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plan yet. We hear it is being written in 
a back room by the so-called Big 6—all 
Republican—but I haven’t seen it, 
Ranking Member WYDEN hasn’t seen it, 
and no Democrat in the Senate has 
seen it. 

I can tell you one thing: If the Presi-
dent’s tax plan repeals or rolls back 
the estate tax, it will be clear that a 
lot of this plan benefits the very rich, 
contrary to all of his words. 

I would remind everyone that only 
5,200 of the over 2.7 million estates in 
this country will pay any taxes this 
year. The estate tax only kicks in 
when couples with estates of nearly $11 
million transfer their wealth. Go to 
North Dakota—and I know the Acting 
President pro tempore has nice family 
farms out there—and ask how many 
have an estate worth $11 million, and if 
they do, I am willing to exempt from 
the estate tax a family farm that is 
over that. But almost no one does. 

A study by the Center on Budget and 
Policy Priorities showed that of the 
5,200 estates—here we have 2.7 million 
estates. Only 5,200 qualify for the es-
tate tax because they are worth $11 
million, and of those, 50 are small 
farms or businesses—50. Let’s exempt 
those 50. Let’s make all of these other 
guys pay. We need the money. They are 
rich. God bless them. 

So when President Trump says the 
estate tax is a burden on the family 
farmer, I honestly don’t know what he 
is talking about. There may be a few. 
They may make a lot of noise. God 
bless them. That is their right as 
Americans. There are very, very few. 
That is not what the facts say. 

Let me show my colleagues the next 
chart. Of 2.7 million taxable estates, 
just 50 are farms and small businesses 
that would benefit from the repeal of 
the estate tax—2.7 million; 50. 

There was an amazing moment last 
night at the meeting we held at the 
White House when the estate tax came 
up, and a few of the President’s advis-
ers said: Oh, no one pays the estate tax. 
There have even been news reports that 
Gary Cohn has told Members of Con-
gress that ‘‘only morons pay the estate 
tax.’’ What they mean, of course, is 
that rich people—people rich enough to 
be levied estate taxes—can find ways 
around paying them; they can afford 
all of those lawyers and estate plan-
ners. 

Well, first, they are wrong. Repealing 
the estate tax would add $269 billion to 
the deficit over 10 years—$269 billion. 
So there are a lot of people paying the 
estate tax. Maybe they are morons, as 
Gary Cohn once called them, maybe 
they are not, but there is a lot of 
money out there that comes in from 
these very wealthy with the estate tax. 

Second, Mr. Cohn and the others who 
say this bring up an important point. 
The right thing to do is not repeal the 
estate tax but close the loopholes. If 
you have an estate worth that much, 
you should be paying the estate tax, 
not finding clever ways to avoid your 
tax obligation. Again, if you are rich, if 

you have a big estate, God bless you. 
That is the American way. But pay 
your fair share. Pay your fair share. 

Democrats want to participate in re-
forming our Tax Code. There are lots of 
good things we can agree on—closing 
loopholes like this one, cutting taxes 
for the middle class, helping small 
businesses, bringing offshore deferred 
income back into the United States. 

We have laid out three principles: no 
reconciliation—that means do it to-
gether, not how they did healthcare, 
which didn’t end up with a great result; 
second, no tax cuts for the top 1 per-
cent, who are doing just fine, God bless 
them; third, fiscal responsibility—we 
should not increase the deficit as we 
cut taxes, particularly now that we are 
going to have to spend hundreds of bil-
lions of dollars to help the beleaguered 
States of Texas and Florida. 

Some Republicans have characterized 
those three principles as lines in the 
sand that show that Democrats aren’t 
serious about tax reform. So I would 
ask my Republican colleagues, which 
of the three do you not agree with? Do 
you think we should cut taxes on the 
top 1 percent? Do you think we should 
create deficits by cutting taxes on the 
wealthy? Do you think you should just 
go at this alone? If you agree with 
those, fine. Say so. Don’t say that 
these are lines in the sand. We are of-
fering some policy guidance that has 
virtually unanimous support in our 
caucus. 

By the way, these three principles 
guided the 1986 tax reform, which was 
the most successful tax reform we have 
had in decades. 

It seems to me it is not Democrats 
who would move the goalpost on tax 
reform but some Republicans who no 
longer want to play by the same rules. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor to my 
dear friend, the chairman of the Armed 
Services Committee, who is doing a 
great job getting this bill through. 

f 

RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. SUL-
LIVAN). Under the previous order, the 
leadership time is reserved. 

f 

CONCLUSION OF MORNING 
BUSINESS 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Morning 
business is closed. 

f 

NATIONAL DEFENSE AUTHORIZA-
TION ACT FOR FISCAL YEAR 2018 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senate will re-
sume consideration of H.R. 2810, which 
the clerk will report. 

The senior assistant legislative clerk 
read as follows: 

A bill (H.R. 2810) to authorize appropria-
tions for fiscal year 2018 for military activi-
ties of the Department of Defense, for mili-
tary construction, and for defense activities 
of the Department of Energy, to prescribe 
military personnel strengths for such fiscal 
year, and for other purposes. 

Pending: 
McCain/Reed modified amendment No. 

1003, in the nature of a substitute. 
McConnell (for MCCAIN) amendment No. 

545 (to amendment No. 1003), of a perfecting 
nature. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Arizona. 

Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, I want 
to thank my friend from New York. I 
thank him for the cooperation we have 
gotten in the consideration of this im-
portant legislation. 

I would just ask the Democratic lead-
er, is it reasonable to assume that we 
could finish this up today or set a time 
for it on Monday? 

Mr. SCHUMER. Absolutely. 
Mr. MCCAIN. Good. I hope we can do 

that. 
I again thank the leader from New 

York, who has been very cooperative to 
me and to the Senator from Rhode Is-
land as we have moved forward with 
this legislation. I thank him. 

TRAINING ACCIDENT AT CAMP PENDLETON 
Mr. President, I wish to begin by of-

fering my thoughts and prayers to the 
marines who were injured yesterday 
when their amphibious assault vehicle 
caught fire during a training exercise 
at Camp Pendleton in California. With 
15 marines hospitalized and 5 in critical 
condition, I join all of my colleagues in 
hoping for a full and speedy recovery 
for each of these brave young service-
members. 

Last night, unfortunately, the major-
ity leader was required to file cloture 
on the National Defense Authorization 
Act for 2018. We have gotten a lot done 
in the short time this legislation has 
been on the floor. I know I speak for 
many of my colleagues when I say that 
it is my hope that we will be able to do 
more. 

I thank my friend from Rhode Island. 
I thank Members who have been very 
helpful and cooperative in this effort, 
as we have considered a 27-to-0 vote 
through the committee. It passed 
unanimously. We have engaged in spir-
ited, thoughtful debate, and we have 
ultimately adopted 277 amendments 
from both Republicans and Democrats. 

I sound like a broken record, but this 
is the way the Senate should conduct 
business. The authorizing committee 
reports out legislation that has been 
examined with hearings and debate and 
amendments, and it appears on the 
floor, and we have additional debates 
and amendments, and people can vote 
yes or no, but they are informed. 

It is a violation of our oath of office 
when we are told that one-fifth of the 
gross national product—i.e. 
healthcare—is going to be decided by a 
‘‘skinny repeal’’ that none of us had 
seen until an hour or two before. That 
is not the way the Senate should do 
business. 

We are not perfect. We are going to 
have to invoke cloture on this bill. We 
are not going to have some debate and 
votes on some very important—at least 
four—issues. But while we have been on 
this bill, we have adopted 277 amend-
ments. We had hours and hours of hear-
ings. We had a week of putting this bill 
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together on a bipartisan basis, and it 
was reported out by over one-quarter of 
the Senate, to zero. That is the way we 
should be doing business. 

I will freely admit that national se-
curity probably is at a higher level of 
importance—and should be—than the 
average legislation, but shouldn’t we 
learn from this that if we sit down to-
gether, we argue, we fight, we debate, 
and then we reach consensus, we come 
to the floor of the Senate and to the 
American people with something that 
we are proud of and that we can de-
fend? 

As I mentioned, there are still some 
issues that we are negotiating on, back 
and forth—and we are negotiating—and 
hopefully we can get those done before 
cloture is invoked. I hope the majority 
leader and the Democratic leader will 
agree to a time certain for final pas-
sage. 

Let me just say that I support begin-
ning to move toward final passage, 
which will provide our Armed Forces 
the resources they need. 

By the way, again, I want to empha-
size that on the Armed Services Com-
mittee, we have had dozens of hearings 
on topics such as the global threat en-
vironment, the effects of defense budg-
et cuts, and military readiness and 
modernization. Those hearings in-
formed the work of the committee as 
we moved toward the legislation. 

I know that all of us from time to 
time like to take credit for accom-
plishments that maybe we are not as 
responsible for as we would advertise, 
but I want to say that I am not just 
proud of JOHN MCCAIN and JACK REED, 
I am proud of the 27 members of the 
Armed Services Committee who—and 
the debate was spirited. It is not the 
Bobbsey Twins. We fight in a spirited 
fashion. We defend what we believe in. 
But once the committee is decided, 
then we move on. 

So my colleagues have embraced the 
spirit of that process, and we have sub-
mitted more than 500 amendments for 
consideration this week. The Senator 
from Rhode Island and I negotiated a 
number of very good amendments that 
have the support of both Republicans 
and Democrats. We still have some 
hard issues that are remaining, and I 
will be talking more about them. We 
are still negotiating to see if we can 
find agreement on those, and I am 
guardedly optimistic we can get most 
of that agreement done. We will know 
more later on this morning or early 
this afternoon. 

Let me also point out to my col-
leagues what we are talking about. We 
have seen Navy ships, Army, and Ma-
rine Corps helicopters, Air Force 
planes crashing during routine training 
and operations, and these incidents 
have cost the lives of dozens of our men 
and women in uniform. There are many 
reasons for these tragedies, but the one 
this body cannot avoid responsibility 
for is that we are failing to provide our 
military with the resources they need 
to perform the missions we are asking 

of them. We are asking them to do too 
much with too little. The result is an 
overworked, strained force with aging 
equipment—and not enough of it. 

We can point fingers and assign 
blame all we want, but at the end of 
the day, the constitutional responsi-
bility to raise moneys and maintain 
Navies lies with us, with the Congress. 
That, of course, brings up sequestra-
tion, which I will address later on. 

I just want to point out, again, the 
men and women who wear the uniform 
of our country are the best of our coun-
try, and they do everything we ask of 
them with great courage. It is time for 
this body to show a similar measure of 
courage and end the threat sequestra-
tion poses to their mission and their 
lives. 

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

ator from Rhode Island. 
Mr. REED. Mr. President, I again 

thank the chairman for his leadership. 
It has been critical, as has been dem-
onstrated throughout the process dur-
ing our subcommittee hearings and our 
committee hearings, but even before 
that, the chairman insisted upon hear-
ings that were comprehensive so, as we 
prepared for this NDAA, we had a sense 
of the threats we faced, the resources 
we needed, and, as a result, as the 
chairman pointed out, we were able to 
send to the floor, with a unanimous 
vote, a very strong defense bill. 

Since that time, working together, 
we have been able to incorporate over 
100 amendments which improve the 
bill. As the chairman pointed out, we 
are still working on issues we hope we 
can bring forward for either adoption 
or, through debate, a vote, and I hope 
we can do that. Again, as the chairman 
pointed out, this is a rare instance of 
regular order—of the committee report 
coming to the floor, moving to it by a 
strong vote, taking up and working to 
get amendments that are not con-
troversial into the package, and then 
going ahead and, we hope, setting up 
debate, discussion, and votes on more 
difficult and challenging issues. I was 
encouraged by Senator SCHUMER’s com-
ment that we can anticipate a date for 
final passage of this bill. 

We are confident we will have a na-
tional defense bill leaving the Senate 
and going to conference now. The final 
outline of that bill is still to be deter-
mined, and I hope we can add more to 
it. That is a very principled process of 
talking back-and-forth. 

Again, I don’t think any of this 
would have been done without the lead-
ership of the chairman and his insist-
ence that we adhere not only to regular 
order but that we don’t forget this is 
ultimately about the men and women 
who serve us overseas. 

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

ator from Arizona. 
Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, the Sen-

ator from Rhode Island, my dear 
friend, JACK REED, is too kind. It takes 
two to tango. The partnership we have 

developed over the years has made it 
possible for us to get to the place we 
have in the past and we are today. He 
has not only my gratitude but that of 
the men and women who are serving 
because of his advocacy and his leader-
ship. 

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

ator from Minnesota. 
Ms. KLOBUCHAR. Mr. President, I 

first thank Senator MCCAIN and Sen-
ator REED for their leadership, a model 
of bipartisanship at this incredibly im-
portant time with the rest of the world 
and the need to have a strong military. 
We know that. I think that is why we 
see this bill proceeding, but this bill 
will be so much stronger if we make 
sure that we not only defend our shores 
and stand by our troops but if we also 
defend the security of our democracy. 

I so appreciate Senator MCCAIN and 
Senator REED supporting this amend-
ment I have with Senator LINDSEY 
GRAHAM of South Carolina. This must 
be included in this bill. We are having 
a situation where one or two Members 
on the other side of the aisle are not al-
lowing it to proceed. The timing is 
critical. The 2018 election is only 400- 
some days away, which is why you see 
us pushing this bill and doing every-
thing we can to get it either included 
in the managers’ package or to get a 
vote. 

This amendment is supported by the 
Freedom Caucus, and in the House is 
led by the head of the Freedom Caucus. 
You may ask why. There are a lot of 
Republicans who would like to see 
States be able to keep running their 
own elections. I agree with that. I like 
the fact that we have decentralized 
elections, but the hacking was so real 
in this last election that our intel-
ligence agencies have now established 
there were 21 States where there were 
attempts made to hack into their elec-
tion software. We know this is going to 
happen again, and we must stand 
ready. We must protect our democracy. 

Instead of having a successful hack 
attack in this next election, why don’t 
we prepare ourselves so we can keep 
the decentralized nature of our elec-
tions? That is why we see such broad 
support for this amendment. 

I came to the floor yesterday to fight 
for a vote—a simple up-or-down vote— 
on the bipartisan Klobuchar-Graham 
amendment. I also thank Senator 
LANKFORD of Oklahoma, as well as Sen-
ator HARRIS of California, for their bi-
partisan work and support for this 
amendment. This amendment has sup-
port, but one or two Members are 
blocking it—an amendment which has 
the support of the chairman and rank-
ing member of the Armed Services 
Committee because they understand 
that election security is national secu-
rity. 

This provision simply says that it is 
the policy of the United States to de-
fend against and respond to cyber at-
tacks on our democratic system. You 
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have to have your head in the sand if 
you don’t know that this has been a 
problem, whether you are in business 
and have had information stolen, 
whether you are someone who has been 
scammed or have had stuff sent to you 
on your email, or whether you are a 
voter who is concerned simply that 
when you are exercising your freedom 
to vote, someone is going to come in 
and steal your own private information 
or—worse yet—change what you did 
and change the result of an election. 

In the words of Bruce Fein, a former 
Reagan official, ‘‘Passing the Klo-
buchar-Graham amendment is impera-
tive because public confidence in the 
reliability of elections is a cornerstone 
of national security.’’ 

I am stunned we weren’t simply able 
to include this amendment. I still have 
hope that we can. I am here to fight for 
this amendment so vigorously today 
because we need to get this done now. 
We need to get the authorization done 
now so we can start the process of put-
ting grants out to States so they can 
upgrade their election equipment, have 
backup paper ballots, and simply em-
ploy the best practices that we believe 
we need to protect ourselves from the 
perpetrators in Russia or in any other 
foreign entity. 

We need to make sure our election 
equipment in every big city and in 
every small town in America, in every 
county is as sophisticated as the bad 
guys who are trying to break into it. 
That is all this is about. I don’t think 
anyone can go home to their constitu-
ents and say they blocked this. How on 
Earth can we pass a bill which author-
izes billions of dollars in spending and 
refuses to simply authorize a relatively 
smaller amount of money to upgrade 
our election equipment? 

Predictions are that this would cost 
about the same amount of money we 
spend on military bands every year— 
bands—music bands. I love military 
bands. There is nothing I like better, 
and I want to keep our military bands 
strong, but all Senator GRAHAM and I 
are saying is, I think maybe the pro-
tection of our entire election—guaran-
teeing the freedom of Americans to 
pick the candidate they choose, wheth-
er Republican or Democratic or Inde-
pendent—is just as important as the 
music they hear celebrating our de-
mocracy. You can’t have music cele-
brating our democracy if you don’t 
have a fair democracy. 

U.S. national securities have been 
sounding the alarm that our voting 
systems will continue to be a target in 
the future. The idea that we would pass 
the Defense authorization bill and not 
address this threat is mind-boggling. It 
is literally congressional malpractice. 

According to the Department of 
Homeland Security, now run by the 
Trump administration, Russian hack-
ers attempted to hack at least 21 
States’ election systems in 2016. Ear-
lier this year, we also learned that 
Russia launched cyber attacks against 
a U.S. voting software company and 

the emails of more than 100 local elec-
tion officials. 

The former Director of National In-
telligence, James Clapper, recently tes-
tified that Russia will continue to 
interfere in our political system. This 
is what he said: 

I believe Russia is now emboldened to con-
tinue such activities in the future both here 
and around the world, and to do so even more 
intensely. If there has ever been a clarion 
call for vigilance and action against a threat 
to the very foundation of our democratic po-
litical system, this episode is it. 

Vigilance, that is what we need right 
now. This is not about one party or the 
other. I think Senator RUBIO said it 
best when he said, well, one election it 
might affect one party and one can-
didate; the next election, it is going to 
affect the other. No one has any idea, 
when you are dealing with outside for-
eign entities that are trying to inter-
fere with our democracy and trying to 
bring down our democracy in the eyes 
of the world—you don’t know who they 
are going to affect. You just know they 
are trying to do it. So what do we do? 
We put in the necessary money in the 
Defense Authorization Act, an author-
ization for that to stop this from hap-
pening. 

In order to safeguard future elec-
tions, State and local officials must 
have the tools and resources they need 
to prevent hacks and safeguard elec-
tion infrastructure. They don’t need 
those resources in 2 years. They don’t 
need us debating this for 3 years. They 
need these resources now. Ask the sec-
retaries of States—Democratic and Re-
publican—who are supporting this bill 
all over the country, ask the local elec-
tion officials, and they will tell you 
they need it now. 

The next Federal election in 2018 is 
just 419 days away. As we know, it 
takes time for them to plan, it takes 
time for them to get the right equip-
ment, and it takes time for them to get 
the information from cyber experts to 
make sure whether their systems are 
secure. 

Experts agree that if we want to im-
prove cyber security ahead of the 2018 
election, we must act now. That is why 
I am fighting so hard for this amend-
ment. I don’t think we can just wait 
around and see if there is another bill 
we can attach it to next summer. No, 
that will not work. In order to protect 
our election systems, we need to do 
three things. 

First, we must bring State and local 
election officials, cyber security ex-
perts, and national security personnel 
together to provide guidance on how 
States can best protect themselves. 
These recommendations should be eas-
ily accessible so every information offi-
cer and election official in every small 
town can access them. As we know, a 
lot of the States themselves still don’t 
have full information about the hack-
ing in the 21 States. That is a problem. 

Many State officials I have talked to 
say they are still in the dark about 
threats to their election systems. That 

can’t continue. We need our national 
security officials to be sharing infor-
mation about the potential for at-
tacks—not the day before the election, 
when they can’t do anything, when 
they have a system that doesn’t have 
paper ballot backups. No, they need 
that information now, and we need to 
help them not just get that informa-
tion but make the changes they need. 
This means creating a framework for 
information sharing, which acts as an 
alarm system against cyber intruders. 
Our amendment would simply establish 
that alarm system. 

Second, the Federal Government 
must provide States with the resources 
to implement the best practices devel-
oped by States and cyber security ex-
perts. A meaningful effort to protect 
our election systems will require those 
resources. As I mentioned before, pre-
dictions are that it is about the same 
amount of money that we spend every 
year on military bands. I think that is 
a bargain when you are looking to pro-
tect our democracy. 

I think most Americans would agree 
with me—Republicans or Democrats, 
which is why there is such widespread 
support for this amendment—when I 
say that protecting our democracy 
from foreign cyber attacks and letting 
Americans have the freedom to decide 
who they want to elect, instead of 
someone in Russia, are probably money 
well spent. 

Finally, we need better auditing of 
our elections. That means voter- 
verified paper ballot backup systems in 
every State. That is fundamental to 
protecting our elections and improving 
public confidence in the reliability of 
elections. Our amendment would accel-
erate the move to paper ballots by pro-
viding States with the resources they 
need to get there. The vast majority of 
our States simply don’t have that sys-
tem in place. 

In short, our amendment would help 
States block cyber attacks, secure 
voter registration logs and voter data 
so that people don’t get their addresses 
in the hands of a foreign government— 
or maybe even the data on whom they 
voted for or what party they belong 
to—upgrade auditing election proce-
dures, and create secure and useful in-
formation sharing about threats. 

I am not alone in this fight. As I 
mentioned, Senators GRAHAM, 
LANKFORD, and HARRIS are also pushing 
for the Senate to do its job and include 
this provision. Representative MEAD-
OWS, the leader of the House Freedom 
Caucus, and Democratic Congressman 
JIM LANGEVIN have introduced com-
panion legislation in the House. 

Again, why is the Freedom Caucus 
strongly behind this bill? They are be-
hind this bill because they want to pre-
serve States’ elections. They want to 
preserve the rights of States to have 
their own elections, and they are con-
cerned enough because they have 
looked at the intelligence reports and 
have seen that this next election could 
blow it all up. 
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Are we just going to look back at it 

then? People who are holding this up, 
whose names will be revealed—are they 
then going to say ‘‘Oops, I guess we 
made a mistake’’? 

No, it is going to be on their hands. 
It is going to be on their hands. This is 
the moment to do it. 

I repeat: We need to get the author-
ization in place, so we can get the 
grant money out to the States so that 
they can upgrade their election equip-
ment. 

Dozens of former Republican national 
security officials are pushing for the 
Senate to pass this amendment. They 
have written op-eds, called their rep-
resentatives, and worked to inform the 
public about the need to take action 
now. 

Michael Chertoff, who served as Sec-
retary of Homeland Security under 
President George W. Bush, published a 
piece this month in the Wall Street 
Journal, calling on Congress to take 
action and pass the Klobuchar-Graham 
amendment. He noted that our amend-
ment would address the cyber security 
challenge in a way that is ‘‘fiscally re-
sponsible, respectful of states’ policy- 
making powers, and proactive in deal-
ing with the most pressing vulnerabili-
ties.’’ 

As I noted, Bruce Fein, a Reagan De-
partment of Justice official, said: ‘‘The 
amendment would enormously 
strengthen defenses against cyber-at-
tacks that could compromise the integ-
rity of elections in the United States 
and undermine legitimacy of govern-
ment.’’ 

A bipartisan group of former national 
security officials sent a letter to Sen-
ate leadership pushing for a vote on 
this amendment. They noted that at-
tacks on U.S. voting systems threat-
ened the most basic underpinnings of 
American self-government. These at-
tacks are growing in sophistication and 
scale. 

As we all know, States administer 
elections. If you talk to the local elec-
tion officials—call any of them up—you 
will find that they are adamant about 
protecting States’ rights in this area. 

We want to help them. A bipartisan 
group of 10 Secretaries of State sent a 
letter urging the Senate to pass this 
amendment. They want this amend-
ment to pass because it would provide 
vital resources. 

How do you truly expect someone in 
a town of 1,000 people to be up on the 
latest cyber security attacks from 
some sophisticated hackers in a ware-
house in Russia? Really? I don’t think 
so. That is why we want to keep the de-
centralized nature of our elections. In 
some ways, one, we like it; two, it 
gives us protection because it is not all 
in one system. We know we have to re-
alize that in these small towns and in 
these rural areas, they are not going to 
have the updated, sophisticated cyber 
security protection equipment unless 
we tell them how they can do it and 
give them help to get there. 

The National Association of Coun-
ties, a group that unites America’s 

3,069 counties, also endorses this 
amendment. Why? Because in our 
country, most of our elections are run 
by county officials. 

As I noted, our decentralized system 
is both a strength and a weakness—a 
strength because we have multiple sys-
tems, so all of our information isn’t in 
one place. American elections are in-
creasingly an easy target because 
many local election systems are using 
election technology that is completely 
outdated. 

A survey of 274 election administra-
tors in 28 States found that most said 
their systems need upgrades. Forty- 
three States rely on electronic voting 
or tabulation systems that are at least 
10 years old. Whoa. Do you think the 
Russians and those other foreign enti-
ties that want to mess up with our de-
mocracy are not aware that this equip-
ment is 10 years old? I am not telling 
them anything new right now. Of 
course they are aware of it. 

What are we doing? We are letting 
people in these small towns in Alaska 
or in Iowa sit there and wait to see if 
it happens. Guess what. If they get into 
one locality or if they get into one 
State, do you think that doesn’t under-
mine the integrity of our whole democ-
racy in our country? Of course it does. 

Local election officials who are pas-
sionate about keeping the Federal Gov-
ernment out of State elections support 
our amendment because it strikes the 
balance that our Federal system de-
mands when it comes to the adminis-
tration of elections. 

As I said, despite the strong bipar-
tisan support for this amendment—the 
strong support and leadership of the 
Freedom Caucus—there are Members of 
this body who are still blocking a vote. 
They happen not to be on my side of 
the aisle, so I implore my friends the 
other side of the aisle to figure this out 
and let this either be included in the 
managers’ package or come up for a 
vote where I know it would pass. 

Republican and Democratic Senators 
support this amendment. Cyber secu-
rity experts support this amendment. 
Republican and Democratic former na-
tional security officials support this 
amendment. State and local officials 
support this amendment. 

I ask you, why is this not included? 
We don’t have an answer. Actually, 
there is no good answer, except for a 
bunch of procedural gobbledygook, 
which, of course, if it had gone through 
the regular order and had been allowed 
a hearing—which it was not—then we 
would have had a hearing. We were 
blocked from having a hearing. Now, as 
is my right, I am bringing this before 
this body. 

The integrity of our election system 
is the cornerstone of our democracy. 
The freedom to choose our leaders and 
know with full confidence those leaders 
were chosen in free and fair elections— 
that is something Americans have 
fought and died for since our country 
was founded. 

Obstructing efforts to improve elec-
tion security is an insult to everyone 

who has fought for freedom and those 
who work every day to protect our de-
mocracy. Members standing in the way 
of this bipartisan amendment to pro-
tect our election infrastructure are lit-
erally committing democracy mal-
practice. 

Our attitude must be to roll up our 
sleeves to get this done. The American 
people deserve nothing less. 

I see my friend Senator MCCAIN is on 
the floor. Again, I appreciate his sup-
port and his and Senator REED’s work, 
not only on this bill but their work to 
try to include this amendment in the 
package. 

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

ator from Arizona. 
Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, I thank 

the Senator from Minnesota. She has 
been an advocate on this issue for a 
number of years. Obviously, as she 
stated with some articulation, we are 
talking about the fundamental of de-
mocracy, and the threat to it has prob-
ably never been greater. 

She also understands there is an 
issue of germaneness and committees 
of responsibility and all that, but I 
want to tell the Senator from Min-
nesota that I appreciate her advocacy. 
This issue is not going away. I look for-
ward to continuing to work with her 
because this is really—it may be in 
some ways one of the greatest threats 
to democracy we have faced, and I 
know she has been an advocate on this 
issue for a number of years. I thank 
her. 

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

ator from Rhode Island. 
Mr. REED. Mr. President, I ask unan-

imous consent that Senators PORTMAN 
and WARNER be added as cosponsors to 
the Reed amendment No. 939, relating 
to a strategy for countering malign 
Russian influence. 

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

Mr. REED. Mr. President, I would 
like to turn to discuss my amendment 
to counter malign Russian influence. 

Amendment No. 939, sponsored by 
Senators MCCAIN, PORTMAN, CARDIN, 
BROWN, WARNER, WHITEHOUSE, DURBIN, 
and myself, would advance U.S. na-
tional security interests by requiring 
the President to submit to Congress a 
strategy for countering the threat of 
Russia’s influence activities intended 
to undermine democracy in the United 
States, Europe, and across the world 
and to disrupt the global international 
order. 

The amendment would require the 
President to provide Congress a strat-
egy that is comprehensive, using every 
tool at our disposal to counter Russia’s 
malign activities. The strategy would 
direct actions across the whole of gov-
ernment, including the following areas: 
security measures, the strategy would 
include actions to counter Russian hy-
brid warfare operations, building the 
capabilities of allies and partners to 
identify, attribute, and respond to Rus-
sian malign activities, short of con-
flict, and supporting the NATO alliance 
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and other security partnerships against 
Russian aggression; on information op-
erations—the strategy would seek to 
counter Russia’s use of disinformation 
and propaganda in social media as well 
as traditional media and to strengthen 
interagency mechanisms for coordi-
nating and effectively implementing a 
whole-of-government response to Rus-
sian active measures; in the area of 
cyber, the strategy would require steps 
to defend against, deter, and when nec-
essary respond to malicious cyber ac-
tivities by the Kremlin, including the 
use of offensive cyber capabilities con-
sistent with policies specified else-
where in the act; in the political and 
diplomatic arenas, the strategy would 
be required to set out actions to en-
hance the resilience of U.S. democratic 
institutions and infrastructure and to 
work with countries vulnerable to ma-
lign Russian influence to promote good 
governance and strengthen democracy 
abroad; in the area of financial meas-
ures, the strategy would address the 
corrupt and illicit Russian financial 
networks in the United States and 
abroad that have facilitated and Rus-
sia’s malign influence; and finally, on 
energy security, the strategy would in-
clude steps to promote the energy secu-
rity of our European allies and part-
ners, reducing Russia’s ability to use 
energy dependence as a weapon of coer-
cion or influence. 

The amendment would also require 
that the administration’s strategy be 
consistent with prior legislation relat-
ing to Russia’s malign activities, in-
cluding the Russian Sanctions Act that 
recently passed with overwhelming 
support in Congress; the Ukraine Free-
dom Support Act of 2014, and the 
Magnitsky Act of 2012. This amend-
ment would fill an important gap in 
our current approach to relations with 
Russia. To date, the Trump adminis-
tration has been unwilling, for what-
ever reason, to articulate and imple-
ment an appropriate response to the 
threat to our democratic institutions 
and security posed by Russia’s malign 
influence activities. This amendment 
would address this critical national se-
curity requirement. 

It is both appropriate and critically 
important that this requirement for a 
strategy to counter Russian malign in-
fluence be amended to the National De-
fense Authorization Act because ulti-
mately this is fundamentally an issue 
of national security. The administra-
tion’s failure to acknowledge the insid-
ious interference by Vladimir Putin 
and his cronies for what it really is—an 
attack by a foreign adversary on West-
ern democracies and the institutions 
underpinning the global order—has real 
implications to our national security. 
The administration’s lack of action to 
counter this malign influence only en-
courages the Kremlin to continue its 
aggression against the United States 
and its allies and partners. 

The Russians know they cannot win 
in a conventional war, so they have 
adapted their tactics asymmetrically 

to leverage their strengths. These tac-
tics pose a real threat, and we need to 
appropriately posture ourselves, using 
all tools of statecraft, to counter Rus-
sian malign influence. 

Before President Obama left office, 
he ordered an intelligence review of 
Russian interference in U.S. elections. 

On January 6, the U.S. intelligence 
community released a report on its 
findings on Russian interference in our 
democracy. This report included the 
consensus view of all 17 intelligence 
agencies, including the CIA, the Na-
tional Security Agency, the FBI, and 
the Office of the Director of National 
Intelligence. Among the key findings 
were President Putin ‘‘ordered an in-
fluence campaign in 2016 aimed at the 
U.S. presidential election’’; ‘‘Russia’s 
goals were to undermine public faith in 
the U.S. democratic process, denigrate 
Secretary Clinton, and harm her 
electability and potential presidency’’; 
‘‘Russia’s influence campaign was 
multifaceted, combining old-fashion 
Russian propaganda techniques with 
cyber espionage against U.S. political 
organizations and mass disclosure of 
government and private data:; ‘‘Rus-
sian intelligence obtained and main-
tained access to elements of multiple 
US state or local electoral boards’’; and 
‘‘Russia’s state-run propaganda ma-
chine contributed to the influence 
campaign by serving as a platform for 
Kremlin messaging to Russian and 
international audiences.’’ 

These findings were made public on 
January 6—over 8 months ago—with 
the additional warning from our intel-
ligence experts that ‘‘Moscow will 
apply lessons learned from its Putin- 
ordered campaign aimed at the US 
presidential election to future influ-
ence efforts worldwide, including 
against US allies and their election 
processes.’’ 

Furthermore, with each passing week 
more evidence comes to light about the 
depths to which the Kremlin went to 
interfere with our democracy. 

Just last week, we learned that a 
Kremlin-linked troll factory bought 
$100,000 worth of Facebook ads which 
were further disseminated through bot 
networks as part of Russia’s attempt to 
influence our 2016 Presidential elec-
tion. The ads traced back to 470 fake 
accounts and pages on Facebook and 
mostly focused on pushing politically 
divisive issues such as gun rights, im-
migration, LBGT rights, and racial dis-
crimination. Further reporting by the 
New York Times laid out in lurid detail 
how these fake accounts amplified 
other tactics of Russian malign influ-
ence and ginned up web traffic to 
DCLeaks—the site where Russian mili-
tary intelligence first posted hacked 
emails. 

The New York Times also reported 
that hundreds or thousands of fake 
Twitter accounts regularly posted anti- 
Clinton messages and used Twitter to 
draw attention to hacked materials 
during last year’s campaign. Cyberse-
curity firm Fireye concluded that 

many of these Twitter accounts were 
associated with one another and linked 
back to Russian military intelligence. 

This is just one tactic of influence 
that Russia is using as part of the wide 
ranging campaign it is waging against 
us. 

Again and again, Russia has used the 
range of coercive tools at its disposal— 
including political pressure; economic 
manipulation; collaboration with cor-
rupt local networks; propaganda, de-
ception and denials; and, increasingly, 
military force—to try to intimidate 
democratic countries and undermine 
the further integration of NATO, the 
European Union, and other Western in-
stitutions. 

It is clear that we need a strategy 
and we need it soon; yet what is sur-
prising and disturbing is that the 
White House has failed to direct that a 
plan be developed to counter this Rus-
sian malign threat and to prepare our 
country for renewed Russian inter-
ference in the upcoming 2018 and 2020 
elections. Time is running out. 

We are now 8 months into the Trump 
administration. 

During this time, numerous adminis-
tration officials have publicly rein-
forced the findings of the intelligence 
community’s January assessment of 
the threat posed by Russia’s malign in-
fluence activities. 

On May 11, Director of Central Intel-
ligence Mike Pompeo said he hoped 
that we learn from Russian activity in 
the 2016 election and be able to more 
effectively defeat it. 

On May 14, Secretary of State Rex 
Tillerson said, ‘‘I don’t think there’s 
any question that the Russians were 
playing around in our electoral proc-
esses.’’ 

On May 23, Director of National In-
telligence Dan Coats stated, ‘‘There 
clearly is a consensus that Russia has 
meddled in our election process . . . 
Russia’s always been doing these kind 
of things with influence campaigns but 
they’re doing it much more sophisti-
cated through the use of cyber and 
other techniques than they did before.’’ 

On June 13, Secretary of Defense Jim 
Mattis stated, ‘‘We’re recognizing the 
strategic threat that Russia is provided 
by its misbehavior.’’ 

On July 9, 2017, U.N. Ambassador 
Nikki Haley stated, ‘‘Everybody knows 
that [the Russians] are not just med-
dling in the United States’ election. 
They’re doing this across multiple con-
tinents, and they’re doing this in a way 
that they’re trying to cause chaos 
within the countries.’’ 

On August 5, National Security Ad-
viser H.R. McMaster described the 
threat from Russia ‘‘as a very sophisti-
cated campaign of subversion and 
disinformation and—and propaganda 
that is ongoing every day in an effort 
to break apart Europe and to pit polit-
ical groups against each other to sow 
dissension . . . and conspiracy theo-
ries.’’ 

Yet, despite the assessment from the 
intelligence community and these ac-
knowledgements from the President’s 
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own national security team that Rus-
sian malign influence and interference 
in our 2016 election and the elections of 
our close allies in Europe pose a na-
tional security threat, the President 
has yet to direct that actions be taken 
to counter Russian malign influence. 
As far as we know, the Oval Office has 
not ordered the national security team 
even to formulate a strategy to address 
these pressing threats from Putin and 
his cronies. Time is running out. 

In fact, 8 months in, and despite the 
assessments of his Cabinet, the Presi-
dent can’t even clearly admit that the 
threat is coming from Russia. 

On January 11, President Trump stat-
ed, ‘‘As far as hacking, I think it was 
Russia. But I think we also get hacked 
by other countries and other people.’’ 

On April 30, President Trump said, 
‘‘It’s very hard to say who did the 
hacking . . . I’ll go along with Russia. 
Could’ve been China, could’ve been a 
lot of different groups.’’ 

On May 11, President Trump said, ‘‘If 
Russia or anybody else is trying to 
interfere with our elections, I think 
it’s a horrible thing and I want to get 
to the bottom of it.’’ 

On July 6, just prior to his meeting 
with President Putin, President Trump 
said, ‘‘It could have very well been 
Russia but it could well have been 
other countries and I won’t be specific 
but I think a lot of people interfered. 
Nobody really knows. Nobody really 
knows for sure.’’ 

Let’s stop and think about that for a 
minute. ‘‘No one really knows for 
sure’’? That this is even a question 
runs completely counter to the in-
formed assessments of the entire intel-
ligence community and the President’s 
own national security team. It is time 
President Trump admits what the rest 
of us know to be true. 

We also know, from multiple admin-
istration officials’ testimony to Con-
gress, that the President has not di-
rected his Cabinet or senior staff to 
work on a strategy. 

On May 11, when our colleague and 
vice chairman of the Intelligence Com-
mittee Senator WARNER asked DNI 
Coats where we stand in terms of prep-
aration against a future Russian at-
tack, he couldn’t think of a single 
thing. He replied, ‘‘Relative to a grand 
[Russia] strategy, I am not aware right 
now of any—I think we’re still assess-
ing the impact.’’ 

On June 8, when our colleague Sen-
ator HEINRICH asked whether the Presi-
dent had inquired about what the FBI 
Director, our government, or the intel-
ligence community should be doing to 
protect America against Russian inter-
ference in our election system, former 
FBI director James Comey stated, ‘‘I 
don’t recall a conversation like that.’’ 

When I asked Defense Secretary 
Mattis on June 13 whether the Presi-
dent had directed him to begin inten-
sive planning to protect our electoral 
system against the next Russian cyber 
attack, he was not able to point to any 
guidance indicating that the President 

recognizes the urgency of the Russian 
threat or the necessity of preparing to 
counter it next year during the mid-
term elections. 

On June 21, officials from the Depart-
ment of Homeland Security testified 
that 21 States were potentially tar-
geted by Russian Government linked 
hackers in advance of the 2016 Presi-
dential election. When I asked these of-
ficials whether the President had di-
rected them to come up with a plan to 
protect our critical elections infra-
structure, they also responded no. 

On June 28, Representative SHERMAN 
asked U.S. Ambassador to the U.N. 
Nikki Haley whether she had even 
talked to the President about Russian 
interference in the 2016 Presidential 
election. She replied that she had not 
talked to the President about the sub-
ject. 

On July 7, in a press conference at 
the G–8 summit after the President’s 
meeting with President Putin, Sec-
retary of State Rex Tillerson stated, ‘‘I 
think the relationship [with Russia]— 
and the President made this clear as 
well—is too important, and it’s too im-
portant not to find a way to move for-
ward.’’ 

It is long past the point where any-
one can deny that Russia interfered in 
our election and the elections of our al-
lies and partners in Europe. This 
should have been a priority on day 1. 

We need to formulate a strategy and 
take action across the whole of govern-
ment to counter the threat from Rus-
sia. 

We cannot just ignore this problem 
or sweep Kremlin attacks on our elec-
tions and those of our close European 
allies under the rug and move forward. 
We need a strategy to counter Russian 
malign influence that leverages all our 
tools of power across the government. 

Though President Trump may be un-
willing to confront or condemn Russian 
interference in our democracy, we in 
Congress have been willing and able to 
take a stand to put pressure on Russia 
and push back against Russian malign 
influence. 

As you are all aware, we took an 
overwhelming bipartisan vote of 98–2 
this summer and passed long-overdue 
Russian sanctions. That was an impor-
tant first step, but more must be done. 
We must act because the Trump admin-
istration has refused. 

I am pleased to be joined in this ef-
fort by Members from both sides of the 
aisle in sponsoring this amendment. As 
former FBI director James Comey said 
when he testified before the Senate In-
telligence Committee, ‘‘It’s not a Re-
publican thing or Democratic thing. It 
really is an American thing. They’re 
going to come for whatever party they 
choose to try and work on behalf of 
. . . They’re just about their own ad-
vantage. And they will be back.’’ 

This amendment will ensure the ad-
ministration does take appropriate ac-
tion. It will direct the President to for-
mulate a comprehensive strategy to 
ensure that, when Putin and his min-

ions come back in 2018 and 2020, we will 
have appropriate measures in place to 
detect, deter, and counter this serious 
threat to our democracy. 

I urge my colleagues to support the 
adoption of this important and nec-
essary amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Iowa. 

Mrs. ERNST. Mr. President, through-
out my time as a Senator, I have heard 
our Service Chiefs testify time and 
again to the hollowing of America’s 
military as a result of insufficient and 
unpredictable funding. Simulta-
neously, external dangers have grown 
in size and scope. 

Sadly, for the first time in decades, 
we are forced to confront not one but 
multiple existential threats to the 
American way of life. An expressive 
Russia, expanding China, nuclear 
North Korea, nefarious Iran, and re-
lentless global terror networks put our 
lives and the lives of future genera-
tions at risk. 

America is once again in crisis. Inac-
tion, obstruction, or partial commit-
ment are not options. This year’s Na-
tional Defense Authorization Act pro-
vides us an opportunity to fulfill our 
duty—to provide America’s soldiers, 
sailors, airmen, marines, and guards-
men the tools they need to accomplish 
all we demand. 

I find it particularly fitting that this 
bill came to the floor the week of Sep-
tember 11, an anniversary of unparal-
leled adversity but also one of national 
unity. On that day, and the days that 
followed 16 years ago, the best of Amer-
ica eclipsed the evil of terror. We came 
together for the sake of our security, 
demonstrating to the world America’s 
resilience. 

There is no greater symbol of that re-
silience than those who serve in uni-
form. Secretary Mattis reminded us of 
that on Monday when he said: ‘‘The 
men and women of America’s armed 
forces have signed a blank check to 
protect the American people and to de-
fend the constitution, a check payable 
with their lives.’’ 

The least the Senate can do in return 
is authorize and prioritize congres-
sional efforts to keep faith with that 
promise. At the same time, we are 
under no obligation to fund over-
budget, behind-timeline defense pro-
grams with a blank check of their own. 
To the contrary, we have an oversight 
obligation to the American taxpayers, 
those in and out of uniform, to ensure 
proper stewardship of their hard-earned 
dollars. 

That is why I, along with my col-
leagues on the Armed Services Com-
mittee, crafted and passed unani-
mously the bill before you. In it, we 
have prescribed a clear and comprehen-
sive plan to rebuild our military to de-
cisively deter or defeat any adversary. 
However, we are also holding the De-
partment accountable for each dollar it 
spends. 

For my part, as a member of the 
Armed Services Committee and chair 
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of the Emerging Threats and Capabili-
ties Subcommittee, I focused on three 
priorities. 

First, I supported our troops and 
their families by making senior en-
listed pay scales commensurate with 
job requirements, by combating sexual 
assault and retaliation, and by facili-
tating Federal direct hiring authority 
for military spouses. I extended that 
support to the battlefield by promoting 
enhanced standards for things like 
parachutes, aircraft life support sys-
tems, and counterdrone technologies. 

Second, I advanced policy initiatives 
to increase cooperation with inter-
national partners, to codify a more 
comprehensive counterterror strategy, 
and to reaffirm America’s support for 
our European friends by putting Russia 
on notice for its aggression in Ukraine 
and Crimea. 

Finally, I included measures to opti-
mize existing institutions, such as our 
National Guard’s cyber capabilities, 
and to ease regulatory burdens, so the 
best ideas and products from our uni-
versities and private companies can 
bolster national security at a lower 
cost. I have led important efforts to 
hold DOD accountable by requiring en-
hanced program management stand-
ards and by joining Senators GRASSLEY 
and PERDUE in demanding that the De-
partment finally meet its 26-year over-
due statutory obligation to complete a 
clean audit. 

Colleagues, let’s be clear—no one 
wants America’s military to be our 
first or only option, but we must also 
acknowledge this truth: It is funda-
mental to our security that a ready 
military remains an option. The fiscal 
year 2018 NDAA is a vital step toward 
providing that security. Seeing it 
through to fruition as part of a larger 
effort to reassert our ‘‘power of the 
purse’’ is the next step. There will be 
time to debate nondefense policies and 
budgets later, and as legislators, our 
job is to have these very debates. 

Let’s take the first step now. I urge 
all of my colleagues to support the 
NDAA. Follow through in the months 
ahead. Fulfill our obligation to realize 
its goal. We can do no less. 

Thank you, Mr. President. 
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. DURBIN. Mr. President, I ask 

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, each 
year the Department of Defense funds 
billions of dollars in military-relevant 
medical research—research that offers 
our servicemembers concrete treat-
ments for the particular diseases and 
afflictions that impact them the most, 
research that offers families hope, re-
search that improves lives, and re-
search that saves lives. 

Last summer, during consideration of 
the fiscal year 2017 Defense Authoriza-
tion Act, there was a question as to 
whether Congress would permit this 
lifesaving research to continue or 
whether instead we would wrap it up in 
so much redtape that it would basi-
cally go away. 

I was proud that this Senate Cham-
ber, on a bipartisan basis, voted re-
soundingly to continue medical re-
search in the Department of Defense by 
a vote 66 to 32. It was an important, bi-
partisan vote, especially in a Senate 
where we have a difficult time finding 
common ground. When it came to med-
ical research in the Department of De-
fense for members of the military and 
their families, we said unequivocally 
that we are committed to it on a bipar-
tisan basis. I was proud to lead that 
fight, along with Senator ROY BLUNT of 
Missouri, a Republican, to protect de-
fense medical research. Altogether, 40 
of my Republican and Democratic col-
leagues co sponsored our effort. 

That vote was not just a vote for 
medical research, it was a vote for the 
men and women in the military and 
their families. The vote recognized 
that right now, we are closer than ever 
to finding cures for dreaded diseases 
like cancer; closer than ever to under-
standing how to delay the onset of neu-
rological diseases like Alzheimer’s and 
Parkinson’s; closer than ever to devel-
oping a universal flu vaccine. That 
vote recognized that now is the time to 
be ramping up our investment in med-
ical research, not scaling it back. The 
Senate spoke, but unfortunately it 
didn’t end the debate. 

This year, the fiscal year 2018 Na-
tional Defense Authorization Act now 
pending on the floor of the Senate re-
peats last year’s research-killing provi-
sions and, for inexplicable reasons, 
adds two more. Just like last year, 
these provisions in the bill pending on 
the floor of the Senate would effec-
tively end the Department of Defense 
medical research program. Like last 
year, these provisions wrapped this re-
search in more redtape than you could 
possibly explain. And we face the pros-
pect for the second year in a row of the 
end of this critical, lifesaving medical 
research. 

These provisions are dangerous, and 
by cutting medical research, they will 
cost lives—the lives of our military and 
their families. So I filed a bipartisan 
amendment, along with 53 additional 
cosponsors and my lead cosponsor, Sen-
ator ROY BLUNT, Republican of Mis-
souri, to remove these provisions from 
this Defense authorization bill so that 
lifesaving research can continue. 

The underlying Defense authoriza-
tion bill has four provisions that, if en-
acted, will end the DOD’s research. 

The first provision, section 733, would 
require the Secretary of Defense to cer-
tify that each medical research grant 
awarded is ‘‘designed to directly pro-
tect, enhance or restore the health and 
safety of members of the Armed 
Forces’’—not veterans, not retirees, 

not the spouses of military members, 
not the children of military members. 

To make matters worse, after the 
Secretary makes this certification in 
writing to the Armed Services Com-
mittee, the Defense Department is then 
required to wait 90 days before award-
ing the grant. It is not only redtape, it 
is built-in delay. 

In my view, veterans, retirees, and 
spouses and children of servicemem-
bers are all vital members of the De-
partment of Defense’s military commu-
nity. They use the Department of De-
fense healthcare system. They deserve 
to be counted. When a member of the 
military deploys, the family deploys, 
and we ought to stand by all of them. 

The second provision, section 891, re-
quires that medical research grant ap-
plicants meet the same accounting and 
pricing standards that DOD requires of 
procurement contracts. That sounds 
simple enough, doesn’t it? But these 
are regulations that private companies 
have to meet to sell the Department of 
Defense goods and services, like weap-
on systems and equipment. 

The third provision, section 892, 
changes the ground rules for how to 
handle the technical data generated by 
this research—information related to 
clinical trials and manufacturing proc-
esses. How does this bill change it? 
This should sound familiar: by wiping 
away the existing regulations and im-
posing overly burdensome and unap-
pealing regulations that would scare 
off research partners. 

I am sympathetic to what this sec-
tion may be attempting to do. In the 
face of ever-increasing prescription 
drug costs, it does make sense for the 
Federal Government to have more 
rights when it comes to products and 
treatments developed with Federal tax-
payer dollars. However, we must be 
more strategic about how to approach 
this. I look forward to working across 
the aisle on ways to beef up the govern-
ment’s role in helping to keep drug 
costs down, especially for products 
that would not have been possible 
without Federal investments. 

The fourth provision, section 893, re-
quires the Defense Contract Audit 
Agency to conduct audits on each 
grant recipient. 

For those who aren’t familiar with 
this audit agency, it is currently back-
logged with tens of billions of dollars’ 
worth of procurement contracts that it 
has to audit. This provision in the bill 
would add to this pile, requiring it to 
conduct an additional 800 audits per 
month on medical research grants— 
more redtape; no real reason. 

Taxpayers deserve to know how their 
money is being spent, and the existing 
system does that. The grant applica-
tion must show that the research is 
relevant to the military. No grant 
makes it through the first round with-
out showing clear military relevance. 
If an applicant fails this test, that is 
the end of the story. If they clear the 
hurdle, then they are subjected to a 
long list of critical defense researchers 
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and issue experts in the disease in 
question to ensure that their research 
proposal is worth the investment. But 
that is not it. Representatives from the 
National Institutes of Health and the 
Department of Veterans Affairs also 
have input at that point to make sure 
it doesn’t duplicate any existing re-
search. These rules are in place to pro-
tect taxpayer dollars, and they work. 

This year’s Defense authorization at-
tempts to add redtape to the program 
in the name of protecting it but in re-
ality ends it. Simply put, these provi-
sions would strangle the Department of 
Defense medical research program in 
suffocating redtape. Don’t take my 
word for it. The Coalition for National 
Security Research, representing a 
broad-based coalition of research uni-
versities and institutes, said: 

[These sections] could jeopardize funding 
for research activities that have broader rel-
evance to U.S. military, including the health 
and wellbeing of military families and vet-
erans, and the efficiency of the military 
healthcare system. 

We asked the Department of Defense 
how the new system proposed in this 
bill would work. Here is their analysis: 

This language would, in essence, eliminate 
military family and military retiree relevant 
medical research, inhibit military medical 
training programs, and impact future health 
care cost avoidance. Impacts will take place 
across all areas. . . . [Researchers] would 
most likely not want to do business with the 
DOD. . . . [The provisions] may create a 
chilling effect on potential awardees of DOD 
assistance agreements. 

A ‘‘chilling effect’’ on medical re-
search—is that what we want to go on 
the record to vote for with this bill? Is 
that what the Senate wants? Is that 
what we want to say to members of the 
military, their families, and retirees? I 
don’t think so. 

These provisions are simply put in 
the bill to erect roadblocks to critical, 
important medical research. 

Let’s talk for a minute about the 
medical research funded by DOD, the 
real-world impact. 

Since fiscal year 1992, the Congres-
sionally Directed Medical Research 
Programs has invested almost $12 bil-
lion in innovative medical research. 
This medical research command deter-
mines the appropriate research strat-
egy, filling research gaps, and creates a 
public-private partnership between the 
Federal Government, private univer-
sities, and those who desperately need 
this research. 

In 2004, the Institute of Medicine, an 
independent organization, looked at 
the medical research program that I 
have discussed, and what did they find? 
‘‘The CDMRP has shown that it has 
been an efficiently managed and sci-
entifically productive effort.’’ That is a 
pretty solid endorsement of $12 billion 
worth of medical research. They found 
that this program ‘‘concentrates its re-
sources on research mechanisms that 
complement rather than duplicate the 
research approaches of major funders 
of medical research in the United 
States, such as the National Institutes 

of Health.’’ They also found that ‘‘the 
program appears to be well-run, sup-
ports high-quality research, and con-
tributes to research progress.’’ 

The Institute of Medicine also re-
viewed the program in 2016. This was 
their conclusion just last summer 
about the same program: 

CDMRP is a well-established medical re-
search funding organization, covering many 
health conditions of concern to members of 
the military and veterans, their families, 
and the general public. . . . In general— 

And this is highlighted— 
the committee found CDMRP processes for 
reviewing and selecting applications for 
funding to be effective in allocating funds for 
each research program. 

This program has been closely vet-
ted, as it should be. It is a matter of 
medical research critical to members 
of the military and their families. It is 
a matter of life and death. It is a mat-
ter of the integrity of spending tax-
payers’ dollars. It is a good program, a 
solid program. It has not been wrought 
with scandal. There is no reason for us 
to turn it upside down or to turn the 
lights out in the offices of these re-
searchers. 

The Institute of Medicine had this 
right. We have real results to back up 
the way we feel about this. What areas 
have they embarked on with critical 
successful research? One of the great-
est success stories of this program is 
advances we have made in breast can-
cer treatment. In 1993, the Department 
of Defense awarded Dr. Dennis Slamon 
two grants totaling $1.7 million for a 
tumor tissue bank to study breast can-
cer. He began his work several years 
earlier with funding from the National 
Cancer Institute. The DOD kicked in to 
help. 

Dr. Slamon’s DOD-funded work 
helped to develop Herceptin, which is 
now FDA approved, one of the most 
widely used drugs to fight breast can-
cer. This research has not only saved 
the lives of countless women in the 
military, but it has had application far 
beyond the military. The same thing is 
true when it comes to prostate cancer 
and Parkinson’s disease. What we 
found over and over is that money in-
vested in this program for medical re-
search is money well spent. Why, then, 
would we bury this program in red-
tape? 

I am happy that some 54 or 55 Sen-
ators from both sides of the aisle are 
going to stand with me, and I see I 
have other colleagues preparing to 
speak. I will return to speak more spe-
cifically about the programs of this 
agency. 

Is there a person in this country who 
believes that America is spending too 
much money on medical research? 
Well, perhaps there is, but I haven’t 
met them. What I have found over and 
over is that Members of both political 
parties are committed to medical re-
search. The Department of Defense 
does a great job with the resources 
given to them. 

Let’s continue this program as a sa-
lute to our men and women in the mili-
tary, their families, and our veterans. 

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

ator from Arizona. 
Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, let me 

state the bottom line up front. This 
year’s NDAA, once again, focuses med-
ical research dollars on the needs of 
servicemembers and military veterans, 
and it increases transparency on how 
these taxpayer funds are being spent. 

The amendment of the Senator from 
Illinois would take hundreds of mil-
lions of dollars away from defense 
needs to spend it on research activities 
totally unrelated to the mission of the 
military and shield these activities 
from critical oversight by the Depart-
ment and the Congress. 

Let me state this up front: If these 
medical research dollars were invested 
in the proper branch of government, I 
would be one of its strongest sup-
porters. What we are seeing here—what 
we see so often—is the Willie Sutton 
syndrome. They asked Willie Sutton: 
Why do you rob banks? He said: That is 
where the money is. 

Why do you think medical research 
for autism, spinal cord injury, pros-
thetics, or many others have nothing 
to do with defense? Let’s take it out. 
Let’s appropriate the right amount of 
money to the right branch of govern-
ment. So while we are watching the de-
fense dollars—thanks to sequestra-
tion—going down over the last 20 
years, Congress has provided more than 
$11.7 billion in medical research. 

According to—what is aptly named 
over in Defense—the Congressionally 
Directed Medical Research Programs, 
12 out of 28 current research programs 
do not mention the military, combat, 
or servicemembers and their official 
mission or vision statements. 

So let me repeat this for the benefit 
of my colleagues. Spending on medical 
research at the Department of Defense, 
nearly 15 percent of which has nothing 
to do with the military, has grown 4,000 
percent since 1992—4,000 percent. So in 
the meantime, the Budget Control Act 
is constraining the DOD budget. It has 
done great harm to our military. Every 
single service chief and combatant 
commander over the last 5 years has 
testified to the Armed Services Com-
mittee that the budget caps imposed by 
BCA have hurt our military readiness 
and have made it more difficult to re-
spond to the Nation’s growing threats. 
Yet, during this time of severe defense 
budget restrictions, funding for the 
Congressionally Directed Medical Re-
search Programs has nearly doubled. Is 
that our priority? 

I suggest to the Senator from Illi-
nois: Why don’t you go to the right 
place in the appropriations bill and al-
locate research funds there? Why don’t 
you do that? You are not going there 
because it is the Willie Sutton syn-
drome. 

What you are doing is you are taking 
away from the men and women serving 
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in the military what they need to de-
fend this Nation. 

Mr. DURBIN. Will the Senator yield 
for a question? 

Mr. MCCAIN. No, I will not yield. 
The fact is that we have now had a 

rash of fatal accidents in the mili-
tary—10 from the USS McCain and 17 
more. We now have many more acci-
dents due to the lack of readiness, 
training, and maintenance than we do 
in combat. So what do we do? Do we 
stop cutting the military? No, we add 
$11.7 billion for medical research. 

I am for medical research. I know of 
no one who opposes medical research, 
but do we take it out of defense? This 
is the directed spending on medical re-
search at the Department of Defense. 

You may see that in 1992 it was a 
small amount of money for breast can-
cer research. Like other government 
programs, it has grown and grown and 
grown. If you will take a look at the 
pink side here, you will see that what 
also has grown is those programs that 
have no relevance to the military. I 
want to say it one more time. No, I will 
say it again and again and again. If the 
Senator from Illinois wants this money 
spent for medical research, then, take 
it out of the right place. Don’t be 
Willie Sutton. Take it from where it 
belongs, instead of taking it from the 
men and women in the military who 
are undermanned, undertrained, under-
equipped, and in harm’s way. 

So you have a choice here, my dear 
friends. Yes, who could be against med-
ical research? Nobody who I know. But 
who could be in favor of taking money 
from the men and women and their 
training, equipment, and readiness, 
when every single service chief has tes-
tified before the Armed Services Com-
mittee that we are putting the lives of 
men and women serving in the military 
at greater risk? So we are going to see 
these billions of dollars taken out of 
defending the Nation and the arms, the 
training, and the equipment that the 
men and women in the military need. 

Now, if the Senator from Illinois 
wants to fund those that are militarily 
relevant, I would be glad to go along 
with that, but see what has grown and 
grown and grown from 1992, when it 
was $25 million. Now it is billions of 
dollars. Let’s see. Funding has in-
creased by 4,000 percent from $25 mil-
lion in 1992 to over $1 billion last year. 

Spending on medical research—near-
ly 50 percent of which has nothing to 
do with the military—has grown 4,000 
percent since 1992. So let’s not say that 
we are shorting the men and women in 
the military when that spending has 
increased by 4,000 percent. 

Again, I would like every one of my 
colleagues to listen to the leaders of 
our military and to the men and 
women who are serving. They don’t 
have enough training. They don’t have 
enough equipment. They are not ready, 
and it is being reflected in these kinds 
of accidents where we are killing more 
members of the military in training 
than we are in combat, and every one 

of the service chiefs will tell you that 
it is because of lack of funding for 
training and readiness and mainte-
nance. This has to stop. 

The NDAA this year prohibits the 
Secretary of Defense and the service 
Secretaries from funding or conducting 
a medical research and development 
project unless they certify that the 
project would protect, enhance, or re-
store the health and safety of members 
of the Armed Forces. Is that an out-
rageous requirement that we should 
spend tax dollars that are for defense 
that would actually be used for de-
fense? Wouldn’t that be outrageous? 

So it requires that medical research 
projects are open to competition and 
comply with other DOD, or Depart-
ment of Defense, cost accounting 
standards. So we are not only asking 
them to be responsible but to comply 
with other Department of Defense cost 
accounting standards. So why that 
should be unacceptable, I don’t know. 

So the Senator from Illinois has sub-
mitted an amendment that would 
strike these requirements—it would 
strike these requirements—to adhere 
to the Department of Defense cost ac-
counting standards. Why? Why would 
you not want to go along with cost ac-
counting standards? 

So it is certainly not an accident 
that the largest spike in congression-
ally directed medical research funding 
coincides with the tenure of the Sen-
ator from Illinois as chairman and 
ranking member of the Appropriations 
Committee Defense Subcommittee, in 
which, I say, he has done an out-
standing job. Hundreds of millions of 
dollars in the defense budget will be 
used for medical research unrelated to 
defense, and it was not requested by 
the administration. 

If this amendment passes, hundreds 
of millions of dollars will be taken 
away from military servicemembers 
and their families. If this amendment 
passes, hundreds of millions of dollars 
will not be used to provide a full 2.1- 
percent pay raise for our troops. It will 
not be used to build up the size of our 
Army and Marine Corps. It will not be 
used to buy equipment so that our air-
men don’t have to steal spare parts of 
airplanes in the boneyard to keep the 
oldest, smallest, and least ready Air 
Force in our history in the air. 

So I say to my friend and colleague 
from Illinois, it is not that he is wrong 
to support medical research. We all 
support medical research. It is that he 
has proposed the wrong amendment to 
support medical research. Instead of 
proposing to take away hundreds of 
millions of dollars from our military 
servicemembers, he should be pro-
posing a way to begin the long overdue 
process of shifting nonmilitary medical 
research spending out of the Depart-
ment of Defense and into the appro-
priate civilian departments and agen-
cies of our government. 

I want to emphasize again that this 
debate is not about the value of this 
medical research or whether Congress 

should support it. I, of all people, know 
the miracle of modern medicine and 
am grateful for all who support it, and 
I am sure every Senator understands 
the value of medical research to Amer-
icans suffering from these diseases and 
to the family and friends who care for 
them and to all those who know the 
pain and grief of losing a loved one. 
But I will repeat again that this re-
search does not belong in the Depart-
ment of Defense. It belongs in civilian 
departments and agencies of our gov-
ernment. 

So I say to my colleagues that the 
National Defense Authorization Act fo-
cuses the Department’s research efforts 
on medical research that will lead to 
lifesaving advancements in battlefield 
medicine and new therapies for recov-
ery and rehabilitation of servicemem-
bers wounded on the battlefield. This 
amendment would harm our national 
security. The amendment of the Sen-
ator from Illinois would harm our na-
tional security by reducing the funding 
available for militarily relevant med-
ical research that helps protect serv-
icemen and servicewomen on the bat-
tlefield and for military capabilities 
they desperately need to perform their 
missions. It would continue to put de-
cision-making about medical research 
in the hands of lobbyists and politi-
cians, instead of medical experts where 
it belongs. 

I would like to repeat for at least the 
fifth time that I strongly support fund-
ing for medical research. I do not sup-
port funding for medical research that 
has nothing to do with the Department 
of Defense. The dollars are too scarce. 
You can see the way that it has gone 
up and up and up. So what we are try-
ing to do is to preserve medical re-
search where it applies to the Depart-
ment of Defense and not use it for 
every other program, which should be 
funded by other agencies of govern-
ment. I am very aware of the power 
and influence of the lobbyists who 
lobby for this kind of money, knowing 
full well that this is the easiest place 
to get the money. 

I just hope that some of us would un-
derstand that 10 sailors just died on-
board the USS John S. McCain. They 
died because that ship was not ready, 
not trained, not equipped, and not ca-
pable of doing its job because they 
didn’t have enough funding. Let’s get 
our priorities straight. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent for 2 minutes. 
Mr. MCCAIN. I object. 
Go ahead. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-

jority whip. 
Mr. CORNYN. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Senator 
from Illinois be recognized for up to 2 
minutes and then, following that, that 
I be recognized, and then, following 
that, Senator GILLIBRAND. 

Mrs. GILLIBRAND. Mr. President, I 
object. I was next in line. 

Mr. CORNYN. Mr. President, I be-
lieve I am recognized and have the 
floor. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-

jority whip is recognized. 
Mr. CORNYN. Mr. President, the men 

and women of our military defend us 
on a daily basis without a doubt, but 
now, today, is our time to do the same 
for them. 

One thing I cannot defend is how we 
continue to tie our own hands when it 
comes to funding the U.S. military. 

This week we are considering, of 
course, the Defense Authorization Act 
that will help ensure that our military 
has the resources it needs to achieve 
the mission of today and rise to the 
challenges of tomorrow, but there is a 
fundamental problem with the way we 
equip the men and women we task with 
defending us. It is called sequestration. 
The sequester was called for by the 
Budget Control Act, which puts annual 
caps on defense and nondefense discre-
tionary spending, and enforces those 
caps with a kind of budget cleaver. In 
other words, any spending that exceeds 
the caps automatically gets axed. 

That sounds like a good idea in the 
abstract. Who doesn’t want to treat our 
addiction to spending? Who doesn’t 
want to put the Federal Government 
on a diet? I certainly do, but I am not 
willing to sacrifice our national secu-
rity and the No. 1 priority of the Fed-
eral Government when it comes to pro-
viding for our mutual defense. In the 
words of the junior Senator from Ar-
kansas, himself a veteran, he said: 
‘‘Rather than attack America’s spend-
ing problem at its root, the law only 
clipped a few stray leaves off the 
branches.’’ 

If we are going to be serious about re-
ducing our deficit, we must address our 
budget priorities by looking at and ad-
dressing all government spending, not 
just the 30 percent or so that is discre-
tionary. The reason we are not serious 
about dealing with our looming deficits 
and debt is not because of defense 
spending, it is because of mandatory 
entitlement spending, which is the po-
litical third rail of our government, 
and politicians are so afraid to deal 
with that mandatory spending that we 
cut defense spending into the muscle, 
to the bone, and it leads to the sort of 
dangers the Senator from Arizona 
talked about, in terms of a lack of 
readiness and training. 

The caps in sequester, mind you, do 
not represent any defense policy; in-
stead, they were driven by our failure 
to get serious about the real budget 
threat: explosive growth in govern-
ment-funded entitlement programs. 
Appropriated necessary funding for our 
Armed Forces should not be held hos-
tage because of our inability to tighten 
our belts in other areas where the real 
runaway growth has occurred. It is 
past time to annually pass appropria-
tions to fund the Department of De-
fense. It is past time to objectively as-
sess and fund the actual and ever- 
changing defense needs of our country. 

What are the results of the Budget 
Control Act? Well, we are not really 
saving money, but we are wasting 

time. We repeatedly raise the Budget 
Control Act’s budget caps at the last 
minute, meaning they really don’t 
keep spending down. Meanwhile, our 
military’s ability to plan and forecast 
is severely hampered. When you can’t 
plan, you are not ready, and it is no ex-
aggeration to say that we now find our-
selves in a true state of a readiness cri-
sis. Our military, already under great 
stress and stretched thin around the 
world, has suffered from 15 years of 
continued operations, budgetary re-
strictions, and deferred investment. 

According to General Walters, the 
Assistant Commandant of the Marine 
Corps, more than half of the Marines’ 
fixed- and rotary-winged aircraft were 
unable to fly at the end of 2016—more 
than half of the Marines’ fixed- and ro-
tary-winged aircraft were unable to fly 
at the end of 2016. That is outrageous. 
The Navy fleet currently stands at 277 
of the 350-ship requirement. 

The Air Force had 134 fighter squad-
rons in 1991, when we drove Saddam 
Hussein out of Kuwait. Now it has only 
55—in 2017, 55, and in 1991, 134, and we 
have 1,500 fewer fighter pilots than we 
need. 

Heather Wilson, Secretary of the Air 
Force, put it earlier this week, when 
she said, ‘‘We have been doing too 
much with too little for too long.’’ We 
need to hear these words, and we need 
to remember how they spell out in the 
real world—how they affect our sailors, 
our pilots, and our troops on the 
ground. 

This summer, the Nation mourned 42 
servicemembers who died in accidents 
related to readiness challenges. Mr. 
MCCAIN, the Senator from Arizona, the 
distinguished chairman of the Armed 
Services Committee, pointed out the 
death of 17 sailors aboard the USS John 
S. McCain and USS Fitzgerald alone, 
plus other separate actions claimed the 
lives of 19 marines and 6 soldiers. 

Meanwhile, the world has not become 
a safer, more peaceful place. We keep 
trying to cash that peace dividend, but 
there is no peace. In fact, when our ad-
versaries see us retreating from our 
commitment to fund, equip, and train 
our military, it is a provocation. They 
see an opportunity, whether it is Vladi-
mir Putin in Crimea, Ukraine, or China 
in the South China Sea, or Kim Jong 
Un in North Korea, they see our re-
treat, in terms of our financial com-
mitment to support and train our mili-
tary, as a provocation and an invita-
tion for them to fill the void. 

I am reminded of a sobering quote 
from the former Director of National 
Intelligence during a hearing last year. 
Former Director James Clapper said: 
‘‘In my time in the intelligence busi-
ness’’—and he served for 50 years in the 
intelligence business—‘‘I don’t recall a 
time when we have been confronted 
with a more diverse array of threats.’’ 

In 50 years, he didn’t recall us being 
confronted with a more diverse array 
of threats. On top of these threats, 
never before has our country been at 
war for such an extended period of 

time, and never before have we done so 
much with an All-Volunteer military 
force strained by repeated deployments 
while defense spending was cut nearly 
15 percent over the last 8 years under 
the previous administration. 

So here is what I say. Let’s pass the 
national defense authorization bill, 
which authorizes $700 billion for our 
Nation’s defense. Let’s give our troops 
the pay raise they deserve. Let’s ad-
dress our readiness problems by au-
thorizing increases in the overall num-
ber of soldiers and marines. When 
doing that, let’s also do away with the 
sequester on defense spending. Reduc-
tions to defense spending should be tar-
geted—think scalpel, not meat 
cleaver—and our focus on cutting 
should be where the bulk of our spend-
ing is: outside of the military on man-
datory spending, growing at a rate in 
excess of 5 percent a year, out of con-
trol and threatening the solvency of 
these important safety net programs. 

Colleagues, while we take the fight 
to ISIS, while we seek to deter aggres-
sion in the Pacific and support our 
emergency responders here at home, 
including the military, we can’t post-
pone our problems. Our challenges 
can’t be postponed and are not dis-
appearing. 

As I said a moment ago, our adver-
saries are watching closely and mod-
ernizing while at home our readiness 
wavers. Sequestration causes our air-
craft to age, our soldiers to tire, and 
our national security to deteriorate. 
Trouble is not going to wait on us get-
ting our act together. Whether our 
military is ready or not, here it comes. 

Mr. President, 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. BLUMENTHAL. Mr. President, I 

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

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

Mr. BLUMENTHAL. Mr. President, I 
thank the leaders of the Armed Serv-
ices Committee. I know the Presiding 
Officer serves on that committee so he 
is well aware of the extraordinary work 
and service done by Chairman MCCAIN 
and Ranking Member REED and our 
colleagues on the committee who have 
cooperated so collegially, in a bipar-
tisan way, to produce a defense bill 
that supports our military men and 
women and their families and, more 
importantly, supports the United 
States of America in continuing to be 
the greatest and strongest power ever 
on the planet. 

I want to talk about some of the spe-
cifics of that measure but first want to 
honor the 17 sailors who perished on 
the USS McCain and USS Fitzgerald. 
Two of them were sailors from Con-
necticut, and I want to pay tribute to 
ET2 Dustin Doyon of Suffield and ST2 
Ngoc Truong Huynh of Watertown, CT. 
They were true patriots. Their families 
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should be proud of them. All of Con-
necticut celebrates their extraordinary 
service and sacrifice to our Nation, 
even as we are struck by the grief and 
share the sadness of their families as 
best we can. 

I know we also feel we owe it to 
them, their families, and all families of 
the men and women in uniform to be 
safe. The investigation is proceeding 
into the circumstances surrounding the 
crash that caused their deaths. I will 
be interested, and I hope that inves-
tigation will be expedited. 

The NDAA is a vital measure that 
preserves our national security in an 
uncertain era of unprecedented threats 
and delivers support necessary to sus-
tain our servicemembers and our na-
tional defense. A number of the provi-
sions I helped craft in this measure will 
improve opportunities for veterans, 
military sexual assault survivors, help 
with the Ukrainian soldiers, and ex-
tend the Afghan special immigrant visa 
program. Those measures, among oth-
ers, I am proud to have participated in 
crafting and supporting. 

This year’s bill invests billions of 
dollars in submarines, helicopters, and 
the Joint Strike Fighter engine, all 
produced by Connecticut’s highly 
skilled and dedicated workforce. 

The bill includes over $8 billion for 
Virginia and Columbia class sub-
marines, including over $1 billion 
above the President’s request for Vir-
ginia funding and full funding for the 
Columbia class program following a 
successful amendment I led to secure 
our undersea superiority and grow Con-
necticut jobs. Nothing is more impor-
tant to our national defense than our 
undersea superiority. The stealth, 
strength, and power of our submarine 
force is vital to our national security. 

The measure also includes $25 million 
for undersea research and development 
partnerships which Electric Boat and 
the University of Connecticut are well 
poised to take part in. 

This defense measure provides, as 
well, $10.6 billion for 94 Joint Strike 
Fighters across the Air Force, Navy, 
and Marine Corps, adding 24 above the 
budget request submitted by the Presi-
dent. Those 24 are necessary, and they 
are important now. 

It includes $1 billion for 48 Army 
Black Hawks, $1.3 billion for six Marine 
Corps CH–53Ks—two more than re-
quested—and $354 million for the Air 
Force Combat Rescue Helicopter Pro-
gram. 

Today our Active and Reserve com-
ponents are deployed together in Af-
ghanistan, and the National Guard 
brings unique capabilities to the fight. 
I am very proud of the Connecticut Na-
tional Guard. I am proud to be a sup-
porter, to work to protect and secure 
their vital mission as they work for us. 

This year’s NDAA authorizes $7 mil-
lion in military construction for a new 
base entry complex, bringing the 103rd 
Airlift Wing into compliance with the 
Department of Defense’s antiterrorism 
and force protection requirements to 
support their C–130 mission. 

For all of these reasons, I urge my 
colleagues to support this bill. For 
these reasons and many others, this 
bill keeps faith with our military men 
and women. It secures our national de-
fense. It provides the assurance going 
forward that we will remain as strong 
as we need to be as the world’s only su-
perpower, guaranteeing not only our 
own freedom but that of others around 
the world. 

As we consider amendments on the 
floor, I urge my colleagues to reject 
the new BRAC proposal that was intro-
duced by Chairman MCCAIN and Rank-
ing Member REED as McCain amend-
ment No. 933. With all due respect, I 
support the intent. Again, I thank 
them for all of their work on this bill, 
as it has been an extraordinary accom-
plishment to bring it this far and to, 
hopefully, within the next few days, 
get it over the finish line. The intent is 
good. Our military is capitalizing on 
future savings where they exist, and it 
must continue to do so. Base closings 
will be necessary, as that is a stark 
fact of life, but I cannot support the 
BRAC effort they have proposed. 

The BRAC amendment would set in 
motion a long and time-consuming and 
convoluted base closure process. Con-
necticut is all too familiar with that 
process. We had a near-death experi-
ence with our base not all that long 
ago. It was an experience that should 
sound alarm bells not only for Con-
necticut but for other States my col-
leagues represent. As a Senator who 
represents one of the last military 
bases in New England, I am deeply con-
cerned that there may be harm to civil- 
military relations and harm to our na-
tional security that will be caused by 
closing bases in our region. 

The first obligation of Congress is to 
do no harm to these military bases. 
Connecticut has seen this process be-
fore. It took almost a decade for the 
Connecticut Air National Guard to be 
assigned the C–130 flying mission that 
was the outcome of the last BRAC 
round. To carry out this mission, the 
Connecticut Air National Guard began 
deploying in support of operations in 
the Middle East this year. 

I know personally about that BRAC 
process. I was involved in the BRAC 
Commission proceedings, and after-
ward I was involved in literally suing 
the Secretary of Defense to preserve 
the flying mission of our base at the 
Air National Guard in Connecticut. 
Closing that base to the Air National 
Guard, to the C–130, or to other planes 
like it would have been a disgraceful 
outcome, but we succeeded in reaching 
a result, through settlement, that pre-
served it. 

The submarine capital of the world, 
also known as the ‘‘First and Finest 
Submarine Base,’’ is in Connecticut. 
The fate of that base, the Naval Sub-
marine Base of New London, was un-
necessarily put in jeopardy in 2005 as it 
endured unnecessary questions over its 
viability and military value that de-
layed investments and the home-

porting of submarines there. Given the 
importance and prominence of our sub-
marine fleet today, as well as the $17 
million since 2005 that the State has 
invested in this base—$17 million in-
vested by the taxpayers of the State of 
Connecticut—it is inconceivable that 
we would close this asset. It is home to 
16 submarines as well as to a sub-
marine training school. 

BRAC is long on unrealized returns 
and short on increased readiness. In 
2005, BRAC was anticipated to cost $21 
billion and save over $35 billion in the 
next 20 years. In reality, costs have 
ballooned to $35 billion, and savings 
will be less than one-third of what was 
initially projected—just $10 billion. 
That is the 2005 BRAC verdict; that it 
costs more than it saves. Simply put, 
BRAC cuts capabilities, and we can 
never get those capabilities back. At a 
time of global uncertainty and an ex-
panding threat environment, we should 
be investing more, not less, in our 
readiness. 

As a first step, I would welcome an 
independent study on where excess ca-
pacity exists today, but I am concerned 
that this amendment sets into motion 
a BRAC authorization before Congress 
is provided with the justification for 
doing so and where and how it should 
be set in motion. I am concerned this 
amendment employs a force structure 
baseline that has not been adequately 
assessed by the Department of Defense. 
That force structure baseline is the 
lifeblood of our future military, and 
moving forward without it provides a 
distorted view of where excess capacity 
may exist. 

The BRAC amendment eliminates 
the independent commission that was 
previously designed by Congress in an 
effort to take politics out of the proc-
ess. I deeply respect my colleagues who 
support this measure, but I have no 
confidence that they will be able to set 
aside the impact closures will have on 
their individual States. Let’s be very 
blunt. This measure will exacerbate 
the role of politics in this process, not 
diminish it. 

While an independent commission is 
by no measure completely above poli-
tics, removing it will aggravate the 
roles that parochialism and politics 
play in deciding the future of military 
installations. Under the rules of the 
Senate, this body stripped itself of the 
ability to even make requests for indi-
vidual military construction projects 
at specific bases. It follows that decid-
ing the fate of entire military bases 
should also be a power we keep from 
ourselves. 

I urge my colleagues to reject this 
amendment, for our own sake, as Mem-
bers of a body that should support our 
national defense, keep it as free as pos-
sible from politics and parochialism, 
and make sure we insulate it as much 
as possible from the currents and 
forces of special interests. I admire and 
respect the time and effort our com-
mittee leaders have devoted to this 
amendment. If it is defeated, I will 
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work with them to address the issues I 
have outlined. Base closing must be 
considered. There are bases that can 
and should be reduced and perhaps 
completely eliminated, but I cannot 
support the BRAC amendment before 
us, and I urge my colleagues to reject 
it. 

Again, I thank the chairman of the 
committee, Senator MCCAIN, and the 
ranking member, Senator REED, for all 
of their great work on this very impor-
tant measure, which I hope will be 
passed shortly. 

Thank you. 
I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mrs. 

FISCHER). The Senator from Alaska. 
Mr. SULLIVAN. Madam President, 

this week, we are debating the Na-
tional Defense Authorization Act of 
2018. It is very important, and Members 
of both sides have contributed to this 
very important legislation we pass 
every year. It funds our military and 
authorizes its spending and training. It 
is really one of the most important 
things we do in the Senate. 

As have many others, I thank the 
members of the Armed Services Com-
mittee. I have the privilege of serving 
on that committee. I thank Chairman 
MCCAIN and Ranking Member REED for 
the hard work they and all of the mem-
bers of the committee have put into 
this and for how seriously we take this 
responsibility. 

You have heard the discussions. This 
bill is needed now more than ever. We 
are seeing accidents, in terms of train-
ing, that are killing the lives of young 
men and women who are serving in the 
military, and a lot of it is due to readi-
ness. In fact, in the past 8 years, the 
U.S. military has seen its budget de-
cline by almost 25 percent. It is a huge 
decrease—just pick up the paper and 
see what is going on in the world— 
when we know that the national secu-
rity threats to the United States have 
dramatically increased. We have de-
creasing budgets and increasing na-
tional security challenges, and this 
NDAA begins the much needed process 
of changing that. 

I would like to focus on one such 
threat that we need to address right 
now that is at the doorstep of our great 
Nation and what the NDAA is doing 
specifically about that threat. The 
threat is North Korea’s nuclear inter-
continental ballistic activity and capa-
bility. As the Presiding Officer knows, 
that has now literally become a threat 
to every city in the United States, not 
just to frontline States like mine, 
which is the great State of Alaska, or 
Hawaii, as they are closer to Asia than 
is any other place in the United States. 
This threat is now on the doorstep of 
every American city. 

For years, a lot of the ‘‘experts’’ and 
intel officials were saying: Hey, don’t 
worry about this. They are trying, but 
this threat is a long way off into the 
future. 

Some of us were skeptical of those 
estimates, and now we know those esti-

mates were wrong. It is no longer a 
matter of ‘‘if’’ but ‘‘when’’ the North 
Korean regime will have the capability 
of launching a nuclear intercontinental 
ballistic missile that will be aimed at 
the United States of America. 

Recently, there was a disturbing arti-
cle written in the Washington Post, the 
lead paragraph of which reads: 

North Korea will be able to field a reliable, 
nuclear-capable intercontinental ballistic 
missile as early as next year, U.S. officials 
have concluded in a confidential assessment, 
that dramatically shrinks the timeline for 
when Pyongyang could strike North Amer-
ican cities with atomic weapons. 

This assessment was leaked by some-
one within the Pentagon’s Defense In-
telligence Agency, and it shaves almost 
2 full years off of what we thought 
North Korea’s capability was. Right 
now, the threat is here. Think about 
this threat with regard to who is lead-
ing North Korea—an unstable dictator 
who has shown that he is not rational. 

Let me go into a little bit more of 
the threat here. When you look at the 
different regimes—Kim Il Sung, Kim 
Jong Il, and Kim Jong Un, who is the 
current dictator of North Korea—in 
just the 5 years since he has come to 
power, he has conducted more than 80 
missile tests and over twice as many 
nuclear tests as both his father and 
grandfather did in their 60 years of rul-
ing North Korea. Look at this chart. It 
shows missile tests, nuclear tests—5 
years—way more than his father and 
grandfather ever did. 

And while several of these missile 
tests have been failures, we have obvi-
ously seen clear successes. In fact, 
while many Americans were cele-
brating the Fourth of July holiday— 
our patriotism, our liberty, our mili-
tary—Kim Jong Un launched a success-
ful test of an intercontinental ballistic 
missile. 

On the nuclear side, we have seen ac-
tivity even more recently, allegedly a 
test of a hydrogen bomb with an esti-
mated yield of 120 kilotons—their third 
nuclear test since January 2016. It was 
eight times more powerful than their 
last test. 

The bottom line with regard to this 
threat from a very unstable regime is 
they are making very significant 
progress. 

So that is the threat. It is very real— 
on our shores—led by an unstable dic-
tator who has threatened to use these 
weapons. 

What are we doing about it? Well, we 
have the capability to defend against 
this threat, and that capability is 
through much more enhanced missile 
defense for the homeland of the United 
States—for our cities. That is what 
this National Defense Authorization 
Act does. 

Unfortunately, over the past several 
years, the Federal Government has not 
taken homeland missile defense very 
seriously. One study recently found 
that in its history, our homeland mis-
sile defense has been characterized by a 
‘‘trend of high ambition followed by in-
creasing modesty.’’ 

The ‘‘high ambition’’ has been large-
ly driven by the threats to our Nation, 
but the modesty component has been 
largely a function of decreasing budg-
ets for the Missile Defense Agency. In 
fact, from 2006 to 2016, the Missile De-
fense Agency’s budget has declined 
nearly 25 percent. Homeland missile 
defense testing has declined by nearly 
83 percent. So when our adversaries are 
testing and advancing, we have been 
going in the opposite direction. 

I am glad to say that this year’s 
NDAA reverses this long-term trend of 
homeland missile defense neglect. 

Earlier this year, with a number of 
my colleagues in this body, we intro-
duced the Advancing America’s Missile 
Defense Act of 2017. This is a bill that 
we worked on for months, with experts 
in missile defense, the military ex-
perts, the civilian experts, to say: What 
do we need to better protect the United 
States of America? What are the key 
elements? We put this together in a bill 
that we introduced several months ago, 
focusing on the following key areas: 

First, the Advancing America’s Mis-
sile Defense Act would dramatically in-
crease our capacity for what are called 
our ground-based missile interceptors— 
up to 28 more interceptors—and require 
our military to look at fielding 100 
more—up to 100 missile interceptors— 
to fully protect the United States. 

Second, our bill would advance the 
technology to not only have more 
ground-based missile interceptors but 
the kill vehicles on top of those mis-
siles—the bullets from which the mis-
siles could shoot additional warheads. 
This is technology that is advancing, 
but it needs to advance much more 
quickly. 

Third, our bill looks at integrating 
the different missile defense systems 
throughout the world. So in theater, 
for example, in South Korea, we have 
the THAAD system, and we have that 
on Guam. We have Aegis systems with 
our Navy ships, and then we have our 
ground-based system back home, in the 
homeland of the United States. Our bill 
looks at integrating these systems 
with a space-based sensor, to have an 
unblinking eye, in terms of the tech-
nology, that can track and shoot down 
missiles coming to the United States 
and integrate with regional defenses 
and our homeland defenses. 

Fourth, our bill focuses on more test-
ing for missile defense. 

As I mentioned, the decline of the 
testing has inhibited the development 
of these systems. It focuses on the test-
ing but also doing the testing with our 
allies that are also advancing missile 
defense in different areas of the world. 

As I mentioned, we worked on this 
bill for months. One of the key ele-
ments I am most proud of in this bill is 
the strong bipartisan support it has re-
ceived in the Senate and in the House. 
Importantly, when we introduced it as 
part of the NDAA markup, we had over 
one-quarter of all of the Members of 
the U.S. Senate who were already co-
sponsors—Democrats and Republicans 
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from literally every region of the 
United States. 

This is a first and important develop-
ment in a long time with regard to 
missile defense. Unfortunately, for 
years, that has been viewed as a par-
tisan issue, not a bipartisan issue. And 
what we were trying to do as we devel-
oped this bill was to say this shouldn’t 
be partisan. This is a threat that every 
city in America is going to have to deal 
with. Let’s work together and get a bi-
partisan bill together. 

I was proud when the Wall Street 
Journal editorial wrote about this bill 
and emphasized that bipartisan nature. 
A few months ago they wrote: 

[The Advancing America’s Missile Defense 
Act] has united conservatives such as Ted 
Cruz and Marco Rubio and liberal Democrats 
such as Gary Peters and Brian Schatz, no 
small feat in the Trump era. . . . Mr. Sul-
livan’s missile-defense amendment would be 
a down payment on a safer America in an 
ever more dangerous world. 

Why did they write this? Because 
they understand the importance of 
having bipartisan support for missile 
defense but also the importance of 
making sure that Congress leads on 
this important issue. Thankfully, that 
is what the NDAA does this year—both 
versions—the Senate version and the 
House version. 

The vast majority of our bill that we 
introduced we debated in the markup 
for the NDAA this year. Again, I thank 
Senators MCCAIN and REED and other 
members of the committee for the way 
in which the broader NDAA came to-
gether. But we debated this bill, and 
the vast majority of our bill on advanc-
ing America’s missile defense is now in 
this NDAA—one of the many reasons I 
am encouraging all of my colleagues in 
the Senate to vote to pass it. 

Something else that I think is impor-
tant for my constituents to know but 
also for all Americans to know is the 
role that Alaska plays in America’s 
missile defense. For those of my col-
leagues who sit on the Armed Services 
Committee, they have heard me say 
this many, many times. There is a fa-
mous quote in congressional testimony 
back in the 1930s by the father of the 
Air Force, Gen. Billy Mitchell. His 
quote in front of Congress was: Alaska 
is the most strategic place in the world 
because of its location on the top of the 
world. Whoever owns Alaska literally 
controls the world. 

Fortunately, the United States owns 
Alaska. So we are, because of that stra-
tegic location, the cornerstone of our 
Nation’s missile defense. If there were 
a missile launched from North Korea or 
Iran or anywhere else in the world, the 
trajectory would take it over Alaska. 
It would be tracked by radars in Alas-
ka. It would be shot down by missiles 
based in Alaska. The 49th Missile De-
fense Battalion located at Fort Greely, 
AK, is a National Guard unit. They 
have a fantastic motto: 300 protecting 
the 300 million—young men and women 
serving in the Guard on duty 24/7, pro-
tecting the entire country—300 of them 

protecting the entire United States. 
That is a worthy mission that we are 
glad is done so well by the members of 
the Alaska National Guard. 

So this bill does a lot. The NDAA this 
year, which we are debating on the 
floor now, finally takes seriously this 
important mission of missile defense. 
As I have noted, it does a lot to ad-
vance it. 

We have a couple of additional 
amendments that we are working on 
and hopefully are going to get passed 
out of the managers’ package that 
would make even more advances to 
missile defense. We are going to con-
tinue to work those, and, hopefully, we 
will continue to have the bipartisan 
support that we did when this bill was 
marked up. 

I remain hopeful that we are finally 
starting to reverse the trend in missile 
defense that, as I noted earlier, was one 
of high ambition followed by increas-
ing modesty. 

Today we need ambition, and we need 
action. The threat warrants it. The 
American people demand it. The Con-
gress must step up and deliver it. That 
is what is happening in this NDAA, 
along with many other important and 
critical provisions for our Nation’s 
military. I encourage all of my col-
leagues to vote in favor of passage of 
this important bill. 

TRIBUTE TO MICAH MCKINNIS 
Madam President, Micah McKinnis 

began working for me 2 years ago as 
my military legislative correspondent. 
He is actually sitting with me right 
now, and today is his last day in my of-
fice. It is a sad day for everyone in my 
office, but Micah is going on to do big-
ger and better things with that unit I 
just talked about, the Alaska National 
Guard. 

While in my office he has done amaz-
ing work, including championing my 
India policy and fighting for more re-
sources for our combat rescue squad-
rons and playing an important role in 
helping us develop this missile defense 
bill. I am genuinely happy for him and 
his wife, and I look forward to seeing 
them up in Alaska, as he is getting 
ready to go join the military himself. 
He is going to head out for training. He 
is looking to be a pararescue member 
of the military. It is some of the tough-
est training we have in the U.S. mili-
tary, but I know he is going to do very 
well. 

So Micah, thanks for all you have 
done, all the things you have done for 
Alaska. You will always be part of our 
family. Good luck to you and your fam-
ily. 

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

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

dent, I rise to urge my colleagues to 
vote for a bipartisan amendment, No. 
1051, to protect transgender service-
members in our military. 

I want to thank my dear friend and 
colleague, Senator MCCAIN, the chair-
man of the Armed Services Committee 

and his staff, for working with us on 
this bipartisan amendment to protect 
transgender servicemembers and for 
agreeing to support it here on the floor 
today. 

The amendment, which I was so 
proud to write with my Republican col-
league from Maine, Senator SUSAN 
COLLINS, would prohibit the Depart-
ment of Defense from discharging 
members of the military or denying 
them reenlistment opportunities be-
cause of their gender identity. It is es-
sential that this Congress does not 
break faith with these brave service-
members who have served their coun-
try honorably and with great sacrifice. 

As Members of the Senate, one of our 
most serious responsibilities is to 
stand up for the men and women who 
serve in our armed services. We have 
an obligation to represent their inter-
ests, to value and respect their service, 
and to give them the tools and re-
sources they need to defend our coun-
try. Kicking out thousands of service-
members simply because of their gen-
der identity doesn’t make our military 
stronger, it makes our military weak-
er. It doesn’t save taxpayer money, it 
wastes taxpayer money. We have spent 
millions recruiting and training these 
highly skilled servicemembers. 

I want to be clear to those who mis-
understand our U.S. military members, 
to those who somehow think our mili-
tary cannot handle diversity among its 
servicemembers: Do not underestimate 
the men and women who serve in uni-
form. They represent the best and 
strongest among us. 

An argument against diversity in the 
military is wrong. We heard this argu-
ment during the fight to end racial seg-
regation. We heard it during the fight 
to allow women to serve. We heard it 
during the fight to end don’t ask, don’t 
tell, which I was proud to work on with 
the Republican Senator from Maine 
once again. And here, once again, this 
argument is wrong. Our military is 
strongest when it represents the Na-
tion it serves. 

Rather than shrinking the talent 
pool and telling patriotic Americans 
that they cannot serve, we should be 
doing everything we can to encourage 
and support them. We should thank 
them for their devotion to service, for 
their willingness to leave their families 
for months at a time and risk their 
own lives and safety to protect us. 

This transgender ban affects individ-
uals who were brave enough to join the 
military, men and women who were 
tough enough to make it through rig-
orous military training, men and 
women who love our country enough to 
risk their lives for it, to fight for it and 
even die for it. To suggest these brave, 
tough, and selfless transgender Ameri-
cans somehow don’t belong in our mili-
tary is harmful to our military readi-
ness, and it is deeply insulting to our 
troops. 

Don’t tell me that U.S. Air Force 
SSgt Logan Ireland, who deployed to 
Afghanistan and has earned numerous 
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commendations since the ban on 
transgender service was lifted, should 
be kicked out of our military. Don’t 
tell me a young recruit like U.S. Ma-
rine Aaron Wixson, who left college to 
enlist in the field artillery and worked 
diligently with his chain of command 
during his gender transition to meet 
every requirement asked of him, should 
be kicked out of the military. Do not 
tell me that Navy LCDR Blake 
Dremann, who identified as 
transgender while serving in Afghani-
stan and has deployed 11 times and won 
the Navy’s highest logistics award and 
now shapes our military policy at the 
Pentagon—don’t tell me he should be 
kicked out of the military. Any indi-
vidual serving in our military today 
who meets the standards should be al-
lowed to serve, period. 

I urge my colleagues to join me, the 
Republican Senator from Maine, and 
Senator JOHN MCCAIN, on our bipar-
tisan amendment to allow transgender 
men and women to stay in the military 
and continue to serve our country and 
keep us safe. 

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

ator from Massachusetts. 
Ms. WARREN. Madam President, I 

rise today to urge my colleagues to 
support my bipartisan amendment 
with Senator LEE calling for a ‘‘think 
first’’ assessment of recent Russian 
violations of the Intermediate-Range 
Nuclear Forces Treaty and the re-
sponse of the United States. 

The INF Treaty has been the bedrock 
of European security for nearly three 
decades, and Congress must ask a few 
reasonable questions before we fund a 
missile research and development pro-
gram that our military leaders have 
not asked for, that our allies do not 
want, that would undermine the spirit 
and intent of our longstanding treaty 
commitment, and that would make the 
world a more dangerous place. 

No one is more concerned about Rus-
sia’s recent aggression than I am. 
From their annexation of Crimea to 
their meddling in our election and the 
elections of our allies, Russia’s behav-
ior must be met with a firm and un-
equivocal response. 

Last month, I traveled to the Baltics 
to see firsthand the threat Russia poses 
to NATO allies and to meet with senior 
U.S. Army officials and local political 
leaders. On that trip, one thing was 
abundantly clear: We need to be tough 
in the face of Russian provocation, but 
we also need to be smart. That is what 
our amendment is about today. It isn’t 
about playing politics; it is about 
smart, strategic, informed toughness 
that advances the interests of the 
United States of America. 

The INF treaty, negotiated and 
signed by President Reagan nearly 30 
years ago, erased an entire class of nu-
clear weapons from the European con-
tinent. It eliminated ground-launched 
missiles with a range of 500 to 5,500 kil-
ometers—roughly up to twice the dis-
tance between Moscow and Paris. This 

is also the same class of missile that 
Russia deployed earlier this year, in 
violation of the treaty. 

Russia’s treaty violations have been 
widely reported. There is no question 
that bringing Russia back into compli-
ance with the treaty must be a top pri-
ority. Russian compliance is in the 
best interest of the United States, it is 
in the best interest of our European 
and Asia Pacific allies, and it is ulti-
mately in the best interest of the Rus-
sian Federation. But this is a tough 
job. Our military leaders have told us 
they see no indication that Russia 
plans to resume honoring its treaty ob-
ligations anytime soon. 

In the short term, we must ensure 
that Russia does not gain a military 
advantage from its violation and that 
Russia—Russia—takes the blame on 
the world stage for breaking this trea-
ty. We cannot accomplish these goals 
by signaling to the world that we have 
lost faith in the very treaty we seek to 
preserve. But that is exactly what sec-
tion 1635 of the NDAA would do. This 
section calls for the ‘‘establishment of 
a research and development program 
for a dual-capable, road-mobile, 
ground-launched missile system with a 
maximum range of 5,500 kilometers’’— 
or, in plain language, the development 
of a new nuclear missile that we have 
publicly sworn never to test or deploy. 

The proposed R&D program is in 
itself not a violation of the INF treaty, 
which only bans testing and deploy-
ment, but there is no denying that such 
a missile program is a violation of the 
spirit and intent of our treaty commit-
ment, and that is exactly how our al-
lies and adversaries alike will see it. 

The reality of this proposal is crystal 
clear: Either we are authorizing mil-
lions of taxpayer dollars to be wasted 
on research and development of a mis-
sile we never intend to build or test, or 
we are pushing the door wide open to 
an upcoming violation of the INF Trea-
ty. 

In opening that door, we would be 
signaling not only to the Russians but 
also to our treaty partners around the 
world that the United States is pre-
paring to walk away from a nuclear 
treaty commitment. In sending that 
signal, we are basically giving Russia 
the excuse it is looking for to shed re-
maining international constraints, to 
justify an acceleration of its inter-
mediate-range nuclear program, and to 
spark a new contest of nuclear esca-
lation. Such a move can quickly in-
crease the number of nuclear weapons 
deployed throughout the world and 
send the globe into a second cold war 
reality—a reality where we live with 
the constant threat that one preemp-
tive move, one miscalculation could 
wipe away everything we hold dear. 

Supporters claim that a new missile 
is needed not only to compete with 
Russia but also to counter a more as-
sertive China, which is not bound by 
the agreement. But I have seen no evi-
dence to support these arguments. If 
anything, a tit-for-tat response is more 

likely to embolden Putin to up the 
ante by deploying some more missiles 
and perhaps withdrawing from the INF 
Treaty altogether. 

The Vice Chairman of the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff, Gen. Paul Selva, has al-
ready told us that a new intermediate- 
range missile is not necessary to hold 
targets in China at risk. 

To ensure that our response to Rus-
sian treaty violations is based in inter-
national strategy rather than just in 
knee-jerk responses, Senator LEE and I 
are offering a commonsense amend-
ment requiring that before we spend a 
dime of taxpayer money on the pro-
posed missile program, the Secretary 
of Defense and Secretary of State 
should work together to address a few 
critical questions. 

First, what is the status, capability, 
and threat posed to our allies by Rus-
sia’s new ground-launched cruise mis-
sile? 

Secretary Mattis has stated that 
Russia’s treaty violation would not 
provide Russia with a ‘‘significant 
military advantage.’’ Is this still the 
Secretary’s assessment? General Selva 
has said: ‘‘Given the location of the 
specific missile and the deployment, 
[the Russians] don’t gain any advan-
tage in Europe.’’ Is this still the gen-
eral’s assessment? We should not blind-
ly commit taxpayer money and under-
mine our treaty commitment without 
understanding the threat. 

Second, does our military believe 
that a new ground-launched, inter-
mediate-range missile that is not com-
pliant with our treaty obligations is 
our most effective response to Russia? 

The Pentagon did not request fund-
ing for a new intermediate-range mis-
sile. According to a report by the Pen-
tagon just last year, there are multiple 
options on the table to pressure Russia 
back into treaty compliance, including 
enhancements to the European Reas-
surance Initiative and additional ac-
tive defenses. That is in addition to the 
other available tools of national power 
that could strengthen, rather than 
weaken, the INF Treaty. 

The Pentagon advocated for just such 
a multipronged approach, writing that 
‘‘Russia’s return to compliance with its 
obligations under the INF treaty re-
mains the preferable outcome, which 
argues against unilateral U.S. with-
drawal or abrogation of the INF treaty 
at this time.’’ 

With the Pentagon reviewing op-
tions, Congress’s proposed playground 
approach of ‘‘if you build a ground- 
based missile, I will build one too’’ is 
not the strategic response of generals 
and statesmen. In fact, the administra-
tion has said that this new program 
would ‘‘unhelpfully’’ tie them ‘‘to a 
specific type of missile system . . . 
which would limit potential military 
response options’’ at a time when DOD, 
State, and Treasury are ‘‘developing an 
integrated diplomatic, military, and 
economic response strategy to maxi-
mize pressure on Russia.’’ We must let 
our military leaders and our diplomats 
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do their jobs and inform Congress be-
fore we act. 

Third question: Will our NATO allies 
stand with us in this response, and will 
any of our allies even be willing to host 
such a missile system if we decide to 
deploy it? 

Given our geographic advantages, a 
missile of this range does no good on 
U.S. soil; it only works if it is installed 
on the ground of our NATO allies. 

The last time the United States 
weighed a land-based escalation in Eu-
rope, millions of citizens took to the 
streets in protest, and in the 21st cen-
tury, that call for nuclear disar-
mament of the European continent has 
only grown. As General Selva recently 
acknowledged, we don’t even know 
whether any of our European allies 
would permit the deployment of a nu-
clear-capable ground-launched missile 
on their territory. 

During the Cold War, Russian deploy-
ments of land-based cruise missiles tar-
geting Europe were, in part, a ploy to 
cause division among the NATO coun-
tries, and the same could be said today. 
It is critical that we respond as one in-
divisible NATO coalition, unshaken by 
Russia’s provocations. 

So that is it—three must-ask ques-
tions deserving of must-have answers: 
What is the nature of the threat? What 
is the Pentagon’s recommended mili-
tary response? What action unites us 
with our NATO allies? Until we have 
those answers, heading down the path 
of destroying the INF Treaty is grossly 
irresponsible. 

Support to reduce the number of nu-
clear weapons and prevent their spread 
to more nations has always been a non-
partisan issue. 

When President Reagan signed this 
treaty into law, he said that ‘‘patience, 
determination, and commitment made 
this impossible vision [of the INF Trea-
ty] a reality.’’ Ever since then, the 
treaty has served as the bedrock of our 
efforts to build a safe and peaceful 
world in a nuclear age; to build a world 
where schoolchildren spend their days 
learning to read and write, not prac-
ticing duck-and-cover drills; to build a 
world where families live in hope for 
what tomorrow may bring, not in fear 
that a flash of light may sweep away 
everything they love; to build a world 
that looks to the United States to 
steadily lead toward sustained peace 
and security. This amendment con-
tinues in that spirit. 

I thank Senator LEE for his leader-
ship on this bipartisan effort. When we 
announced this amendment, he said 
that the amendment ‘‘would set the 
precedent that the [United States] 
should not immediately react to an ad-
versary’s treaty violation by violating 
the same treaty ourselves. That’s not 
how working in good faith in the inter-
national community is done.’’ He is 
right. 

I want to acknowledge Senator 
CARDIN, the ranking member on the 
Senate Foreign Relations Committee, 
and Senator FEINSTEIN, a longtime 

arms control champion, and thank 
them for their leadership to prevent 
nuclear proliferation and ensure that 
America upholds its international obli-
gations. I thank Senator REED, the 
ranking member of the Armed Services 
Committee, for his strong support on 
this issue. We are all grateful for his ef-
forts. 

On the 30th anniversary of the trea-
ty, we must give no cause to doubt that 
the United States stands by its word, 
that it is committed to this treaty, and 
that it is committed to working with 
allies to bring Russia back into compli-
ance. 

The INF Treaty removed thousands 
of nuclear weapons from the face of the 
globe, and we must be certain that we 
have exhausted all options before we 
walk away from it. 

Rather than simply dusting off a nu-
clear escalation play from the early 
1980s, I ask my colleagues to join us in 
allowing the Secretaries of Defense and 
State to do their jobs, to weigh the op-
tions, and to recommend a course of 
action. I ask them to join us in allow-
ing information and strategy to guide 
our policy. I ask them to join us in sup-
porting this amendment to the NDAA. 

Madam President, I yield the floor. 
Mr. TILLIS. Madam President, I 

would like to express my support for 
the ongoing deliberative process to ad-
dress the very valid concerns raised 
with sections 881 and 886 of the fiscal 
year 2018 National Defense Authoriza-
tion Act. Earlier today, I filed an 
amendment that seeks to clarify the 
committee’s intent with respect to 
open source requirements and intellec-
tual property rights and protections 
for U.S. technology vendors who col-
laborate with the Department of De-
fense. I want to be clear that this lan-
guage does not represent the ultimate 
fix, but rather a step in the right direc-
tion as we embark on a longer policy 
discussion in conference. 

I want to thank the chairman, my 
colleagues on the Senate Armed Serv-
ices Committee, and my counterparts 
on the House Armed Services Com-
mittee for their commitment to con-
tinue this conversation in conference. 
It is essential that we provide both the 
Department and industry the proper 
tools, protections, and incentives nec-
essary to continue these mutually ben-
eficial partnerships on the commercial 
off-the-shelf and the custom-developed 
software side. I am confident we can 
reach consensus and send the President 
language that clearly articulates a fair 
and sustainable model for existing and 
future contracts. 

Madam President, as chairman of the 
Senate Armed Services Subcommittee 
on Personnel, I would like to make a 
statement for the record about an item 
of special interest related to the De-
partment of Defense’s use of its intel-
lectual property rights in certain drug 
products within the committee report 
on the National Defense Authorization 
Act for fiscal year 2018. 

The committee report contains lan-
guage that directs the Defense Depart-

ment to exercise its rights under the 
Bayh-Dole Act ‘‘to authorize third par-
ties to use inventions that benefited 
from DOD funding whenever the price 
of a drug, vaccine, or other medical 
technology is higher in the United 
States’’ as compared to prices in for-
eign countries. 

This language is of concern to me for 
several reasons. The DOD and other 
Federal agencies face significant obsta-
cles such as low procurement quan-
tities, high regulatory risk, and com-
plex Federal contracting regulations 
when working to attract the top vac-
cine and drug developers as partners in 
medical countermeasure development 
to protect the warfighter and Amer-
ica’s citizens. Diluting intellectual 
property protections as a means of 
price control will not only fail to meet 
its objective, but it could significantly 
hamper the government’s efforts to de-
velop these critical medical capabili-
ties. The report language could lead to 
decreased investments in medical 
countermeasures development and a 
drop-off in industry partnerships with 
DOD that can ultimately result in few 
new drugs, vaccines, and diagnostics. 

Bayh-Dole has created a fragile eco-
system of collaboration among Federal 
agencies, public research institutions, 
and private industry, resulting in the 
commercialization of inventions for 
use by the American people, especially 
in the area of medical countermeasures 
often developed specifically for our 
servicemembers and veterans. The idea 
of regulating the price of a commer-
cialized invention was never con-
templated by Congress when passing 
the Bayh-Dole Act. 

I have concerns that the committee 
report language could chill medical in-
novation by raising the risk of a Fed-
eral partnership to a level that is unac-
ceptable for many private entities. 
This is problematic for small busi-
nesses that have less capital to risk on 
products subject to unpredictable price 
controls. While the availability of med-
ical innovations to the American pub-
lic remains an area of great interest to 
me, I strongly believe that we should 
pursue more appropriate and effective 
ways to achieve this goal without sti-
fling innovation or discouraging public 
private partnerships. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-
jority leader. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Madam President, 
I have just spoken with Chairman 
MCCAIN about the status of the Defense 
bill. He and Senator REED have already 
processed more than 100 amendments 
to the bill with broad bipartisan input. 
Unfortunately, the two sides have now 
reached an impasse on further amend-
ments. Senator MCCAIN has offered a 
reasonable list that could have been 
voted on this afternoon, but it appears 
we are not able to enter that agree-
ment because of issues unrelated to 
NDAA. Therefore, it is my hope that 
we can move to finish the bill sooner 
rather than later and vote to invoke 
cloture this afternoon. 
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The Senate will vote on a critical 

HUD nomination after lunch, and it is 
my hope that we can move the cloture 
vote on NDAA to occur in that stack 
after lunch. 

Our next order of business will be, 
following the Defense authorization 
bill, the nomination of the Solicitor 
General. This is the person in the Jus-
tice Department who argues before the 
Supreme Court, and the Supreme Court 
October term begins shortly. 

ORDER OF PROCEDURE 

Madam President, I ask unanimous 
consent that at 1 p.m. today, the Sen-
ate proceed to executive session for the 
consideration of Calendar No. 109, as 
under the previous order, and that fol-
lowing disposition of the nomination, 
the Senate resume legislative session 
and consideration of H.R. 2810. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

EXECUTIVE SESSION 

EXECUTIVE CALENDAR 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Madam President, 
I move to proceed to executive session 
to consider Calendar No. 105, Noel 
Francisco. 

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

The motion was agreed to. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will report the nomination. 
The senior assistant legislative clerk 

read the nomination of Noel J. Fran-
cisco, of the District of Columbia, to be 
Solicitor General of the United States. 

CLOTURE MOTION 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Madam 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 assistant bill clerk read as fol-
lows: 

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 Noel J. Francisco, of the District of 
Columbia, to be Solicitor General of the 
United States. 

Mitch McConnell, John Kennedy, Lamar 
Alexander, Johnny Isakson, Mike 
Rounds, Tom Cotton, Roy Blunt, John 
Barrasso, Patrick J. Toomey, Cory 
Gardner, John Hoeven, Rob Portman, 
Bill Cassidy, John Cornyn, Orrin G. 
Hatch, Lisa Murkowski, Thom Tillis. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Madam President, 
I ask unanimous consent that the man-
datory quorum call be waived. 

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

f 

LEGISLATIVE SESSION 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Madam President, 
I move to proceed to legislative ses-
sion. 

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

The motion was agreed to. 
f 

NATIONAL DEFENSE AUTHORIZA-
TION ACT FOR FISCAL YEAR 
2018—Continued 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Arizona. 
Mr. MCCAIN. Madam President, I 

thank the majority leader for all the 
support and assistance we have been 
given on this issue. Of course, I regret 
that we finally had to turn to cloture. 
The fact is that we have incorporated 
over 100 amendments offered by Sen-
ators of both parties, and it means the 
NDAA becomes stronger as a result of 
including these amendments. Second, 
the process took a step in the right di-
rection, as Senators were able to have 
their voices and opinions heard and re-
flected in this legislation. 

I wish we had never had to come to 
voting for cloture, but I wish to say 
that we have made enormous progress. 
We have had debate. We have had 
amendments. We have had votes. All of 
these are the ‘‘regular order’’ that 
some of us have been arguing for that 
the U.S. Senate—in accordance with 
the Constitution of the United States. 

I am very appreciative of the co-
operation of Members on both sides, in-
cluding Senator REED. I believe we can 
be proud of our product. It came down 
to about four amendments on which we 
could never get agreement to move for-
ward—that compared to the over 100 
amendments we were able to adopt. 

I still wish we had been able to go 
completely through this process with-
out having to resort to cloture, but I do 
want to thank Members on both sides— 
as we approach cloture—for their co-
operation, for their involvement, for 
their engagement, and for their dedica-
tion to the men and women who are 
serving us in the military. 

We look forward to the next hours. 
We will have debate and hopefully 
some amendments proposed, vote clo-
ture, and have it completed sometime 
early next week. The work that needs 
to be done will be done, accomplished 
before then. 

I thank all my colleagues for their 
participation. I thank them for their 
engagement and involvement. I am 
proud of this product, which comes 
after hundreds of hours of hearings, of 
negotiation, of discussion, and of de-
bate, because it proves that the first 
priority of Members on both sides of 
the aisle is the men and women in the 
military and their ability to defend the 
Nation. 

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

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

to join the chairman with respect to 
noting the progress we have made with 
respect to 100 amendments. They have 
been bipartisan. They have been care-
fully weighed by the staff. 

We are still continuing to work to-
gether to see if there are additional 

amendments we can incorporate before 
we conclude this bill. I think the 
amendments have strengthened the 
bill. I think it does reflect the bipar-
tisan effort. 

Also, along with the chairman, we 
would have liked to have been able to 
do more and have more debate, more 
votes, but at the end of the day, we are 
going to have a national defense au-
thorization bill that responds to cur-
rent threats, that responds to the 
stresses and demands on our personnel 
across the globe, and also be well posi-
tioned to go into conference and hope-
fully further improve this legislation 
in the conference process. 

Once again, I will say this is in large 
part the result of Chairman MCCAIN’s 
leadership—creating an atmosphere of 
bipartisan cooperation, of thoughtful 
debate, and doing it in a way that 
brings out the best in all of us. I thank 
him for that. 

Madam President, I yield the floor. 
f 

EXECUTIVE SESSION 

EXECUTIVE CALENDAR 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
SASSE). Under the previous order, the 
Senate will proceed to executive ses-
sion to consider the following nomina-
tion, which the clerk will report. 

The senior assistant legislative clerk 
read the nomination of Pamela Hughes 
Patenaude, of New Hampshire, to be 
Deputy Secretary of Housing and 
Urban Development. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There 
will now be 40 minutes of debate, equal-
ly divided between the two sides in the 
usual form. 

The Senator from Oregon. 
HEALTHCARE 

Mr. MERKLEY. Mr. President, the 
most important words in our Constitu-
tion are the first three words: ‘‘We the 
People.’’ That is the mission statement 
for the United States of America. It is 
written in big, bold, beautiful letters so 
that even from across the room, if you 
can’t read the details, you know what 
our Nation is all about. As President 
Lincoln summarized, a Nation ‘‘of the 
people, by the people, for the people.’’ 

What we have seen this year is quite 
an assault on this vision of government 
of, by, and for the people. It came in 
the form of President Trump’s plan to 
rip healthcare from millions of Ameri-
cans in order to deliver billions of dol-
lars to the very richest among us—plan 
after plan, version after version, wiping 
out healthcare for 24 million, wiping 
out healthcare for 23 million, wiping 
out healthcare for 32 million, and so on 
and so forth, always over 20 million, 
and always delivering this enormous 
gift of hundreds of billions of dollars to 
the richest Americans. 

You look at this from a little bit of 
distance, and it is just incredible to 
imagine that this could have oc-
curred—that any member, a single 
member of our Nation would possibly 
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