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some Republicans will stoop to prevent 
American citizens from exercising 
their right to vote and how far they 
will go to undermine faith in our de-
mocracy, even to the point of 
disenfranchising military voters—peo-
ple who may be overseas defending our 
freedom, risking their lives, who want 
to vote—and if their ballots don’t come 
in at exactly the right moment, they 
shouldn’t be counted—disgraceful. 

The tendency is to treat the Presi-
dent’s words as an extension of our 
modern, partisan politics. Well, we 
have too much partisan politics, but 
the truth is that the President’s bla-
tant disregard for basic norms, con-
stitutional constraints, and truth is 
unique to him. No President has come 
close to going as far to destroy demo-
cratic norms. He is doing severe and 
possibly irreparable damage to our de-
mocracy all to suit his goal and often, 
it seems, just his ego. 

Democrats condemn this behavior, 
but where are our Republican friends? 
They should know better. They do 
know better. I hear the private chatter. 
The silence of the Republican majority 
as the President takes an ax to demo-
cratic norms will go down as one of the 
least bright moments in the history of 
the Republican Party. It will go down 
as one of the bad marks in the history 
of the Senate, and we don’t hear a 
peep. Are our Republican colleagues 
afraid? Are they just being mercenary? 
After this last election, I wouldn’t 
think that would be the case. Trump 
didn’t lead them to overwhelming vic-
tory. When are we going to hear from 
them? 

This is not an issue of partisanship. 
When a President, Democrat or Repub-
lican, does so much to destroy demo-
cratic norms and does so much to just 
make up things—like that people went 
into a car and put on a different hat to 
vote—where are our colleagues decry-
ing this, at least saying that the Presi-
dent shouldn’t do it? They are embrac-
ing a President whom they know has 
done so many bad things. I am not 
talking ideologically. I am talking 
about honor and respect for democracy. 
It is something they should not be 
proud of. 

f 

RUSSIA INVESTIGATION 
Mr. SCHUMER. Madam President, 

now, on the Russia investigation itself. 
There is this idea out there on the Re-
publican side that the President 
doesn’t intend to interfere with the 
Russia investigation. Republicans, in-
cluding my friend the Republican lead-
er, say President Trump has not 
threatened the special counsel inves-
tigation, and so there is no need to pro-
tect it. That is a laugh. He threatens 
the investigation almost every day. He 
did this morning in his tweets. To say 
that the President hasn’t threatened 
the special counsel is not only logi-
cally dubious, but it is just dead wrong 
and untrue. 

A few weeks ago, President Trump 
said the investigation ‘‘should end.’’ 

This morning, again, President Trump 
made clear that he does not want the 
Mueller investigation to reach a fair 
and impartial conclusion. Last week, 
President Trump went around the tra-
ditional line of succession in the Jus-
tice Department—what many believe 
to be a violation of the Constitution— 
to install an Acting Attorney General 
whose only qualification for the job 
seems to be that he has publicly criti-
cized the Russia probe. 

My friends—particularly my friends, 
again, on the Republican side—the 
writing is on the wall. Let’s avoid this 
constitutional crisis. Let’s at least 
stand up for the rule of law. We should 
pass legislation now, in the lameduck, 
to protect the special counsel’s inves-
tigation from the President and from 
his woefully unqualified henchman, Mr. 
Whitaker. 

Senators FLAKE and COONS tried yes-
terday—bipartisan—but the Republican 
leader objected. They are going to keep 
trying, as they should, and Democrats 
will try to add this proposal to the 
must-pass spending bill because we be-
lieve it is so important for our democ-
racy. There is too much at stake to sit 
around and wait until the President 
crosses the line, creating the constitu-
tional crisis we all abhor. 

But waiting until that happens would 
be too late. We need to act on legisla-
tion to protect the special counsel, to 
protect the rule of law, and to protect 
democracy, accountability, and the 
fundamental checks and balances that 
is the hallmark of our great Nation. 

f 

CHISHOLM RESOLUTION 

Mr. SCHUMER. Finally, last Tues-
day’s election was historic for not only 
the number of ballots cast by Ameri-
cans in the midterms but also for 
whom those ballots were cast. Ameri-
cans sent to our Nation’s Capital the 
most diverse Congress in the history of 
the country. In several States, the first 
Native American women, the first Afri-
can-American women, and the first 
Muslim women were elected in the his-
tory of those States. Finally, the men 
and women walking the corridors of 
power are beginning to look more like 
the Nation they represent, at least on 
our side of the aisle, I am proud to say. 
We are not there yet, but we are a lot 
closer. 

In light of this progress, it is perhaps 
fitting that exactly half a century ago, 
a fellow Brooklynite, Shirley Chisolm, 
became the first African-American 
woman elected to Congress and eventu-
ally the first African-American woman 
to run for a major party’s nomination 
for President, breaking that glass ceil-
ing and paving the way for so many 
others to follow. Whether they know 
Shirley Chisolm or not, so many who 
are elected on the other side in the 
House of Representatives owe a lot to 
her, as do all Americans. 

So I have introduced a resolution in 
the Senate, along with my friends in 
the House—Representative YVETTE 

CLARKE, my Congresswoman whom I 
was proud to vote for in November, and 
BARBARA LEE of California—to honor 
Shirley Chisolm’s achievements and 
her legacy of public service. 

I yield the floor. 
I suggest the absence of a quorum. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-

pore. The clerk will call the roll. 
Mr. KYLE. Madam President, I ask 

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

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered. 

f 

NATIONAL DEFENSE STRATEGY 
COMMISSION REPORT 

Mr. KYLE. Madam President, yester-
day the National Defense Strategy 
Commission released its report after 
about a year of study for the defense 
needs of the United States and our fu-
ture requirements for defense strategy 
and funding of that strategy. I had the 
honor of serving on that commission 
during the time that preceded my cur-
rent presence in the U.S. Senate. 

The Commission was appointed by 
the chairmen and ranking members of 
the House and Senate Armed Services 
Committee. There were six appointed 
from each of the two bodies, so a total 
of 12, and it was a division equally be-
tween Republicans and Democrats. I 
was privileged to have been appointed 
by my predecessor, Senator John 
McCain. 

The commission is chaired by Ambas-
sador Eric Edelman and Admiral Gary 
Roughead, Retired, and it included de-
fense experts who had served in Con-
gress, who had served in the intel-
ligence community, the diplomatic 
community, and the military. There 
was one former political person—my-
self. As I said, we were tasked with the 
job of studying our National Defense 
Strategy and providing recommenda-
tions to the Secretary of Defense and 
to the Congress about our future 
courses of action. 

The Commission worked very hard to 
review all of the pertinent information 
related to the formation of the Trump 
administration National Defense Strat-
egy, which had been issued earlier in 
the year. This effort included exam-
ining the assumptions, the missions, 
the force posture, the structure, as well 
as strategic and military risks associ-
ated with the execution of that Na-
tional Defense Strategy. 

The Commission particularly focused 
on threats to the United States and the 
size and shape of the force required to 
deter and, if necessary, defeat these 
threats. It focused on the readiness of 
our force, the posture and capabilities 
of the force, and the allocation of re-
sources. It also examined the strategic 
and military risks that informed the 
development of both the National De-
fense Strategy and the National Secu-
rity Strategy. 

This Commission has demonstrated 
that, even in Washington, DC, it is pos-
sible to get a genuinely bipartisan con-
sensus on something—in this case, our 
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consensus on United States’ national 
security. We agreed that, for example, 
budget-driven strategies that assume 
too much risk will cost us more in the 
long run than properly funded strate-
gies based on the realistic assessment 
of the current strategic environment. 
That is kind of a long way of saying 
that what this bipartisan commission 
concluded, on a consensus basis—no 
dissenting views at all—was that we 
risk more by proceeding with the re-
building of our military constrained by 
budget requirements than if we were to 
increase the budget for defense spend-
ing and eliminate the impediments to 
sensible acquisition, such as the con-
tinuing resolution and the sequestra-
tion requirements that Congress has 
been engaged in over the past several 
years. 

What this Commission said, in stark 
headlines, is that the United States 
faces a national emergency. It con-
cluded, in very stark terms, that we 
might lose a war with China or Russia, 
and that the only way to avoid this is 
to adequately fund the strategy that 
the Secretary of Defense has set out. 
His prioritization, the Commission con-
cluded, is exactly right: We have to 
change from focusing solely or pri-
marily on fighting a war in the Middle 
East or conflicts with terrorists, and 
instead change to focusing on the 
threats that are posed by potential ad-
versaries—Russia and China. If we have 
the capability of dealing with those 
threats by deterring them or, if nec-
essary, defeating them, then we should 
also have the ability to deal with ter-
rorism, to deal with North Korea and 
deal with Iran, but our first priority 
needs to be to focus on China and on 
Russia. 

The NDS Commission report argues: 
The U.S. military could suffer unaccept-

ably high casualties and loss of major capital 
assets in its next conflict. It might struggle 
to win, or perhaps lose a war against China 
or Russia. The United States is particularly 
at risk of being overwhelmed should its mili-
tary forces be required to fight on two or 
more fronts simultaneously. 

Some might oppose such strong 
wording, but the Commission believed 
we had to be able to talk honestly 
about the state of our military pre-
paredness and our national security. 

As Ambassador Edelman, Chairman 
of the Commission, stated, ‘‘It is prob-
ably more dangerous to tell ourselves 
and other people that we’re going to be 
able to do these things when, in fact, 
we aren’t able to do them because 
we’re not paying for them.’’ 

The object of a strong military is to 
deter conflict from ever occurring. You 
do that by demonstrating you are able 
to prevail in a conflict if necessary. 
You have to have the capability of de-
feating any adversary you might face. 
If you have that capability, those ad-
versaries are less likely to miscalcu-
late, to assume they might be able to 
advance their parochial interests with-
out a pushback from the United States, 
NATO, or our other allies, and they 

come to this belief if they examine 
their capabilities against ours and de-
termine we are lacking in the ability 
to stop them. 

What this report says is that we have 
to get serious about rebuilding our 
military, or we run the risk of bad ac-
tors in the world deciding they can 
take a chance that we will not respond. 

Let me summarize what this report 
says. Again, I can’t emphasize this too 
much. I know it is Washington, DC. I 
know we are talking about difficult 
issues here, but these 12 Democrats and 
Republicans, equally divided, reached a 
conclusion, a consensus, about what we 
need to do, and we are willing to speak 
very strongly about it. It is possible for 
Democrats and Republicans to get to-
gether on something in this city, and I 
am hoping my colleagues in the House 
and in the Senate will approach the 
issues in the same bipartisan spirit 
that characterized the deliberations of 
the Commission. 

Here is the summary: 
First, we are in a state of national 

emergency. For the first time since the 
end of the Cold War, the United States 
is at risk of losing a war against these 
peer competitors—that is a euphemism 
for China and Russia. 

Second, there is a bipartisan con-
sensus that Congress must provide pre-
dictable and sufficient funding for the 
Department of Defense to execute the 
strategy it has developed—the National 
Defense Strategy. This means Congress 
must undo sequestration, which is the 
provision in law that says that if we 
don’t meet certain budget require-
ments, all Departments of the govern-
ment, including the Department of De-
fense, have to cut right off the top an 
equal percentage of funding in order to 
get back to those budget levels. For 
the Defense Department, it is impos-
sible to both provide for our national 
security and comply with that require-
ment, so sequestration has to end. 

We have to return to the regular 
order of appropriating funding for the 
Department of Defense on an annual 
basis at the beginning of each fiscal 
year so the Pentagon can do the plan-
ning necessary and the people who pro-
vide the weaponry and other products 
to the Defense Department can plan 
adequately for the development and 
production of these items on a sensible 
basis, on a basis that enables them to 
calculate in the future how much 
money they will have over the period 
of time they need. We can’t do that if, 
instead, we continue to operate on 
what are called continuing resolutions, 
where Congress throws up its hands 
sometime in the late summer and says: 
We are never going to agree on how 
much to fund the various Departments 
of government, including the Depart-
ment of Defense. Let’s just agree to 
continue to do the same amount of 
spending we did last year on the same 
things. 

Think about that in your family 
budget. Each year, instead of trying to 
figure out what you are going to need 

this year—and it is going to be a little 
different from last year—you say: We 
will just spend the same amount we 
spent last year on the same things. It 
is a very illogical way and it is a very 
detrimental way for us to provide for 
our national defense. 

The third thing the Commission rec-
ommended is that we have to increase 
the top line or the total amount of 
money spent on defense over the next 
several years if we are going to truly 
rebuild our military. Last year, a deal 
was struck in which we agreed to a 2- 
year funding for the Department of De-
fense that staunched the flow of blood 
from the inadequate funding of years 
previous. All it did was to temporarily 
provide funds, primarily to increase 
our readiness. It did not provide 
enough to rebuild our military. It pro-
vided enough to start the journey, 
which may take us 15 or 20 years, but 
that is how long, with increased fund-
ing, it will take to do the job. 

We concluded that we ignore the 
issues at our peril, that today our ad-
versaries undermine U.S. goals on a 
daily basis and that continued neglect 
of our defense capabilities puts our Na-
tion at risk. 

What are the specific conclusions? 
This report reports that America’s 
military superiority has ‘‘eroded to a 
dangerous degree’’ and that the United 
States is in a ‘‘crisis of national secu-
rity.’’ It says that ‘‘the United States 
is particularly at risk of being over-
whelmed should its military be forced 
to fight on two or more fronts simulta-
neously.’’ 

In other words, we are in a state of 
national emergency, and this country 
is at risk of actually being defeated by 
Russia or China should we find our-
selves in conflict with them. Nobody is 
predicting a war today or even tomor-
row, but we have seen the nationalistic 
designs that China has in its region of 
the world, and we have seen repeated 
efforts by Vladimir Putin’s Russia to 
advance its sphere of influence, par-
ticularly in Eastern Europe—the tak-
ing of Crimea, the invasion of Ukraine, 
the shooting down of a civilian air-
liner, the use of chemical agents—pro-
hibited by treaties, by the way—on for-
eign soil to deal with people with 
whom it disagrees. Somebody has lik-
ened Vladimir Putin to the burglar in a 
hotel who walks down the hallway 
pushing on each door until he finds one 
that is not locked so he can go in and 
burglarize. He is an opportunist who 
takes advantage of weakness. The last 
thing we want to do is to suggest to 
him that we would not or could not re-
spond to actions he takes. In other 
words, to prevent him from miscalcu-
lating, we have to deter conduct that 
could lead to conflict. 

The way the Russian military doc-
trine works these days is, it starts with 
a hybrid war. It is not a fighting war to 
begin with. It is done through cyber at-
tacks, through propaganda, through 
actions that perhaps utilize contrac-
tors rather than the Russian military 
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to go into another country so that they 
have plausible deniability until they 
have achieved their initial goals and 
then have the Russian military move 
into the area and even potentially, ac-
cording to Russian doctrine, use nu-
clear weapons. They would do this on a 
tactical basis to do what they call es-
calate to deescalate—in other words, to 
suggest to NATO, the United States, 
and other allies that our responding to 
that attack could lead to a nuclear 
conflagration. 

The Russians have the tactical weap-
ons. They have 10 times more than we 
do, so they can use them on a battle-
field and then say: Look, we have 
taken the territory we want to take. 
We are done for now, and you just need 
to leave us alone rather than getting 
involved in this conflict. 

That is the kind of way we could be 
drawn into a conflict even though 
there is not a big army attack or air 
attack to begin such a conflict. It is 
the escalation ladder where tactical 
nuclear weapons might be used, and 
then it is up to the United States to de-
cide what to do next. 

This is the kind of thing in which 
miscalculation can occur. The United 
States has to persuade countries like 
Russia and China that they shouldn’t 
begin the process of calculating wheth-
er they could defeat us with the as-
sumption that we wouldn’t or couldn’t 
respond. That is what deterrence is all 
about. Nobody wants war, but you pre-
vent war by demonstrating to the ag-
gressor that it is not worth it for that 
aggressor to start the conflict, that he 
is going to lose more than he can po-
tentially gain. 

We don’t get to define whether we 
have adequate deterrence; that is de-
fined by our potential adversary. What 
do they think we can do? In the past 
several years, both the Chinese and 
Russians have gone to school on the 
United States and the way we conduct 
our military activities, for example, in 
the Middle East, in Afghanistan. They 
understand our strengths and weak-
nesses. They have been spending a lot 
of money on research and development 
and readiness and weapon acquisition 
and doctrine to take advantage of our 
weaknesses in an asymmetrical way in 
order to defeat us if there should ever 
be a conflict between us. 

The Chinese have put a lot, for exam-
ple, into their space-based capabilities, 
trying to knock the United States out 
of space so that our satellites can’t tell 
our weapons where to fire or tell our 
troops how to get where they need to 
go. 

The Russians are very good in cyber 
activity. They would like to be able to 
deny us the ability to communicate 
with each other and to do the other 
things we rely upon through cyber 
space. They have developed very capa-
ble modern technology and weaponry 
that in some cases is much better than 
ours. They have the ability to deny us 
access to battlefields through their 
long-range air defenses, for example. 

The United States no longer has supe-
riority in all military fields. We can 
expect not to have air superiority, for 
example, in a conflict with Russia. 

These are problems that have to be 
remedied, and they can’t be remedied 
overnight. What our Commission con-
cluded is that we have to recognize the 
potential threat. The reason our adver-
saries have developed the kinds of 
weapons and doctrine they have is be-
cause they want to be prepared in the 
event of conflict between us. We are 
not going to start a conflict, but we 
want to make sure they don’t mis-
calculate and start one, and that starts 
with having a military that they un-
derstand is sufficient to defeat them. 
That is what real deterrence is all 
about. 

This report should not be understood 
as a criticism of the Secretary of De-
fense or of the Defense Department. It 
is true that we say there are areas that 
need improvement, but Secretary 
Mattis knows as well as anyone what 
the nature of this threat is. He is able 
to say ‘‘I will make do with what the 
Congress gives us,’’ but I don’t think he 
is able to say ‘‘I know in my heart that 
will be sufficient.’’ In fact, earlier this 
year, he warned us that ‘‘our competi-
tive edge has eroded in every domain of 
warfare—air, land, sea, space, and 
cyber. The combination of rapidly 
changing technology, the negative im-
pact on military readiness resulting 
from the longest continuous period of 
combat in our Nation’s history, and a 
prolonged period of unpredictable and 
insufficient funding, created an over-
stretched and under-resourced mili-
tary.’’ He has recognized the problem. 

I think it is up to the Congress to re-
spond to his recognition of the problem 
and to the report of this bipartisan 
Commission. We have all heard plenty 
about the results of this underfunding. 
We have seen aircraft that aren’t able 
to fly or they crash. We have seen Navy 
ships that collide with each other and 
other kinds of catastrophes that have 
befallen our military. Today, our mili-
tary is the smallest it has been since 
1940, since before World War II. We face 
munition shortages. We obviously need 
to refresh our wornout troops and 
equipment. There are urgent require-
ments to modernize our nuclear deter-
rent—the deterrent that says to the 
Russians or the Chinese, for example, 
and in the future North Korea and per-
haps Iran: Don’t even think about a nu-
clear conflict with us. We have the 
ability to destroy you. We are in the 
process of modernizing that, and it is 
going to take a long time and a lot of 
money to do that. 

Defense spending is near historic 
lows. We think that because last year 
we made a deal to slightly increase it 
for a 2-year period of time that we 
solved the problem. That is not true. 
As a share of the Federal budget and 
the national economy, we are spending 
at near historic lows on defense. We 
now have enough evidence to know 
that mindless spending cuts, as would 

be required by sequestration, for exam-
ple, don’t make the Department of De-
fense more efficient. There are always 
savings to be had in the Department of 
Defense, but that is not the way to 
achieve them. In fact, informing the 
larger drivers of the Pentagon’s budget 
would actually require legislative 
changes that the Congress has been un-
willing to make. So let’s put the bur-
den where it lies, and that is on Con-
gress, to fix a lot of these problems. 

Between the fiscal years 2012 and 
2019, the Department of Defense will 
have sustained $539 billion in cuts over 
the budget plan proposed by Secretary 
Gates in the year 2010. So Secretary 
Gates said: Here is our 20-year plan, 
and we are almost half way through 
that plan, and we have already suffered 
almost half a trillion dollars in cuts 
over what he said we would need. If de-
fense spending continues at the 
planned rate through 2021, it will take 
another 19 years to reverse all of the 
Budget Act cuts that occurred as a re-
sult of sequestration. Obviously, we 
have work to do. 

I have talked about the threat. Let 
me just mention a couple of other 
points that we made in the report. We 
commented on the Defense Depart-
ment’s national security report—the 
National Defense Strategy, which was 
published in 2017—and it actually 
helped to make this case for us. It ar-
gued that we face ‘‘an extraordinarily 
dangerous world,’’ and that threats 
‘‘have intensified in recent years.’’ We 
face a world where ‘‘China and Russia 
challenge American power,’’ where 
‘‘the Democratic People’s Republic of 
Korea and the Islamic Republic of Iran 
are determined to destabilize regions,’’ 
and where transnational threat groups 
‘‘are actively trying to harm Ameri-
cans.’’ 

So when I speak to China and Russia, 
I don’t mean to demean the threats 
posed by other actors like North Korea 
and Iran or the terrorists who continue 
to threaten us. I am simply noting the 
most serious threat should conflict 
arise. This focus on China and Russia, 
I think, is prudent because both coun-
tries, as I said, have extensively mod-
ernized their forces, including their nu-
clear weapons arsenals, and they have 
routinely taken actions that threaten, 
coerce, and intimidate others in the re-
gion. 

For the last 17 years most of our 
forces have been organized, manned, 
trained, and equipped to fight smaller 
scale wars in Iraq and Afghanistan. I 
think in the meantime some of our 
planners have forgotten how to plan 
and operationalize large-scale military 
conflicts. This we have to relearn while 
we still have time. 

Our adversaries are not waiting, as I 
said. They don’t face similar fiscal con-
straints as we do. I was asked the other 
evening: Well, isn’t it true that we 
spend a lot more in our military than 
Russia and China do? The answer is 
that this isn’t even an apples-and-or-
anges comparison. We are honest about 
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our budget and transparent. We put out 
in the public what our intelligence 
community topline budget is. The Rus-
sians and Chinese don’t do that. They 
hide as much as they can. They don’t 
pay their forces the way we do, and 70 
percent of our defense budget is for our 
forces—our manpower—in the pay and 
benefits and healthcare they need. We 
don’t have the combined industrial 
base with the military that the Chinese 
do, for example, and that the Russians 
do. What we spend is all out there. 
They can hide a lot of their spending in 
the activities of their industrial com-
panies that are doing the work of the 
Chinese army, for example. So that is 
not a valid comparison. 

I will just conclude this way. I was in 
the Congress for 26 years. I served on 
the House Armed Services Committee. 
I came to the Senate and served on nu-
merous commissions and task forces— 
in the Intelligence Committee, for ex-
ample, for 8 years, which looked into 
the threats that we face and what we 
need to do about those threats. I led ef-
forts dealing with our strategic deter-
rent, our nuclear modernization effort, 
and I was sobered by the evidence that 
we received as a member of the Na-
tional Defense Strategy Commission. I 
was taken aback. I had not been in the 
Senate for 5 years. I hadn’t had the ad-
vantage of classified briefings on the 
status of our adversaries’ efforts and 
our own, and I was shocked at the de-
gree to which we have lost the advan-
tage that we used to have. I shared the 
concerns with my colleagues that this 
could lead potential adversaries to mis-
calculate, to think that they could 
make moves that wouldn’t be resisted 
by the United States because we don’t 
have the capability any more to do 
that. That has to change if we are to 
avoid war. 

Therefore, I urge my colleagues in 
the days and weeks to come to review 
this Commission report, to think about 
it in terms of a consensus document be-
tween Republicans and Democrats, who 
unanimously agreed that it was crit-
ical to tell the American people the 
truth—that we have a severe crisis in 
this country—and to recognize that we, 
the Congress—the House and the Sen-
ate—have the first obligation to do 
something about this by setting the 
policy through our National Defense 
Authorization Acts and then funding 
those policies adequately through a se-
ries of eliminating sequestration, fund-
ing through the regular order appro-
priation process, rather than con-
tinuing resolutions, and increasing the 
topline budget for the military enough 
to make up the gap that we discuss in 
this report here. 

That effort will begin with an admin-
istration in the development of its 
budget, which is underway right now 
and will be submitted to the Congress 
in the early spring. I urge the adminis-
tration, as well, to recognize that its 
leadership in this effort will have a lot 
to do with the success of Congress step-
ping up to do its job to fund that budg-
et adequately. 

So to my colleagues who are con-
cerned about our national security— 
and who isn’t—and to those who said 
during the last campaign that we want 
to work across the aisle to solve prob-
lems that confront the American peo-
ple, well, I can’t think of a more seri-
ous problem than this. This is a great 
opportunity to roll up our sleeves and 
work together. I pledge to work with 
my colleagues to do exactly that and 
commend to them this report of the 
National Defense Strategy Commission 
to review during the Thanksgiving 
break we are going to have here and to 
come back ready to do work. 

I suggest the absence of a quorum. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-

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

proceeded to call the roll. 
Mr. MCCONNELL. Madam President, 

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

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered. 

f 

RECOGNITION OF THE MAJORITY 
LEADER 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The majority leader is recog-
nized. 

f 

AMENDING THE WHITE MOUNTAIN 
APACHE TRIBE WATER RIGHTS 
QUANTIFICATION ACT OF 2010 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Madam President, 
I ask unanimous consent that notwith-
standing adoption of the motion to 
concur in the House amendment to S. 
140 with further amendment No. 4054, 
as modified, that amendment No. 4054, 
as modified, be further modified with 
the changes at the desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 
The amendment (No. 4054), as further 

modified, is as follows: 
Strike all after the enacting clause and in-

sert the following: 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Frank LoBi-
ondo Coast Guard Authorization Act of 
2018’’. 
SEC. 2. TABLE OF CONTENTS. 

The table of contents of this Act is as fol-
lows: 

Sec. 1. Short title. 
Sec. 2. Table of contents. 

TITLE I—REORGANIZATION OF TITLE 14, 
UNITED STATES CODE 

Sec. 101. Initial matter. 
Sec. 102. Subtitle I. 
Sec. 103. Chapter 1. 
Sec. 104. Chapter 3. 
Sec. 105. Chapter 5. 
Sec. 106. Chapter 7. 
Sec. 107. Chapter 9. 
Sec. 108. Chapter 11. 
Sec. 109. Subtitle II. 
Sec. 110. Chapter 19. 
Sec. 111. Part II. 
Sec. 112. Chapter 21. 
Sec. 113. Chapter 23. 
Sec. 114. Chapter 25. 

Sec. 115. Part III. 
Sec. 116. Chapter 27. 
Sec. 117. Chapter 29. 
Sec. 118. Subtitle III and chapter 37. 
Sec. 119. Chapter 39. 
Sec. 120. Chapter 41. 
Sec. 121. Subtitle IV and chapter 49. 
Sec. 122. Chapter 51. 
Sec. 123. References. 
Sec. 124. Rule of construction. 

TITLE II—AUTHORIZATIONS 
Sec. 201. Amendments to title 14, United 

States Code, as amended by 
title I of this Act. 

Sec. 202. Authorizations of appropriations. 
Sec. 203. Authorized levels of military 

strength and training. 
Sec. 204. Authorization of amounts for Fast 

Response Cutters. 
Sec. 205. Authorization of amounts for 

shoreside infrastructure. 
Sec. 206. Authorization of amounts for air-

craft improvements. 
TITLE III—COAST GUARD 

Sec. 301. Amendments to title 14, United 
States Code, as amended by 
title I of this Act. 

Sec. 302. Primary duties. 
Sec. 303. National Coast Guard Museum. 
Sec. 304. Unmanned aircraft. 
Sec. 305. Coast Guard health-care profes-

sionals; licensure portability. 
Sec. 306. Training; emergency response pro-

viders. 
Sec. 307. Incentive contracts for Coast 

Guard yard and industrial es-
tablishments. 

Sec. 308. Confidential investigative ex-
penses. 

Sec. 309. Regular captains; retirement. 
Sec. 310. Conversion, alteration, and repair 

projects. 
Sec. 311. Contracting for major acquisitions 

programs. 
Sec. 312. Officer promotion zones. 
Sec. 313. Cross reference. 
Sec. 314. Commissioned service retirement. 
Sec. 315. Leave for birth or adoption of 

child. 
Sec. 316. Clothing at time of discharge. 
Sec. 317. Unfunded priorities list. 
Sec. 318. Safety of vessels of the Armed 

Forces. 
Sec. 319. Air facilities. 

TITLE IV—PORTS AND WATERWAYS 
SAFETY 

Sec. 401. Codification of Ports and Water-
ways Safety Act. 

Sec. 402. Conforming amendments. 
Sec. 403. Transitional and savings provi-

sions. 
Sec. 404. Rule of construction. 
Sec. 405. Advisory committee: repeal. 
Sec. 406. Regattas and marine parades. 
Sec. 407. Regulation of vessels in territorial 

waters of United States. 
Sec. 408. Port, harbor, and coastal facility 

security. 
TITLE V—MARITIME TRANSPORTATION 

SAFETY 
Sec. 501. Consistency in marine inspections. 
Sec. 502. Uninspected passenger vessels in 

St. Louis County, Minnesota. 
Sec. 503. Engine cut-off switch require-

ments. 
Sec. 504. Exception from survival craft re-

quirements. 
Sec. 505. Safety standards. 
Sec. 506. Fishing safety grants. 
Sec. 507. Fishing, fish tender, and fish proc-

essing vessel certification. 
Sec. 508. Deadline for compliance with alter-

nate safety compliance pro-
gram. 

Sec. 509. Termination of unsafe operations; 
technical correction. 
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