev-
astation in both places. Well, we 
thanked him for the invitation and 
told him that we have pressing respon-
sibilities right here on the floor of the 
U.S. Senate, because we are prepared 
to work late into the night and long 
weekends if Democrats choose to delib-
erately delay the votes on his Cabinet, 
as it appears they are doing right now. 
So that is exactly what we are plan-
ning to do—continue to work to get 

these individuals, who are strong and 
tough, confirmed by the U.S. Senate. 

Last night, what we saw here in this 
body was Democrats decided to stall 
the confirmation of John Ratcliffe. Mr. 
Ratcliffe is President Trump’s nominee 
to be Director of the Central Intel-
ligence Agency. The nomination is sup-
ported completely—bipartisan. Actu-
ally, his specific nomination was voted 
14 in favor to only 3 against in the 
committee, the Intelligence Committee 
of the U.S. Senate. But last night, here 
in this body, Democrats chose last- 
minute obstruction. They are just 
going to slow it down anyway, even 
though he has been supported out of 
the Intelligence Committee, bipar-
tisan, 14 to 3. What they are doing is 
shameful. Our world is far too dan-
gerous to delay confirming the head of 
the CIA. 

So I hope my Democrat colleagues 
don’t have plans for the weekend be-
cause I guarantee you the Senate is 
going to be here in Washington voting 
to confirm President Trump’s nomi-
nees. So get ready for some long 
nights, long hours, day after day after 
day. We are going to be here Thursday, 
Friday, Saturday, Sunday, if we have 
to. We are ready to work around the 
clock, and we mean it. 

That is what Americans voted for. 
According to a recent FOX poll, 78 per-
cent of Americans say Democrats 
should work with President Trump. 

The American people elected Presi-
dent Trump to change Washington, to 
get the country back on track. They 
voted for common sense, and President 
Trump is a commonsense President. 

President Trump has proposed an 
agenda that is popular. It is optimistic, 
and it is unifying. And he has chosen a 
strong team to work with him. 

President Trump has built, I would 
say, a Cabinet that is not business as 
usual. His nominees are motivated. 
They are qualified, and they are com-
mitted to Americans’ safety and pros-
perity. 

They are going to work aggres-
sively—aggressively—to address the 
challenges of high prices, of open bor-
ders, of crime, and of what we have 
seen in the last administration, which 
was an America-last energy policy. Oh, 
they are ready to go after the burden-
some regulations that face people all 
across the country. 

You know, hours after President 
Trump was sworn in, Senators voted 
unanimously to confirm Marco Rubio 
to be Secretary of State. 

This week, we have more nominees to 
consider. And, as the Senate exercises 
our constitutional duty, we should re-
member a few facts: First, let’s com-
pare this to President Obama, who had 
seven Cabinet nominees confirmed on 
his very first day in office. 

Second, the current Democrat leader 
at that podium moved quickly to con-
firm President Biden’s nominees, and 
he said that swift confirmation votes, 
he said, are ‘‘traditional for a new 
President.’’ 
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Third, Democrats are actually sup-

porting many of President Trump’s 
nominees in the committees. That 
proves that—well, it proves what we al-
ready know: that these nominees, in 
addition to being bold, have bipartisan 
support. 

All but two Democrats voted with 
every Republican to support Kristi 
Noem after her hearings in the Home-
land Security Committee. She has been 
nominated by President Trump to be 
the Secretary of Homeland Security. 
Her vote was 13 to 2. 

Several Democrats also voted to sup-
port Scott Bessent, who is President 
Trump’s nominee to be Secretary of 
the Treasury. 

Let me remind my colleagues what 
Democrats have said about President 
Trump’s nominees. 

Senator TAMMY BALDWIN of Wis-
consin introduced Sean Duffy for his 
hearing when he was nominated by the 
President to be the Secretary of Trans-
portation. What Senator BALDWIN said 
was a glowing comment. She said Sean 
Duffy ‘‘is the right guy to help deliver 
for Wisconsin families, businesses, and 
workers.’’ 

Our colleague JOHN HICKENLOOPER of 
Colorado introduced Chris Wright at 
the hearing to be Secretary of Energy. 
Senator HICKENLOOPER said this: Mr. 
Wright is ‘‘a scientist who has invested 
his life around energy.’’ 

Senator MARK KELLY of Arizona said 
Lee Zeldin is ‘‘a qualified candidate to 
lead the Environmental Protection 
Agency.’’ 

Senator MARTIN HEINRICH of New 
Mexico said Doug Burgum, current 
Governor of North Dakota, is ‘‘a tal-
ented nominee’’ to lead the Depart-
ment of the Interior. 

I think we should pay attention to 
those comments. Democrats know that 
President Trump’s nominees are ready 
to get on the job and are qualified to do 
the work. 

Yes, the Senate should give advice 
and consent. That is an obligation we 
have. But disgruntled Democrats 
should not use the Senate’s constitu-
tional power as an excuse to delay and 
deny. 

Americans want results. That is what 
they voted for in November. They did 
not vote for resistance. They want to 
get this country back on track. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Democratic whip. 
NOMINATION OF KASHYAP PATEL 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, yester-
day, I met with Kash Patel, President 
Trump’s nominee to serve as Director 
of the Federal Bureau of Investigation. 

We all know the FBI. It plays a crit-
ical role in keeping America safe from 
terrorism, violent crime, and other 
threats. The person who is in charge of 
our Nation’s leading law enforcement 
organization, the FBI, should be some-
one who is nonpartisan, solid, reliable, 
with a demonstrated skill in law en-
forcement. 

We were reminded of this on 9/11, 
that the FBI is the leading Agency 

that we, in America, rely on to keep us 
safe. The 30,000 professionals at the FBI 
have the skills and resources to do the 
job. They deserve a leader who under-
stands the gravity of their mission. 

After meeting with Kash Patel, I 
have grave concerns about his fitness 
for the role of FBI Director. Mr. Patel 
has neither the experience, the tem-
perament, nor the judgment to lead the 
Federal Bureau of Investigation. He is 
a staunch political loyalist who has re-
peatedly peddled false conspiracy theo-
ries and threatened to retaliate against 
those who have slighted him personally 
and politically. 

Start with January 6. I was here in 
the Senate that day. I will always be 
grateful to the U.S. Capitol Police and 
DC police officers who defended every-
one who works in this building from an 
angry mob that was egged on by Presi-
dent Trump. You have seen the videos. 
You know what I am talking about. 
But Kash Patel, the man who claims he 
should lead the FBI, actually says the 
FBI ‘‘was planning January 6 for a 
year’’—‘‘planning January 6,’’ the FBI. 

And he posted on social media: ‘‘Jan. 
6 never an insurrection.’’ Then he said: 
‘‘Cowards in uniform’’ exposed. 

Let me say those words again: ‘‘Cow-
ards in uniform.’’ That is what Mr. 
Patel said. I asked him about that 
statement in my office yesterday. He 
couldn’t explain it. Who were these so- 
called cowards in uniform when the 
mob stormed the Capitol Building on 
January 6? Who were these people? 
Were they the Capitol Hill police and 
the DC police Officers who literally 
risked their lives to protect us and the 
Vice President? 

In light of the deaths and serious in-
juries they faced, Mr. Patel should not 
even suggest the possibility that these 
were cowardly acts. These were acts of 
bravery and courage. Many of them 
risked their lives for us, as they do 
every single day. 

To the people who have gathered in 
the balcony here to observe the Senate 
in session, to the thousands of visitors 
to this building, look around you. 
Quietly standing guard are men and 
women in uniform, Capitol Hill police, 
who are ready to step in and protect 
you if necessary. On January 6, they 
did it at a great cost. 

So what are Mr. Patel’s plans for the 
FBI, who he said was actually planning 
January 6? He said he wants to ‘‘shut 
down the F.B.I. Hoover Building on 
Day 1 and reopen it the next day as a 
museum of the ‘deep state.’ ’’ 

And he said: 
We’re going to come after the people in the 

media. . . . We’re going to come after you, 
whether it’s criminally or civilly. . . . we’re 
putting you all on notice. 

This is the man who wants to head up 
the FBI, and I am quoting exactly what 
he said. 

He has even published an enemies list 
of 60 people whom he calls ‘‘govern-
ment gangsters.’’ It is in writing. The 
playbook is there. The list of all 60 
names is spelled out in detail. 

Who is included on this list of people 
that would be his enemies, the so- 
called government gangsters? Well, 
members of both political parties that 
Mr. Patel has identified, including 
former Trump administration officials, 
like Defense Secretary Esper. 

And then there is Bob Mueller. Bob 
Mueller is an extraordinary man, a pa-
triot, a Republican, who has been 
called on repeatedly to serve this coun-
try, and he has done so willingly. 

He enlisted in the Marine Corps out 
of college. When one of his dear friends 
was killed in Vietnam, he decided that 
he had to serve and had to fight too. He 
served in the U.S. Marine Corps as a 
lieutenant and received a Bronze Star 
and a Purple Heart. 

Even after he was injured and re-
ceived a Purple Heart, he returned to 
battle. He is an extraordinary person. 

I came to know him a few days after 
9/11, when I reached out to see if there 
was anything I could do to help the 
FBI and its new leader, Mr. Mueller. 
We struck up a friendship and a rela-
tionship over the years. I respected 
him so much. 

What does Mr. Kash Patel think of 
Bob Mueller, this man who served our 
country in so many different ways? He 
calls him an ‘‘utter swamp creature.’’ 

And then there is Paul Ryan, former 
Congressman from the State of Wis-
consin, former Republican Speaker of 
the House. I count him as a friend—not 
a close friend but a casual friend, some-
one I like. We didn’t have a lot in com-
mon when it came to politics, but I 
thought he was a good public servant, 
and he served our country well. 

What does Kash Patel, who wants to 
head up the FBI, say in his book, in 
writing, about Paul Ryan? ‘‘Total fail-
ure and a coward’’—Paul Ryan, ‘‘total 
failure and a coward.’’ 

Then there is GEN Mark Milley, who 
is Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff. He served our country in so 
many different capacities. He led our 
troops in battle and distinguished him-
self time and time again. What does 
Kash Patel say of GEN Mark Milley, 
who served under President Trump’s 
leadership? He calls him the ‘‘kraken 
of the swamp’’—the ‘‘kraken of the 
swamp.’’ 

Does this sound like the resume of a 
person who should lead the Federal Bu-
reau of Investigation, the world’s pre-
eminent criminal investigation Agen-
cy? 

And I asked him a practical question 
as well: There are 30,000 people in law 
enforcement in the FBI. What do you 
think is the morale of that group after 
President Trump’s pardons the other 
night of the people who were involved 
in the January 6 violence? 

Well, Mr. Patel went on to tell me 
that he didn’t, in any way, approve of 
violence against law enforcement offi-
cers. 

And I asked him: Will you say that 
publicly, that you don’t think they 
should have been pardoned if they were 
guilty of violence against police offi-
cers? 
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He said he would have to take it up 

the chain of command. 
PRESIDENTIAL PARDONS 

Mr. President, let me say, for a mo-
ment, we should reflect on these par-
dons and the people who received them. 
I want to make sure I put these details 
in the RECORD, without any question of 
their veracity. 

Some of the people convicted of vio-
lence, on January 6, here in the U.S. 
Capitol Building, who received full, 
complete, and unconditional pardons 
from President Trump, the day he was 
sworn in: David Dempsey, convicted of 
repeatedly assaulting police officers 
with pepper spray, a metal crutch, and 
wooden and metal poles. ‘‘For over one 
hour, defendant David Dempsey vi-
ciously assaulted and injured police of-
ficers,’’ Federal prosecutors charged. 

Metropolitan Police Department De-
tective Nguyen testified that after 
Dempsey pepper sprayed him, he was 
knocked down, and ‘‘I thought that’s, 
you know, where I’m going to die. And 
in my head, you know, I am thinking 
about my family at that point before 
anything else.’’ 

Dempsey was sentenced to 20 years in 
prison. He received a full, complete, 
and unconditional pardon from Presi-
dent Trump Monday night. 

Julian Khater pleaded guilty to pep-
per spraying Capitol Police Officer 
Brian Sicknick in the face. Later that 
night, Sicknick collapsed and was 
rushed to the hospital. He died the fol-
lowing day. 

According to the Washington, DC, 
medical examiner, Sicknick’s death 
was due to ‘‘natural causes’’—two 
strokes—but ‘‘all that transpired 
played a role in his condition.’’ 

Sicknick’s mother Gladys spoke at 
Khater’s sentencing hearing: 

Lawlessness, misplaced loyalty to a de-
ranged autocratic ideal, and hate killed my 
son. And I hope you are haunted by your 
crimes behind bars. Whatever jail time you 
receive is not enough in my eyes. 

He was sentenced to 6 years in prison 
and received a full, complete, and un-
conditional pardon Monday night. 

Christian Matthew Manley pleaded 
guilty to assaulting police with two 
cans of bear spray and throwing empty 
canisters at officers. Manley then 
threw a metal rod at officers. Federal 
Judge Tanya Chutkan told Manley, at 
his sentencing hearing, that ‘‘there has 
to be an understanding that partici-
pating, taking up arms against law en-
forcement, taking up arms to basically 
try and overthrow the government, is 
going to be met with severe punish-
ment.’’ 

Manley was sentenced to more than 4 
years in prison. He received a full, 
complete, and unconditional pardon 
from Donald Trump Monday night. 

Patrick Edward McCaughey III was 
convicted of using a police riot shield 
to ‘‘crush’’ Metropolitan Police Officer 
Daniel Hodges in a metal door frame, 
leaving Hodges trapped, bleeding, and 
crying for help. ‘‘If I was there much 
longer being assaulted in such a way, I 

knew it was very likely I wouldn’t be 
able to maintain my consciousness,’’ 
Hodges testified. ‘‘Your actions on Jan-
uary 6 were some of the most egregious 
crimes that were committed that day,’’ 
Federal Judge Trevor McFadden told 
McCaughey before sentencing him to 7 
years in prison. 

Mr. McCaughey received a full, com-
plete and unconditional pardon from 
Donald Trump on Monday. 

Ryan Nichols pleaded guilty to pep-
per spraying police officers and urging 
rioters through bullhorn to storm the 
building. ‘‘This is not a peaceful pro-
test,’’ he yelled, according to prosecu-
tors. ‘‘If you have a weapon, you need 
to get your weapon.’’ Later that night, 
Nichols recorded a video of himself 
calling for a second American Revolu-
tion and stating: ‘‘If you want to know 
where Ryan Nichols stands, Ryan Nich-
ols stands for violence.’’ 

Nichols was sentenced to more than 5 
years in prison and received a full, 
complete, and unconditional pardon 
from the President Monday night. 

Christopher Quaglin was convicted at 
trial of ‘‘viciously assaulting police of-
ficers for hours,’’ according to Federal 
prosecutors. ‘‘On at least a dozen occa-
sions, Quaglin stood face-to-face with 
officers as he screamed at them, pushed 
with outstretched arms, punched, swat-
ted, and slapped officers; pushed bike 
racks into officers; and even choked 
one officer to the ground,’’ prosecutors 
stated. Quaglin was sentenced to more 
than 12 years in prison. 

He received a full, unconditional, and 
complete pardon from Donald Trump 
on Monday night. 

Daniel Rodriguez pleaded guilty to 
using a stun gun and ‘‘plunging it’’ 
multiple times into Police Officer Mi-
chael Fanone’s neck, in the words of 
prosecutors, leading Fanone to scream 
out in pain. ‘‘During those moments, I 
remember thinking there was a very 
good chance that I would be torn apart 
or be shot to death with my own weap-
on,’’ Fanone testified to Congress. 
Rodriguez was sentenced to more than 
12 years in prison. 

Daniel Rodriguez was given a full, 
complete, and unconditional pardon 
from Donald Trump. 

Peter Schwartz was convicted of 
stealing pepper spray from police offi-
cers, distributing the canisters to other 
rioters and ‘‘indiscriminately’’ spray-
ing law enforcement, according to pros-
ecutors. Court documents from the 
Justice Department described him as 
‘‘a welder by trade and a felon who has 
racked up numerous convictions from 
drugs, weapons, and violence over the 
last three decades.’’ 

The day after the riot, he allegedly 
posted on Facebook: ‘‘What happened 
yesterday was the opening of a war.’’ 
He was referring to January 6. ‘‘I was 
there and whether people would ac-
knowledge it or not we are now at 
war.’’ Schwartz was sentenced to more 
than 14 years in prison. 

He received a full, unconditional and 
complete pardon by the President on 
Monday night. 

These are the instances that I wanted 
to highlight. For those who suggest 
these are just casual tourists to the 
Capitol, they should read the details of 
the attacks these individuals made on 
police officers who stood to guard us, 
the Vice President, and any visitors to 
the Capitol that day. They risked their 
lives for us and the pardons from the 
White House are impossible to explain 
under those circumstances. 

I raised those with Kash Patel. I said: 
You want to be the head of the largest 
Federal law enforcement Agency, the 
Federal Bureau of Investigation. What 
do you think those pardons are doing 
to the morale of police officers across 
the country? 

He said he did not condone violence 
against police officers. 

I wanted to make sure I made that 
clear for the record. I said: Would you 
say anything publicly about that? He 
said: I have to take it up the chain of 
command before I would say anything 
public. 

In 1976, Congress passed a law lim-
iting the FBI Director to a single term 
of 10 years, intended to insulate this 
position from political influence. But 
President Trump repeatedly tried to 
bend the FBI Director to his political 
agenda. He fired his first FBI Director, 
Jim Comey. He forced out his second 
FBI Director, Chris Wray, when he re-
fused to do his bidding. 

Now President Trump has nominated 
a proven loyalist in Kash Patel. In a 
2019 meeting, Patel reportedly told 
President Trump, in the Oval Office, he 
wanted to expand his portfolio to en-
sure White House personnel were ‘‘com-
pletely loyal to the administration.’’ 

Loyalty of police officers on a polit-
ical basis is not the basis for sound 
judgment when it comes to law en-
forcement. We find loyal police officers 
in the countries with autocratic rulers 
throughout our history. We don’t want 
that in the United States. 

Mr. Patel’s political grievances make 
him a favorite of the MAGA world. But 
they have not prepared him to work 
night and day to keep America safe 
from violent crime, drug trafficking, 
terrorism, and other threats. Mr. 
Patel’s endless list of political griev-
ances, well-documented threats of ret-
ribution are disqualifying; and they are 
spelled out in graphic detail in his own 
book, which I have read. 

The FBI is a critical Agency keeping 
America safe. Mr. Patel is not the per-
son for this life-and-death assignment. 

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

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

roll. 
Mrs. BRITT. Mr. President, I ask 

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

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

LAKEN RILEY ACT 
Mrs. BRITT. Mr. President, this week 

marks a new start for the U.S. Con-
gress. After a yearlong battle over the 

VerDate Sep 11 2014 06:06 Jan 23, 2025 Jkt 059060 PO 00000 Frm 00005 Fmt 0624 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\G22JA6.007 S22JAPT1D
M

W
ils

on
 o

n 
D

S
K

JM
0X

7X
2P

R
O

D
 w

ith
 S

E
N

A
T

E



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES288 January 22, 2025 
Laken Riley Act, this week, we decided 
to put the security of the American 
people first and take the next step to-
ward ending an era of open border poli-
cies. We passed the bill. 

It is impossible to overstate just how 
great an achievement it is that we 
came together to send the Laken Riley 
Act to the President’s desk. For dec-
ades, it has been almost impossible for 
our government to agree on solutions 
for the problems at our border and 
within our country. The Laken Riley 
Act represents perhaps the most sig-
nificant immigration enforcement bill 
to reach the President’s desk since 
1996. It is a significant first step to pro-
tect American families and to honor 
Laken Riley’s life and legacy. It en-
sures that no family will have to en-
dure the heartbreak that Laken’s fam-
ily has had to endure. 

With our Republican majorities in 
both the House and the Senate, Con-
gress is back to working for the Amer-
ican people once again. The American 
people made their voices heard on No-
vember 5, and they told this city that 
they would no longer tolerate a govern-
ment that ignored our border crisis; 
that they would no longer put up with 
open borders, unsafe streets, and soft- 
on-crime policies. Congress listened, 
and we have delivered, but we are not 
finished yet. 

Monday, Inauguration Day, marked 
the start of a new American golden 
age. With President Trump back in of-
fice and with our majorities ready to 
work with him, we are headed toward 
creating a safer, more secure, incred-
ible country. The Laken Riley Act is 
no doubt a step in that direction. 

Now is the time to turn the page 
from the last 4 years, to think about 
what we can do together to turn the 
will of the American people into ac-
tion, to do the things a government is 
meant to do: provide security for its 
people, ensure its streets are safe, and 
enforce the rule of law. 

It is also a time of remembrance. It 
is a time to think about the light 
Laken Riley shone on all of those 
around her, the example she set for 
how to live one’s faith and make a 
positive impact in the world. I am so 
proud that we came together in this 
body to honor her and the profound im-
pact she had on everyone who knew 
her. 

To Allyson and John Phillips, 
Laken’s mother and stepfather, thank 
you for the courage you have shown in 
advocating for this bill and for Laken’s 
legacy. We are all eternally amazed by 
your grace and strength in the face of 
tragedy. You, like Laken, are so in-
credibly inspiring, and as you so hum-
bly said about the passage of this bill, 
all the glory to God. 

I would again like to thank Rep-
resentative MIKE COLLINS, who has 
spearheaded it to House passage not 
once but twice, and I look forward to 
its third and final passage today in the 
House. 

I would also like to thank Leader 
THUNE, who, in his very first month as 

leader, took a difficult issue and moved 
it gracefully through the U.S. Senate. 

And a big thank-you to the rest of 
my colleagues here in this body and 
the ones in the House for coming to-
gether, for putting partisan differences 
aside to find common ground to actu-
ally achieve a result, and for showing 
the American people that they can 
trust their elected Representatives to 
listen, to understand, and to do the 
right thing. 

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

ator from Connecticut. 
NOMINATION OF JOHN RATCLIFFE 

Mr. MURPHY. Mr. President, I want 
to address some concerns that my Re-
publican colleagues have raised about 
my decision to insist on a 1-day debate 
on the nomination of John Ratcliffe to 
be the Director of the CIA. Plain and 
simple, I think we should take some 
time—1 day—to consider one of the 
most important, sensitive national se-
curity posts in this new administra-
tion. I do not think it makes sense to 
ram through Mr. Ratcliffe’s nomina-
tion with only 120 minutes of debate, as 
was the suggestion last night. 

Many people here have raised serious 
concerns about his qualifications. For 
instance, during his short tenure as Di-
rector of National Intelligence, Mr. 
Ratcliffe showed a very troubling pro-
pensity to play politics with sensitive 
intelligence. Most notoriously, just 1 
month before the 2020 election, on the 
day of the debate between Donald 
Trump and Joe Biden, Mr. Ratcliffe 
chose to declassify a cherry-picked CIA 
memo from 4 years earlier that out-
lined Russian claims that Hillary Clin-
ton had approved a plan to tie Trump 
to Russia’s hack of the DNC so that 
Trump could use that in the debate. 
These were unverified Russian intel-
ligence claims. Mr. Ratcliffe’s decision 
went against explicit warnings by CIA 
personnel that its release would put in 
jeopardy CIA sources, methods, and 
personnel, but he did it anyway on the 
day of the debate, a month before the 
election, because its release would help 
Donald Trump’s reelection campaign. 

Now, it is true that during this day of 
debate we are having before we vote 
likely tomorrow, Senators may not be 
coming to the floor to give lengthy 
speeches on Mr. Ratcliffe’s nomination, 
but this debate time—this day—gives 
all of my colleagues the time to care-
fully review the record and consider 
whether Mr. Ratcliffe is qualified. 
Maybe members of the Senate Intel-
ligence Committee have had the time 
to do a full study, but the full Senate 
has not. So it is not too much to ask, 
given the very real concerns about this 
nominee’s politicization of intel-
ligence, for us to take a day—not a 
week, not 2 weeks; a day—for Senators 
to take the time to consider the record. 

But I want to make a broader point. 
I hear Republicans claiming that my 
decision to ask for 1 day of debate on a 
controversial nominee to lead the CIA 
somehow compromises our national se-

curity, so let me say this: Spare me. 
Two days ago, President Donald Trump 
pardoned 1,500 rioters—including the 
most violent rioters—who stormed this 
building 4 years ago, brutally beat law 
enforcement over the head with poles, 
tried to crush the heads of Capitol Po-
lice officers, and walked around here 
with zip ties, looking to do God knows 
what to any Democratic Congressmen 
or Senators they found. They assem-
bled a gallows and a noose outside the 
Capitol to chants of ‘‘Hang Mike 
Pence.’’ All of my Republican col-
leagues were here when a Capitol Po-
lice officer burst through that door to 
rush us to safety before the mob at-
tacked us. 

Republicans all of a sudden claim 
that law and order is a priority and we 
have to rush through nominees, and 
yet they stand by a President who just 
threw law and order out the window by 
pardoning not some of the rioters but 
all of them. 

Political violence in this country 
just became mainstream. It is now a 
fact of life in America. If you commit 
an act of horrific violence in the name 
of the President of the United States, 
that President will make sure you get 
away with it. That is fundamentally 
un-American, and it makes this coun-
try less safe. 

Let me guarantee you, a 1-day delay, 
a 1-day debate on the confirmation of 
the CIA Director does no damage to 
our Nation’s security compared to the 
decision to pardon every single Janu-
ary 6 rioter charged and convicted of 
crimes and let out of jail—some of the 
most violent rioters. Just to hammer 
home the point, if you don’t believe 
me, let me explain to you who Donald 
Trump let out of jail yesterday. 

This is David Dempsey. He gave an 
interview in front of the gallows that 
had been built and fitted with a noose. 
He said he was at the Capitol that day, 
January 6, because NANCY PELOSI, 
James Comey, the Obamas, and the 
Clintons ‘‘need to hang.’’ 

At the Capitol, he climbed to the 
front of the mob and immediately 
began attacking law enforcement offi-
cers who were trying to protect us. He 
used his hands, his feet, flag poles, 
crutches, broken pieces of furniture, 
and anything else he could find as a 
weapon to attack police officers. 

At around 4 p.m. that day, Dempsey 
pepper-sprayed DC detective Phuson 
Nguyen as another rioter yanked off 
the detective’s gas mask. The spray 
burned Detective Nguyen’s lungs, 
throat, and eyes. It left him gasping for 
breath, fearing that he might lose con-
sciousness and be overwhelmed by the 
mob. 

Moments later, because Dempsey 
wasn’t done, he hit Sergeant Jason 
Mastony over the head with a metal 
crutch. He struck him with so much 
force that it cracked the shield of his 
gas mask, causing Sergeant Mastony 
to collapse as his ears started ringing. 

Dempsey wasn’t done, though. He 
was thorough. He was vicious. He kept 

VerDate Sep 11 2014 02:29 Jan 23, 2025 Jkt 059060 PO 00000 Frm 00006 Fmt 0624 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\G22JA6.010 S22JAPT1D
M

W
ils

on
 o

n 
D

S
K

JM
0X

7X
2P

R
O

D
 w

ith
 S

E
N

A
T

E



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S289 January 22, 2025 
going. He sprayed chemical agents at 
officers. He stomped on their heads. He 
hit them repeatedly with metal and 
wooden poles. 

Dempsey’s violence reached such ex-
tremes that at one point, he actually 
attacked another rioter who was trying 
to stop him. 

He was sentenced by a jury of his 
peers to significant jail time for his lit-
any of brutal attacks, as anyone in this 
country would. 

He walked out of jail last night, in 
the middle of his sentence because 
Donald Trump pardoned him. 

That is DJ Rodriguez. He didn’t 
make any bones about what he was 
coming to the Capitol to do. 

The night before the insurrection, DJ 
Rodriguez posted on Telegram ‘‘There 
will be blood. Welcome to the revolu-
tion.’’ 

For weeks, he and members of his 
violent rightwing group had been orga-
nizing and planning what they were 
going to do. He encouraged members of 
the group to ‘‘get a large knife,’’ told 
them where they could buy bear spray. 
He said he ‘‘highly recommended’’ to 
wear goggles without breath holes and 
told them where they could get an axe 
handle. He was preparing for war. 

He began, you know, rather inno-
cently, just spraying a fire extin-
guisher at a line of officers. When that 
didn’t work, he found a long wooden 
pole to attack the officers. 

He wasn’t done. After 37 minutes of 
repeated, frantic attempts to breach 
the Capitol, he finally got to the 
mouth of the tunnel in the Lower West 
Terrace. He grabbed an officer—by the 
neck—and dragged him into the mob. 
He takes a Taser and tases the officer 
in the head. The officer screams in 
pain, recoils from the shock, and jerks 
back his head. 

Rodriguez isn’t done because he 
wants this guy dead. He strikes him 
again directly in the neck. The officer 
yells out. But it is over. The officer 
collapses, unconscious. And another of-
ficer has to drag his lifeless body away 
from the mob. The officer suffered a 
heart attack. His law enforcement ca-
reer is over. 

Later that day, Rodriguez went to 
those gallows, took a picture, and post-
ed ‘‘No Democrats unfortunately.’’ 

After being convicted of beating a po-
lice officer by a jury of his peers, DJ 
Rodriguez was pardoned by Donald 
Trump. 

This is Thomas Webster. He traveled 
to DC ready for battle with a bullet-
proof vest. He carried a large metal 
flag pole with him to the riot at the 
Capitol. He led the charge against the 
police line. He spent 8 minutes elbow-
ing his way through the crowd so he 
could be at the front of the mob. He 
used that pole to repeatedly attack po-
lice officers. He slammed it so hard the 
metal pole broke in half. So then he 
just charged directly at one officer, 
tackling him to the ground. He grabbed 
the officer by the helmet, dragged him, 
and pinned him to the ground. As Web-

ster tried to rip off the officer’s gas 
mask, the officer began to struggle for 
breath because he was being chocked 
by the chin strap. And as he gasped for 
air, Webster held him down on the 
ground, and other rioters kicked him 
repeatedly. 

After that, Webster was so fired up 
he posted a live video. He pleaded 
‘‘Send more patriots. We need some 
help.’’ 

He was convicted of all six counts in 
his indictment, including assaulting a 
police officer, like anybody would be in 
this country if they did what Thomas 
Webster did. 

He walked out of jail in the middle of 
his sentence Monday night, pardoned 
by Donald Trump. 

So here is the message: If you beat up 
a police officer in this country, you are 
going to jail for a long time, with one 
exception: You don’t go to jail if you 
beat the hell out of a police officer in 
the service of Donald Trump. If you are 
engaged in violence to further Donald 
Trump’s political career, then you face 
no consequences. 

What happened this week is that po-
litical violence got mainstreamed in 
America. There are still a lot of radical 
dangerous people out there in this 
world, and they now know that if they 
carry out violence in the name of Don-
ald Trump, if they beat up police offi-
cers, if they attack Democratic offi-
cials and they are doing it to support 
Donald Trump, they are likely im-
mune. 

That puts this Nation’s security in 
jeopardy. That puts our lives in jeop-
ardy. And I am just going to say it: It 
puts Democrats’ lives in jeopardy in 
particular. Remember, DJ Rodriguez 
went to the gallows and said ‘‘No 
Democrats here unfortunately.’’ 

Where is the broad righteous indigna-
tion from my Republican colleagues 
about that? Yes, a few of my Repub-
lican colleagues have criticized the 
pardons—I am thankful to them—but 
it is a minority. It is a small handful. 
Most Senate Republicans are silent. 

The wholesale endorsement of polit-
ical violence is a grave national secu-
rity threat to this Nation. Having a 1- 
day debate on the nomination of a CIA 
Director is not. 

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. SCHATZ. Mr. President, I ask 

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
SHEEHY). Without objection, it is so or-
dered. 

NOMINATION OF ROBERT F. KENNEDY, JR. 
Mr. SCHATZ. Mr. President, you 

might think that the person nominated 
to lead our Nation’s top health depart-
ment, an Agency with a budget of over 
$2 trillion and responsible for running 
everything from Medicare to vaccine 
trials—you might think that that per-

son would at least be interested in, if 
not experienced in, curing diseases and 
promoting public health; that they 
would be someone who follows science 
and works to build the public’s trust in 
it. 

Robert F. Kennedy, Jr., is none of 
those things. 

For the first time ever, we might 
have a Health Secretary who has ac-
tively fueled disease outbreaks. He has 
literally made a career out of lying 
about the safety of basic vaccines. And 
it is not an exaggeration to say lives 
will be lost if he is confirmed. He has 
cost lives pretending to be a public 
health expert before, and he will do it 
again at scale if he becomes the next 
Health Secretary. 

This is not just some random dude 
with his buddies, kicking around weird 
ideas just for the hell of it. He is a Ken-
nedy, with an enormous fortune, para-
chuting into countries to tell lies and 
stop people from taking lifesaving vac-
cines. 

In 2019, he flew to Samoa to discour-
age people from taking the measles 
vaccine, deepening a hesitancy that 
was already building. And it did work. 
Vaccination rates for eligible 1-year- 
olds—1-year-olds—fell below 33 percent, 
and just 5 months later, Samoa found 
itself in the middle of a measles out-
break. So 5,000 people got the measles; 
83 people died—79 of them, kids. And 83 
kids died because RFK, Jr., decided to 
leave the east coast of the continental 
United States and fly clear across the 
Pacific to Samoa to tell people not to 
take the measles vaccine. 

This is the nominee for the Secretary 
of Health and Human Services. 

In addition to spreading baseless lies 
about vaccines, he has also regularly 
spouted all kinds of deranged ideas, in-
cluding—this is a direct quote—that 
COVID was ‘‘targeted to attack Cauca-
sians and Black people. The people who 
are most immune are Ashkenazi Jews 
and Chinese.’’ He also claimed without 
any evidence that antidepressants are 
to blame for mass shootings and that 
chemicals in our water are turning our 
kids gay. 

I don’t know why this guy is going to 
get a single vote. This isn’t just some-
body who has like a different view than 
me on mandatory COVID vaccinations. 
There is a lot of room for reasonable 
people to disagree about the conduct of 
the government—State, Federal, coun-
ty—as it relates to the COVID vaccine 
and the COVID response. In a global 
pandemic, people—all of them, all of 
them in every State—everybody was 
trying their best. And there are a lot of 
lessons to be learned, including a kind 
of close call about whether mandatory 
vaccinations in the context of COVID 
as it was on the down slope even 
worked. But we are not talking about 
that; we are talking about measles, 
mumps, rubella, polio. 

His plans to remake the Department 
of Health and Human Services are 
equally terrifying. He wants to revoke 
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approvals for the polio and hep B vac-
cines for children and roll back guid-
ance on other vital vaccines. There is a 
reason that we haven’t had to think 
about these awful, painful diseases in a 
long, long time, and it is because we 
vaccinated our way out of outbreaks. 

He has also vowed to fire hundreds of 
Federal health researchers and sci-
entists and stop all research into infec-
tious diseases and vaccine development 
because ‘‘[w]e’re going to give infec-
tious disease a break for about eight 
years.’’ 

‘‘We’re going to give infectious dis-
ease a break for about eight years.’’ 

This is as dangerous of a decision as 
the U.S. Senate could possibly take. 
You would honestly not put him in 
charge of a local clinic, let alone the 
country’s entire health system. 

Look, I get it. I come from Hawaii. A 
lot of my constituents hear his critique 
of our food system and agree. Our food 
system is broken, and people are get-
ting sick because of it. We have sub-
sidized the wrong things for so long 
that you can find an unhealthy meal 
faster and cheaper than a healthy one. 
Ultraprocessed foods are everywhere, 
and healthy and hearty meals are hard-
er to come by, and that has to change. 
But we don’t have to bring measles and 
mumps back in order to fix our food 
system. We don’t have to bring back 
the horrors of polio in the name of 
cleansing our diet. 

There are a lot of people in the Sen-
ate, including my dear friend Senator 
CORY BOOKER, who work really hard to 
solve this problem with the seriousness 
and the thoughtfulness that it de-
serves, to rein in factory farms, to em-
power family farmers, to make healthy 
food more readily available and afford-
able. We have to do all of that, but we 
don’t have to purchase with this idea 
that our food system is broken the idea 
that the only way we can fix our food 
system is if we bring polio back, if we 
bring measles back, if we bring mumps 
back, if we bring rubella back. 

The medical profession at its best is 
about helping people, and I think about 
doctors like my dad, Dr. Irv Schatz, 
aboard a hospital ship, the SS Hope, 
providing free medical care to people 
across Latin America. So many like 
him put their lives and their careers on 
hold to travel far and wide to care for 
the less fortunate—helping kids with 
cleft palates, distributing mosquito 
nets, delivering babies, treating and 
preventing diseases. It is hard and 
unglamorous and unselfish work. It is 
God’s work. 

So it takes a special kind of person 
to do the exact opposite, to do what 
this man did, which is fly around the 
planet to cause disease—to fly around 
the planet to cause disease. 

So, yes, this is a question of char-
acter and competence, but it is also a 
question of life and death and who we 
want in charge making decisions when 
lives are on the line. And it is our job 
here in the Senate to make damn sure 
that we protect the public health. 

I could not urge more strongly a 
‘‘no’’ vote on this unqualified nominee. 

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. RICKETTS. Mr. President, I ask 

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

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

PRO-LIFE MOVEMENT 
Mr. RICKETTS. Mr. President, the 

pro-life movement is about love, com-
passion, dignity, and respect. Nebraska 
is a pro-life State, and Nebraska has 
been a leader in the pro-life movement. 

In 2010, Nebraska was the first State 
to pass a law with regard to pain-capa-
ble fetuses and, effectively, made it so 
that you had a 20-week prohibition on 
abortion protecting those babies after 
20 weeks because they can feel pain. 

Last year, Nebraska, again, showed 
the Nation what we can do with the 
pro-life movement. We were the first 
State to pass a pro-life ballot initia-
tive. And while doing that, we were 
able to prevent the pro-abortion lobby 
from passing a really heinous pro-abor-
tion ballot issue. The pro-abortion 
forces ballot initiative would have es-
sentially enshrined in our Constitution 
not only the right to abortion but 
would have allowed abortion up until, 
essentially, the moment of birth. It 
was incredibly radical. 

I am very proud of our State. The 
people of Nebraska took our current 
law and kept that on the ballot and de-
feated the pro-abortion’s very radical 
ballot issue. 

We have the opportunity here in the 
Senate to be able to continue to uphold 
the dignity of unborn children. There 
are a couple of bills I want to talk 
about. They both have the word ‘‘abor-
tion’’ in them, but they are really not 
about abortion. They are about that 
love and compassion, that dignity and 
respect. 

The first is the Born-Alive Abortion 
Survivors Act. In 2002, Congress passed 
bipartisan legislation that said that 
children who survive an abortion are to 
be treated as people under the law. 
Now, to me, that seems a little crazy 
that we had to do that, but we actually 
passed that. It seemed common sense 
that if you are born, you are a person 
and protected under our laws here in 
the United States. Sadly, that is not 
the case. 

In that 2002 law, it didn’t say that 
the child had to receive care. So what 
we have seen in the abortion industry 
is that when there is a botched abor-
tion, that baby oftentimes will just be 
born alive but then left to die of expo-
sure. It is absolutely barbaric, abso-
lutely heinous. And that is what the 
Born-Alive Abortion Survivors Protec-
tion Act does. It requires medical 
treatment to be given to those babies, 
so if a baby girl is born in a botched 
abortion attempt, that baby girl gets 

the medical attention it needs so that 
she can survive and grow up. 

You may say this sounds ridiculous. 
Why wouldn’t that happen? Well, as I 
said, it does happen in the abortion in-
dustry. 

Melissa Ohden’s mother was pres-
sured into trying to have an abortion 
at a hospital in Sioux City, IA. Melissa 
was born alive. And thank goodness 
there was a nurse there who then took 
her to the NICU so she could get the 
medical attention so that she could 
survive and grow up to be the woman 
she is today. Melissa was later adopted 
and has contributed to our country. 

That is part of what we in the pro- 
life movement need to do is make sure 
we are defending the rights of these ba-
bies. 

We have another opportunity as well. 
And, again, the name of the bill has 
‘‘abortion’’ in it, but it is not about 
abortion; it is about protecting the dig-
nity of unborn children. In this case, it 
is unborn children who are killed in 
that abortion. 

Just a few years ago, the remains of 
over 2,000 aborted babies were discov-
ered in a home in Indiana. Many Amer-
icans were shocked to find out that 
children who are aborted are often just 
disposed of. Their remains are treated 
like medical waste. That is just abso-
lutely fundamentally wrong. These ba-
bies deserve the dignity that every 
other person has. 

And so, in a few days, I am going to 
introduce the Dignity for Aborted Chil-
dren Act. What my bill will do is re-
quire the abortion industry to treat 
with dignity and respect the remains of 
these aborted children; that they will 
get the same dignity and respect as 
any human being who dies. 

Finally, I want to recognize that we 
have the March for Life coming up on 
Friday. I want to say thank you to all 
of the marchers who are going to be 
here to be able to demonstrate our 
movement’s commitment to love, com-
passion, dignity, and respect. 

Your advocacy plays a critical role in 
making sure that we help save the lives 
of all of these unborn babies. 

When we talk about the most vulner-
able, who could be more vulnerable 
than a baby who hasn’t been born yet, 
and we can’t hear that little girl’s or 
little boy’s voice yet? These marchers 
will be here to be that voice for those 
little babies. 

So thank you for the work you are 
doing to be able to continue to get our 
message out about love and compas-
sion, dignity and respect. 

We need to remind all of our fellow 
citizens that these little babies deserve 
the same protections that we all have 
as citizens of the United States. It is 
about extending basic human rights to 
some of the most vulnerable among us. 
I appreciate the work that all of these 
pro-life advocates will be doing to be 
able to help carry our message out this 
weekend. 

Working together, we can defend life 
and empower women. 
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I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Iowa. 
Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, 52 

years ago today, Roe v. Wade was de-
cided by the U.S. Supreme Court. Ap-
proximately 1 year before that, I was a 
member of the Iowa Legislature, and 
that legislature attempted to repeal 
Iowa’s law of decades old. That vote in 
the house of representatives was 44 to 
44, so obviously that bill was not 
adopted, and our ban on abortion con-
tinued for a year until Roe v. Wade. I 
was one of those 44 who voted to retain 
the law that had been on the books for 
a long period of time. Well, there has 
been a lot of history since then. We are 
still fighting this issue. 

This bill before the U.S. Senate now 
is a very important bill to express what 
life in the womb is all about. 

Dr. Willard Cates, the director of 
abortion surveillance at the Centers for 
Disease Control and Prevention in 1981, 
referred to the survival of a baby after 
an attempted abortion as the ‘‘dreaded 
complication.’’ Now, I happen to call 
that ‘‘dreaded complication’’ a miracle. 

While it may be a troubling truth for 
some people to hear that, there are ba-
bies who survive attempted abortions. 
In 2024, the American Journal of Ob-
stetrics and Gynecology analyzed al-
most 14,000 late-term abortions and 
found that over 11 percent resulted in 
live births. However, because we lack 
reliable Federal and State abortion 
data, we don’t know the number of ba-
bies who survive an attempted abortion 
and are born alive each year in the 
United States. 

When an abortion results in the live 
birth of a child, that child should be 
entitled to quality healthcare under 
the law. Tragically, that isn’t always 
the case. 

During my time in Congress, I have 
heard a number of stories from abor-
tion survivors regarding their health 
struggles and the lack of care they re-
ceived following failed abortions. 

Melissa Ohden, for example, was born 
alive in 1977 and was left to die in a 
bucket of formaldehyde in a utility 
closet before being saved by two 
nurses. She is an advocate for children 
who come into this world the same way 
she did. Her message for moms consid-
ering abortion is this: 

There is hope for you and your child even 
after an attempted abortion. You aren’t 
alone. 

While children born alive are already 
recognized as persons under the law, 
there is not a Federal law on the books 
to penalize abortionists who actively 
kill or passively deny care to babies 
who survive abortions. These precious 
babies deserve justice. That is why I 
have joined my colleagues in intro-
ducing the legislation that we have en-
titled the ‘‘Born-Alive Abortion Sur-
vivors Protection Act.’’ 

This legislation requires that any 
child born alive following an attempted 
abortion receive the same level of care 
as any other newborn who is born alive 

at the same stage of development. It 
doesn’t and should not matter if a child 
is born in a hospital, in a maternity 
ward, or in an abortion clinic. In any 
case, this is a baby, and that reality 
ought to convict each of us in our 
hearts and move us to compassion and 
to action. Our bill would bring justice 
for babies who survive abortions and 
are born into this world. 

Under our current legal system, 
human lives viewed as unwanted are 
treated as dispensable. No matter what 
each of us may think about abortion, 
we must speak and vote with unity to 
protect children outside of the womb. 

In Congress, my colleagues and I 
have reached across the aisle to protect 
children in many other contexts, and I 
ask my colleagues to do the same here. 

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

ator from Mississippi. 
Mrs. HYDE-SMITH. Mr. President, 

this is an incredibly special week for 
pro-life Americans. We have welcomed 
back a life-affirming administration 
with the second inauguration of Presi-
dent Donald Trump. 

Both Chambers of Congress are 
united in our pursuit of commonsense 
legislation to protect the most vulner-
able Americans among us with a vote 
on the Born-Alive Abortion Survivors 
Protection Act. 

This Friday, we will join thousands 
of pro-life Americans who will faith-
fully participate in the 52nd annual 
March for Life in our Nation’s Capital. 
The National March for Life always re-
minds us of why we continue to fight 
for stronger protections for our unborn 
children and for their mothers. Thank-
fully, the march also serves as a bright 
reminder of the progress we have made 
as a movement. 

Now, thanks to efforts led by my fel-
low Mississippians in the Governor’s 
Office, the Attorney General’s Office, 
and in the State legislature, we live in 
the Dobbs era. The entire process that 
brought us to this historical over-
turning of Roe v. Wade almost 3 years 
ago began with the introduction of a 
bill in the Mississippi State Legisla-
ture called the Gestational Age Act. 
My dear friend Representative Becky 
Currie is responsible for introducing 
this legislation, which turned out to be 
a catalyst for such great change in our 
Nation. 

(The remarks of Mrs. HYDE-SMITH 
pertaining to the introduction of S. 
Res. 30 are printed in today’s RECORD 
under ‘‘Statements on Introduced Bills 
and Joint Resolutions.’’) 

Mrs. HYDE-SMITH. I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

TILLIS). The Senator from Texas. 
Mr. CORNYN. Mr. President, I want 

to start by thanking my friend and col-
league Senator LANKFORD from Okla-
homa in organizing a colloquy here rec-
ognizing the importance of protecting 
the lives of the unborn and to bring us 
together today to make a statement 
about the importance of standing up 
for the right to life. 

I look forward to joining my con-
stituents back in Texas on Saturday, 
later this week, at the Texas Rally for 
Life, where I will be honored to speak. 

It is no mistake that the Declaration 
of Independence recognizes the impor-
tance of the right to life. Life and lib-
erty are among the unalienable rights 
that have been guaranteed by our Con-
stitution but, more importantly, by 
our Creator. 

Now, 3 years have passed since the 
Supreme Court struck down Roe v. 
Wade, which was judge-made law, 
drawing an arbitrary line at when 
abortions would be available or when 
they would not be available, and ex-
cluding any kind of participation from 
the American people, across this great 
land of ours of 330-plus million people, 
about what they thought. 

This decision returned the authority 
where it should have been in the first 
place, until the Supreme Court ruled in 
Roe v. Wade, back to the States, be-
cause now the elected officials in the 
various States are going to be account-
able to their constituents at where 
that line is drawn. 

All the States and, thus, all the 
American people, through their elected 
representatives and their State legisla-
tures, have an opportunity to weigh in. 
And I know that this can be a con-
troversial topic. It is fraught with emo-
tion and strong feelings. But it is im-
portant to point out that, notwith-
standing where you think the line 
ought to be drawn at when an abortion 
should be available in America, it is 
the Democratic Party that is extreme 
and out of touch with the American 
people on this issue. 

Our Democratic colleagues have 
made clear that they support abortion 
on demand—anytime, anywhere, any-
place—funded by the taxpayer, even, up 
until the moment of birth and, in some 
instances, even after birth. 

This week, we will vote on the Born- 
Alive Abortion Survivors Protection 
Act, which would guarantee certain 
basic medical care to children who are 
born as a result of an unsuccessful 
abortion. In other words, if they are 
born alive, are they left to die or are 
they given the basic medical care that 
any infant would be given? 

My Democratic colleagues are on 
record for saying they think medical 
care is a basic human right. I heard the 
Senator from Vermont this morning, in 
the Budget hearing, talking about a 
fundamental right to healthcare. Well, 
now we are about to see whether they 
will vote to deny basic medical care to 
infants who survive abortions. If there 
is a basic right to healthcare in this 
country, will it be afforded to the most 
vulnerable of our citizens—children 
born alive as a result of an unsuccess-
ful abortion—or not? 

It has been said before by many great 
minds that civilizations should be 
measured by the way we treat our most 
vulnerable members. It is hard for me 
to imagine anyone more vulnerable 
than an infant who has been born, who 
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isn’t wanted by his or her parents. To 
deny protection to these helpless 
newborns amounts to infanticide, and 
it is a tragedy that this is legal in our 
country. 

If America is to be truly great, we 
should, without question, be willing to, 
at least, provide basic medical care to 
these innocent children. 

I would hope our Democratic col-
leagues would examine their con-
science and realize that there are more 
important things than politics in this 
world. In the end, we all have to live 
with our own consciences, and I would 
hope they would join us in voting for 
this legislation to protect the right to 
life for these, our most vulnerable citi-
zens. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oklahoma. 

Mr. LANKFORD. Mr. President, for 
the past 45 minutes or so, my col-
leagues have come to this floor to be 
able to talk about a bill that is coming 
soon that we will actually vote on at 
the bottom of this hour. It is a bill we 
have talked about for several years. It 
has been debated some. It is about 
what happens if a child survives a 
botched abortion. 

Now, I am going to talk about it a 
little bit. I have got some other col-
leagues who are going to step in, in a 
moment. Then I am going to talk a lit-
tle bit more about this because this 
seems to be an incredibly misunder-
stood issue. 

It is interesting. We most often talk 
about a botched medical procedure— 
that if there is a botched medical pro-
cedure, someone dies. This is literally 
the opposite—that there was a botched 
medical procedure, and someone lives. 
The whole debate is, that botched med-
ical procedure that was supposed to 
take the life of a child ends up actually 
delivering that child, and now you have 
a living, breathing child crying on the 
table, fully viable. The question is, 
What do we do now? 

Yesterday, my Democratic col-
leagues spent an hour on the floor say-
ing that child should die. I disagree. 

In all of our conversations about 
abortion—and we have various opinions 
in this room, and, quite frankly, across 
the country. We have various opinions 
about when is a child a child. Some 
people believe a child is a child when 
they have unique DNA that is different 
than the mom, different than the dad. 
Conception has occurred; cell division 
has happened. That is, quite frankly, 
how science defines life, as unique, rep-
licating cell division. Some people be-
lieve that is a child. 

Some people say: Well, it is not a 
child until there is a heartbeat. 

Some people would say: Well, it is 
not a child until there is actually a de-
veloped nervous system. 

Some people would say: It is not a 
child until the Roe standard, that I 
hear very often—that it is a viable 
child that could survive outside the 
womb, which is about 21 weeks of ges-
tation. 

And I have a lot of my colleagues 
who will say: Well, I want to go back to 
the Roe standard. 

But I have yet to have a colleague 
come to me and say: I am OK with 
abortion after delivery. 

That is what we are talking about in 
this. 

Now, it is an incredibly small group 
that we are discussing here. But if we 
are talking about a common-ground 
issue, why wouldn’t this be a common- 
ground issue? 

Earlier this week, we found a com-
mon-ground issue on the issue that is 
very contentious in this body about 
immigration. We have had a wide vari-
ety of opinions about how we do en-
forcement for immigration, but we 
found an area to say: If a person has 
crossed the border, committed multiple 
crimes in the United States, they 
should be detained. 

We found bipartisan agreement on 
that. We don’t agree on everything, but 
we, at least, agreed on that one. 

You realize, that is the first bill like 
that that we have passed in decades— 
that has actually passed. It is going to 
be signed by the President. We are 
making law on that issue where we 
found simple common ground on a 
small, niche issue related to immigra-
tion. 

Well, this is a small, niche issue on a 
very contentious issue about abor-
tion—what do we do when a child is ac-
tually delivered, instead of destroyed 
in the womb, that is a viable child? 

Now, some of my Democratic col-
leagues have said this never happens. 
Well, I would love to introduce you to 
a friend of mine named Melissa Ohden. 
When Melissa Ohden’s mom was 19 
years old, she was compelled by her 
family to have an abortion. She had an 
abortion—her mom did—and delivered 
that child. The child was delivered, and 
then, literally, the baby was set aside 
into the medical waste of that proce-
dure at the hospital. 

The nurse then, a few minutes later, 
as she was cleaning up after the proce-
dure, noticed the medical waste was 
crying and was breathing. So the nurse 
literally scooped up this child and took 
the child from that room to the emer-
gency room, where she survived. 

Folks, early on, said she would be 
blind or she would have a major heart 
condition; she would have everything 
else. I wish you could meet Melissa. 
She is amazing. She is fully healthy. 

In fact, it was years later that she 
learned her adopted mom had adopted 
her because her birth mom literally 
didn’t know she still existed. Her birth 
mom was never told that, actually, 
that abortion ‘‘didn’t work.’’ That 
child survived. 

They have since reconnected, Melissa 
and her birth mom—her birth mom, 
with deep regret, thinking about this 
beautiful child in front of her, that 
that life was almost destroyed. In fact, 
it was planned to be destroyed. 

Listen, this is not just an academic 
issue. This is real. Again, it is rare, but 

the question is: What do we do in those 
rare situations? How do we track this? 
How do we engage on it? 

I would ask any American: If there is 
a child lying on the table in an oper-
ating room, crying, what do we do 
then? I don’t know many Americans 
who would say: Kill it. 

But here is what happens. In a 
botched abortion in America right now, 
when a child is actually delivered rath-
er than destroyed in the womb, when 
literally there was a medical mistake 
that didn’t take the life of the child 
but instead delivered that child into 
life—when that occurs, the current 
practice is everyone kind of backs 
away and allows the child to die on the 
table by exposure because it is against 
American law in every single State to 
take the life of a child. But if every-
body just steps back and watches the 
child die, that is OK. 

My Democratic colleagues came to 
the floor yesterday and said: This is al-
ready illegal. Why are we even dis-
cussing this? This is already illegal. 
You can’t have infanticide in America. 

And I would say that is correct; it is 
already illegal to do infanticide. But 
what is still allowed is a tiny, little 
loophole that if an abortion was 
botched, everyone can just back away 
and watch the child die; they do not 
have to give that child medical care. 

That is quite a loophole, and it is 
painful for me to even have to have 
this conversation in a nation like ours. 
Of all the things that we could talk 
about right now, why do we even have 
to discuss what to do with a child on a 
table in an operating room, crying? 
Why is this even a conversation? 

So we are bringing a bill to the floor 
today to be able to fix this. This is a 
bill we talked about multiple times in 
this body, but it should be the abso-
lute, easiest common-ground piece to 
face. Which of us, standing in that op-
erating room, would look at a crying 
child and would say: Ignore it. If we 
wouldn’t say it there, we shouldn’t say 
that here. 

So I will be back in a few moments, 
Mr. President. I have other colleagues 
who want to be able to speak to this 
issue, but I have some facts and myth 
that I want to do side by side with 
some of my Democratic colleagues who 
came to be able to share their perspec-
tive on this, and I want to be able to 
lay some things side by side to say 
what this bill actually does, not what 
the myth is and what is actually being 
told about it. 

In the meantime, I would encourage 
Members of this body to be able to look 
up my friend Melissa Ohden. Look her 
up online if you want to, see her beau-
tiful picture, and read her story for 
yourself, because she is not the only 
one with that same story. She is just 
one of many that has that story. Just 
not many are willing to be able to step 
out and speak knowing that their life 
was intended to be taken, though 
today, they are still smiling and talk-
ing about the value of every single life. 
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I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The sen-

ior Senator from Louisiana. 
Mr. CASSIDY. Mr. President, the bill 

we are discussing today should be real-
ly straightforward. A child who sur-
vives a failed abortion attempt should 
receive lifesaving medical care. We are 
talking about not an abstraction; we 
are talking about a living, breathing 
person—a little girl or a little boy— 
who comes into the world after a failed 
abortion. And they shouldn’t just be 
put to the side and allowed to die. They 
deserve the care that they need to sur-
vive. 

Imagine if it was a week later and 
they were going home from the hos-
pital and there was a car wreck. You 
would rush them to the hospital. You 
would do everything to help that child 
survive. 

Once that child is born, it should be 
straightforward: We should be helping 
the child survive. And there is no dif-
ference in the value and dignity of a 
child—of a person—as to whether or 
not they were originally wanted or not. 
Once they are born, they have that nat-
ural right, which we all have, that is 
discussed in our Declaration of Inde-
pendence: our right to life, to liberty. 

I am a physician, and I was trained 
to take the best care of a patient re-
gardless of the circumstances that 
brought them before me. And it may 
have been someone that society didn’t 
particularly care for. It didn’t matter. 
That is my patient. I am going to do 
everything I possibly can to help that 
patient survive and to thrive. That 
should be the ethic, and we should en-
shrine it into law. 

But, Mr. President, I am a little 
struck. My Democratic colleagues offer 
a variety of excuses to justify opposing 
this bill. This is kind of like an incon-
venient truth. Botched abortions hap-
pen. 

Now, my Democratic colleagues 
refuse to acknowledge that infan-
ticide—withholding care to a baby who 
is born alive—is horrific and wrong, 
but we do know that failed abortions 
occur. The Senate HELP Committee— 
Health, Education, Labor, and Pen-
sions—heard powerful testimony last 
year from Melissa Ohden. Melissa sur-
vived an abortion and would have been 
left to die if not for a courageous NICU 
nurse—a neonatal intensive care unit 
nurse. A life that could have been wast-
ed now is used to advocate for those 
who do not have a voice. 

Innocent children should not have to 
hope that there is a NICU nurse like 
Melissa’s who will do everything pos-
sible to save their life. 

Mr. President, this is a vote in sup-
port of basic human decency. Every 
child deserves to have a chance to live. 
And I urge my colleagues, if you be-
lieve in prayer, pray on that. If you 
don’t believe in prayer, look at the 
Declaration of Independence. We are 
endowed with the natural right of life 
and of liberty. Reflect on that. Support 
this bill. 

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

Democratic leader. 
Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that after I speak, 
Senator MURRAY speak, and then the 
Senator from Oklahoma. 

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

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. President, first, I 
want to thank Senator MURRAY, a 
great champion of women’s health, for 
adding her eloquence and expertise to 
the debate. When it comes to the issue 
of choice, women’s rights, women’s 
health, there is no greater spokes-
person than she. So I thank her. We 
will hear from her shortly. 

Now, today’s vote on the Senate Re-
publicans’ so-called Born-Alive bill 
makes one thing very clear: Under 
President Trump, it will be a golden 
age but for the extreme anti-choice 
movement. The bill is the very defini-
tion of pernicious. It attacks women’s 
healthcare using false narratives and 
outright fear-mongering, and it adds 
more legal risks for doctors on some-
thing that is already illegal. 

So much of the hard-right’s anti- 
choice agenda is pushed, frankly, by 
people who have little to no under-
standing of what women go through 
when they are pregnant. The scenario 
targeted by this bill is one of the most 
heartbreaking moments that a woman 
could ever encounter: the agonizing 
choice of having to end care when seri-
ous and rare complications arise in 
pregnancy. And at that moment of 
agony, this bill cruelly substitutes the 
judgment of qualified medical profes-
sionals and the wishes of millions of 
families and allows the ultraright ide-
ology to dictate what they do. 

Women should be supported and 
trusted when faced with serious preg-
nancy complications. This is when 
male politicians should step up and 
support women, not use them as polit-
ical footballs, as this bill so heartlessly 
does. 

And, if anything, this bill is a meta-
phor for what is to come: an 
emboldened extremist, anti-choice re-
surgence, further to the right than the 
American people are, even than most 
Republicans are. 

Remember when Republicans said 
this issue would be left to the States. 
Both President Trump and our Repub-
lican colleagues said: Don’t worry; we 
are going to leave this to the States. 

That is not what this bill does. It 
doesn’t leave it to the States. And I 
think that we are going to see this over 
and over again where promises made 
during the campaign are just broken. 
This one: 2 days after Donald Trump is 
inaugurated as President, it is no 
longer left to the States. And any 
promise that people made that we are 
going to leave things to the women and 
their doctors, that is out the window 
with this bill. And again, we are going 
to see that repeated over and over 
again—not left to the States, imposed 
by some politicians here in Washington 

on women across America, and not re-
specting the rights of women and their 
doctors and their families. 

Here is my message to my Repub-
lican colleagues: Instead of attacking 
reproductive care, today would be a 
great day for Senate Republicans to do 
something to lower the cost of gro-
ceries or prescription drugs or helping 
Americans buy a home. It would also 
be a great day for Senate Republicans 
to trust women and leave their 
healthcare choices up to them, but 
they are not doing that. 

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

ator from Washington. 
Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, earlier 

this week, we lost a friend and a cham-
pion for reproductive rights: Cecile 
Richards. She helped countless women 
and changed the conversation around 
women’s health and abortion. 

And I know, if she were here, she 
would say: The fight continues. 

And that is very clear given what Re-
publicans are choosing to focus on 
today. Of all the bills that we could be 
voting on—lowering healthcare costs, 
expanding childcare, helping our fami-
lies—it is an absolute disgrace that Re-
publicans are spending their very first 
week in power attacking women, crim-
inalizing doctors, and lying about abor-
tion. 

I am not going to let anyone perpet-
uate disgusting lies about people who 
have abortions and the providers who 
care for them. This is not how abortion 
works. Republicans know it. 

All babies are already protected 
under the law, regardless of the cir-
cumstance of their birth. Doctors al-
ready have a legal obligation to pro-
vide appropriate medical care, and we 
already know this sham bill from Re-
publicans is not going anywhere. We 
have been here before. 

The last time we voted down this 
bill, I actually spoke about something 
Republicans refuse to acknowledge in 
this debate: the struggles—the strug-
gles of a pregnant woman who has re-
ceived tragic news that her baby had a 
fatal medical condition and would not 
be able to survive and who are able to 
make the choice that was right for 
their family. 

But now, here we are, already hear-
ing stories of women who were denied 
that choice now by extreme Republican 
abortion bans. 

Can you imagine what it is like to go 
for months pregnant with a baby that 
you know will not survive and getting 
questions and comments like: Oh, is 
this your first child? Are you excited? 

Do you know what it is like to be 
that woman and fight back tears as 
you try to decide whether to nod po-
litely somehow or explain that, actu-
ally, your world is falling apart—I 
can’t imagine that, but it happens— 
and all the while you know you have to 
go through this against your will be-
cause some politician decided that 
they knew better than you and your 
family and your doctor. 
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Now, Republicans have a bill today 

to take that issue nationwide. That is 
what we are voting on. That is their 
top priority now that Trump is in of-
fice. Shame on them. 

I urge my colleagues to vote against 
this bill. 

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

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

just a few moments, this body will vote 
on a bill that actually doesn’t limit 
abortion at all. It doesn’t slow down 
one abortion. It doesn’t stop one 
woman from choosing to have an abor-
tion. It doesn’t have a nationwide ban 
on abortion. In fact, this is a bill about 
what happens after an abortion. 

What is unique about this bill is it is 
asking a pretty simple question that 
seems like it would be a common 
ground issue for us, if there is, in this 
case, a medical mistake that didn’t 
take a life, we normally think about a 
medical mistake that takes a life. But 
in this case, if there was a medical mis-
take that actually protected a life, 
what happens? 

This doesn’t limit one single abortion 
in America, though many people in 
this body know me well enough to 
know I would love to protect more chil-
dren in America. This bill just asks a 
simple question: If an abortion is 
botched and the child is delivered in-
stead of destroyed in the womb and the 
child is alive and viable on the table, 
what happens next? 

Current medical practice is everyone 
in the room just backs away, and you 
allow the child to die on the table. I 
don’t think that is what most Ameri-
cans would want. I think most Ameri-
cans would say: Hey, I have got bound-
aries on the issue of abortion and defi-
nitely fully born is a boundary. 

Now, it has been interesting, I have 
listened to the debate yesterday and 
today from my Democratic colleagues, 
many of them friends, we have a real 
disagreement on this. This is not ex-
treme—as I have heard it described, an 
extreme, rightwing proposal about 
abortion. 

I just don’t think if I pulled 100 peo-
ple off the street and said: Hey, if a 
child is alive and screaming on the 
table after birth, what do you think we 
should do? I bet 100 out of 100 of them 
would say we should probably give 
them medical care. I just don’t think 
that is extreme or out of the main 
thought in America. 

I think that is just who Americans 
are. We are compassionate people; that 
when we see a baby and look in their 
face, we don’t say ignore them; we say 
let’s provide some care. 

I have heard some of my colleagues 
say that we should respect the rights of 
women in this. By the way, I think one 
of those women should be that little 
girl that is born who is lying on the 
table right there crying. I think she 
should get some compassion and re-
spect as well because a decision is 
being made at this point about what to 
do. And it is not a theory. 

Several of my colleagues yesterday 
have used terms during this debate like 
this is ‘‘myth-based fearmongering.’’ 
That was my favorite one. ‘‘Repub-
licans are talking about stories that do 
not happen’’ was also expressed by an-
other one of my colleagues. 

This one was just a little more blunt. 
One of my colleagues just came to the 
floor and said: ‘‘Republicans are 
lying.’’ Well, here is what really hap-
pened. Let me give you a status. This 
doesn’t happen very often at all. 
Thankfully, this is rare, but the CDC 
does some tracking, and there are, 
quite frankly, only eight States in 
America that actually keep track of 
this; that if there is a botched abor-
tion, the child is actually delivered 
fully alive. There are only eight States 
that do it. Most States say don’t. In 
fact, what is interesting is we tried to 
be able to track which States actually 
keep track of this and have some kind 
of instruction of what to do on 
healthcare on it. A few States do; 
many States don’t. In fact, some 
States, like Minnesota, literally voted 
recently: We used to track reporting, 
but we don’t even want to know any-
more if this occurs. Don’t tell us if it 
occurs. 

Of the few States, just 8, that actu-
ally track this, over a several-year pe-
riod, there were 277 cases like this 
where a child was actually delivered 
and was alive after a botched abortion. 

Now, again, that is not many, but we 
know from eight States in that short 
time period, that that is occurring. 

So, again, I go back to the basic 
question: What do we want to do about 
that? Do we want to just ignore that or 
do we have a thought about what 
should happen to that child? 

Some of my colleagues have said this 
only occurs if there is a pregnancy 
complication and the child was already 
going to die or there was a fatal med-
ical condition that was actually occur-
ring. Well, actually, that is not true in 
this bill. This bill is about a viable 
child that was delivered late term that 
is now on the table alive. 

I have also heard that this is going to 
have this massive overreach for doc-
tors; that they are going to be op-
pressed, and they are going to be afraid 
to practice on this. 

Actually, the bill is pretty clear on 
this. This still gives the doctor the 
ability to use his or her professional 
judgment in the care that would nor-
mally be provided to a child that is 
born. That is it. 

The doctor may look at it and say: 
This child is not going to make it. 
That is still a professional judgment 
that is there or they may have a pro-
fessional judgment that the child will 
make it. And as I have mentioned on 
this floor before, there are adults walk-
ing around today that survived an 
abortion, like Melissa Ohden and other 
folks that I know personally. 

So this is not something that just 
never occurs. So it doesn’t limit abor-
tion. It doesn’t restrict doctors. It ac-

tually does happen—contrary to what 
some of my colleagues have said that 
this never happens, it actually does 
happen on this. 

I have had colleagues that have said: 
Infanticide is already illegal. This is 
unnecessary so let’s move on. This is 
unnecessary. Except we have also es-
tablished the issue that, yes, taking 
the life of that child on the table, lit-
erally once that child is on the table 
crying, they can’t reach down and take 
the life of that child. That is Kermit 
Gosnell, horrific stuff. But just allow-
ing them to slowly die, that is still pro-
tected. So that is not there. 

One of my colleagues came to this 
floor and made this statement: 

At the center of this debate is whether we 
believe in the premise from the Declaration 
of Independence that all are created equal, 
that freedom belongs to everyone, and that 
women deserve to be treated as equal citi-
zens. 

I actually couldn’t agree more with 
my colleague because that same Dec-
laration of Independence, right next to 
that statement about everyone being 
created equal, also includes a simple 
little comment that says: 

Life, Liberty and the pursuit of Happiness. 

And our question on this particular 
bill is, when that child is born and she 
is crying on the table, does she have 
the opportunity for life, liberty, and 
the pursuit of happiness or not? That is 
all this bill does. This bill should be a 
simple process to say this is not who 
we are as Americans. 

As Americans, we respect the oppor-
tunity for life for that child that is 
fully delivered, and then we determine 
what we are going to do. 

Just because a baby can’t defend her-
self, doesn’t mean she is disposable. It 
means she is vulnerable, and that 
means we as a nation should determine 
what we are going to do with the life of 
the most vulnerable. 

I encourage a ‘‘yes’’ vote on this. 
This should be a bipartisan conversa-
tion where we speak from this body for 
those who cannot speak for themselves. 

I yield the floor. 
CLOTURE MOTION 

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

The senior assistant legislative clerk 
read as follows: 

CLOTURE MOTION 
We, the undersigned Senators, in accord-

ance with the provisions of rule XXII of the 
Standing Rules of the Senate, do hereby 
move to bring to a close debate on the mo-
tion to proceed to Calendar No. 4, S. 6, a bill 
to amend title 18, United States Code, to pro-
hibit a health care practitioner from failing 
to exercise the proper degree of care in the 
case of a child who survives an abortion or 
attempted abortion. 

John Thune, Steve Daines, John Ken-
nedy, Jim Justice, James E. Risch, 
Tim Sheehy, Mike Crapo, Deb Fischer, 
Tommy Tuberville, Rick Scott of Flor-
ida, Pete Ricketts, Katie Britt, Ted 
Budd, Roger F. Wicker, Mike Rounds, 
Roger Marshall, Eric Schmitt. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. By unan-

imous consent, the mandatory quorum 
call has been waived. 

The question is, Is it the sense of the 
Senate that debate on the motion to 
proceed to S. 6, a bill to amend title 18, 
United States Code, to prohibit a 
health care practitioner from failing to 
exercise the proper degree of care in 
the case of a child who survives an 
abortion or attempted abortion, shall 
be brought to a close? 

The yeas and nays are mandatory 
under the rule. 

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

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

ator is necessarily absent: the Senator 
from Tennessee (Mr. HAGERTY). 

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

The yeas and nays resulted—yeas 52, 
nays 47, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 11 Leg.] 
YEAS—52 

Banks 
Barrasso 
Blackburn 
Boozman 
Britt 
Budd 
Capito 
Cassidy 
Collins 
Cornyn 
Cotton 
Cramer 
Crapo 
Cruz 
Curtis 
Daines 
Ernst 
Fischer 

Graham 
Grassley 
Hawley 
Hoeven 
Husted 
Hyde-Smith 
Johnson 
Justice 
Kennedy 
Lankford 
Lee 
Lummis 
Marshall 
McConnell 
McCormick 
Moody 
Moran 
Moreno 

Mullin 
Murkowski 
Paul 
Ricketts 
Risch 
Rounds 
Schmitt 
Scott (FL) 
Scott (SC) 
Sheehy 
Sullivan 
Thune 
Tillis 
Tuberville 
Wicker 
Young 

NAYS—47 

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 
Wyden 

NOT VOTING—1 

Hagerty 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
BANKS). On this vote, the yeas are 52, 
the nays are 47. 

Three-fifths of the Senators duly cho-
sen and sworn not having voted in the 
affirmative, the motion is rejected. 

The motion was rejected. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Virginia. 
NOMINATION OF PETER HEGSETH 

Mr. KAINE. Mr. President, I rise as a 
member of the Armed Services Com-
mittee to discuss the nomination of 
Pete Hegseth to be our Nation’s Sec-
retary of Defense. 

Let me make two preliminary com-
ments. 

First, my philosophy about voting on 
nominees is to give deference to the 

President who has been elected, who 
has a mandate that carries with it a 
mandate to assemble a leadership team 
in executive positions, and so I always 
begin, with any President, Democrat or 
Republican, with a beginning stand-
point that they should be able to as-
semble a team unless there are signifi-
cant challenges with a nominee. 

Second, I do want to say that as part 
of the work I have done in examining 
this nominee, I did review his military 
record, and I express my respect for the 
military record. Pete Hegseth’s service 
in the military, in my review of those 
Pentagon records, suggested that he 
served in a very honorable way, and I 
want to acknowledge that. 

Yet I rise to oppose the nomination 
and urge my colleagues to oppose it or 
at least take the time to really under-
stand the gravity of the behavioral 
challenges that have been dem-
onstrated by Mr. Hegseth during his 
career. I have multiple problems with 
this nominee for this position, and this 
position, Secretary of Defense, is the 
position that I view and many Vir-
ginians view as the most important 
Cabinet post. Let me review the rea-
sons for my opposition. 

First, Mr. Hegseth’s record is one of 
erratic, unprofessional, and troubling 
behavior. 

Mr. Hegseth was married twice before 
he was married to his current wife, his 
third wife. In the first two marriages, 
there were allegations in both of seri-
ous and multiple infidelities. I asked 
him at the hearing, when he appeared 
before us, whether he took an oath of 
fidelity to his spouses, and of course he 
did, in the same way that a Secretary 
of Defense will take an oath to uphold 
the Constitution of the United States, 
but the evidence that was before us, 
the public record that was before us, is 
very, very troubling. 

In Mr. Hegseth’s first marriage, there 
were public reports that he was un-
faithful to his wife at least five dif-
ferent times with multiple other peo-
ple. He never rebutted that, and be-
cause he wouldn’t meet with members 
of the committee on the Democratic 
side, we didn’t get a chance to talk 
about that in a closed setting, which 
would have been most important. 

In his second marriage, he was mar-
ried and, while married, fathered a 
child by a woman who would become 
his third wife in August of 2017. So he 
was still married to wife No. 2 and 
cheated on her with the woman who 
would bear his child and become wife 
No. 3. But in a very shocking way, to 
me, within 2 months after the birth of 
this child, he was at a Republican po-
litical event at a hotel in Monterey, 
CA, and he cheated on both his second 
wife and the mother of his newborn in 
an incident that led to a sexual assault 
criminal investigation. 

This behavior—look, people are peo-
ple, and people make mistakes, but a 
first marriage breaking up over serial 
infidelity and then a second marriage 
also bedeviled by serial infidelity is 

something that has to call up questions 
about an individual’s judgment. 

Mr. Hegseth has been the leader of 
two nonprofit organizations that are 
veterans service organizations. In one 
of the organizations, Concerned Vet-
erans for America, during the time he 
was the CEO, an employee of the orga-
nization wrote a scathing report about 
Mr. Hegseth’s creating a toxic work 
culture in this environment where im-
pairment by alcohol was not only ex-
hibited by him but tolerated in others 
and where there was a significant cre-
ation of a toxic work environment for 
women employees. 

The committee members have had 
access to a report that was not done 
because he was nominated for Sec-
retary of Defense; this was a report 
that was done by employees and given 
to the leaders of this organization at 
the time—now nearly 10 years ago— 
with about 35 names of employees and 
individuals in the organization with 
knowledge of the facts and recitation 
of event after event after event where 
people were treated unfairly. Women 
were made to feel that they were sec-
ond class in the organization, and alco-
hol abuse was common at workplace 
events. 

I referenced a sexual assault claim in 
Monterey, and I will call it an undis-
closed sexual assault claim because Mr. 
Hegseth never told the Trump transi-
tion team about this event when he 
was being considered and vetted to be 
Secretary of Defense. 

Again, he is married to wife 2. He has 
now fathered a child by a woman, being 
unfaithful in that wedding, and within 
2 months after fathering a child, he 
goes to an event in Monterey, CA, gets 
a woman at the event into his hotel 
room, and has sex with her. She claims 
she was drugged and raped and filed a 
criminal complaint about it with local 
law enforcement within days after the 
event. He admits the event. He says it 
was consensual—not a sexual assault, 
rape, but consensual—but he acknowl-
edges that it occurred. 

What then happened is that the sur-
vivor went to local law enforcement 
and filed a sexual assault claim. The 
claim was investigated over a period of 
time. The prosecutor ultimately de-
cided not to pursue criminal charges 
against Mr. Hegseth, but there was a 
civil claim as well that later led to a 
settlement with the victim, a payment 
of cash to the victim, and the entrance 
into a nondisclosure agreement with 
the victim. 

None of this was disclosed to the 
Trump team as they were examining 
Mr. Hegseth to be Secretary of Defense. 
He didn’t disclose the event. He didn’t 
disclose the criminal sexual assault 
claim. He didn’t disclose the fact of an 
investigation. He didn’t disclose the 
civil claim. He didn’t disclose the set-
tlement. He didn’t disclose the cash 
payment. He didn’t disclose the non-
disclosure agreement. He hid all of it 
from the Trump transition team. 

When I asked him why, he didn’t 
really have an answer, and I told him: 
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I know the reason why. You were wor-
ried that if you told them about this, 
they would not nominate you to be 
Secretary of Defense. 

The relationship between a Secretary 
of Defense and a President is a very im-
portant relationship that demands 
complete candor. There is always some 
challenge. There is always something 
at the Pentagon that might be going 
wrong. Mr. Hegseth demonstrated at a 
very critical moment that he would 
not let the President-elect know about 
this fact because he wanted to advance 
himself and he worried that if he was 
candid, it would cause problems for 
him. 

I don’t want a Secretary of Defense 
who is unwilling to be candid with the 
Commander in Chief, and he has al-
ready demonstrated grave reason to 
doubt whether he will be candid by his 
refusing to disclose the reality of this 
sexual assault allegation in Monterey. 

An affidavit was filed yesterday by 
one Danielle Hegseth, the former sis-
ter-in-law of the nominee, revealing 
publicly facts suggesting spousal abuse 
in Mr. Hegseth’s second marriage. I 
don’t know Danielle Hegseth. I haven’t 
talked to her. I was not aware of that 
allegation. But it didn’t surprise any-
one on the committee who had re-
viewed the record. Why not? Because 
there are already facts in the record 
raising this very question. In fact, I 
asked Mr. Hegseth about it at the 
Armed Services Committee. 

During his second divorce, his own 
mother wrote him a letter saying es-
sentially: You are a serial abuser of 
women, including your own two wives, 
and you need to look in the mirror, get 
some help, and figure this out. His 
mother even used the phrase ‘‘neither 
X nor Y’’—the names of the first two 
wives—‘‘deserved the treatment they 
have received at your hand.’’ 

All of the committee members had 
access to that before the hearing—all 
of them. What an extraordinary let-
ter—your mother writing you a letter 
saying you are a serial abuser of 
women who needs to look in the mirror 
and get help and saying that the two 
wives that you have abused do not de-
serve the treatment they have received 
at your hand. 

So the allegation from Danielle 
Hegseth yesterday in reporting her ob-
servations of Mr. Hegseth’s behavior 
and in particular the abuse of her sis-
ter-in-law have to be given some cre-
dence by this committee, and we have 
to avoid a rush that we may regret. 

I found it very unusual that when I 
asked Mr. Hegseth at the hearing if a 
sexual assault would be disqualifying 
to be Secretary of Defense, he would 
not agree with me; if spousal abuse 
would be disqualifying to be Secretary 
of Defense, he would not agree with 
me; if being impaired by alcohol while 
on the job would be disqualifying to be 
Secretary of Defense, he would not 
agree with me. These are not hard 
questions. They are clearly disquali-
fying behaviors, and the fact that he 

would not agree that they were dis-
qualifying behaviors suggested to me, 
as I was watching that testimony, that 
they evinced a little bit of a guilty con-
science. Why would I want to agree if I 
have concerns about my own behavior? 

What has been Mr. Hegseth’s re-
sponse to allegations of infidelity, 
demonstrating poor judgment, the cre-
ation of a toxic work culture, alcohol 
impairment while at work, this undis-
closed sexual assault claim, and the al-
legations of spousal abuse? What has 
his response been? His response has 
been twofold: complete denial—com-
plete denial—with the exception of ac-
knowledging that, yes, he did cheat on 
his wife and the mother of a newborn 
child in Monterey, CA, in September 
2017. He has denied everything else 
even though the record is replete with 
specific instances at specific times 
with specific individuals attesting to 
these behaviors. 

His other defense is to claim that all 
of this—all of it—is an anonymous 
smear—an anonymous smear. Let me 
tell my colleagues: This is anything 
but anonymous. When your own moth-
er writes you a letter saying you are a 
serial abuser of women, including your 
two wives, and they don’t deserve the 
treatment they have received at your 
hand, that is not anonymous. 

The report of the whistleblower at 
the Concerned Veterans for America 
organization a decade ago is anything 
but anonymous. The report listed—I 
counted them—incidents involving 36 
named individuals who had been either 
participating in, victimized by, wit-
nessing, or aware of the incidents de-
scribed in the document. 

This is not anonymous. Danielle 
Hegseth’s public affidavit is not anony-
mous. 

The one thing that I will acknowl-
edge that is in the anonymous space is 
this: the number of individuals who 
have come forth and shared with me 
and other members of the committee 
their own firsthand knowledge of simi-
lar events but said you can’t use my 
name because I am so afraid. I am 
afraid of what Mr. Hegseth would do. I 
am afraid of what the President might 
do. 

I had someone say to me, when I said 
you needn’t be afraid: That is easy for 
you to say. That is easy for you to say. 
If the building, the U.S. Capitol, where 
you work, could be attacked by people 
when it was well fortified and secure, 
what chance would I have if someone 
didn’t like the fact that I publicly 
criticized this nominee? 

So, yes, there are some who are 
speaking to us who are asking for ano-
nymity and that, if they have asked for 
it, they should be provided it. But 
there are many who have spoken either 
directly via affidavit or in records that 
are available to all committee mem-
bers and all Senators who are anything 
but anonymous. 

I would urge my colleagues and not 
just the Armed Services Committee 
members to go and read the documents 

that are available to you. Before you 
cast your vote, set your feet in stone 
about a nominee, you should see these 
documents. 

I want to go back to one point that I 
made that I think is telling, and that is 
Mr. Hegseth’s refusal to disclose these 
facts to the Trump transition team. It 
is one thing to not disclose them to the 
committee; it is one thing to refuse to 
meet with the committee—I will get to 
that in a second—but when the Presi-
dent-elect, who is going to be the Com-
mander in Chief, is vetting you for the 
most important Cabinet position in the 
United States and you know you have 
been charged with a sexual assault that 
led to a criminal investigation, a civil 
settlement, a cash payment, and non-
disclosure agreement, and you choose 
not to reveal it to the President, in my 
view, that, in and of itself, should be 
disqualifying. The level of disrespect 
that that shows for the President-elect, 
in my view, should be disqualifying. 

Let me conclude with a couple of 
other points. The main point is the 
pattern of behavior, which should 
make anyone wary to vote for Mr. 
Hegseth for Secretary of Defense. But 
there are a couple of other points I 
want to mention. 

Mr. Hegseth, I think, sort of, set a 
very unfortunate precedent. I have 
been on the Armed Services Com-
mittee. I have sat side by side with my 
colleague Senator KING on that com-
mittee since we came to the Senate in 
January of 2013. I have now partici-
pated in confirmation hearings for 
about five Secretaries of Defense, both 
Democratic and Republican nominees. 
Mr. Hegseth is the only one who re-
fused to meet with Democratic mem-
bers of the committee, save for the 
chairman, JACK REED. He met with the 
Republican committee members. But 
all of us were trying to set meetings 
with him, as has been our norm, so 
that we could talk to him about these 
issues and ask him questions privately 
in our office. Some of these matters 
are, frankly, probably better for pri-
vate discussion than public discussion. 
But he stiff-armed every one of us ex-
cept for JACK REED. 

In some ways, maybe it is not a sur-
prise. This is an individual who has 
written books and articles where he 
said Democrats are evil; Democrats are 
the adversary. But if you are nomi-
nated to be Secretary of Defense of the 
Pentagon, it is a nonpolitical military. 
It is a civilian military that should not 
be politicized. And if you begin the job 
by saying I needn’t even sit down and 
pay the respective a meeting with 
Democratic Senators, what about 
Democrats who serve in the military or 
Independents or Libertarians, or people 
who don’t share Mr. Hegseth’s party af-
filiation? 

What does it say to the men and 
women who work for our military when 
he wouldn’t even pay the respect paid 
by every predecessor when they would 
meet with Senators of both parties be-
fore the hearing? 
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I was very disturbed the other day 

when we had a committee hearing to 
forward Mr. Hegseth’s nomination, and 
the Republican majority asked for a 
waiver to forward it faster than rules 
allow. That waiver can be granted if 
the committee votes to do so. One of 
my colleagues, Senator WARNER, said 
to the Republicans: Wait, you are ask-
ing us to waive normal rules. We don’t 
want to waive normal rules to speed 
this along. He wouldn’t even meet with 
us. 

I thought that was a pretty compel-
ling argument. I understand if Mr. 
Hegseth has no respect for the Sen-
ators in this body who are Democrats, 
that is one thing, but I would expect 
my Senate colleagues to have some re-
spect for us. 

I have served with members of this 
committee on the Republican side. 
Some have been there the entire 12 
years I have been there. I didn’t think 
they would tolerate a nominee stiff- 
arming me. 

If there was a Democratic nominee 
for Secretary of Defense who refused to 
meet with Republican members of the 
committee, I would raise heck about 
that publicly in the committee and 
threaten to block the nominee until he 
met with the Republican members of 
the committee. I know Senator KING 
would do the same thing. 

Democrats would do the same thing. 
We would not tolerate a nominee stiff- 
arming one side of the dais and refus-
ing to meet with us. We wouldn’t tol-
erate it. 

I was shocked that my Republican 
colleagues, in a closed meeting 2 days 
ago, demonstrated that they are just 
fine with that. 

This is my favorite committee in the 
Senate. We work very cooperatively in 
a bipartisan way. And that my Repub-
lican colleagues are perfectly fine with 
us being disrespected because we hap-
pen to be Democrats, who our citizens 
elected us to serve in the U.S. Senate, 
is very, very shocking to me. 

One other point that I want to bring 
up. I have revealed much material that 
is in the record and that other Sen-
ators can view for themselves. But I 
have to say, in looking at the inves-
tigation record, which was compiled 
largely by the FBI, it was very, very 
weak. 

The FBI went out to do an investiga-
tion of Mr. Hegseth. The report was 
made available to the chair and the 
ranking member, not to the members 
of the committee. We haven’t seen the 
report. But we have been able to ask 
questions of the chair and ranking 
about it. 

The allegations that I have walked 
through, which are largely public 
record, the FBI didn’t even interview 
the wives. Even after a mother’s letter 
had said that you are a serial abuser of 
women, including your two wives, the 
FBI did not even go out and interview 
the wives. 

Why not? I mean, was it an investiga-
tion or just like a box-checking exer-
cise? 

A number of us, when we heard that, 
we sort of raised hell about it; like, if 
you are going to do an investigation, 
talk to the people who know the nomi-
nee the best, then the two wives are 
people you ought to talk to. 

We embarrassed the FBI. So after the 
fact, they went out and did a very cur-
sory discussion with one of the wives. 
Again, I have not seen that material. I 
have not been allowed to see it. That 
should, itself, shock my colleagues and 
the public. But I have confirmed, in 
speaking about it with the ranking and 
chair, that the interview with the wife 
was very cursory and covered one set of 
topics but left many of the questions 
that I have raised here completely un-
answered and unaddressed. 

A nominee to be Secretary of Defense 
is going to have enormous power over 
the physical safety of Americans and 
over peace, war, and diplomacy in the 
world. Aren’t we, as Senators, exer-
cising our advice and consent role, en-
titled to a background investigation 
that is meaningful, that is searching, 
and that is comprehensive? Are we sup-
posed to just be given some half work 
product and say: OK, that is great. 
Let’s just rush to confirm somebody? 

We shouldn’t be confirming a person 
on an insufficient background check if 
they didn’t have all of these acknowl-
edged problems that are part of the 
public record. But when they are part 
of the public record, when the FBI 
finds out that, wow, you didn’t tell the 
transition team about the sexual as-
sault claim, the investigation should 
be thorough, not mediocre and cursory. 

So I am going to conclude and just 
say this may not be the last time I ap-
pear on the floor to speak on this nom-
ination, but, for now, my request of my 
colleagues is a simple one: Why rush? 
Why rush? Why would we rush to put 
through a nomination for a position of 
this importance that is frayed with so 
much baggage and so much evidence of 
glaring character and judgment errors? 

Do we want to have egg on our face? 
Do we want to rush and have this blow 
up later? Do we want to rush and have 
other witnesses come out, as Danielle 
Hegseth did yesterday? Is that what 
the Senate’s advice and consent proc-
ess, mandated by the Constitution for a 
very important reason, has come to—a 
cursory investigation that doesn’t get 
to the underlying facts, even when 
they are sitting right out there before 
us, and we are going to rush to confirm 
someone? For what reason? 

So, as I sit down, I will just conclude 
with that question: Why rush this? 
Let’s take the time. And when we cast 
a vote on confirmation, cast it with the 
confidence that we have complete in-
formation about the man who has been 
nominated to be our Secretary of De-
fense. 

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

clerk will call the roll. 
The bill clerk called the roll. 
Ms. CANTWELL. Mr. President, I ask 

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

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

TIKTOK 
Ms. CANTWELL. Mr. President, I 

rise today to speak about TikTok, 
which I think all people here know 
that we have been having a lot of at-
tention about—a lot of debate, a lot of 
discussion, and a lot of action by the 
Supreme Court. But now I think people 
are getting a little clouded on the path 
forward. 

I want to be clear that, last year, the 
U.S. Congress passed a law requiring 
ByteDance to sell TikTok. The law re-
quires that sale to shut down all gov-
ernment back doors by the Chinese or 
attempts by them to influence the al-
gorithms that could affect U.S. citizens 
or the U.S. military. It requires that 
sale to end the Chinese Government’s 
influence over TikTok’s content rec-
ommendation algorithms. This law 
also requires that data sharing with 
the Chinese Government must end. 

I was glad to see that the U.S. Court 
of Appeals for the District of Columbia 
and the U.S. Supreme Court unani-
mously upheld that law. Why? Because 
we asked them whether Congress had 
the ability to act in this national in-
terest and to pass this law, and they 
upheld it. 

Congress and the courts acted for a 
reason—to address real national secu-
rity threats to our country and to the 
American people. 

When President Trump issued his 
2020 Executive order, he recognized 
that TikTok collected vast amounts of 
data on U.S. citizens. 

A House resolution, H. Res. 1051, in-
troduced by the leadership of the House 
Select Committee on China and Con-
gressman GALLAGHER and Congressman 
KRISHNAMOORTHI sets out the threat 
citing from the U.S. Government agen-
cies and from U.S. Government offi-
cials. 

It points out that in 2020, the Depart-
ment of Commerce found out that 
China is building a massive database of 
American personal information to un-
derstand who to target for espionage. 
And that is of particular concern for us 
when it is about U.S. military per-
sonnel—where they might be, what 
they might be doing. 

It also found that ByteDance had 
very close ties to the Chinese Govern-
ment. And in December of 2022, the Di-
rector of the Federal Bureau of Inves-
tigation, Chris Wray, stated that 
TikTok’s data repository on Americans 
was in the hands of the Chinese Gov-
ernment. Director Wray testified that 
China could use TikTok for the influ-
ence and operations to control software 
that could compromise Americans’ per-
sonal devices. 

The Commander of U.S. Cyber Com-
mand and the Director of the National 
Security Agency testified that one- 
third of the adult population receives 
their news from TikTok and one-sixth 
of American children use it every day. 
He added that TikTok provides a na-
tional platform for information oper-
ations and for surveillance. 
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In further information, the Director 

of the CIA, William Burns, indicated 
that ByteDance can use the private 
data of American TikTok users to 
shape TikTok content to suit the inter-
ests of the Chinese Government. Now, 
this was most important as it related 
to a 2023 Rutgers University report 
which found that TikTok amplifies and 
demotes content based on the interests 
of the Chinese Government. 

No surprise. If you could have influ-
ence, you demote or promote whatever 
you want to promote. 

The Rutgers report found—oh, sur-
prisingly—that the issues of Hong 
Kong and Tiananmen Square didn’t 
quite have the same level of oomph on 
TikTok as they did on Instagram, 
meaning that those posts about those 
subjects were somehow not as volumi-
nous. It found foreign policy issues 
disfavored by China and Russia also 
had fewer hashtags on TikTok—issues 
such as a pro-Ukraine stance or a pro- 
Israel stance. In fact, in one instance, 
there were 8,000 times more Tiananmen 
Square hashtags on Instagram than on 
TikTok. 

So if this was all supposed to be 
about just generous posting by individ-
uals and posting content, why would 
one platform have, even with the vol-
ume of the different platforms, 8,000 
times more hashtags? Well, I am sure 
the Chinese Government doesn’t like to 
talk about Tiananmen Square. I am 
pretty sure they don’t like to talk 
about the Uighurs, genocide, or other 
issues. 

There were 750 times more pro- 
Ukraine hashtags on Instagram than 
on TikTok. 

The Deputy National Security Ad-
viser also pointed out that ByteDance 
has used TikTok to surveil U.S. jour-
nalists to identify and retaliate against 
potential sources. Now, this is a con-
cern to us in the United States. We 
wouldn’t let the Chinese Government 
own ABC or NBC. Why are we allowing 
them to influence a source of informa-
tion about news, particularly when 
they are retaliating against journal-
ists? 

Studies from Cornell University and 
the University of Vermont found that 
TikTok promotes a toxic diet culture 
among teens and young adults, includ-
ing pro-anorexia content. I can’t think 
of anything more disgusting: identi-
fying teens—which you can see in the 
Rutgers report that if the teen is iden-
tified as at all concerned about these 
issues, the next thing they do is get a 
massive amount of data thrown onto 
them about being pro-anorexia, which, 
again, is just promoting younger peo-
ple having less faith in themselves and 
their body image. 

Both the U.S. House and the U.S. 
Senate received classified briefings on 
this national security threat and what 
we should do moving forward. Promi-
nent leaders on both sides of the aisle 
have called out this threat, indicating 
we need to do something to move for-
ward. 

One colleague, Senator COTTON, of 
the Senate Intelligence Committee, 
has been quite clear and said on the 
floor last week: 

TikTok harvests a vast trove of user data, 
including name, age, email, address, phone 
number, credit card number, facial features, 
voiceprints, keystrokes, photos, videos, and 
viewing habits. This data can make users 
susceptible to manipulation and even black-
mail, not only today, but also years from 
now when users may have become influential 
persons in the military, the intelligence 
community, business, media and other walks 
of life. 

I agree with Senator COTTON. This is 
an issue where this kind of collection 
of information on U.S. citizens drives 
opportunities for people to manipulate, 
particularly in the area of the mili-
tary. 

So Senators and Members of Con-
gress want to work with President 
Trump as he tries to end what is Chi-
nese overinfluence on such an impor-
tant national security threat. 

The good news is the technology is 
advancing and particularly advancing 
very rapidly right now. We are starting 
to see technology that I hope is finally 
giving us the ability to take some of 
this control back with algorithms our-
selves—as individuals, as U.S. citizens. 
Maybe you have heard the buzz around 
agentic AI. Here is what it means in 
plain language. We now will control 
the algorithms that billionaires or for-
eign governments have been using to 
control us. Agentic AI lets us turn the 
tables on them. 

We will now use AI to take in mas-
sive amounts of information from the 
internet, from all sources, and then 
apply filters that we want to see, that 
we choose for ourselves, so that we 
only get the information we want to 
see and not what somebody else wants 
to do with our information. 

So I hope the President, as he is con-
sidering these issues, will look at this 
software solution. I don’t know that a 
joint venture with the Chinese is going 
to rectify this issue about the algo-
rithms. They can’t continue to own 
and influence this process. But U.S. in-
novation and U.S. ownership can drive 
us forward and can drive a better expe-
rience for our young people. 

Believe me, this is an issue about 
young people. Our youngest citizens of 
America shouldn’t be the source of in-
formation—targeted at them—to un-
dermine them, to basically create inse-
curities in them, and to promote ideas 
that we do not believe in the United 
States. 

So I hope that the President and I 
hope our colleagues here will encour-
age us to resolve this issue. We have 
given every tool possible. Now, it is 
time to get this into the hands of U.S. 
innovators and move forward. 

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
SCHMITT). Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

CABINET NOMINATIONS 

Mr. THUNE. Mr. President, it didn’t 
take long. Democrats have already 
begun stalling President Trump’s 
nominees, and it doesn’t seem to mat-
ter who it is. Right now, the Senator 
from Connecticut is holding up a vote 
on John Ratcliffe, who was nominated 
for Director of the Central Intelligence 
Agency. The Intelligence Committee 
favorably reported Mr. Ratcliffe’s nom-
ination on a bipartisan vote—14 to 3. 

In a joint statement with Chairman 
COTTON, the Democrat vice chair of the 
Intelligence Committee said this: 

Our world is far too dangerous for any 
delay in having a Senate-confirmed leader in 
charge of the CIA. We urge expeditious con-
sideration of this important nomination. 

Now, that, again, is from the Demo-
crat vice chair of the Senate Intel-
ligence Committee, urging ‘‘expedi-
tious consideration of this important 
nomination.’’ 

This is the Director of the CIA, the 
Central Intelligence Agency—a key na-
tional security position. Mr. Ratcliffe 
is a qualified nominee. He was Director 
of National Intelligence in the first 
Trump administration—the quarter-
back for all 18 elements of the intel-
ligence community. In the House of 
Representatives, he served on the In-
telligence Committee, and he was 
chairman of the Cybersecurity Sub-
committee on the Homeland Security 
Committee. He has been vetted by the 
Intelligence Committee, and he will 
likely receive bipartisan support on the 
floor, as he did in the committee. 

The Senator from Connecticut wants 
to unnecessarily delay this vote. He 
says Senators need time for a full, real 
debate. Well, where are they? Why are 
we not debating? Nothing has been 
stopping any of our Democrat col-
leagues from coming down to the floor 
to debate and make any concerns that 
they have known to the Senate and to 
the American people. At least one Sen-
ator has already taken advantage of 
that opportunity. 

The Senator from Connecticut also 
says that Senators need more time to 
review the nominee’s record. Well, Mr. 
Ratcliffe’s nomination was announced 
2 months ago. Was that long enough? 
His hearing was a week ago. There has 
been plenty of time to review his 
record. It is time to vote. This is just 
an unnecessary delay that makes this 
country less safe. 

Democrats and Republicans agree 
that this is an important job. We agree 
that Mr. Ratcliffe is qualified. But a 
handful of Democrats wants to play 
politics with this nominee. I have to 
say I honestly don’t know what that 
accomplishes for them, but I do know 
this: It makes this country less safe. It 
is time to vote. 
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EXECUTIVE SESSION 

EXECUTIVE CALENDAR 

Mr. THUNE. Mr. President, I move to 
proceed to executive session to con-
sider Calendar No. 5. 

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

The motion was agreed to. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will report the nomination. 
The senior assistant legislative clerk 

read the nomination of Scott Bessent, 
of South Carolina, to be Secretary of 
the Treasury. 

CLOTURE MOTION 

Mr. THUNE. Mr. President, I send a 
cloture motion to the desk. 

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

The senior assistant legislative clerk 
read as follows: 

CLOTURE MOTION 

We, the undersigned Senators, in accord-
ance with the provisions of rule XXII of the 
Standing Rules of the Senate, do hereby 
move to bring to a close debate on the nomi-
nation of Executive Calendar No. 5, Scott 
Bessent, of South Carolina, to be Secretary 
of the Treasury. 

John Thune, John Kennedy, Deb Fischer, 
Kevin Cramer, Ashley Moody, Rick 
Scott of Florida, Tommy Tuberville, 
Marsha Blackburn, Jim Justice, Ted 
Budd, Roger Marshall, David McCor-
mick, Mike Crapo, John Boozman, 
John Barrasso, Jon Husted, Bill 
Hagerty. 

f 

LEGISLATIVE SESSION 

Mr. THUNE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to resume legisla-
tive session. 

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

f 

MORNING BUSINESS 

Mr. THUNE. Mr. 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 

REMEMBERING DR. NANCY 
LEFTENANT-COLON 

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. President, on 
January 8, Dr. Nancy Leftenant-Colon, 
one of the original Tuskegee Airmen, 
and the first Black woman to serve in 
the U.S. Army Nurse Corps after its de-
segregation, passed away at the age of 
104 in Amityville, NY. 

Known affectionately by those who 
loved her as ‘‘Lefty,’’ Dr. Leftenant- 
Colon always dreamed of being a nurse. 
Her family came to New York from 
South Carolina during the Great Mi-
gration with virtually nothing in their 
pockets. But they worked hard to 

make a living that provided Nancy and 
her siblings with opportunity. 

Dr. Leftenant-Colon graduated in 
1941 from New York’s Lincoln School of 
Nursing in the Bronx, the first school 
in the country to train Black women to 
become nurses. But when she tried to 
sign up for the Armed Forces, she was 
told that the military was not accept-
ing Black nurses. 

Nevertheless, Dr. Leftenant-Colon 
persevered. In January 1945, she volun-
teered and was accepted into the Army 
Nurse Corps as a Reservist. She was 
given the rank of second lieutenant, 
and her first assignment was to Lowell 
General Hospital, Fort Devens, MA, 
where she treated wounded soldiers of 
World War II. In 1946, Dr. Leftenant- 
Colon was assigned to the 332nd Sta-
tion Medical Group, Lockbourne Army 
Air Base—now Rickenbacker Air Force 
Base—in Ohio. There, she teamed up 
with legendary flight surgeon and 
Tuskegee Airman Vance H. 
Marchbanks, Jr., where once they de-
livered and saved the life of a pre-
mature baby girl nobody thought 
would survive. 

Dr. Leftenant-Colon made history be-
coming the first Black woman inte-
grated into the regular Army Nurse 
Corps. She was assigned at Lockbourne 
Army Air Field when President Harry 
Truman issued Executive Order 9981, 
abolishing segregation in the U.S. mili-
tary. 

In July 1948, Leftenant-Colon was 
granted regular status in the Army 
Nurse Corps. Four years later, she be-
came a flight nurse with the U.S. Air 
Force. It was in the Air Force that she 
married Reserve Captain Bayard Colon, 
who passed away in 1972. 

From 1953–1955, Major Leftenant- 
Colon was a flight nurse with the 6481st 
Medical Air Evacuation Group, 
Tachikawa, Japan. During this time, 
she set up hospital wards in Japan and 
in active war zones. She was credited 
with saving many lives during the 
wars. She had to wait five years for her 
certification as a flight nurse. Major 
Leftenant-Colon went on to an assign-
ment as a flight nurse, evacuating 
French Legionnaires from the Dien 
Bien Pu Province, Vietnam. She was 
aboard the first medical evacuation 
flight into the defeated French outpost 
in Dien Bien Phu. Her final assignment 
was to McGuire Air Force Base, NJ, 
where Major Leftenant-Colon retired as 
chief nurse in 1965. 

Upon her retirement, Major 
Leftenant-Colon returned home, to her 
alma mater, Amityville High School, 
as the school nurse. She held that posi-
tion from for 13 years. In 2018, Amity-
ville High School authorities an-
nounced that a new media center was 
being constructed to commemorate the 
life and military service of Major 
Leftenant-Colon. 

Dr. Nancy Leftenant-Colon was a 
great American, and an outstanding, 
committed U.S. Army nurse who over-
came unfair barriers and prejudice to 
help change the course of history. 

Here on the floor of the U.S. Senate, 
I extend my sincerest condolences to 
the family of Dr. Leftenant-Colon. We 
grieve for her passing. And we share in 
her family’s enormous pride at every-
thing that was accomplished by this 
great New Yorker and great American. 

f 

CUBA 

Mr. WELCH. Mr. President, in his 
last week in office, President Biden re-
moved Cuba from the list of State 
Sponsors of Terrorism, a designation 
imposed by former Secretary of State 
Mike Pompeo in the final days of the 
first Trump administration. That des-
ignation has caused, directly and indi-
rectly, great hardship for the Cuban 
people who are currently experiencing 
the worst poverty in a generation. At 
the same time, the designation, and 
the other sanctions imposed by the 
United States, have achieved none of 
the intended goals. Cuba remains a 
one-party state where political dissent 
is not tolerated. 

President Biden rightly determined 
there is no evidence that Cuba sponsors 
international terrorism. That has been 
true for many years, and his decision 
was long overdue. But the reaction of 
those who have supported the ter-
rorism designation was predictable. 
When asked if Cuba is a sponsor of ter-
rorism, now-Secretary of State Rubio 
answered, ‘‘Without question.’’ 

If the facts and the law supported 
that claim, I would agree. But the 
State Sponsor of Terrorism designation 
has become a transparently political 
determination, not one based on the 
facts or the law. 

Under the law, countries determined 
by the Secretary of State to have ‘‘re-
peatedly provided support for acts of 
international terrorism’’ are des-
ignated as state sponsors. There is no 
ambiguity. The law explicitly refers to 
‘‘international terrorism.’’ But even 
those who claim Cuba belongs on the 
list of state sponsors have failed to 
produce any evidence that it supports 
acts of international terrorism. In-
stead, they cite Cuba’s harboring of 
American fugitives from justice, none 
of whom were charged or convicted of 
international terrorism. They cite 
Cuba’s support for the Maduro govern-
ment in Venezuela, which has not been 
designated as a State Sponsor of Ter-
rorism. And they cite the role that 
Cuba has played, like Norway, as a 
facilitator of negotiations between the 
FARC and, more recently, the ELN and 
the Colombian Government, which has 
called for Cuba to be removed from the 
list. 

There is plenty to dislike about the 
Cuban Government. It represses dis-
sidents and mismanages its economy. 
It consistently blames the U.S. for its 
own failures. But there is plenty of 
blame to go around, and our policy of 
sanctions, isolation, and hostility has 
unquestionably contributed to the 
daily hardships suffered by the Cuban 
people. 
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