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The House met at 10 a.m. and was
called to order by the Speaker pro tem-
pore (Ms. KELLY of Illinois).

———

DESIGNATION OF SPEAKER PRO
TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following commu-
nication from the Speaker:

WASHINGTON, DC,
February 26, 2019.

I hereby appoint the Honorable ROBIN L.
KELLY to act as Speaker pro tempore on this
day.

NANCY PELOSI,
Speaker of the House of Representatives.

MORNING-HOUR DEBATE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the order of the House of Janu-
ary 3, 2019, the Chair will now recog-
nize Members from lists submitted by
the majority and minority leaders for
morning-hour debate.

The Chair will alternate recognition
between the parties. All time shall be
equally allocated between the parties,
and in no event shall debate continue
beyond 11:50 a.m. Each Member, other
than the majority and minority leaders
and the minority whip, shall be limited
to 5 minutes.

———

VA MEDICAL CENTERS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair recognizes the gentleman from
Illinois (Mr. BoST) for 5 minutes.

Mr. BOST. Madam Speaker, I have
run a small business, and I know that
any organization needs long-term cer-
tainty. No organization can success-
fully operate under a revolving door of
short-term leaders, especially not one
tasked with caring for America’s he-
roes. Unfortunately, this is what is
happening at our Nation’s VA centers.

Almost 20 VA medical centers, na-
tionwide, currently lack a permanent

director. Some of these facilities have
not been staffed by a permanent direc-
tor in almost 2 years. Instead, these fa-
cilities are managed by short-term di-
rectors who stay on the job for just a
few months.

There is just not a lot you can do in
a few months. It is not nearly long
enough to review operations, rec-
ommend improvements, and see these
reforms brought through to an end.
That is why I introduced bipartisan
legislation with Mr. CosTA from Cali-
fornia that put an end to this revolving
door. Our bill pushes the VA to hire
permanent directors at all VA medical
centers—no more interim directors.

We all want a VA system that can
complete its mission to care for those
who shall have borne the battle. Hav-
ing consistent leadership is the least
we can do for our Nation’s heroes.

ASSAULT ON THE FIRST AMENDMENT

Mr. BOST. Madam Speaker, I say to
the people of southern Illinois and this
country: Your constitutional rights are
under assault. If you are a law-abiding
gun owner, a sportsman, you need to
pay attention.

This week, the House Democrats will
bring a bill to the floor that will re-
strict your freedoms and do little to re-
duce gun violence.

As a father and a grandfather, I want
to reduce gun violence as much as any-
one, but we have to be smart. We can’t
get roped into scoring political points.
That is why I worked with my col-
leagues on both sides of the aisle last
year on a measure which is now law to
increase security for our kids in the
schools. But the gun control bill being
considered this week makes it harder
for law-abiding citizens to defend
themselves and others against crimi-
nals who have guns.

We need to enforce the laws already
on the books, not limit the rights of
law-abiding citizens who want to pro-
tect their families.

EMERGENCY DECLARATION

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair recognizes the gentleman from
New Jersey (Mr. MALINOWSKI) for 5
minutes.

Mr. MALINOWSKI. Madam Speaker,
I rise to urge that we come together
today to defend the Constitution of the
United States by repudiating President
Trump’s emergency declaration of Feb-
ruary 15.

Few provisions of the Constitution
are more plain than Article I, Section
9, Clause 7: ‘““No money shall be drawn
from the Treasury, but in consequence
of appropriations made by law.”’

The President has immense powers,
but he cannot spend money unless we,
the people’s Representatives in Con-
gress, have agreed that he can.

Now, there might be extraordinary
circumstances when a President could
violate that principle, when all of us
would agree that he must act but there
is no time to ask Congress for funds: a
military invasion or a massive natural
disaster, for example. The National
Emergencies Act provides for that.

But if the situation on the southern
border were that kind of emergency,
then the President hasn’t been acting
like it. For 2 years, when his party con-
trolled the House and Senate, he never
asked us for money to build a wall, and
if we truly faced that kind of imminent
threat, a wall would not even be an
emergency measure given how long it
would take to build.

The critical point is this: When the
President finally got around to asking
us for money, we deliberated on his re-
quest, and we said no. You may believe
we were right or you may believe we
were wrong, but that is what the elect-
ed Representatives of the American
people decided.

So the question before us today is
not how do we secure the border; it is
whether this President or any Presi-
dent can use emergency powers to defy
the Congress when he disagrees with a
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decision that we have made. Are we
going to stand by and watch this Presi-
dent seize funds from the military to
forcibly take land from Ilaw-abiding
American citizens to build something
that Congress has said should not be
built?

We know this would be wrong. The
National Emergencies Act is for gen-
uine emergencies. It is not a get-out-of-
the-Constitution-free card for Presi-
dents who want something that Con-
gress won’t give them.

Now, I have heard some people say
that President Obama did the same
thing. I am sorry, he did not. Both
President Obama and President Bush
were sometimes accused of exceeding
their constitutional authority; the
courts sometimes overruled them. But
neither Obama nor Bush nor Nixon nor
Reagan nor Roosevelt nor Lincoln nor
any President since the founding of our
Republic has ever decreed an emer-
gency to spend money that the Con-
gress explicitly denied them.

If you want to find a precedent for
what President Trump has done, I can
give you one. When I was a diplomat
representing our country and standing
up for our values around the world, I
had this exact same debate with au-
thoritarian governments in Hthiopia,
in Bahrain, and in Egypt, telling them:
Do not use emergency powers to get
around your constitutions. I never
thought I would have that kind of ar-
gument with a President of the United
States.

Many of my Republican colleagues
have been saying that America must
not go the way of Venezuela, and they
are right. When President Trump said
in his State of the Union that we must
never become a socialist country, I
joined them in getting to my feet and
applauding.

But how do you think Venezuela got
to be a socialist country? I will tell
you. President Maduro declared a state
of economic emergency to give himself
the power to defy his elected national
assembly and spend money however he
pleased.

That is not America. We must never
become that. We believe in rule of law,
not rule by decree.

We disagree passionately within the
boundaries the Constitution draws, but
we agree zealously to defend those
boundaries when any one of our party
or any party tries to cross those bound-
aries. That is how we have survived as
a constitutional democracy. It is the
only way we can survive.

We are divided enough right now, so,
please, let’s not allow another tear in
the constitutional fabric that holds us
together. Let’s unite as patriots on this
one question so that we can safely dis-
agree as partisans on everything else.

———

THE NATIONAL EMERGENCY ON
OUR SOUTHERN BORDER
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair recognizes the gentleman from
Pennsylvania (Mr. THOMPSON) for 5
minutes.
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Mr. THOMPSON of Pennsylvania.
Madam Speaker, I rise today to discuss
the issue that is facing Americans
across the Nation: the opioids crisis.

The 2018 National Drug Threat As-
sessment, a comprehensive guide pub-
lished by the Drug Enforcement Ad-
ministration, indicates that illegal
drug use continues to rise. It cites
Mexican transnational criminal orga-
nizations as America’s greatest enemy
in the war against drugs. While these
criminal organizations are bringing a
wide variety of illegal drugs across our
southern border, I am particularly wor-
ried about their role in spreading the
opioid crisis.

Thousands of pounds of opioids are
smuggled across our southern border
every year. Just last year, the DEA
seized more than 17,000 pounds of her-
oin in the United States. About 39 per-
cent of this was seized at the southern
border.

Another opioid that has devastated
communities across America is
fentanyl. As we started to understand
the scope of the opioid crisis facing our
Nation, the CDC says doctors started
prescribing less and less pharma-
ceutical fentanyl. But fentanyl
overdoses remained steady as prescrip-
tion rates dropped, meaning that illic-
itly manufactured fentanyl is one of
the main drivers of the opioid crisis.

Illicit fentanyl is a synthetic opioid
that is produced in China and Mexico.
It is either smuggled into the United
States through the mail from China or
across our southern border from Mex-
ico. In 2017, Customs and Border Patrol
agents seized nearly 1,500 pounds of
fentanyl at the border. Considering
fentanyl is 50 to 100 times more potent
than morphine, last year’s seizures ac-
counted for millions of potential
overdoses and deaths.

But it is easy to discuss the amount
of illegal drugs that have been seized at
the border. It is easy to discuss the
need for change. The hardest part is
discussing the human toll that this cri-
sis has taken.

Madam Speaker, last year more
Americans died of a drug overdose than
in any other recorded year. In 2017,
overdoses Kkilled more than 70,000
Americans, and more than 28,000 of
these deaths were related to synthetic
opioids such as fentanyl.

Our country is facing a crisis, and ac-
tion is necessary. That is why I was
proud to stand with President Trump
and support H.J. Res. 31. This appro-
priations bill included provisions that
are vital to my congressional district
and that will bring the fight against
opioids to the front lines: the southern
border.

Although I was disappointed that my
Democratic colleagues didn’t include
more to combat this crisis, I was
pleased that it included funding for 55
miles of wall on the southern border.
Walls work, and we need to continue
the construction of this wall. This is
why President Trump’s national emer-
gency declaration is necessary.
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But, Madam Speaker, tomorrow
House Democrats will bring up a meas-
ure to block President Trump’s emer-
gency declaration, H.J. Res. 46. They
say the wall is immoral. They say it is
cruel. I say we need decisive action to
fight the opioid crisis, and this is the
first step in the right direction.

Since President Carter, there have
been 31 national emergencies declared.
President Clinton declared 6, and Presi-
dent Obama declared 10 that are still in
place. All 31 national emergencies rec-
ognized a dire threat to the American
people and took action. By declaring
this national emergency, President
Trump is taking action against a
threat that killed 70,000 Americans in
2017 alone.

Madam Speaker, I urge my col-
leagues to vote ‘“‘no” on H.J. Res. 46.
Support our President and save Amer-
ican lives.

——
EMERGENCY DECLARATION

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair recognizes the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. ARRINGTON) for 5 minutes.

Mr. ARRINGTON. Madam Speaker, I
rise in strong opposition to the resolu-
tion the House will vote on later today
that would terminate the President’s
declaration of a national emergency.

The need to secure our borders isn’t
just a matter of good public policy, it
is our highest calling, and it is our con-
stitutionally prescribed duty as guard-
ians of our citizens’ safety.

When our Founding Fathers penned
our Constitution and changed the
course of history, they charged the
Federal Government in the preamble
with the preeminent responsibility to
provide for the common defense. But
they didn’t just stop there. They went
on and not only empowered, but they
commanded that the Federal Govern-
ment shall protect every State in the
Union against invasion.

Madam Speaker, unfortunately, as
the American people and, especially,
the citizens of the great State of Texas
know far too well, the Federal Govern-
ment has abdicated its most important
responsibility and has been derelict in
its constitutional duty to defend our
borders and provide for our defense.

For too long, politicians have pontifi-
cated and they have postured that they
would stop illegal immigration and
that they would secure the border, but
the fact is they haven’t. Anyone who
has been to the border or worked along
the border or lives along the border
knows that this is a crisis. This is a na-
tional emergency.

We know that, just last month, ap-
prehensions at the southern border
spiked 84 percent compared to the same
time last year, with 120,000 apprehen-
sions in the last 2 months alone. Home-
land Security personnel spent 28,000
man-hours to render basic medical
services to folks who were coming
across the border.

New migrant caravans continue to
form and march toward our cities
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along the border where our Border Pa-
trol agents are already overwhelmed
with migrants from other caravans.
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And in the first caravan of 8,000 peo-
ple that forced their way into Mexico—
they forced their way into Mexico—
where they should have stopped as the
first safe country when they were ap-
plying for asylum, we know that 600 of
that first caravan of 8,000 were known
criminals.

Additionally, because of our porous
borders, drugs continue to flood into
our country, poison our communities,
and destroy our families.

Just last year 70,000 people died from
drug overdoses in this country. Ninety
percent of those drugs are coming from
across the southern border. If that is
not an emergency, I don’t know what
is.

No one is on the front lines of this
fight more than the State of Texas.
Since 2011, 186,000 illegal aliens have
been charged with more than 290,000
crimes in Texas alone.

When you combine the total cost of
illegal immigration from healthcare
services, education, and incarceration,
it is over $12 billion for the State of
Texas. It is over $150 billion for the
United States.

We are $22 trillion in debt. We will
have two of our biggest safety-net pro-
grams insolvent in less than 20 years,
and we are spending $150 billion on ille-
gal immigration.

We know that constructing physical
barriers, when combined with boots on
the ground and technology, are effec-
tive at stemming the tide of illegal im-
migration.

We know walls work because we have
seen it when we have deployed them in
El Paso, San Diego, and Tucson, and
we have stopped illegal immigration or
stemmed the tide 90-plus percent.

So, instead of letting this crisis con-
tinue to worsen, this President took
action, using authority not that he in-
vented but that we in Congress explic-
itly gave him under the National
Emergency Act.

It is not like the President is setting
new precedent or breaking new ground.
Other presidents have declared na-
tional emergencies 50-plus times, and I
know President Clinton declared it a
national emergency to fight drug traf-
fickers—rightfully so—and President
Obama against transnational criminal
organizations.

This President loves this country. He
wants to do his job. He doesn’t want
another one of our sons and daughters
to die of drug addiction or overdose. He
doesn’t want crime to run rampant in
the streets of the United States.

The President understands his first
job as Commander in Chief is to keep
our citizens—our people—safe, and I
stand with him.

Madam Speaker, today I will be vot-
ing for our President, for his constitu-
tional, legal authority to defend this
country, to protect our borders and our
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citizens. I will be voting for the safety
of the American people today and the
safety of our communities, not just in
west Texas but throughout this coun-
try.

Again, President Trump is doing the
right thing. He is doing the responsible
thing. He is doing the constitutionally
necessary thing. And I am behind him
100 percent.

————

RECOGNIZING THE LEGACY OF
MATHEW HALL LUMBER

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair recognizes the gentleman from
Minnesota (Mr. EMMER) for 5 minutes.

Mr. EMMER. Madam Speaker, I rise
today to recognize the legacy of
Mathew Hall Lumber, which has been
operating in downtown St. Cloud, Min-
nesota, for 130 years.

Mathew Hall Lumber has been a fix-
ture in the community and a backbone
of the local economy.

Maintaining a business is not an easy
task. It involves blood, sweat, and
tears to sustain the test of time. How-
ever, with that comes joy and fulfill-
ment, something that generation after
generation of the Hall family knows all
about.

One of the reasons why St. Cloud and
the great State of Minnesota are so in-
credible is because of hardworking peo-
ple like the Hall family. By maintain-
ing their business in St. Cloud, they
brought commerce, jobs, and a great
product to our community.

As Simonson Lumber purchases this
historic company and the Hall family
transitions into a new chapter, I speak
for all of central Minnesota when I say
thank you to the Hall family for your
great contribution to our State and our
community.

HONORING STEVE TAYLOR, A GREAT MINNESOTA
PUBLIC SERVANT

Mr. EMMER. Madam Speaker, I rise
today to honor Sherburne County Ad-
ministrator Steve Taylor.

As Steve prepares to retire from his
30-year career, he leaves with the rep-
utation for providing the highest level
of customer service.

During his time with Sherburne
County and Carver County before that,
Steve has served Minnesota’s Sixth
District with distinction.

As a fellow public servant, I com-
mend Steve for committing his life’s
work to serving others. His dedication
and leadership will be hard to replace.

The employees who had the pleasure
of working with and learning from
Steve will keep the good work going,
but, certainly, his dependable presence
will be missed.

His efforts toward expanding
Sherburne County’s government center
by adding extra courtrooms, more se-
curity, and much-needed space will be
enjoyed by generations to come.

Thank you, Steve, and congratula-
tions on an amazing career in public
service. I wish you a long and happy re-
tirement.

HONORING THE LEGACY OF STEVE GILMER

Mr. EMMER. Madam Speaker, I rise
today in honor of Steve Gilmer, who
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has retired after serving 45 years as the
CEO of the State Bank of Delano, Min-
nesota.

Steve retired leaving an incredible
legacy. He cultivated a family out of
his employees and built an environ-
ment based on humor, trust, and excel-
lence, inspiring all those around him to
be the best they could possibly be.

As a resident of Delano, I can say
from experience that Steve led by ex-
ample and took the time to know and
care for the customers who walked
through the door of his bank.

Most in the community knew Steve
through his role as a volunteer, the
volunteer treasurer of the Fourth of
July Celebration Committee for over 40
years.

Delano is home to Minnesota’s larg-
est Fourth of July parade, and Steve’s
service to that committee displayed
his dedication to our community.

Thank you for all you have done for
the Delano community, Steve. Enjoy
your retirement with your family and
friends. You deserve it.

CELEBRATING THE MINNESOTA CENTRAL REGION
SMALL BUSINESS DEVELOPMENT CENTER

Mr. EMMER. Madam Speaker, I rise
today to celebrate the Minnesota Cen-
tral Region Small Business Develop-
ment Center for being named the Min-
nesota Small Business Development
Center of Excellence.

Located at St. Cloud State Univer-
sity, the Central Small Business Devel-
opment Center provides free consulting
services and assistance to those start-
ing a small business.

The center services the majority of
my district, counties such as Benton,
Sherburne, Stearns, and Wright. My
constituents have benefited greatly
from the services provided and the nu-
merous business workshops focusing on
educating local businesses and entre-
preneurs on how to improve their new
business.

Special recognition goes to the cur-
rent director, Barry Xirchoff, who
came to the center in 2006 with an ex-
tensive background in business and
economic development.

Today, their success continues be-
cause of Barry’s commitment to help-
ing address the needs of the local small
business community. His hard work is
evident.

Congratulations and thank you to
Barry and the staff of the Minnesota
Central Region Small Business Devel-
opment Center. Central Minnesota is
lucky to have you.

RECOGNIZING THE ACHIEVEMENTS OF THE
WACONIA HERO COALITION

Mr. EMMER. Madam Speaker, I rise
today to recognize the achievements of
the Waconia HERO Coalition. “‘HERO”’
stands for their mission, which is to
‘““‘Help, Empower, and Respect Others.”

This community task force based in
my district undertook the mission in
2010 to reduce and prevent the use of
alcohol, tobacco, and other drugs by
youth through education, engagement,
and policy change.

What started as a group of parents,
educators, and community leaders join-
ing forces to address bullying in
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schools quickly became a task force
tackling substance abuse.

In 2014, the Waconia HERO Coalition
was awarded the Drug Free Community
Support Grant, providing $625,000 of
funding over 5 years. Today I want to
congratulate them for receiving a con-
tinuation to that grant, which reaf-
firms the incredible work this task
force has already done and will be
doing and serves as encouragement to
keep working towards solutions to
youth substance abuse.

———

SETTING STRAIGHT THE RECORD

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair recognizes the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. GREEN) for 5 minutes.

Mr. GREEN of Texas. Madam Speak-
er, and still I rise.

And I rise today with love of country
in my heart and a belief that the
record has to be set straight.

The record has to always reflect the
truth, and there is a truth that is being
obscured.

I want to set the record straight be-
cause there seems to be a belief that, if
you have committed acts of bigotry, if
you have been a racist, if you have
been engaged in homophobia, xeno-
phobia, Islamophobia, there seems to
be a belief that, if you can do one
thing, somehow that thing will eradi-
cate and eliminate all of the bigotry
that you have perpetrated.

I rise to correct the record because 1
want the record to show that at least
one person came to the floor of this
Congress and made it clear that, yes,
unemployment may be low for African
Americans—yes, it may be low—but it
is still twice that of Anglo Americans,
generally speaking.

Yes, you may have signed a bill to
deal with some aspects of criminal jus-
tice in a just way, and that is appre-
ciated. But there is still more work to
be done. But notwithstanding the fact
that there is more work to be done, it
is still appreciated.

But the record has to be set straight,
and here is what the record should
show: that that does not eliminate the
bigotry emanating from the Presi-
dency.

Eliminating bigotry does not occur
because you signed one bill. It does not
occur because unemployment is low. It
does not occur.

If you want to have the record reflect
that you have done something to atone
for your bigotry, then you have to do
something a little bit more than to
simply sign a bill.

And I am not saying to you that an
apology is in order. I say to people:
Tell the truth. Just tell the truth.

Say: I was wrong when I instituted a
policy that separated babies from their
mothers that emanates the type of big-
otry that we don’t condone in this
country.

Say: I was wrong when I said there
were some good people among those
who were the racists, the bigots, the
xenophobes and homophobes in Char-
lottesville.
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Say: I was wrong when I said that
you don’t have to be so kind when you
are taking persons into your care, cus-
tody, and control and you are part of
the constabulary, you are part of the
policing force in this country.

Just say you were wrong if you want
to atone. Signing bills won’t do it.
Going to church won’t do it.

Asking forgiveness will cause you to
be forgiven. And I will forgive you, but
that doesn’t mean that you are no
longer going to be sanctioned for your
bigotry.

I want to thank those who have stood
and made their points clear as it re-
lates to bigotry.

I am listening to these morning pro-
grams now. They are all talking about
bigotry emanating from the Presi-
dency, not necessarily in those words.
They are talking about the racism that
the President perpetrates.

I appreciate what they are saying,
but we have got to do more than talk
about it. We cannot allow a President
to remain in office who has engaged in
this kind of bigoted conduct.

It is time for us to take a stand here
on the floor of the House of Represent-
atives.

There were no fine people in Char-
lottesville. You ought not separate ba-
bies from their mothers. You ought not
have policies that would condone big-
otry and encourage others to engage in
it.

I believe that we have a duty to take
a vote, and at some point in the near
future we will take another vote, not-
withstanding the Mueller report.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Mem-
bers are reminded to refrain from en-

gaging in personalities toward the
President.

———
RECOGNIZING THE 20TH ANNIVER-
SARY OF WELCOMING THE
STRANGER
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The

Chair recognizes the gentleman from
Pennsylvania (Mr. FITZPATRICK) for 5
minutes.

Mr. FITZPATRICK. Madam Speaker,
I rise today to recognize a nonprofit or-
ganization in Bucks County, Pennsyl-
vania, that is celebrating its 20th year
of service helping immigrants settle in
the United States.

Welcoming the Stranger, based in
Langhorne, was founded in 1999 by the
late Reverend Sturgis Poorman.

Welcoming the Stranger has provided
countless opportunities for immigrants
in southeastern Pennsylvania from
over 100 countries.

Welcoming the Stranger offers
English language classes and courses in
citizenship preparation and computer
science. Their programs have been so
popular that they often expand to 300
attendees, packing houses of worship
and community centers across Bucks
County.

Madam Speaker, I applaud the work
of Welcoming the Stranger, and I wish
the organization all the best as it en-
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ters its 20th year of service to our com-
munity.

I would also like to extend my appre-
ciation to Meg Eubank, the executive
director of Welcoming the Stranger,
for her work and her vision.
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HONORING FRIENDS OF FIVE MILE WOODS

Mr. FITZPATRICK. Madam Speaker,
I rise to honor a group of conscientious
citizens in Bucks County, Pennsyl-
vania, who were recently recognized for
their environmental stewardship.

BEarlier this month, the Lower
Makefield Board of Supervisors and the
Lower Makefield Environmental Advi-
sory Council awarded Friends of Five
Mile Woods with its annual Environ-
mental Stewardship Award. Friends of
Five Mile Woods, which has been a
presence in Bucks County since the
1980s, seeks to protect the landscape of
Five Mile Woods Preserve.

One of the most successful programs
the organization has implemented is
its volunteer cleanup efforts on the
second Saturday of the months of
March through November. During
these Saturdays, dedicated volunteers
pick up trash, maintain trails, and re-
pair infrastructure in the 285-acre pre-
serve.

Madam Speaker, Friends of Five Mile
Woods helps provide amazing nature
experiences and educational opportuni-
ties for our community in Bucks Coun-
ty. I congratulate them on this award
and applaud the work of John Lloyd,
chairman of the organization, and the
Lower Makefield Board of Supervisors.
RECOGNIZING MEGHAN SCHULZ FOR HER WIN ON

“JEOPARDY”’

Mr. FITZPATRICK. Madam Speaker,
I rise today to recognize a resident of
Bucks County, Pennsylvania, who re-
cently made us all proud from her suc-
cessful appearance on ‘‘Jeopardy.’”’

Meghan Schulz, a resident of Bristol
and an environmental engineer for
SEPTA, appeared on the hit television
show last month. Going into the final
round, Meghan was in second place
with $14,000. She was able to clinch her
victory, however, when she success-
fully answered that Mariah Carey was
the New York native who, in the 1990s,
had eight of her first 10 Billboard Top
40 hits reach number one.

Her closest competitor, whom she
trailed by $400 going into Final Jeop-
ardy, incorrectly guessed Whitney
Houston, putting Meghan over the top.

Madam Speaker, I congratulate
Meghan on this major accomplishment.
It is a major feat to be selected to par-
ticipate on this famous show to begin
with, but to win against other highly
intelligent competitors is something
truly noteworthy.

I wish Meghan and her family all the
best, and we congratulate her on this
achievement.

———

WILDERNESS CONSERVATION

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair recognizes the gentleman from
Louisiana (Mr. GRAVES) for 5 minutes.
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Mr. GRAVES of Louisiana. Madam
Speaker, I rise to discuss concerns with
S. 47, legislation we will soon be voting
on in the House of Representatives.

Madam Speaker, S. 47 has some posi-
tive things in it. The legislation pro-
vides for expanded recreational oppor-
tunities, expanded opportunities to
hunt and fish on our public lands, and
a lot of things that I very much sup-
port.

Madam Speaker, the bill has some
pretty profound flaws, one of which
being process. This is a 700-page bill—a
700-page bill—that has been held at the
desk. It has not gone through the reg-
ular committee process.

This isn’t some small bill that folks
have been exposed to. This is 700 pages
of text, and it has not gone through the
regular legislative process and, in fact,
is being put up under suspension of the
rules, where we are not even being pro-
vided the opportunity to offer amend-
ments or to represent our constituents,
other than just voting ‘‘yes’ or ‘‘no.”

Madam Speaker, I want to throw out
some statistics on what this bill does
and the implications. It provides 1.3
million acres of land being designated
as wilderness areas—1.3 million acres;
694 acres of recreation and conserva-
tion areas; 370,000 acres of mineral
withdrawals; national monument des-
ignations of 2,500 acres; 621 miles of
wild and scenic rivers; 2,600 miles added
to the national trail system; and 42,000
acres added to our national parks.

Now, Madam Speaker, I used to teach
outdoor wilderness courses. I have
spent hundreds, maybe even thousands
of nights of my life in the outdoors,
sleeping out in the wilderness areas,
national parks, and national forests
and others. I love these areas. I enjoy
them.

I am not saying that these things
shouldn’t happen. I am saying that we
need to have the ability to go through
regular order, just like the Senate did
this week when they had the ability to
offer amendments to this bill. We are
not being afforded that same oppor-
tunity.

Madam Speaker, my biggest problem
or concern with this legislation is this:
The bill permanently reauthorizes the
Land and Water Conservation Fund,
which, I will say it again: I support the
acquisition of lands, the protection of
lands, so we can enjoy the ecological
productivity and enjoy time in the
great outdoors. However, the bill does
not address the fact that we have a $17
billion backlog in national park main-
tenance—3$17 billion. So we are acquir-
ing more land without a plan for ad-
dressing the existing backlog mainte-
nance issues that actually prohibit or
prevent people from enjoying some of
these same lands that are being ac-
quired.

We are talking about the Land and
Water Conservation Fund, and $9 bil-
lion in funds over the next 10 years
being deposited into a Treasury receipt
account to acquire more land. Guess
where this money is coming from,
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Madam Speaker. A hundred percent of
these funds is coming from the State
that I represent and the other five
States that produce offshore energy.
Every penny of it is coming from the
State of Liouisiana, which produces per-
haps over 80 percent of all the offshore
energy of this Nation in Federal
waters. It is paying for this fund.

At the same time, we have lost 2,000
square miles—2,000 square miles—of
our coast. Guess how much of this bill
addresses the problem there? With 2,000
square miles of our coast disappearing,
the ecological productivity being lost,
the increased vulnerability to the peo-
ple that I represent, zero, nothing. This
bill diverts money for conservation and
for protection in other States in other
areas and does nothing for my home
State of Louisiana, yet it is coming
from our revenues that we are pro-
ducing in our offshore.

This is a flawed process. This is a
flawed bill. We need to go through reg-
ular order.

I really can’t even believe that this is
happening. Here we have dozens of
hearings on climate change and other
things, and the very State that is the
canary in the coal mine, the State that
is experiencing the worst ecological
challenges or losses as a result of sea
rise and other challenges, is being com-
pletely ignored.

Where are the climate change advo-
cates right now? Where are you?

I strongly urge opposition to this
bill. We need to go back through reg-
ular order, consider the largest con-
servation and the largest natural re-
sources bill that we have had since I
have been in the Congress, and send it
through regular order again.

I urge opposition to this bill.

———

STATEHOOD FOR DISTRICT OF
COLUMBIA

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair recognizes the gentlewoman from
the District of Columbia (Ms. NORTON)
for 5 minutes.

Ms. NORTON. Madam Speaker, to-
morrow, our residents who are fortu-
nate to live in our Nation’s Capital will
come to the Capitol as part of their
Lobby Day to ask the Congress to pass
the D.C. statehood bill.

Most Americans are unaware that
the Americans who live in their Na-
tion’s Capital have the fewest rights of
any Americans. That is at the same
time that those 700,000 residents who
live in the Nation’s Capital pay the
highest taxes per capita, higher than
the taxes of the residents of any State.

As you might imagine, the residents
of the District of Columbia are seeking
to become the 51st State of the Union.
I am pleased that already almost 90
percent of Democrats are on our D.C.
statehood bill. I am grateful to Senator
CARPER, who will soon introduce this
same bill on the Senate side.

There are many reasons that no
Americans should fail to have equal
rights if they pay equal taxes. But
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surely, service in every war the Nation
has fought, even beyond being first per
capita in Federal income taxes, should
qualify the 700,000 residents of the Dis-
trict of Columbia for equal treatment
as the 51st State.

On this poster, we see why any State
would stand for its rights: World War I,
more casualties of people who live in
the District of Columbia than three
States; the Korean war, more casual-
ties than those of eight States; World
War II, casualties are more than four
States; and the Vietnam war, casual-
ties that outnumber those in 10 States.

The residents of the District of Co-
lumbia will be here to say to my col-
leagues that 200-plus years—it is about
218 years now—without equal rights is
218 years too many.

Nobody who lives in our country and
pays taxes should be unrepresented on
this floor when votes are taken. I ap-
preciate that I can now vote for the
District of Columbia in the Committee
of the Whole, where some votes are
taken. But District resident have no
representation on this floor and none
in the Senate at all.

It is past time to right this wrong.
We cannot do it for those who have
died in war for our country. We can
certainly do it in their memory.

——

RECESS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 12(a) of rule I, the Chair
declares the House in recess until noon
today.

Accordingly (at 10 o’clock and 41
minutes a.m.), the House stood in re-
cess.

——
O 1200
AFTER RECESS

The recess having expired, the House
was called to order by the Speaker pro
tempore (Mr. CUELLAR) at noon.

———
PRAYER

Pastor A.D. Shaw, Shekinah Glory
Cathedral Church of God in Christ,
Plant City, Florida, offered the fol-
lowing prayer:

God of infinity and sovereignty and
redeemer of humanity, grace us with
Your mercy, as this 116th United
States Congress forges the future of
America.

Cover the distressed and despondent,
too often forgotten and manipulated,
with unceasing care.

Shelter the children of this Nation
from the destructive silence and sins of
their predecessors. Grant unto them
courage and fortitude to be affirming
and inclusive of all.

Reclaim us to Your peace and unity,
that we may truly be one Nation under
God, the Nation known as the melting
pot of the world.

Therefore, redeem the soul of this
Nation, and bequeath unto us wisdom,
mercy, and love, that we may all en-
counter heaven on Earth.
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With the spirit of the ‘20 and odd Ne-
groes’” who arrived in this Nation 400
years ago, may we serve this present
age.

In the name of our Lord, amen.

———

THE JOURNAL

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair has examined the Journal of the
last day’s proceedings and announces
to the House his approval thereof.

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the Jour-
nal stands approved.

———

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Will the
gentleman from Michigan (Mr.
WALBERG) come forward and lead the
House in the Pledge of Allegiance.

Mr. WALBERG led the Pledge of Al-
legiance as follows:

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

———

WELCOMING PASTOR A.D. SHAW

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without
objection, the gentleman from Florida
(Mr. SPANO) is recognized for 1 minute.

There was no objection.

Mr. SPANO. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to honor A.D. Shaw, founder and
pastor of Shekinah Glory Cathedral lo-
cated in Plant City, Florida, and who
most gracefully offered this morning’s
opening prayer. He is also my brother
and my friend.

Pastor Shaw’s dedication to family,
friends, and community serves as an
example to many. His over 15 years of
hard work in the ministry without ex-
pecting anything in return embodies
the definition of unity and the best of
the human spirit.

As I listened to his prayer, I thought
of the many distinguished men and
women who have stood in this Cham-
ber, at that podium, preaching the im-
portance of unity in our great Nation.

One such man was Abraham Lincoln,
who said: ‘““A house divided against
itself cannot stand.”

In our fast-moving society, it is easy
to focus on those things that divide us
over those things that bring us to-
gether. It is why, Mr. Speaker, I stand
here today calling for greater unity
among all who serve in this Chamber,
among the American people and for the
thousands of communities across our
great land.

Only together can we withstand ad-
versity, not just as individuals, but as
a Nation. This does not mean that we
will always agree. It does mean we
should seek unity in those disagree-
ments.

We do not need to see eye to eye to
walk hand in hand.

If, as a Nation, we seek to remain
strong into the 21st century, we must
stand united through our differences.
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ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair will entertain up to 15 further re-
quests for 1-minute speeches on each
side of the aisle.

ACTION AGAINST GUN VIOLENCE

(Mr. HIGGINS of New York asked and
was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute.)

Mr. HIGGINS of New York. Mr.
Speaker, I rise in support of action in
the fight against gun violence. Con-
gress is finally acting.

Over the last decade, we have wit-
nessed gun violence take the lives of
innocent children in our schools, ter-
rorize our neighborhoods, and harm our
fellow colleagues in Congress.

Each event invoked a moment of si-
lence. We can no longer remain silent.

This week we have the opportunity
to vote on two pieces of legislation
that close loopholes in the gun pur-
chase background check process.

These aren’t radical or partisan poli-
cies. Background checks are supported
by 97 percent of Americans, including
97 percent of gun owners.

On behalf of the families who have
lost someone to gun violence and those
who we long to keep safe from future
gun violence, I stand proudly in sup-
port of congressional action to protect
our communities from gun violence
and urge my colleagues to do the same.

———
REASSURING EUROPEAN ALLIES

(Mr. WILSON of South Carolina
asked and was given permission to ad-
dress the House for 1 minute and to re-
vise and extend his remarks.)

Mr. WILSON of South Carolina. Mr.
Speaker, last week I was grateful to
join Senator LINDSEY GRAHAM on a del-
egation for the Munich Security Con-
ference. A highlight was Vice President
MIKE PENCE reaffirming America’s
commitment to the Transatlantic Alli-
ance.

I then joined the delegation led by
Congressmen GERRY CONNOLLY and
RICK LARSEN for the NATO Parliamen-
tary Assembly.

House Speaker NANCY PELOSI reas-
sured our allies of bipartisan support
for NATO’s continued success. Con-
gressman MIKE TURNER ably presided
as vice president of the assembly.

Another highlight in Brussels was to
meet with U.S. Ambassador Ronald
Gidwitz and his wife, Christina, whose
enthusiasm for service is extraor-
dinary.

The ambassador is promoting the res-
toration of the Mardasson Memorial,
honoring American servicemembers in
the Battle of the Bulge.

In conclusion, God bless our troops,
and we will never forget September the
11th in the global war on terrorism.

———
ETHYLENE OXIDE

(Mr. SCHNEIDER asked and was
given permission to address the House
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for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. SCHNEIDER. Mr. Speaker, every
parent deserves to have confidence that
the air they and their children breathe
is safe. That is why we have environ-
mental standards and why we have an
Environmental Protection Agency to
monitor, update, and enforce the rules.

So, when communities face a known
public risk, new or recently reclassi-
fied, we rightly expect the EPA to
act—quickly, comprehensively, and
transparently.

In the Chicago area, this, sadly, has
not been the case. Ethylene oxide, or
EtO, was reclassified as a known car-
cinogen more than 2 years ago, yet we
just recently learned facilities around
Chicago could be emitting it at ele-
vated levels.

The EPA has been unacceptably slow
to respond and has failed to keep af-
fected communities informed.

This month, I partnered with Sen-
ators DURBIN and DUCKWORTH and other
colleagues in my delegation to intro-
duce legislation that would require the
EPA to immediately revise and update
its EtO standards and to keep the pub-
lic fully informed.

We are also demanding that EPA
evaluate ambient levels of EtO in these
communities immediately, something
it should be doing already.

Our communities deserve more from
the EPA. This is about our families and
their public health.

———————

RECOGNIZING LENAWEE COUNTY
SHERIFF JACK WELSH

(Mr. WALBERG asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. WALBERG. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to recognize Lenawee County
Sheriff Jack Welsh as he retires after
434 years of service to Lenawee Coun-
ty, Michigan.

Sheriff Welsh has served in many
roles during his law enforcement ca-
reer, beginning as a volunteer reserve
deputy and eventually working his way
up to captain.

After his initial retirement from the
sheriff’s department in 2007, he went on
to become an emergency management
regional planner.

Then, in 2008, he accepted the call to
run for sheriff, where he has served
ever since.

Law enforcement officers like Sheriff
Welsh are the fabric of our community.
Day in and day out, they answer the
call to serve and protect.

Over the years, Sheriff Welsh has
been one of the very best. He is a man
of integrity, a dedicated public servant,
and a trusted friend to many. He has
been instrumental in making Lenawee
County a better and safer place to call
home.

I thank Sheriff Welsh for his decades
of distinguished service, and I wish him
nothing but the best as he begins his
retirement.
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SUPPORT FOR SEPTEMBER 11
VICTIM COMPENSATION FUND

(Mr. ROSE of New York asked and
was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute.)

Mr. ROSE of New York. Mr. Speaker,
I rise today to urge all my colleagues
to support the Never Forget the He-
roes: Permanent Authorization of the
September 11th Victims Compensation
Fund Act because it is the right thing
to do.

I would like to thank my fellow New
Yorkers CAROLYN MALONEY, PETE KING,
and JERRY NADLER, who have led this
fight for years, and LEE ZELDIN, who
will work with me to build bipartisan
support amongst the freshman class.

Because 9/11 wasn’t just an attack on
New York City; Washington, D.C.; and
a field in western Pennsylvania; 9/11
was an attack on our entire country.
This was an attack on the United
States of America and everything that
we stand for.

But what thousands of these 9/11 he-
roes and their families now face is
being forgotten because the Victims
Compensation Fund, which supports
these families and these heroes in all 50
States, is running out of money and
cutting benefits by 50 to 70 percent.

That is wrong. And if we fail to make
this right, shame on us. Shame on any-
one who says ‘‘never forget’’ and then
turns their backs and pretends this
doesn’t affect their State or their dis-
trict or they’re suddenly fiscally re-
sponsible.

Shame on anyone who says that we
can’t afford to do this while we spend
trillions of dollars on bombs in Afghan-
istan.

When it comes to doing what is right,
it is about keeping our promises and
honoring those who put their lives on
the line and didn’t ask for anything in
return.

Now is the chance to put action be-
hind the words ‘‘never forget.”

———————

ENSURE HEALTH PLANS COVER
MEDICALLY NECESSARY SERVICES

(Mr. RIGGLEMAN asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. RIGGLEMAN. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to speak for Kannon Koser, a
constituent and friend of mine who is
with his family in the gallery this
afternoon.

Mr. Speaker, 3-year-old Kannon is
one of 4 percent of children in the
United States who is born with a con-
genital anomaly—in his case,
hypohidrotic ectodermal dysplasia.

Most health plans provide coverage
for congenital anomalies, and many
States require insurers to provide cov-
erage of any health services related to
congenital anomalies.

Despite this, health plans systemati-
cally and routinely deny claims and ap-
peals for any oral or dental related pro-
cedures under the pretense that such
service is merely cosmetic.
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That is why Representative COLLIN
PETERSON and I have joined together to
introduce the Ensuring Lasting Smiles
Act, a bipartisan bill that would di-
rectly address this issue and ensure
that we don’t have to tell children like
Kannon that their health condition
isn’t valued by insurance companies.

As the original sponsor on the Repub-
lican side, I am proud to put my name
on this bill and ask my colleagues on
both sides of the aisle to support it.

ELSA would ensure all health plans
cover medically necessary services, in-
cluding reconstructive surgeries that
are a result of congenital anomalies or
birth defects.

If enacted, this life-changing bill will
allow the Koser family the opportunity
to save for Kannon’s college rather
than spend money on reconstructive
surgery.

Commonsense reforms like this will
help children like Kannon grow up
healthier and have a better quality of
life.

Hi, Kannon. We will see you later,
Buddy.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Mem-
bers are reminded to refrain from ref-
erencing occupants of the gallery.

———

IGNORING OUR CONSTITUTIONAL
BORDERS

(Mr. DOGGETT asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. DOGGETT. Mr. Speaker, the se-
rious border emergency that America
is confronted with today is an emer-
gency that Donald Trump has created
by ignoring borders—ignoring the bor-
ders set forth in our Constitution, bor-
ders that were set forth to prevent an
all-powerful executive, a would-be
king, or the type of tyrant that Trump
so admires abroad.

After Congress repeatedly rejected
his phony border crisis and wasteful
wall, Trump decided: build it anyway.

Well, today’s emergency wouldn’t
have happened without two years of
Republicans who have continued to
yield the right-of-way to his creeping
wrongdoing—more and more of it—Re-
publicans who can just never summon
the ability to say ‘‘no’ to Trump.

Today, we must reject this unconsti-
tutional power grab that diverts re-
sources from real threats to an imagi-
nary, politically contrived one.

Today, we defend our Constitution
and our democracy by pushing back on
the lies, the deceit, the anti-immigrant
hysteria, and the fear-mongering mis-
management of this administration.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Mem-
bers are reminded to refrain from en-
gaging in personalities toward the
President.

——
GUN VIOLENCE

(Mr. MOULTON asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)
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Mr. MOULTON. Mr. Speaker, last
year I attended a rally where the fa-
ther of a gunshot victim spoke, and he
talked about all the things that he and
other people around this country are
doing to end senseless gun violence.

Then he turned to the crowd and
asked: But what is Congress doing?
And tens of thousands of Americans, as
if they had rehearsed it hundreds of
times, all said in unison: ‘“‘Nothing.”’

But what is Congress doing? Nothing.

Standing in that crowd was not a
proud moment for me, because he is
right.

Mr. Speaker, 37 Americans have died
from gun violence in my district alone
in the past 5 years. Gun violence is now
the second leading killer of young peo-
ple Nationwide, trailing only car acci-
dents.

For too long, Congress has done ex-
actly what the crowd said: nothing.

This week, we are putting forth legis-
lation to enhance background checks,
but this alone isn’t enough. Thoughts
and prayers won’t cut it. Only action
saves lives. This is just a start.

——
O 1215

WELCOMING THE MAYORS COUN-
CIL ON RAHWAY RIVER WATER-
SHED FLOOD CONTROL

(Mr. MALINOWSKI asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute.)

Mr. MALINOWSKI. Mr. Speaker,
today I rise to welcome the Mayors
Council on Rahway River Watershed
Flood Control to Washington. They
represent towns in and around New
Jersey’s Seventh District and are here
to ask our help to stop the flooding
that hurts thousands of people in our
communities.

For years, homeowners near the Rah-
way River have lived under the con-
stant threat of flooding that devastates
businesses and homes whenever there
are heavy rains. The last major flood
was in 2011, when Hurricane Irene rav-
aged the East Coast. The town of
Cranford was the worst hit, with 1,600
homes sustaining damage worth $40
million.

Our mayors have presented a pro-
posed solution to the Army Corps of
Engineers and are now asking for a fea-
sibility study to be completed. This
will get us one step closer to author-
izing construction on the Rahway
River Basin.

Mr. Speaker, this is a solvable prob-
lem. We need to start now. I will do ev-
erything I can to support our mayors’
call to action and expedite this process
so that we do not have to be pulling
people out of second-floor windows in
suburban New Jersey, so people up and
down the Rahway River can feel safe in
their homes.

————

ADDRESSING THE EPIDEMIC OF
GUN VIOLENCE

(Mr. LEVIN of California asked and
was given permission to address the
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House for 1 minute and to revise and
extend his remarks.)

Mr. LEVIN of California. Mr. Speak-
er, I rise today to mark a monumental
occasion for this Chamber. For the
first time in decades, this body will
take up major legislation to address
the epidemic of gun violence in this
country. I am a proud cosponsor of
H.R. 8, bipartisan legislation to require
a background check on every gun sale
or transfer.

I know the vast majority of my con-
stituents support this step, including
Renae Greg, a woman from Carlsbad,
who was simply trying to enjoy a coun-
try concert when she was forced to
dodge bullets at a Las Vegas shooting.

I know that Lonna Leghart, a con-
stituent from Vista, supports this com-
monsense legislation. Her sister Kim-
berly, tragically, lost her life as a re-
sult of gun violence in my district.

It is on their behalf and on behalf of
all Americans who are impacted by
daily gun violence in this country that
I will support H.R. 8, and I hope all of
my colleagues will stand with us.

There is so much more that we need
to do to fully address the epidemic of
gun violence, but today it is a huge
step for Renae, Lonna, and families
across this country.

——————

REVERSE PRESIDENT TRUMP’S
EMERGENCY DECLARATION

(Mrs. KIRKPATRICK asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
her remarks.)

Mrs. KIRKPATRICK. Mr. Speaker,
the President has set a dangerous
precedent by crying wolf in the name
of national emergency.

I represent parts of the southern Ari-
zona border. My community knows the
border. We know the further away from
the border you live, the more fictional
the border narrative.

Border crossings are down to one-
fifth of what they were in 2000, and ap-
prehensions are at their lowest level in
more than four decades. Those are
facts.

Instead of protecting our national se-
curity, the President’s declaration
makes America less safe. The Presi-
dent is stealing billions from high-pri-
ority military construction projects
that ensure our troops have the essen-
tial training and resources they need
to keep the American people safe.

We will not sit by when the President
abuses his power. I am confident that
my Republican colleagues will regret
supporting this false national emer-
gency when there is a Democrat in the
White House.

———

COMMUNICATION FROM CHAIR OF
COMMITTEE ON ENERGY AND
COMMERCE
The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-

fore the House the following commu-

nication from the chair of the Com-
mittee on Energy and Commerce:
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CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES,
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
Washington, DC, February 25, 2019.
Hon. NANCY PELOSI,
Speaker, House of Representatives,
Washington, DC.

DEAR MADAME SPEAKER: This is to notify
you formally, pursuant to Rule VIII of the
Rules of the House of Representatives, that
the Committee on Energy and Commerce has
been served with a subpoena for documents
issued by the United States District Court
for the Central District of California.

After consultation with the Office of Gen-
eral Counsel, I have determined that compli-
ance with the subpoena is not consistent
with the privileges and rights of the House.

Sincerely,
FRANK PALLONE, JR.,
Chairman.

————————

PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION
OF H.J. RES. 46, TERMINATION
OF NATIONAL EMERGENCY DE-
CLARED BY THE PRESIDENT ON
FEBRUARY 15, 2019

Mrs. TORRES of California. Mr.
Speaker, by direction of the Com-
mittee on Rules, I call up House Reso-
lution 144 and ask for its immediate
consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. RES. 144

Resolved, That upon adoption of this reso-
lution it shall be in order to consider in the
House the joint resolution (H.J. Res. 46) re-
lating to a national emergency declared by
the President on February 15, 2019. All points
of order against consideration of the joint
resolution are waived. The joint resolution
shall be considered as read. All points of
order against provisions in the joint resolu-
tion are waived. The previous question shall
be considered as ordered on the joint resolu-
tion and on any amendment thereto to final
passage without intervening motion except:
(1) one hour of debate equally divided and
controlled by the chair and ranking minority
member of the Committee on Transportation
and Infrastructure; and (2) one motion to re-
commit.

SEC. 2. The provisions of section 202 of the
National Emergencies Act (50 U.S.C. 1622)
shall not apply during the remainder of the
One Hundred Sixteenth Congress to a joint
resolution terminating the national emer-
gency declared by the President on February
15, 2019.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tlewoman from California is recognized
for 1 hour.

Mrs. TORRES of California. Mr.
Speaker, for the purpose of debate
only, I yield the customary 30 minutes
to the gentleman from Georgia (Mr.
WOODALL), pending which I yield my-
self such time as I may consume. Dur-
ing consideration of this resolution, all
time yielded is for the purpose of de-
bate only.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mrs. TORRES of California. Mr.
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that
all Members be given 5 legislative days
to revise and extend their remarks.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentle-
woman from California?

There was no objection.

Mrs. TORRES of California. Mr.
Speaker, on Monday, the Rules Com-
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mittee met and reported a rule, House
Resolution 144, providing for consider-
ation of H.J. Res. 46, relating to a na-
tional emergency declared by the
President on February 15, 2019.

The rule provides for consideration of
the legislation under a closed rule. The
rule provides 1 hour of debate equally
divided and controlled by the chair and
ranking member of the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure.

Additionally, the rule provides that
the provisions of section 202 of the Na-
tional Emergencies Act shall not apply
during the remainder of the 116th Con-
gress to a joint resolution terminating
the national emergency declared by the
President on February 15, 2019. This
provision was included to avoid privi-
leged legislative action on redundant
resolutions.

Mr. Speaker, today we must stand up
for democracy; we must stand up for
the rule of law; and, most importantly,
we must stand up for the United States
Constitution, the Constitution that we
took an oath to defend when we were
sworn into office.

Mr. Speaker, the Constitution we
swore to defend granted Congress the
power of the purse. That means Con-
gress decides how we spend the Amer-
ican people’s hard-earned money.

Congress spoke when we passed, and
President Trump signed, a spending
bill that granted him $1.4 billion for
fencing along the border. Now Presi-
dent Trump is acting like a dictator by
ignoring Congress and declaring a na-
tional emergency. As a result, billions
of taxpayer dollars would be taken
from high-priority military construc-
tion projects that ensure our troops
have the essential training, readiness,
and quality of life necessary to keep
the American people safe.

Mr. Speaker, as a former member of
the Foreign Affairs Committee, I have
visited countries where the rule of law
takes a backseat to the whims of their
Presidents. Just look at Venezuela,
where Nicolas Maduro has removed
every single obstacle to his power.

When he objected to the rulings of
the judges, he ended their terms early
and replaced them with his political al-
lies. When the democratically elected
congress didn’t agree with him, he cre-
ated a new congress filled with his sup-
porters.

Last year, he even banned prominent
opposition leaders from running into
the Presidential election. He has de-
monized the press and even took CNN
en Espanol off the air. Last night, he
detained one of America’s journalists,
Jorge Ramos, of Univision.

Fighting with judges, manipulating
elections, attacking the press. Mr.
Speaker, does any of this sound famil-
iar?

Now you have a situation where food
is so scarce that the average Ven-
ezuelan has lost 24 pounds in the last
year and more than 3 million have fled
the country. The Maduro presidency,
now that is a true national emergency
for the people of Venezuela.
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The collapse of democratic institu-
tions is also happening in Nicaragua
and Guatemala. The President of Gua-
temala and his allies in congress are
taking the country down the same
path, removing every check on their
power. They have expelled the inter-
national prosecutors who dared to in-
vestigate them.

And just as Guatemala’s Government

has tried to undermine and
delegitimize the police and prosecutors
who are investigating, President

Trump has called Robert Mueller’s in-
vestigation a ‘‘witch hunt’” and deni-
grated the brave men and women of the
FBI.

Mr. Speaker, we cannot allow this
President—or any President, Repub-
lican or Democrat—to take us down
the same path as Venezuela, Guate-
mala, and Nicaragua, all to build a
wasteful and ineffective wall along our
southern border.

These women and children coming
from Central America do not represent
a national emergency. That is why 58
former national security officials, both
Republicans and Democrats, issued a
statement saying there is ‘“‘no factual
basis’ for the President’s emergency.

Our call to duty today is to protect,
to defend our Constitution. We will
vote, and we will see how many in this
body have that same respect for the
rule of law.
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Mr. Speaker, I urge our Republican
colleagues to join us in this effort. It is
not too late for my colleagues across
the aisle to tell the President that this
is wrong, that the Constitution that we
swore an oath to uphold really mat-
ters.

We stand here today to stop this
power grab of our own democracy. A
“yes’’ vote will affirm our democracy.
A ““no” vote further erodes the trust in
our democracy and, again, expands ex-
ecutive power.

Mr. Speaker, I ask my colleagues on
which side they stand.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. WOODALL. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I want you to know it
flatters both me and the gentlewoman
from California that you have made it
your habit to be down here during
Rules Committee time. It is good to
know that you respect what we do up-
stairs as much as the members of the
committee do.

I always enjoy coming down for the
Rules Committee debate, because it is
the only debate on all of Capitol Hill
where the Reading Clerk reads every
single word of the bill that we are
about to consider. Ordinarily, we waive
that, but the rules don’t let you waive
it. You have to read the rule so folks
will understand what is happening
today.

I happened to time the Reading Clerk
today. I didn’t put him up to anything
special. He read as he always does. It
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took him 1 minute and 6 seconds to
read the resolution that is before us.

I heard my friend from California
talk about the important constitu-
tional questions that are here before us
today. I heard my friend from Cali-
fornia equate our President to discred-
ited despots around the globe and how
we must stand up to prevent that be-
havior here in America. I heard my col-
leagues who took to the floor this
morning for 1 minutes be sanctioned by
the Chair and advised to cease engag-
ing in arguments of personality and at-
tacks against our President.

One minute and 6 seconds it took to
read the resolution before us today,
Mr. Speaker, and that is 1 minute and
6 seconds longer than this resolution
has been considered in total in every
committee throughout this Capitol.

I want to say that again. You heard
my colleague talk about how critically
important this resolution of dis-
approval is as it relates to our con-
stitutional powers. You heard it de-
scribed as a power grab equivalent to
those of discredited despots. And we
haven’t talked about it at all in this
Chamber. In committees, not one wit-
ness has testified.

One minute and 6 seconds is how
much we have invested in these nation-
ally important matters.

I listened, Mr. Speaker, as you cau-
tioned Member after Member to cease
engaging in personal attacks on the
President during their 1 minutes this
morning. Mr. Speaker, I am concerned
that that is exactly what we are doing
here today.

If you want to have a debate about
Article I and Article II powers and how
we ought to retrieve the power that has
slid down Pennsylvania Avenue
through administration after adminis-
tration after administration, I am not
just your willing partner, I am your en-
thusiastic partner and passionate advo-
cate. But that is not the bill we have
before us today. It is not the debate we
are going to have today.

This is another in a long string of
measures that have been brought to
the floor of this House that could have
been brought in a bipartisan way. I
don’t mean one Republican; I don’t
mean two Republicans; I mean the ma-
jority of Democrats and the majority
of Republicans standing together to
speak with one voice on behalf of the
American people. But time and time
again, we are missing that oppor-
tunity.

This isn’t a constitutional issue
today, Mr. Speaker, though you would
not know that, because we have not
had any witnesses testify. This is a leg-
islative issue before us today.

There is, in fact, a National Emer-
gencies Act that allows the President
to do extraordinary things if he or she
decides there is a national emergency.
That is not unconstitutional. Congress
passed the National Emergencies Act;
the President signed the National
Emergencies Act. Perhaps the Supreme
Court one day will decide that was an
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unconstitutional delegation of power
by the Congress, but the Congress dele-
gated that power in the National Emer-
gencies Act.

The way we talk about this issue, Mr.
Speaker, you would think this is the
first time you and I have seen this in
the few years we have been in Con-
gress. Of course, you and I know that is
nonsense.

There are 31 other national emer-
gency declarations in effect today—31
other national emergency declarations.
National emergency declarations from
the Obama administration are still ac-
tive today.

If we are so concerned about Article
I and Article II power grabs, perhaps
these emergency declarations that
have been on the books since the last
administration, Congress should deal
with those affirmatively here on the
floor.

There are national emergency dec-
larations still in effect from the Bush
administration. There are national
emergencies still in effect from the
Clinton administration. Mr. Speaker,
there are national emergencies still in
effect from the Carter administration.
This House has made not a single effort
to draw back that power from 1600
Pennsylvania Avenue.

Those are legitimate questions.
Those are important questions. Those
are things that bring us together as the
people’s representatives in this House,
not bills designed just to poke a stick
at a President who has real passion and
real conviction about issues of real im-
portance.

Do you know what is in this resolu-
tion today, Mr. Speaker, what is in this
disapproval resolution today, that will
make a difference on the border in
terms of ending human trafficking?
Not one thing.

Do you know what is in this resolu-
tion today that, if we come together to
pass, will make a difference in terms of
drug trafficking on the border? Not one
thing.

What about if we come together to
pass this resolution today for the very
serious issue of weapons trafficking
across our border? Do you know what
we will do today to fix that? Not one
thing.

Victims of sexual assault as they are
being trafficked into this country, do
you know what we are going to do to
fix that today? Not one thing.

Do you know how many Dreamers
are going to have their hopes realized
today with a pathway to permanency
here in the United States of America?
Not one.

Man, we are good at bringing issues
that are designed to poke each other in
the eye. We are so good at bringing
issues designed to try to embarrass one
and boost another. But I have to tell
you, Mr. Speaker, we are not so great
with actually solving real problems.

For the first time in my congres-
sional career just last Congress, Mr.
Speaker, we brought a bill to the floor
that would have provided permanency
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for our Dreamers and that would have
provided solutions on our border for
human trafficking, for weapons traf-
ficking, and for drug trafficking. You
know how many Democratic votes we
got on that bill, Mr. Speaker? Not one.

Now, to be fair, it wasn’t one bill; it
was two bills. Folks said, hey, if this
one is not the right one, let’s bring an-
other one. Maybe this is going to bring
people together.

Do you know how many votes we got
on the second bill, Mr. Speaker, from
the other side of the aisle? Not one.
The only bills that have come to the
floor to provide a pathway for Dream-
ers in my 8 years in Congress, and we
got not one vote from the other side
the aisle.

Is that because the other side of the
aisle doesn’t believe in those solutions?
No, that is not why. It is because the
other side of the aisle, in its wisdom,
deemed that to be a resolution not de-
signed to support the Dreamers, but de-
signed to divide. I disagree with that
conclusion, but that is the conclusion
that was made. Thus, the only oppor-
tunity in a decade we have had to sup-
port Dreamers, not one Democrat stood
up and said yes.

I call that a failed opportunity, and I
am not interested in figuring out who
is to blame for that failed opportunity.

This is a failed opportunity today,
too, Mr. Speaker. Sadly, it is another
in a series of failed opportunities here
in 2019.

I believe my colleagues are going to
see through the divisiveness of this res-
olution, through the charade of con-
stitutionalism right down to the very
core of partisanism that underlies this
resolution.

But just remember, 1 minute and 6
seconds, Mr. Speaker. Before I took to
the microphone today, 1 minute and 6
seconds from the Reading Clerk is all
the time this new Congress has dedi-
cated to an issue that you are going to
hear from my colleagues again and
again is one of critical national impor-
tance, international importance, con-
stitutional importance. How can those
things be true?

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mrs. TORRES of California. Mr.
Speaker, I yield myself as much time
as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I can think of many
other things that we could be talking
about that truly, truly, truly call out
and scream out for a national emer-
gency.

Homelessness in our communities:
Thousands of people in our commu-
nities sleep on a street, under a bridge,
children sleeping in vehicles every sin-
gle night.

I think about the opioid epidemic,
and how many of our families are sim-
ply immune to the issues around drug
abuse and how addiction overcomes
them?

I think about last year around
Christmastime when 800,000 of our Fed-
eral workers were going without a pay-
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check and went without a paycheck for
35 days. Yet my colleagues on the other
side of the aisle could not find 1 minute
and 6 seconds to give them a paycheck,
to open up the Federal Government, to
do their duty.

Instead, in the Rules Committee, we
took up an emergency order on label-
ing of cheese curds. They found that to
be more important than the lives and
the families of 800,000 Federal workers.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to the
gentlewoman from Texas (Ms. JACKSON
LEE).

Ms. JACKSON LEE. Mr. Speaker, let
me thank the gentlewoman from Cali-
fornia for her astuteness, and, cer-
tainly, the manager of this legislation,
and our friends on the other side of the
aisle.

Mr. Speaker, I simply want to try to
craft the importance of H.J. Res. 46
that we will ultimately be debating
today. As an original cosponsor, I was
quick to try to bring order and to rec-
ognize the importance of the Constitu-
tion.

Clearly, the statute might be inter-
preted to be used in a reckless manner.
But it is precise in that it deals with
the necessity of building military con-
struction and other matters in the
course of war that are an emergency.

It might even cover rising gun vio-
lence, the fact that we have more guns
in the United States than we have citi-
zZens.

It might be that if there was a pend-
ing war on the southern border, one
might determine that that is the case.

It might be that, in 2001, the first
sense of terrorism came when an indi-
vidual crossed the northern border to
attack the United States. If that had
continued with throngs of terrorists
coming across the northern border, the
President then might have declared a
national emergency.

But we do not have that, Mr. Speak-
er. What we have is a person’s desire.

We understand that the apprehen-
sions at the southern border have actu-
ally gone down. The combined 521,000
apprehensions for border and Customs
agents for fiscal year 2018 was 32,288 ap-
prehensions fewer.

Those who are coming across the bor-
der in the last 6 to 8 months are com-
ing across as mothers and children flee-
ing the catastrophe of bloodshed in
Honduras, Guatemala, and El Salvador.
These are people desperate for help.
They are coming through legal ports of
entry.

How do I know that? I have stood and
watched them come. I have spoken to a
mother whose baby was 45 days old.
She had birthed on her road here, not
because she just wanted a vacation, but
because they had committed to decapi-
tating her if she did not leave town im-
mediately, meaning leave one of the
countries. It was my plea that got her
to be able to go to a hospital. I held lit-
tle Roger in my hands, who is 9 months
old. He had been separated at the bor-
der from his family.

These are the issues that are being
addressed at the border. There is no ca-
tastrophe.
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Let me be very clear, as my friends
always cite illegal immigration, I want
to make sure that any criminal, no
matter who they are, who does any in-
jury to anyone in the United States,
count me as standing on the side of
bringing that person to justice. But
that is not what is happening at the
border.
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Therefore, I would ask the adminis-
tration to attend themselves to the
Constitution, to recognize the dif-
ficulty or the wrongness of distorting
the purposes of the United States Con-
gress, the House, that has the purse
strings by calling it a national emer-
gency. My God, if we were to have one,
would this Nation even understand how
to implement it because they are hear-
ing it being declared in a very foolish
way?

I conclude by simply saying that 58
people in national security, Mr. Speak-
er—58 of them—have indicated this is
wrongheaded and jeopardizes our na-
tional security.

Mr. Speaker, I ask my colleagues to
vote for the resolution that I have co-
sponsored, H.J. Res. 46.

Mr. WOODALL. Mr. Speaker, it is my
great pleasure to yield 3 minutes to the
gentleman from Alabama (Mr.
BROOKS).

Mr. BROOKS of Alabama. Mr. Speak-
er, in fiscal year 2018, more than 2,000
illegal aliens were apprehended by Fed-
eral agents for homicides committed
on American soil. Worse yet, roughly
31,000 Americans die each year from
heroin and cocaine overdoses, 90 per-
cent of which floods across America’s
porous southern border. Hence, we can
expect at least 33,000 dead Americans
each year until America secures our
porous southern border.

For perspective, the 9/11 terrorist at-
tacks killed roughly 3,000 people. In re-
sponse, America invaded Iraq and Af-
ghanistan at a cost of trillions of dol-
lars and, roughly, 7,000 lost military
personnel lives.

Saving Americans should be a bipar-
tisan issue, yet here we are. Repub-
licans seek to prevent another 33,000
dead Americans this year, while par-
tisan Democrats seek to embarrass and
stop President Trump from securing
America’s porous southern border and
saving American lives.

For emphasis, no national emergency
in history has been prompted by more
dead Americans than President
Trump’s national emergency declara-
tion. As such, I support President
Trump’s national emergency declara-
tion and will vote accordingly.

Mr. Speaker, how many dead Ameri-
cans does it take for open border advo-
cates to support border security? How
much American blood must be on
guilty hands before Congress recog-
nizes the national emergency we face
at America’s southern border? Amer-
ica’s military protects the borders of,
and lives in, South Korea, Iraq, Syria,
Afghanistan, many other countries,
and Europe.
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I thank President Trump, as Com-
mander in Chief, for understanding
that America, and Americans, deserve
no less protection.

Mr. Speaker, let me conclude by not-
ing that dead Americans, Americans
killed by illegal aliens as a con-
sequence of ©porous borders, had
dreams, too. We, as a Congress, should
remember and honor those dreams and
act accordingly and protect this na-
tional emergency to protect American
lives by securing our porous southern
border.

Mrs. TORRES of California. Mr.
Speaker, I yield myself such time as I
may consume.

Mr. Speaker, we can talk about the
scary people from our southern border.
I am not that scary looking, am I? I
think not. The fact is that the number
one trading partner for California and
Texas is Mexico, a friendly country.
For Central America, we are standing
up for our responsibility to uphold de-
mocracy in the Northern Triangle, to
address the root cause of migration.
That is where our focus should be.

Do we need an immigration reform
package that brings 11 million people
out of the shadows? Absolutely. These
are the 11 million people who our agri-
cultural partners depend on to deliver
fresh food to our table. But we are not
doing that here. What we are doing
here, what the President has chosen to
do, is political theater, political the-
ater for 2020.

In essence, a vote against this resolu-
tion means a vote against the families
of the military people who are depend-
ing on us to provide infrastructure,
schools for their children to learn, and
quality housing.

Do Democrats think and believe that
fortifying our borders is important?
Absolutely. We have committed bil-
lions of dollars to ensure that we stop
the narcotrafficking that happens at
our ports of entry. That is where it is
happening.

We need to work together on these
issues, not relinquish our responsibil-
ities, our legislative responsibility, and
the power of the purse that we hold.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. WOODALL. Mr. Speaker, I yield
3 minutes to the gentleman from Texas
(Mr. BURGESS), a member of the Rules
Committee.

Mr. BURGESS. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding.

Mr. Speaker, I came to the floor to
urge Members to vote against this ill-
advised resolution to disallow the
President’s declaration for emergency
funding on the border.

In 2006, I was in Congress, and Con-
gress voted for the Secure Fence Act.
With the Secure Fence Act, under
President Bush, 400 miles of border
fence was built. Under President
Obama, an additional little over 100
miles was built. Now President Trump
has asked for a little over 200 miles to
be built to provide security for Amer-
ica.
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Now, is it a national emergency? 1
will tell you, I had as my guest to the
State of the Union someone who is re-
ferred to as an angel dad. This is an in-
dividual who went and put on the uni-
form and fought for his country in
Iraq. While he was there, unfortu-
nately, his wife got ill and died, and he
came home. Now he is a single dad, and
he is taking care of his only child, a
daughter. That daughter, unfortu-
nately, was hit by a car on the street
that was driven by someone who did
not have legal status to be in this
country.

Several months later, Chris came to
me and said: Congressman, I did my
job. I put on the uniform. I went and
defended my country. Mr. Congress-
man, I did my job, and if you had been
doing yours, my daughter would be
here today.

President Trump has taken that
mantle very seriously. It is his goal, it
is his requirement, to defend our coun-
try at the southern border, and the
President will do just that.

If you read the history of emergency
declarations in the past, you will find a
number of them. Some, perhaps, you
might agree with; some, perhaps, you
might disagree with. But since the
founding of our country, it has been
recognized that it has been the purview
under Article II powers for the Presi-
dent of the United States to be able to
exercise that emergency declaration. It
was codified in the 1970s in a law that
is now the one that brings this forward
today, that brings forward this resolu-
tion of disapproval.

If you don’t like the law that allows
the President to declare an emergency,
change the law. You are the majority.
You control the Rules Committee.
Change the law.

What is interesting about this is, last
night, in the Rules Committee, when
we considered Mr. CASTRO’s resolution,
we didn’t consider it. We didn’t have a
single witness. Mr. CASTRO, I felt like
sending Capitol Police out to find him.
There was no one there to testify in
favor of his resolution. The Rules Com-
mittee seemed perfectly agreeable to
accepting this without any debate
whatsoever.

Mr. Speaker, I urge Members to vote
against this ill-advised motion to dis-
allow the President’s declaration of an
emergency. Allow the President to do
the job he was elected to do and secure
the southern border.

Mrs. TORRES of California. Mr.
Speaker, political theater, political
posturing for 2020, that is what we are
hearing.

This is the law. This is the Rules
Committee moving forward a piece of
legislation that will prevent the Presi-
dent from calling a bogus national
emergency, from stealing money from
our troops, from taking from those who
don’t have and those who are giving ev-
erything that they have to protect our
Nation. Political posturing for 2020.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

H2115

Mr. WOODALL. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, if we defeat the pre-
vious question, I will offer an amend-
ment to the rule to bring up the text of
H.R. 962, the Born-Alive Abortion Sur-
vivors Protection Act.

Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous con-
sent to insert the text of my amend-
ment in the RECORD, along with extra-
neous material, immediately prior to
the vote on the previous question.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Georgia?

There was no objection.

Mr. WOODALL. Mr. Speaker, if we
pass the resolution, as my friends on
the other side of the aisle have pre-
sented it, we will save not one single
life. If we defeat the previous question
and move on to H.R. 962, we will, in
fact, save lives.

Mr. Speaker, to speak to that issue, I
yield 4 minutes to the gentlewoman
from Missouri (Mrs. WAGNER), my
friend and a great leader in our con-
ference.

Mrs. WAGNER. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding.

Mr. Speaker, if we, indeed, defeat the
previous question, we will allow consid-
eration of H.R. 962, the Born-Alive
Abortion Survivors Protection Act.

I introduced this legislation because
the Constitution clearly states that all
persons born in this country are enti-
tled to life, liberty, and equal protec-
tion under the law. The Constitution
does not put age limits on those who
are entitled to life.

I am horrified, Mr. Speaker, that
many in the United States Senate,
many Democrats, flagrantly violated
the United States Constitution last
night and voted down the Born-Alive
Act, embracing, in fact, infanticide.

Pro-abortion politicians used to say
life begins at birth. Now it is more un-
clear than ever when they believe that
life actually begins or whether they
even believe that living and breathing
human beings should be protected
under the law.

I would like to commend three Demo-
crats, in fact—Senators BOB CASEY,
JOE MANCHIN, and DoOUG JONES—who
defended the basic rights of newborn
children and voted for my legislation
last evening in the United States Sen-
ate.

I introduced this legislation because
it is just common sense. I am shocked
that there are prominent American
legislators who believe in denying ba-
bies lifesaving medical care when they
are born.

As a mother, a grandmother, a legis-
lator, and an advocate who came to
Congress to serve as a voice for the
voiceless, I believe that life begins at
conception and that it is wrong to kill
a child no matter how many weeks old
he or she may be. But I am grieved to
find that I now must defend something
that I never thought we would have to
fight for: lifesaving care for babies born
alive.
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In response to radical legislators who
are promoting not just late-term abor-
tions but infanticide, it is essential
that we come together to protect chil-
dren.
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So today, I am here to ask—no, Mr.
Speaker, I am here to implore—my col-
leagues to right the wrong that the
Senate has committed and defeat the
previous question, and at least allow
the debate to support H.R. 962, the
Born-Alive Act here in the people’s
House.

Mr. Speaker, this should not be a
partisan issue. Congress must never
stop fighting to ensure that every sin-
gle newborn baby in the United States
of America receives lifesaving care, no
matter their sex or their race or eth-
nicity or whether or not they are want-
ed and cuddled and wrapped into that
first warm hug that they deserve.

The Born-Alive Act is the simplest
vote any of us can take: Do you sup-
port babies receiving lifesaving care
after they are born, or would you deny
these innocent children that care and
allow them to be left to die and be dis-
carded?

This is bipartisan legislation, Mr.
Speaker. Last year, six of my Demo-
cratic colleagues joined me in voting
for the Born-Alive Act.

I hope that we will bring this bill to
the floor for debate so that many more
of my colleagues can go on the record
and vote to stand with America’s
mothers and children.

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to
defeat the previous question.

Mrs. TORRES of California. Mr.
Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tlewoman from California (Ms. LEE).

Ms. LEE of California. Mr. Speaker,
let me thank the gentlewoman for
yielding and, also, for her tremendous
leadership on the House Rules Com-
mittee.

Mr. Speaker, I rise today in strong
support of the rule and Congressman
CASTRO’s resolution to stop President
Trump’s fake, so-called national emer-
gency at the border.

Let me be clear: This emergency dec-
laration is a blatant attempt to sub-
vert the Constitution and get around
Congress’ sole power of the purse. Let
me remind you also, that this is a de-
mocracy, not a dictatorship. We have
three branches of government, not one,
and Congress has the power of the
purse strings.

Also, let’s make one thing clear:
There is no emergency at the border.
The only crisis at the border is the hu-
manitarian crisis that the President
created himself through his hateful
family separation policies.

And instead of protecting our na-
tional security, this President is doing
just the opposite: He is stealing money
from military construction projects to
try to build an unauthorized wall.

As a member of the Appropriations
Committee, I can tell you that we will
not allow this President to circumvent
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our authority at any cost. I am proud
to cosponsor this resolution to put a
strong check on this President and ter-
minate his ability to declare this fake
national emergency.

I call on my Republican colleagues
and the Senate to vote ‘‘yes’” on this
rule and ‘‘yes’’ on this resolution. It is
past time to stand up for the Constitu-
tion and to stand up for our immigrant
communities and to stand up for our
three branches of government.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Mem-
bers are reminded to refrain from en-
gaging in personalities toward the
President and to refrain from wearing
communicative badges while under rec-
ognition.

Mr. WOODALL. Mr. Speaker, at this
time, I yield 4 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Oklahoma (Mr. COLE), an
appropriator and ranking member of
the Rules Committee.

Mr. COLE. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
gentleman from Georgia (Mr.
WOODALL), my good friend, for yielding.

Mr. Speaker, I rise today in support
of the Born-Alive Abortion Survivors
Protection Act. If we defeat the pre-
vious question, we will bring up the
text of this important piece of legisla-
tion to defend life.

Frankly, Mr. Speaker, I am mystified
as to why the majority is loath to ac-
tually make this vote. Indeed, they
have been doing backflips to avoid al-
lowing the House to actually go on
record on this important issue.

This bill is a commonsense approach
to protecting our Nation’s most vulner-
able. It amends the Federal Criminal
Code simply to require that any doctor
present when a child is born alive fol-
lowing an abortion or attempted abor-
tion must provide the child with the
same degree of care as he or she would
provide any other child. The bill also
requires that any such child is imme-
diately admitted to a hospital.

Mr. Speaker, as we have seen in re-
cent weeks, many people in elected po-
sitions do not appear to appreciate the
need to provide for protections for our
most vulnerable Americans newly
born, but it is clear that current law
fails to provide adequate protections
for newborns who survive an abortion
attempt. This bill draws a sorely need-
ed bright line of protection around
abortion survivors and requires that
they be given the same level of care as
any other premature infant.

As stewards of the law of this coun-
try, Mr. Speaker, protecting the most
vulnerable, including the unborn,
should be one of Congress’ basic re-
sponsibilities.

Since entering Congress, I have made
the protection of life one of my highest
priorities. I believe that all Members
should have that same priority. Today,
we can take a step toward making this
a reality by defeating the previous
question and bringing up the Born-
Alive Survivors Protection Act for a
vote.

Mr. Speaker, I urge opposition to the
previous question.
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Mrs. TORRES of California. Mr.
Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Rhode Island (Mr.
CICILLINE).

Mr. CICILLINE. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentlewoman for yielding, and I
rise in strong support of the rule and
resolution to rescind the President’s
unnecessary and unconstitutional na-
tional emergency declaration.

Mr. Speaker, having visited the
southern border multiple times in the
past year, including just last month
when I met with Customs and Border
Patrol officials, I can say without any
question that there is no emergency at
the border.

We as a nation face serious chal-
lenges in reforming our immigration
system and stemming the flow of ille-
gal drugs into our country. However, a
border wall will do nothing to address
these challenges.

Research consistently shows that the
vast majority of illegal drugs coming
to this country through the border are
smuggled through legal ports of entry,
and most illegal immigration is as a
result of people overstaying their visas.

All this declaration will do is divert
$6.7 billion away from critical military
construction projects and drug inter-
diction operations, hampering our Na-
tion’s military readiness and making it
more difficult to address real chal-
lenges. These are funds that would be
better used on projects to improve and
build new military family housing or
make improvements to National Guard
and Reserve facilities throughout our
country.

Mr. Speaker, we should not be spend-
ing a single day wasting time on this
ridiculous, misguided executive order
from the President. There is no emer-
gency at the border. Illegal border
crossings are at a 40-year low. The
President’s own intelligence commu-
nity, when they did their worldwide
threat assessment, testified and didn’t
mention the southern border—and cer-
tainly did not identify it as an emer-
gency.

Instead of wasting time on this, we
should be getting back to the work of
driving down prescription drug prices,
focusing on rebuilding the infrastruc-
ture of our country, and passing H.R. 1
to get government working again for
the people of this country and not the
special interests.

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to
approve the rule, vote for the resolu-
tion, and end the President’s unconsti-
tutional, excessive use of power at-
tempting to circumvent the will of the
American people.

The American people decide through
their elected Members of Congress how
their tax money will be spent. The
President is attempting to throw the
Constitution away, circumventing that
process, and we cannot permit that to
happen.

Mr. Speaker, I thank the gentle-
woman for yielding.

Mr. WOODALL. Mr. Speaker, at this
time, I yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. REED), a
member of the class of 2010.
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Mr. REED. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
gentleman from Georgia (Mr.
WOODALL) for yielding.

I rise today, Mr. Speaker, in support
of the underlying rule, but also in op-
position to the action that is being pro-
posed by my colleagues on the other
side of the aisle.

But I will join them in one senti-
ment: I do believe there is an emer-
gency crisis at the border. I do believe
that the President, given the years and
decades of delegation of authority from
Congress to the President’s Office, has
the authority to take the action that
he is taking in regards to this proposed
issue at the border.

But where I agree with my colleagues
on the other side is that the Presi-
dential authority is something that we
need to take into consideration and re-
form going forward.

It should not be because it is Presi-
dent Trump; it should not be because it
was President Obama; but each and
every time the executive branch uses
its authority and reaches into areas
that go beyond the constitutional lim-
its of that office, we should stand to-
gether as Members of Congress to as-
sert our authority.

That is why, Mr. Speaker, there is a
bipartisan group of us working over the
last few weeks, and we intend to drop a
resolution sometime soon, that will
amend the National Emergencies Act
to make it clear that, when there is a
national emergency declared in this
country, that we speak as one nation,
one body here in Congress with the
President.

We have to affirmatively take a vote
here in Congress, go on record, and not
hide any longer as Members of Con-
gress. We should be held accountable
by putting our voting cards in that box
to stand before the American people.

When a national emergency is de-
clared by the President, we have to
vote whether or not, guaranteed vote,
to see if that is something we agree
with the President on. That is a funda-
mental reform that will reestablish Ar-
ticle I of the Constitution.

And to my colleagues who are up
today: Where were you when President
Obama overreached in his executive of-
fice?

So I ask you to remember those days
and stand with us who are looking to
take on the root cause of this problem
and reestablish the congressional au-
thority that rightfully is contained
under the Constitution.

Mrs. TORRES of California. Mr.
Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the gen-

tlewpman from New York (Ms.
VELAZQUEZ).,
Ms. VELAZQUEZ. Mr. Speaker, I

thank the gentlewoman for yielding.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of the
rule and the underlying resolution.

We should be absolutely clear: There
is no crisis at our border. In fact, ap-
prehensions of illegal border crossings
are at a 40-year low. This is a fake
emergency being used as a pretext for
Donald Trump to build a monument to
hate on our southern border.
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But this is more than that. This ad-
ministration’s actions would do vio-
lence to our Constitution, undermine
our separation of powers, and set a ter-
rible precedent for the future. Every
single Member of Congress, regardless
of party, needs to stand up and make
their voice heard.

To all my Republican colleagues who
so frequently extolled the Constitu-
tion’s virtues, I say to you: Make your
voice heard today. Now is the chance
to show your true colors, to defend Ar-
ticle I, and to stand up for Congress’
constitutionally vested powers of the
purse.

Vote ‘‘yes’ on the rule; vote ‘‘yes’ on
the resolution; stand up for the Con-
stitution; and reject this illegal power
grab by this President.

Mr. WOODALL. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, you just heard an im-
passioned plea from my friends on the
other side of the aisle about the impor-
tant constitutional questions that are
before us today, about how the Presi-
dent’s emergency declaration violated
those sacred constitutional principles.

Candidly, I don’t know if my col-
leagues are right or not because we
have not had one legal expert come to
talk about the National Emergencies
Act. Most of us were not in Congress
when it passed several decades ago, but
it is a delegation of authority from
Congress to the executive.
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You just heard my friend from New
York come to the well and say, listen,
we have been working in a bipartisan
way to offer a bill to rein in those au-
thorities. I think that is important
work. I think that is work that we
ought to all be able to agree on. We
should be doing that work first.

I told you earlier, Mr. Speaker, the
sum total of all of the time this insti-
tution has spent working on these im-
portant constitutional questions is the
1 minute and 6 seconds our Reading
Clerk Josef spent reading us the resolu-
tion today.

We will vote on this rule today. We
will vote on the underlying disapproval
today, having never had the commit-
tees of jurisdiction hold even a single
hearing.

Now, lest you think there is just no
time in the calendar, this resolution is
referred to the Transportation Com-
mittee on which I sit. In fact, I had to
leave a Transportation Committee
hearing in order to come up here to do
the rule today.

We are working on the Green New
Deal in the Transportation Committee
today. We are working on electric vehi-
cles and how to reduce carbon emis-
sions across the country. Now, I am not
saying that is not important work, but
I have not heard one of my colleagues
talk about the dearth of electric vehi-
cles and how that is threatening the fu-
ture of our land.

I have heard my colleagues talk
about this important constitutional
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question that this disapproval brings
before us, and, yet, there was not one
hearing on it.

Now, lest you think, Mr. Speaker,
that if we deal with this today, we
won’t deal with it again. No. We are
going to have some hearings on this
resolution. When? Later in the week
after it passes.

Now, I don’t know if that is a pattern
that we are going to get into. I hope
that it is not. Having had no hearings
and no witnesses testify on this issue,
we are going to have an Appropriation
Subcommittee hearing later this week
to talk about exactly these issues,
where the money is coming from, what
the impact of that is, and whether or
not it is wise.

We are going to have a hearing later
this week in the Judiciary Committee
talking about the National Emer-
gencies Act, and whether or not it per-
mits this kind of activity, and what
kind of changes ought to be made.

This resolution will have already
been considered. This vote will have al-
ready been taken, but we will eventu-
ally get around to having thoughtful
conversation about this.

Mr. Speaker, I close where I began.
There is more that unites us as Ameri-
cans than divides us. And even in poli-
tics, there is more that unites this in-
stitution than divides us. Making sure
that 1600 Pennsylvania Avenue only is
exercising those authorities delegated
to it by either the Constitution or this
Congress, is a shared value.

But if you listen to the debate here
on the floor, from the Speaker’s chair,
you had to caution our colleagues
against engaging in attacks of person-
ality against the President. We heard
debate, not of thoughtful constitu-
tional principles, but of hateful admin-
istration policies.

Mr. Speaker, I will tell my friends, I
don’t believe those words, those ac-
tions, or those efforts are going to
bring us one bit closer to the shared
values that we have in this institution.

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to
reject the rule today and vote against
the previous question so that we can
bring up a bill that will save lives. This
bill will save not one life; will prevent
not one drug trafficker from coming
into the country; will protect not one
migrant family. It will do nothing, Mr.
Speaker, to solve real problems that
face this country.

If we defeat the previous question, we
can at least take a commonsense step
toward doing exactly that. Vote ‘‘no”
on this rule, vote “‘no’” on the previous
question, and let’s commit ourselves to
finding a way to come together.

If you believe there is more that di-
vides us than unites us, these first 45
days of this session have been just per-
fect for you. But if you believe, as I do,
that we can do better, let today be the
end of the partisan attacks. Let today
be the end of bringing bills to the floor
designed to make a point instead of
make a difference, and let’s make to-
morrow better.
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Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance
of my time.

Mrs. TORRES of California. Mr.
Speaker, I yield myself the balance of
my time.

Mr. Speaker, fact-checking the Presi-
dent is not an attack against the Presi-
dent. The facts matter. As a matter of
fact, the President himself at his press
conference said: ‘I didn’t need to do
this, but I'd rather do it much faster.”

What does he mean by that? Last
year, Republicans gave him $25 billion
if they read the bill, but I actually
brought it to their attention on the
floor that the bill actually read $75 bil-
lion that they were allocating for a
border wall. The facts didn’t matter
then for one side of the aisle.

The President himself said it. I
didn’t need to do this, but I'd rather do
it much faster.”” That is not an emer-
gency. I was a 911 emergency dis-
patcher for 17.5 years. I can cite many
examples of what an emergency is.
Building a wall much faster is not an
emergency. That is political theater.
That is political posturing for 2020.

Where is the President stealing this
money from? Certainly, he is not get-
ting it from Mexico as he promised.
Mexico said ‘‘no.” The President is
stealing $2.5 billion that Congress ap-
proved to combat illegal drug activi-
ties around the world.

I know that my colleagues believe
that fighting international drug orga-
nizations is important. I know this be-
cause I traveled with Republicans and
Democrats to the jungles in South
America. We talked about eradication
of narcotrafficking.

What about the $3.6 billion that the
President is stealing from military
construction? A study earlier this year
found that 16 percent of military fami-
lies had a positive view of their base
housing. That means 55 percent had a
negative one.

Many families reported unsafe condi-
tions, including lead-based paint,
rampant mold, exposed asbestos, faulty
electrical wiring, vermin infestations,
and gas leaks. Is that not an emer-
gency? Is that not worthy of the bipar-
tisan vote that we took to allocate
that money so that they can make
those fixes?

I know my Republican colleagues
support military families. I know that
because I have traveled with them to
Afghanistan. I have traveled with them
to other countries. I know that this is
wrong. This so-called national emer-
gency is wrong, and I know my col-
leagues know that this is wrong too.
This is undemocratic. This puts us at
the cusp of a constitutional crisis.

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to
support the previous question and the
rule.

Mr. Speaker, | rise in strong support of our
Constitution and in defense of our republic
and urge all members to join me in voting for
H.J. Res. 46, which terminates the phony dec-
laration of emergency issued by the President
on February 15, 2019.

The reason this resolution is before us
today is because of the petulant intransigence
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of a single person, the current President of the
United States.

As a senior member of the Committee on
the Judiciary and the Committee on Homeland
Security, | have visited the southern border on
numerous occasions in recent weeks and
months and can state confidently that there is
no national emergency or national security cri-
sis that justifies the President’s reckless and
unconstitutional decision or compels the Con-
gress to abdicate its responsibilities under Arti-
cle | to check and balance the Executive
Branch.

The President is only pursuing this tactic of
declaring a national emergency after realizing
that Speaker NANCY PELOSI was absolutely
correct when she informed him that he did not
have the support in Congress to require the
taxpayers to pay for his broken promise that
“Mexico would pay for the wall, 100 percent!”

In fact, according to the latest Marist Poll,
the most recent polling data available, Ameri-
cans overwhelmingly disapprove of the Presi-
dent’s national emergency declaration by a 61
percent—36 percent margin.

The President’s decision is opposed by both
men and women in every region of the coun-
try, by every income group and education cat-
egory.

National security experts across the political
spectrum are unanimous in their assessment
that the situation on the southern border does
not constitute a national emergency, an as-
sessment echoed by leading former Repub-
lican senators and Members of Congress.

They understand that after failing to con-
vince the American people or Congress to pay
for his ineffective, wasteful, and immoral multi-
billion dollar concrete wall, the President has
now embarked on a course of conduct that is
deeply corrosive of the constitutional system
of checks and balances wisely established by
the Framers and which has served this nation
and the world so well for nearly 250 years.

Having failed miserably to achieve his ob-
jective in the constitutional legislative process,
the President is trying a desperate 11th hour
end-run around Congress with an unlawful
emergency declaration that contravenes the
will of the American people and negates the
awesome power of the purse vested exclu-
sively in the Congress of the United States.

The Congress will not tolerate this.

Despite being repeatedly admonished and
in the face of overwhelming evidence to the
contrary, the President continues to propagate
false information regarding the state of our
southern border.

Mr. Speaker, these are the facts.

Net migration from Mexico is now zero or
slightly below (more people leaving than com-
ing) because of a growing Mexican economy,
an aging population and dropping fertility rates
that have led to a dramatic decrease in unau-
thorized migration from Mexico.

Migrant apprehensions continue to be near
an all-time low with only a slight increase from
2017.

The combined 521,090 apprehensions for
Border Patrol and Customs agents in fiscal
year 2018 were 32,288 apprehensions fewer
than the 553,378 apprehensions in 2016.

To put this in perspective, on average, each
of the 19,437 Border Patrol agents nationwide
apprehended a total of only 19 migrants in
2018, which amounts to fewer than 2 appre-
hensions per month.

In the last few years, an increased propor-
tion of apprehensions are parents seeking to
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protect their children from the violence and ex-
treme poverty in Honduras, El Salvador, and
Guatemala.

But even with more Central Americans arriv-
ing to our southern border seeking protection,
total apprehension rates are still at their lowest
since the 1970s.

The absence of a massive wall on the
southern border will not solve the drug smug-
gling problem because, as all law enforcement
experts agree, the major source of drugs com-
ing into the United States are smuggled
through legal ports of entry.

The southern border region is home to
about 15 million people living in border coun-
ties in California, Arizona, New Mexico, and
Texas.

These communities, which include cities
such as San Diego, Douglas, Las Cruces, and
El Paso, are among the safest in the country.

Congress has devoted more U.S. taxpayer
dollars to immigration enforcement agencies
(more than $21 billion now) than all other en-
forcement agencies combined, including the
FBI, DEA, ATF, US Marshals, and Secret
Service.

The bulk of this money goes to U.S. Cus-
toms and Border Protection (CBP), with a
budget of $14.4 billion in fiscal year 2018 and
more than 59,000 personnel.

CBP is the largest law enforcement agency
in the country, and more than 85 percent of
the agency’s Border Patrol agents (i.e., 16,605
of 19,437) are concentrated on the southern
border.

Expanded deployment of the military to the
border to include active-duty troops could cost
between $200 and $300 million in addition to
the estimated $182 million for the earlier de-
ployment by the President of National Guard
to the border.

Mr. Speaker, having been soundly defeated
legislatively by Congress, a co-equal branch of
government, the President wants to finance
border wall vanity project by diverting funds
that the Congress has appropriated for dis-
aster recovery and military construction.

The funds the President wants to steal were
appropriated by Congress to help Americans
devastated by natural disasters, like Hurri-
canes Harvey, Irma and Maria, or for other
purposes like military construction.

Congress did not, has not, and will not, ap-
prove of any diversion of these funds to con-
struct a border wall that the President repeat-
edly and derisively boasted that Mexico would
pay for.

In fact, the President has admitted he
“didn’t have to do this,” but has opted to do
so because “l want to see it built faster.”

Mr. Speaker, just yesterday a bipartisan
group of nearly 60 national security officials in-
cluding former secretaries of state, defense
secretaries, CIA directors, and ambassadors
to the UN issued a statement declaring that
“there is no factual basis” justifying the Presi-
dent’s emergency declaration.

Instead of protecting our national security,
the President’s declaration makes America
less safe.

The President is stealing billions from high-
priority military construction projects that en-
sure our troops have the essential training,
readiness and quality of life necessary to keep
the American people safe, directly under-
mining America’s national security.

The President’s declaration clearly violates
the Congress’s exclusive power of the purse,
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and, if unchecked, would fundamentally alter
the balance of powers, violating our Founders’
vision for America.

Opposing the President’s reckless and anti-
American decision transcends partisan politics
and partisanship; it is about patriotism, con-
stitutional fidelity, and putting country first.

That is why nearly two dozen distinguished
former Republican Members of Congress are
urging Republicans in Congress to vote for
H.J.R. 46 and uphold “the authority of the first
branch of government to resist efforts to sur-
render” our constitutional powers to an over-
reaching president.

To quote Thomas Paine’s Common Sense:
“In absolute governments, the King is law; so
in free countries, the law ought to be King.”

Mr. Speaker, | urge all members to uphold
the rule of law and the Constitution, and reject
the President’s power grab; | urge a resound-
ing YES vote on H.J. Res. 46.

The material previously referred to
by Mr. WOODALL is as follows:

At the end of the resolution, add the fol-
lowing:

SEC. 3. Immediately upon adoption of this
resolution, the House shall proceed to the
consideration in the House of the bill (H.R.
962) to amend title 18, United States Code, to
prohibit a health care practitioner from fail-
ing to exercise the proper degree of care in
the case of a child who survives an abortion
or attempted abortion. All points of order
against consideration of the bill are waived.
The bill shall be considered as read. All
points of order against provisions in the bill
are waived. The previous question shall be
considered as ordered on the bill and on any
amendment thereto to final passage without
intervening motion except: (1) one hour of
debate equally divided and controlled by the
chair and ranking minority member of the
Committee on the Judiciary; and (2) one mo-
tion to recommit.

SEC. 4. Clause 1(c) of rule XIX shall not
apply to the consideration of H.R. 962.

Mrs. TORRES of California. Mr.
Speaker, I yield back the balance of
my time, and I move the previous ques-
tion on the resolution.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on ordering the previous
question.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

Mr. WOODALL. Mr. Speaker, on that
I demand the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 8 rule XX, further pro-
ceedings on this question will be post-
poned.

———

PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION
OF H.R. 8, BIPARTISAN BACK-
GROUND CHECKS ACT OF 2019,
AND PROVIDING FOR CONSIDER-
ATION OF H.R. 1112, ENHANCED
BACKGROUND CHECKS ACT OF
2019

Mr. RASKIN. Mr. Speaker, by direc-
tion of the Committee on Rules, I call
up House Resolution 145 and ask for its
immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. RES. 145

Resolved, That at any time after adoption

of this resolution the Speaker may, pursuant
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to clause 2(b) of rule XVIII, declare the
House resolved into the Committee of the
Whole House on the state of the Union for
consideration of the bill (H.R. 8) to require a
background check for every firearm sale.
The first reading of the bill shall be dis-
pensed with. All points of order against con-
sideration of the bill are waived. General de-
bate shall be confined to the bill and shall
not exceed one hour equally divided and con-
trolled by the chair and ranking minority
member of the Committee on the Judiciary.
After general debate the bill shall be consid-
ered for amendment under the five-minute
rule. In lieu of the amendment in the nature
of a substitute recommended by the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary now printed in the
bill, it shall be in order to consider as an
original bill for the purpose of amendment
under the five-minute rule an amendment in
the nature of a substitute consisting of the
text of Rules Committee Print 116-5. That
amendment in the nature of a substitute
shall be considered as read. All points of
order against that amendment in the nature
of a substitute are waived. No amendment to
that amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute shall be in order except those printed
in part A of the report of the Committee on
Rules accompanying this resolution. Each
such amendment may be offered only in the
order printed in the report, may be offered
only by a Member designated in the report,
shall be considered as read, shall be debat-
able for the time specified in the report
equally divided and controlled by the pro-
ponent and an opponent, shall not be subject
to amendment, and shall not be subject to a
demand for division of the question in the
House or in the Committee of the Whole. All
points of order against such amendments are
waived. At the conclusion of consideration of
the bill for amendment the Committee shall
rise and report the bill to the House with
such amendments as may have been adopted.
Any Member may demand a separate vote in
the House on any amendment adopted in the
Committee of the Whole to the bill or to the
amendment in the nature of a substitute
made in order as original text. The previous
question shall be considered as ordered on
the bill and amendments thereto to final
passage without intervening motion except
one motion to recommit with or without in-
structions.

SEC. 2. At any time after adoption of this
resolution the Speaker may, pursuant to
clause 2(b) of rule XVIII, declare the House
resolved into the Committee of the Whole
House on the state of the Union for consider-
ation of the bill (H.R. 1112) to amend chapter
44 of title 18, United States Code, to
strengthen the background check procedures
to be followed before a Federal firearms li-
censee may transfer a firearm to a person
who is not such a licensee. The first reading
of the bill shall be dispensed with. All points
of order against consideration of the bill are
waived. General debate shall be confined to
the bill and amendments specified in this
section and shall not exceed one hour equal-
ly divided and controlled by the chair and
ranking minority member of the Committee
on the Judiciary. After general debate the
bill shall be considered for amendment under
the five-minute rule. In lieu of the amend-
ment in the nature of a substitute rec-
ommended by the Committee on the Judici-
ary now printed in the bill, an amendment in
the nature of a substitute consisting of the
text of Rules Committee Print 116-6 shall be
considered as adopted in the House and in
the Committee of the Whole. The bill, as
amended, shall be considered as the original
bill for the purpose of further amendment
under the five-minute rule and shall be con-
sidered as read. All points of order against
provisions in the bill, as amended, are
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waived. No further amendment to the bill, as
amended, shall be in order except those
printed in part B of the report of the Com-
mittee on Rules accompanying this resolu-
tion. Each such further amendment may be
offered only in the order printed in the re-
port, may be offered only by a Member des-
ignated in the report, shall be considered as
read, shall be debatable for the time speci-
fied in the report equally divided and con-
trolled by the proponent and an opponent,
shall not be subject to amendment, and shall
not be subject to a demand for division of the
question in the House or in the Committee of
the Whole. All points of order against such
further amendments are waived. At the con-
clusion of consideration of the bill for
amendment the Committee shall rise and re-
port the bill, as amended, to the House with
such further amendments as may have been
adopted. The previous question shall be con-
sidered as ordered on the bill, as amended,
and on any further amendment thereto to
final passage without intervening motion ex-
cept one motion to recommit with or with-
out instructions.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Maryland is recognized
for 1 hour.

Mr. RASKIN. Mr. Speaker, for the
purpose of debate only, I yield the cus-
tomary 30 minutes to the gentlewoman
from Arizona (Mrs. LESKO), pending
which I yield myself such time as I
may consume. During consideration of
this resolution, all time yielded is for
the purpose of debate only.

O 1330

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. RASKIN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
be given 5 legislative days in which to
revise and extend their remarks.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Maryland?

There was no objection.

Mr. RASKIN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, on Monday, the Rules
Committee met and reported a rule,
House Resolution 145, providing for
consideration of H.R. 8, the Bipartisan
Background Checks Act of 2019, and
H.R. 1112, the Enhanced Background
Checks Act of 2019.

The rule provides for consideration of
each bill under a structured rule. The
rule also provides 1 hour of general de-
bate on each bill equally divided and
controlled by the chair and ranking
minority member of the Committee on
the Judiciary.

The Bipartisan Background Checks
Act of 2019 and the Enhanced Back-
ground Checks Act of 2019 arrived at a
time of emergency for America—a real
emergency. Every year 120,000 Ameri-
cans are shot in our country, and 35,000
of them are shot dead. Seventeen thou-
sand of the people wounded or killed
each year are children or teenagers,
their families devastated, their lives
forever changed.

In 2017, gun deaths in America hit the
highest level in 40 years, with 40,000
Americans killed.

We have lost more Americans to gun
violence in our own communities than
to the Vietnam war, the Revolutionary
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War, the Civil War, World War I, World
War II, the Korean war, the Iraq war,
and the Afghan war, combined. This
war at home never stops. Each day—
yesterday, today, and tomorrow—an-
other 100 people in America are shot
and killed by gun violence.

Mr. Speaker, this is not a global
problem; it is an American problem.
While 35,000 Americans are Kkilled by
gunfire here each year, it is 146 people
in the United Kingdom, 142 in Por-
tugal, and 30 in Japan.

We lose more people to gun violence
in a single weekend than England loses
all year. We lost more people in the
Las Vegas massacre alone, in one
bloody night, than the nation of Japan
lost to gun violence in 8 years.

No other developed, high-income
country’s lethal gun violence even
comes close to the American carnage
allowed by our loophole-ridden gun
laws. The gun-related murder rate in
the United States is 25 times higher
than the average of other high-income
countries and hundreds of times higher
than some of them.

Now, the good news is that we know
what to do to begin to end this crisis.
We must close the loopholes.

In 1994, the Brady Handgun Violence
Prevention Act went into effect and re-
quired licensed firearm dealers to con-
tact the FBI to run a background
check through NICS, the National In-
stant Criminal Background Check Sys-
tem.

The Brady Act made it illegal to sell
a firearm to felons, to fugitives, to peo-
ple who had been committed to mental
institutions, to drug addicts, to domes-
tic abusers, to undocumented immi-
grants, and to other disqualified cat-
egories.

The Brady Act worked as far as it
went. It stopped more than 3 million il-
legal purchases of firearms by con-
victed felons, violently abusive part-
ners, fugitives, the mentally ill, and so
on. But there are gaping loopholes in
the law because unlicensed gun sellers,
the people who sell guns online today
or at gun shows or in other private
transactions, can sell firearms without
having to run any background check
whatsoever.

More than one-fifth of U.S. gun own-
ers acquired their most recent firearm
without any background check at all,
which means that millions of people
obtained millions of firearms without
going through the Brady system, and
people who commit gun crimes over-
whelmingly obtain their firearms from
the unlicensed sources. A 2013 study
found that 80 percent of all firearms ac-
quired for criminal purposes were ob-
tained from sources that were not re-
quired to go through the background
check.

The criminals are not stupid. They
follow the loopholes. They go to the
internet. They go to the gun shows.
They go to the convenience store park-
ing lots to get their weapons of mass
destruction without any background
check at all.
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Our legislation will close these dan-
gerous loopholes by guaranteeing that
there is a thorough NICS background
check on every gun sale or transfer,
with only a few carefully defined ex-
ceptions for intrafamily gifts and a few
other cases.

Mr. Speaker, there are three primary
things you need to know about this
legislation:

First, it is backed by more than 90
percent of the American people—fully,
97 percent of Americans, including 97
percent of gun owners, 97 percent of
Republicans, and 99 percent of Demo-
crats. It is the very essence of common
sense, the sense we all have in com-
mon, to make the background check
system comprehensive and universal,
leakproof, foolproof, and not ridden by
the loopholes.

A background check doesn’t work if
criminals know that there are massive
and lawful ways to cheat and get
around it. So America, today, stands
up to close the loopholes, and that is
why this is a day of great triumph for
the gun safety movement that has
swept America in response to Park-
land, Las Vegas, Newtown, and the
other massacres that our people have
endured.

Second, this legislation is perfectly
constitutional. As Justice Scalia found
for the Supreme Court in the District
of Columbia v. Heller decision, the Sec-
ond Amendment permits reasonable
regulation to exclude from gun owner-
ship violent felons, the mentally unsta-
ble, and so on.

Despite all of the solemn invocations
of the Second Amendment that we con-
tinue to hear bouncing off of the walls
of Congress, the opponents of this leg-
islation could not muster a single wit-
ness to actually argue that this legisla-
tion is unconstitutional, and that in-
cludes the George Mason University
Antonin Scalia School of Law professor
of constitutional law and the Second
Amendment who was brought in and
just expressed her policy misgivings
about the bill without articulating any
constitutional analysis at all and re-
jected the opportunity to say that this
legislation is unconstitutional.

The reason 97 percent of Americans
favor this legislation is because it is
perfectly consistent with the letter and
spirit of the Second Amendment, and it
sweepingly advances public safety at
the same time.

Third, this bill will dramatically
lower gun violence in America. More
than 90 percent of Brady background
checks take less than 90 seconds to
complete. But these checks have lit-
erally stopped more than 3 million ille-
gal gun purchases by felons, fugitives,
domestic offenders, the violently men-
tally ill, undocumented aliens, and so
on. Every day, background checks stop
170 felons and 50 domestic abusers from
purchasing a gun. Imagine how much
more effective this system will be when
we close these gaping loopholes.

Yet, even in the face of the shocking
death toll which distinguishes our soci-
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ety from the other wealthy societies on
Earth, despite the overwhelming public
support for this legislation, and despite
its clear constitutionality, our friends
across the aisle oppose closing the
internet, the gun show, and the private
sale loopholes.

Instead of getting on our side to close
the loopholes, what do they give us?
More loopholes. They brought us doz-
ens of amendments to try to suggest
more loopholes to the current law.

That is obviously not the direction
that America needs to go in, and you
will hear some more about that today,
Mr. Speaker. They have given us a
veritable loophole factory. But now is
the time to close loopholes, not repro-
duce them.

Let’s focus on the public safety,
which is the cardinal purpose of law in
the social contract in a democratic so-
ciety. Let’s pass this excellent bill, and
let’s pass H.R. 1112, the Enhanced
Background Checks Act of 2019, which
closes the Charleston loophole, the
loophole that made it possible for a
guy to go out and get a gun because the
dealer decided to give him a gun after
3 days because they were still doing a
background check.

This loophole says that if it has
taken 3 days or more, you have a right
to go ahead and get your gun. We are
going to close that one, the so-called
default proceed provision. We are going
to close that one, too, so that we don’t
see any repeat massacres like the one
that took place in June of 2015 at the
Emanuel African Methodist Episcopal
Church in Charleston, South Carolina.

I reserve the balance of my time, Mr.
Speaker.

Mrs. LESKO. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume,
and I thank Mr. RASKIN for yielding me
the customary 30 minutes.

Mr. Speaker, all of us, Republicans
and Democrats, want to reduce gun vi-
olence. I think there is just a difference
of opinion on how we get there.

Unfortunately, H.R. 8 and H.R. 1112,
although well-intentioned, will not re-
duce gun violence as Mr. RASKIN said,
and instead it will turn everyday, law-
abiding individuals into criminals and
could actually do more harm than
good.

I grew up in a family that didn’t have
guns. After my dad returned from
World War II, he stopped hunting. So,
because I wasn’t around them, I have
to admit I had an irrational fear of
guns for awhile. It wasn’t until I be-
came an adult that I got educated.

I remember I first went to a debate
where the person who was talking for
gun rights said: Do you know who fol-
lows the laws? Law-abiding people fol-
low the laws. Who doesn’t follow the
laws? Criminals do not follow the laws.

So although well-intentioned, often
laws are unenforceable, and criminals
just do not follow them.

H.R. 8, again, I believe is well-inten-
tioned. But it will not solve the prob-
lem. H.R. 8 would not have prevented
any of the mass shootings in the last 20
years, not one of them.
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I studied them because I am on the
Judiciary Committee along with Mr.
RASKIN, and we heard this bill in that
committee. In most cases, guns were
obtained legally. Recent attackers
have passed background checks to ac-
quire their firearms, including the
attackers at the Thousand Oaks, Cali-
fornia, shooting; the Tree of Life syna-
gogue in Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania
shooting; the attacker in the Marjory
Stoneman Douglas High School, Park-
land, Florida, shooting; the shooting at
the Pulse nightclub in Orlando, Flor-
ida; and the Las Vegas, Nevada, shoot-
ing. None of these attacks would have
been prevented if H.R. 8 or H.R. 1112
were law.

Then, the attackers in the Columbine
High School Colorado shooting used
straw purchasers for their weapons, an
act that is already illegal and has been
illegal since at least the 1960s.

Adam Lanza, the attacker in the
Sandy Hook Elementary School, New-
town, Connecticut, shooting used his
mother’s firearms which were legally
purchased by his mother. So as you can
see—and I have each one of them listed
how the attackers got their guns—H.R.
8 and H.R. 1112 would not have pre-
vented any of these shootings.

Not only would none of the mass
shootings be prevented by H.R. 8 and
H.R. 1112, but the Department of Jus-
tice under President Obama said that
in order for universal background
checks to actually work and be en-
forceable, a Federal gun registry is
needed. Yet this legislation in H.R. 8
specifically prohibits a registry; thus,
again, it is unenforceable.

The fact is criminals don’t get their
guns legally and will not go through a
background check to get their guns
even if this bill were signed into law.

[ 1345

A recent Department of Justice re-
port of prison inmates that used guns
in their crimes showed that 56 percent
obtained their guns illegally and an-
other 25 percent received them from
family members—which, by the way,
family members are still allowed to get
the guns under this law.

It is obvious, then, that they did not
get their guns from a gun show or pri-
vate sales, as Mr. RASKIN is concerned
about.

H.R. 8 will also turn everyday, law-
abiding citizens into criminals if it be-
comes law.

Let’s look at the amendments that
were rejected by the Democrats in the
Rules Committee and in the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary that offered to
protect law-abiding citizens from be-
coming criminals.

First, there was an amendment—I
thought commonsense—that someone
thinking of committing suicide would
be exempted from temporarily turning
over their gun to a friend, and it is not
allowed under this bill. They would be-
come a criminal.

So, somebody who wants to commit
suicide could not transfer their gun to
someone else.
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If a law-abiding citizen wanted to let
someone temporarily use their gun on
their own property, they would become
a criminal under this bill.

If a farmer or rancher wanted to tem-
porarily lend a gun to a ranch hand for
the purposes of ranch activities, the
farmer would become a criminal under
this law.

If a domestic violence victim was in
fear for her life and wanted to tempo-
rarily borrow a gun from a friend to
protect herself, she would become a
criminal under this law.

Let’s also look at some commonsense
amendments rejected by the Democrats
that would have prevented undue bur-
dens and duplication on law-abiding
citizens who have already passed a
background check but now have to go
through another background check
under this law.

People who have security clearances.
This is the application to get a govern-
ment security clearance, page upon
page, background check, extensive
background check. Yet, someone who
has this and has gone through this still
has to get another background check.

People who have a concealed carry
weapon issued by a State, they have to
go through another background check.

People who have already gotten a
gun permit from States which require
them; they have to go through another
background check.

People who have global entry, who
have gone through a background
check, they have got to do it again
under this bill.

Even law enforcement officers. Law
enforcement officers have to go
through another background check
under this bill.

This is placing undue burden on law-
abiding citizens.

Now I want to share testimony from
a young woman from the Judiciary
Committee. This woman was a victim
of rape on her college campus. And the
reason I am bringing it up is because
well-meaning gun control laws actually
prevented her from carrying a gun to
school because the State she traveled
through did not allow her to carry a
gun in order to defend herself.

This is a clear example of how law-
abiding citizens—not criminals, law-
abiding citizens—who follow the law
and how this young woman and others
like her were actually harmed by well-
intentioned gun control laws.

As a survivor of domestic violence, I
know all too well how hard it can be to
protect oneself or find a lifeline out.
My abuser often controlled all my fi-
nances. I wouldn’t have been able to
pay for a background check or a gun.

Sometimes getting a gun from a
friend could actually be your only op-
tion; yet, unfortunately, under this
bill, I tried to offer an amendment, but
it was rejected.

Now let’s turn to H.R. 1112, which
changes the length of time that a back-
ground check has to be completed from
the current 3 days to 10 business days
and then another 10 business days for
an appeal. So it could be 20-plus days.
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The reason I am bringing this up is I
want to tell you a story—a real story—
about Carol Bowne. She was a New Jer-
sey woman who was stabbed to death
while waiting to be approved for her
firearm application.

She already had an order of protec-
tion through the courts, but that
wasn’t enough. She needed more than
just that piece of paper.

H.R. 1112 will make the realities of
Carol’s story happen across the coun-
try, putting millions of women and
law-abiding citizens in danger. Women
who seek avenues of protection will be
forced to wait almost a month—20 days
to a month—like Carol. How many
women will potentially suffer like
Carol?

H.R. 8 also has other problems.

Unfortunately, the debate in the Ju-
diciary Committee was cut short.
Many commonsense amendments were
not even heard. Only 10 amendments
out of 100 were heard before the chair-
man cut off debate.

Because of the rush to get this bill
through, there is another problem.
There is vague language that is not de-
fined and, thus, is open to interpreta-
tion.

I know, in some of the amendments,
the majority party has tried to give an
alternative to my good, commonsense
domestic violence amendments, but it
doesn’t do any good. And this is the
reason; it is because the language is so
vague.

It says: Under H.R. 8, a person is al-
lowed to temporarily transfer a firearm
if it is necessary to prevent imminent
death or great bodily harm.

The question is: There is no defini-
tion of this, so how long is a temporary
transfer? Who determines that? Does
the victim determine it?

Who determines if there is imminent
death? Does it qualify if a victim of do-
mestic violence thinks they will be
killed? Or does the person transferring
the gun have to be in the same room
and there be some kind of shootout and
they throw a gun to them?

What do ‘“‘imminent danger”’
“imminent death’” mean?

With something as important as the
Second Amendment, I think we owe it
to the American people to do our work
and take as long as we have to in order
to have a fair and open debate on major
pieces of legislation.

Mr. Speaker, with that, I urge oppo-
sition to the rule, and I reserve the bal-
ance of my time.

Mr. RASKIN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I include in the RECORD
a statement by the National Task
Force to End Sexual & Domestic Vio-
lence, which is in favor of this legisla-
tion and against any weakening
amendments.

NATIONAL TASK FORCE TO END SEXUAL &
DOMESTIC VIOLENCE
The National Task Force to End Sexual
and Domestic Violence, a coalition com-
prising federal, state, local and tribal organi-
zations and individuals who have fought for

and
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federal protections for survivors of domestic
violence, dating violence, sexual assault and
stalking, oppose any amendments to H.R. 8,
the Bipartisan Background Checks Act of
2019, that exempts any persons from the fire-
arms background check requirement. This
includes amendments exempting victims and
survivors of domestic violence or sexual as-
sault, including those with protective orders.

Firearms pose a significant danger to vic-
tims of domestic violence, and this is true no
matter who owns the firearm. Research
shows that a male abuser’s access to a fire-
arm increases the risk of intimate partner
femicide fivefold and does not support the
contention that firearm possession is a pro-
tective factor for the victim. The testimony
of Christy Salters Martin, a professional
boxer and experienced gun user, to the Sen-
ate Judiciary Committee illustrates this.
Despite her boxing prowess and familiarity
with firearms, her abuser was able to take
her gun from her and shoot her with it, nar-
rowly missing her heart. Firearms do not
make victims of domestic violence safer;
firearms put victims at greater risk.

Furthermore, domestic abusers are adept
at using the justice system against victims.
Abusers often accuse the victim of being the
perpetrator of violence, making police re-
ports and seeking protective orders. Abusers
are also adept at finding loopholes. If persons
with protective orders are exempted from
the background check requirement, many
abusers who are prohibited from possessing
firearms would seek protective orders in
order to circumvent the background check
requirement to obtain firearms to terrorize
their victims.

Moreover, requiring a victim to undergo a
firearms background check is not a hurdle to
obtaining a firearm. Most firearm back-
ground checks are completed in under a
minute. A victim seeking to purchase a fire-
arm would still be able to do so quickly, un-
less the victim was legally prohibited from
possessing firearms.

Rather than adding dangerous exemptions
to a law that is supposed to protect victims
and survivors of domestic violence, Congress
should focus on ensuring that adjudicated
domestic abusers do not possess firearms.
This includes ensuring federal firearms
prohibitors protect all victims of intimate
partner violence, including dating partners,
and ensuring that domestic abusers who are
prohibited from possessing firearms relin-
quish their firearms. The best way to protect
victims is to disarm abusers.

Mr. RASKIN. Just to quote a small
part of it: ““‘Firearms pose a significant
danger to victims of domestic violence,
and this is true no matter who owns
the firearm. Research shows that a
male abuser’s access to a firearm in-
creases the risk of intimate partner
femicide fivefold and does not support
the contention that firearm possession
is a protective factor for the victim.”

And there is more in here of interest.

I would like to thank my distin-
guished colleague from Arizona for her
thoughts on the question of sexual and
domestic violence.

We, indeed, have a provision within
the legislation which allows for an ex-
emption from the background check
requirement in cases of an imminent
threat of great bodily harm.

The question has been raised: Does
that include sexual assault, dating
partner violence, stalking, and so on?
We thought it was self-evident that it
did, but, in any event, Representatives
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Horn from Oklahoma and Murphy from
Florida are introducing a clarifying
amendment to be very specific that it
is included.

At that point, perhaps we could wel-
come the support of the distinguished
gentlewoman from Arizona, because we
are being very clear at that point that
our exception for imminent bodily
harm and violence includes sexual as-
sault and so on.

I am certain that the gentlewoman’s
intentions are good, just as are the in-
tentions of the offerers of the amend-
ment in the bill.

Let me just address, in case the gen-
tlewoman hasn’t decided to come over
to our side now, some of the general
points that were made against the leg-
islation.

The gentlewoman articulated an ar-
gument we have been hearing a lot of
from our counterparts, which is that
criminals don’t follow the law and,
therefore, there is no reason to get rid
of the loopholes and strengthen the
law, because criminals won’t follow the
law.

Now, the fallacy of that argument is
plain to see. It is an argument against
all law.

It is an argument against the law
against murder because murderers ob-
viously don’t follow the law against
murder.

It is an argument against the law op-
posed to theft because thieves don’t
follow the law against theft.

But I think anyone who takes time
to really study what law is understands
that the purpose of the law is to deter
people from negative, socially harmful
action, the way that the Brady Act has
deterred more than 3 million people—
felons, fugitives, the mentally unsta-
ble, and other unauthorized cat-
egories—from accessing a weapon.

Now, that argument sweeps so broad-
ly that it is an argument against hav-
ing the Brady Act that we have now,
and perhaps that is the intention, sim-
ply to take down the law that we have
got now.

Another purpose of law, of course, is
to punish people who violate it and
then, again, to send a moral message
about what the social norms are.

And we have got social norms about
driving, for example. Would we say we
are not going to have driver’s licenses
in America because people who drive
without a driver’s license ignore the
law requiring you to have a driver’s li-
cense?

It is a completely nonsensical argu-
ment.

Let’s come back to reality and talk
about what the Brady Act actually re-
quires the gun dealers to ask people.

Here are the basic questions that are
being asked:

Are you under indictment for or have
you ever been convicted of a felony?

Are you a fugitive from justice?

Are you an unlawful user of a con-
trolled substance?

Do you suffer from mental illness?

Have you been dishonorably dis-
charged from the Armed Forces?
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Are you subject to a court order re-
straining you from harassing, stalking,
or threatening your child or an inti-
mate partner?

Have you ever been convicted of a
misdemeanor crime of domestic vio-
lence?

Have you renounced your United
States citizenship?

Are you unlawfully present in the
United States?

Mr. Speaker, those questions have
created a dragnet that has allowed us
to stop more than 3 million people
from getting weapons who shouldn’t
have them.

But there are these big, gaping loop-
holes out there that they can go on the
Internet and get one, or they can go to
the parking lot of a convenience store
in a private sale and get one, or they
can go to a gun show and negotiate a
private sale and get one without hav-
ing to answer those questions.

Well, the American people have spo-
ken on this. That is really why this is
the first legislation advocating gun
safety to hit the floor of the House of
Representatives in a quarter of a cen-
tury.

This is a great day for the gun safety
movement that has overtaken Amer-
ica, rejecting the unconscionable toll
of 100 people dead every single day in
communities across the land.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the
gentleman from California (Mr. THOMP-
SON), the sponsor of the underlying bill,
H.R. 8, who has done such a magnifi-
cent job advocating this cause through
thick and thin.

Mr. THOMPSON of California. Mr.
Speaker, I rise in strong support of this
rule and for the underlying legislation,
a bipartisan measure that will make
all of our communities safer and will
save lives.

I would like to thank Chairman
MCGOVERN for his fair consideration of
H.R. 8 and the proposed amendments
that came before the Rules Committee.

This is an important time in our Na-
tion’s history. Over 80 percent of Amer-
icans have come together to support
universal background checks. This is a
new day, and this is the time to act
now.

Since the tragedy in Newtown about
6% years ago, this House has held 54
moments of silence, but we have not
held one moment of action.

With Speaker PELOSI’s leadership, we
now have a chance to vote for two—
two—bipartisan bills which will help
save lives.

As a gun owner and a strong sup-
porter of the Second Amendment, I was
proud to introduce H.R. 8 with my bi-
partisan colleagues. I look forward to
its consideration tomorrow, and I urge
my colleagues to support this rule
today and the bill tomorrow.
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Mrs. LESKO. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5
minutes to the gentleman from North
Carolina (Mr. HUDSON), my good friend.

Mr. HUDSON. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to voice my strong opposition to
H.R. 8 and H.R. 1112.
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We all share the same goal: to end
gun violence. But in the course of this
debate, House Democrats say they
want to do something to end gun vio-
lence and anyone who disagrees with
their policies doesn’t care.

I believe in my heart that the gen-
tleman from Maryland and the folks on
the other side of this debate care about
the victims of gun violence and the
children in this country, and I know in
my heart that my colleagues on this
side of the aisle and I care, too.

It is a shame that in their rush to do
something, anything, Democrats have
made this a partisan show. They won’t
even allow my bipartisan concealed
carry reciprocity bill that passed this
House last Congress to be debated on
the House floor today.

What about the single mother victim
of assault, like Shaneen Allen? Does
she not have the right to defend her-
self?

Instead of working on commonsense
solutions that can actually help pre-
vent tragedies—like supporting local
law enforcement, ensuring laws and
protocols are followed, improving men-
tal health, and implementing my con-
cealed carry reciprocity—they are tar-
geting law-abiding citizens, and they
are disregarding existing Federal law.

There is no gun show loophole. Fed-
eral law already requires a background
check on every commercial gun pur-
chase in America no matter where it
takes place. Federal law already pro-
hibits so-called straw purchases.

Let’s make one thing clear: H.R. 8
would not have stopped Newtown. H.R.
8 would not have stopped Parkland. It
would not have stopped Las Vegas or
Sutherland Springs or San Bernardino
or the tragic attack on our former col-
league, Congresswoman Gabrielle Gif-
fords.

But the proponents of gun control
don’t want you to judge them based on
outcomes; they want you to judge
them based on intentions. And they say
anyone who points out the facts, any-
one who dares observe the obvious
flaws in their legislation, does so be-
cause they don’t care.

In their rush to do something, House
Democrats ignore that House Repub-
licans have done many things, like
strengthening the background check
system, which would have prevented
Sutherland Springs; improving mental
healthcare, which would have pre-
vented many of these shootings such as
Newtown and Charleston and Parkland;
and giving schools the tools they need
to protect students. All these bills re-
ceived bipartisan support in the last
Congress, but we don’t get credit for
real action because they say our inten-
tions weren’t good enough.

We owe it to the American people to
look past the intention and the emo-
tion and focus like a laser on out-
comes. What can we do to actually end
gun violence once and for all?

So what is this bill actually going to
do?

It is going to turn a law-abiding
American into a criminal when you
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loan your shotgun to your buddy to go
dove hunting.

It is going to make it illegal for a
victim of stalking to borrow a gun
from a neighbor for protection.

It is going to make the cost of back-
ground checks so expensive that the
average American can’t afford to buy a
gun. Meanwhile, criminals are going to
continue to get their firearms, whether
it is through theft or the black market
or on the street.

I applaud President Donald Trump
for standing with us against this inef-
fective legislation, and I encourage my
colleagues to vote ‘‘no.”

The American people want us to
work together to solve this problem
and stop gun violence. Can’t we come
together in a bipartisan way and not
just do something, but do something
that will actually make a difference?

I am calling on my colleagues to put
partisanship aside. Work together on
ideas that will actually make a dif-
ference. I stand ready to continue this
work. I will work with anyone to end
gun violence while also protecting the
rights of law-abiding citizens, and I re-
ject the false dilemma that we can’t do
both.

Mr. RASKIN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

I suppose that we are in a rush to do
anything, something, anything that
works in order to curb the terrible toll
of gun violence on our society.

In the last Congress it is true there
was other legislation that was brought
to us. One was a proposal to legalize si-
lencers in America, which sounds to me
more like an agenda of organized crime
than it is of the U.S. Congress trying to
seek public safety.

But there was this bipartisan Con-
cealed Carry Reciprocity Act, which
was a massive assault on federalism
and States’ rights. It would have de-
stroyed every State’s concealed carry
law in the country to a level at the
lowest common denominator. So if you
could get a license to carry a concealed
loaded weapon in one State—and in
some States there are more than a mil-
lion people who have been able to get
them through completely permissive
and lax laws—then you could go any-
where in the country. That is their pro-
posal. That is what is coming out of
the loophole factory.

I just would like to assure my friend
that we have a provision in our legisla-
tion, if you read it carefully, which
says that you can temporarily transfer
a gun at a shooting range, at a shoot-
ing gallery, or for purposes of hunting,
s0 he doesn’t have to worry about this.

Our friends are either not reading
carefully enough or they are over-
looking very clear passages in our leg-
islation which deal with commonsense
concerns.

This is bipartisan legislation. It is
backed by more than 90 percent of the
American people, and it is going to ad-
vance common safety. So rather than
searching for mysterious reasons to op-
pose it, why shouldn’t everybody get
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together to say this is something that
will promote the public safety?

Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 minute to the
gentlewoman from Florida (Ms. CAS-
TOR).

Ms. CASTOR of Florida. Mr. Speaker,
I thank Mr. RASKIN of the Rules Com-
mittee for yielding the time.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong support
of this rule and H.R. 8, the Bipartisan
Background Checks Act of 2019. I am
proud to be a cosponsor, and I thank
Congressman THOMPSON for his leader-
ship.

Our bill is intended to ensure that in-
dividuals who are prohibited from own-
ing a firearm are not able to possess
one.

Representative RASKIN 1is right.
America is in the midst of a gun vio-
lence emergency. Each year, 120,000
Americans are injured by a firearm;
35,000 Americans die; and of those,
17,000 who are injured and Kkilled are
children.

No other country in the world suffers
the ravages of gun violence, and I am
afraid we have become numb to it. But
we don’t have to accept it, and we are
not, because we are going to finally
pass legislation here today.

Mass shootings are on the rise. Mili-
tary-style assault weapons are deadlier
than ever. People are being gunned
down in churches, schools, movie thea-
ters, nightclubs, and synagogues.

For so many years, the Republican-
led Congress blocked action on com-
monsense gun safety laws. But, finally,
to the American people: We heard you;
to the students who marched for their
lives: We are finally going to act.

It is time now. I urge adoption of this
bipartisan bill, the rule. It is a vote for
the safety of our communities and our
families.

Mrs. LESKO. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I would like to address
a couple of things that were said pre-
viously.

I had sponsored an amendment, as a
survivor of domestic violence, to allow
victims of domestic violence and sex-
ual abuse who have orders of protec-
tion to be able to get transferred a gun
if they might be in fear for their life.

As I have said, often victims of do-
mestic violence don’t have the finan-
cial means or they are so restricted by
their perpetrator that it is difficult for
them to go out and purchase a gun, let
alone get a background check, and so
they might have a friend whom they
can borrow it from.

Now, in response, I think, Mr.
RASKIN, if I am not mistaken, said that
the Democrats did help domestic vio-
lence victims. I just don’t think that
their amendment cuts it, and I am
going to read the amendment if this is
the one that the gentleman is talking
about.

It says: A temporary transfer that is
necessary to prevent imminent death
or great bodily harm, if the possession
by the transferee lasts only as long as
immediately necessary to prevent the
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imminent death or great bodily harm—
and then here is the amendment—in-
cluding the harm of domestic violence,
dating partner violence, sexual assault,
stalking, and domestic abuse.

I would say just because you add the
words ‘‘domestic violence,” ‘“‘victims of
domestic abuse’ doesn’t mean this is
going to help; and the reason is simply
because of what I said before, that
these terms in here are really unclear.
I really would like somebody to ex-
plain, and they are not defined any-
where, who determines prevent immi-
nent death or great bodily harm?

So, let’s say I am a victim of domes-
tic violence and I think my perpetrator
is going to kill me. Does imminent
death and, in this word, say, last only
as long as immediately necessary to
prevent the imminent death? So does
that mean the person who—my friend
who can lend me a gun has to be right
there in the same room and see that
there is imminent death coming?

I mean, there is no definition here.
So it is unclear to me that this would
help at all.

Also, what is the definition of ‘‘tem-
porary transfer’”? How long is that?
How long is temporary transfer? Does
that mean, you know, just enough time
you can throw somebody a gun while
they are imminently in death? I mean,
do you have to be right there? What
does this mean? There is no definition.

So, if we are going to proceed with
this, I think that we should at least de-
fine what these terms mean. Therefore,
I really wish that my amendment that
said that victims of domestic violence
or sexual abuse that have an order of
protection through the court—through
the court—would be allowed to at least
borrow a gun to defend themselves
from, maybe, a friend.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. RASKIN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

I want to thank my colleague for ad-
vancing our discussion here because I
think now we are really starting to get
somewhere.

The gentlewoman suggested an
amendment which allows for the trans-
fer of a firearm to a victim of domestic
violence or sexual assault who has an
order of protection issued by a court.
That is an extremely narrow exception.

Most women who are enduring do-
mestic violence don’t have a civil pro-
tection order. Part of that is because of
the incompetence of the laws in a lot of
States, and part of it is because they
haven’t had the wherewithal to go and
get one.

But our legislation and our amend-
ment sweeps much more broadly. It al-
lows any woman who is a victim of do-
mestic violence, who faces a threat
from their attacker, to be loaned a gun
by a family member or be loaned a gun
by a friend until the threat is resolved.

My friend suggests that there is
something ambiguous about the words.
I just don’t see the ambiguity. Their
original argument attacked the utility

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

of all criminal law, saying we shouldn’t
have criminal laws, essentially, be-
cause criminals won’t follow them.

This seems like an attack on law
itself. Law depends upon language. But
the language is clear here that if there
is a threat and if you are suffering
from the threat of domestic violence,
sexual assault and so on, then you can
get the gun.

Who interprets it? Well, you have got
the right to go out and get it. If some-
one were to prosecute you for doing
that, the prosecution would clearly
lose.

So I am afraid that our friends are
looking for problems in this bipartisan
legislation which simply don’t exist.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 minute to the
gentlewoman from Texas (Ms. JACKSON
LEE).

Ms. JACKSON LEE. Mr. Speaker, as
a senior member on the Judiciary Com-
mittee and senior member on the
Crime, Terrorism, and Homeland Secu-
rity Subcommittee, I, too, am glad of
the underlying discussion regarding
the protecting of women.

I rise today to support H.R. 8, the Bi-
partisan Background Checks Act of
2019, to close the gun show loophole,
supported by 80 percent of the Amer-
ican people, so unlicensed dealers can-
not, undercover, out of the back of
their trunk, sell to people who would
create and perpetrate either mass mur-
ders or individual abuse and gun vio-
lence.

I also support H.R. 1112, the En-
hanced Background Checks Act of 2019,
that would, in fact, have stopped the
deaths at the Mother Emanuel Church
in Charleston, South Carolina, where
worshippers were shot down, nine of
them.

To listen to the debate in the Judici-
ary Committee, 10 hours of rebuffing
these simple legislative initiatives, I
beg of my colleagues to stand with us.
It is clear that we have an amendment,
Horn and Murphy, that clarifies great
bodily harm, includes domestic vio-
lence, dating partner violence, sexual
assault, stalking, and domestic abuse.
We want women to be protected and
others involved in domestic abuse cir-
cumstances.

My amendment that will be brought
up as well will provide the information
as to how many times the FBI has had
to deal with petitions that have been
denied.

Let us not have another 20 years be-
fore we have bills that deal with gun
safety legislation. Let’s do it now.

Mr. Speaker, | rise in strong support of the
rule governing debate on H.R. 8, the “Bipar-
tisan Background Checks Act of 2019” and
H.R. 1112, the “Enhanced Background Check
Act of 2019,” as well as the underlying legisla-
tion.

These legislative proposals address and
strengthen the background check system that
is already in place to purchase a firearm.

A 2013 study found that approximately 80
percent of all firearms acquired for criminal
purposes were obtained from sources who
were not required to run a background check,
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and that 96 percent of inmates who were not
prohibited from possessing a firearm at the
time they committed their crime obtained their
gun this way.

This loophole exists largely because unli-
censed sellers need not conduct any back-
ground check under current law, even if the
sellers sell a large number of guns.

H.R. 8, the “Bipartisan Background Checks
Act of 2019,” would make it illegal for any per-
son who is not a licensed firearm importer,
manufacturer, or dealer to transfer a firearm to
any other person who is not so licensed with-
out a background check.

Individuals seeking to transfer a firearm
under this measure would be required to visit
a licensed firearms dealer to run the nec-
essary background check before the transfer
could be finalized.

H.R. 8 is intended to provide an accurate
and speedy manner to ensure firearms do not
end up in the wrong hands.

An internal assessment by the Federal Bu-
reau of Investigation (FBI) demonstrated that
NICS background checks are approximately
99.3 percent to 99.8 percent accurate, and in
90 percent of cases, are processed within 90
seconds.

H.R. 1112, the “Enhanced Background
Checks Act of 2019,” would strengthen the
background check procedures federal firearms
licensees or dealers follow before selling or
transferring a firearm.

As under current law, firearms dealers
would be required to run a background check
on prospective buyers using the NICS.

Over 90% of checks are completed within
90 seconds so if the NICS system has not re-
turned an answer to the licensed firearms
dealer within ten days, the prospective fire-
arms purchaser may file a petition with the At-
torney General for review.

After another ten-day period has expired,
the licensed firearms dealer may sell or trans-
fer the firearm to the prospective purchaser if
it has not received a response through the
NICS system and the dealer has no reason to
believe that the purchaser is prohibited from
obtaining a firearm under federal, state, or
local law.

Thus, under this measure, licensed firearms
dealers could not sell or transfer under the
“default proceed” provision until at least 20
days have passed, since the initial background
check.

Mr. Speaker, the American people are de-
manding effective action to reduce, if not pre-
vent altogether, the countless mass shootings
and gun violence in our country that continue
to claim so many innocent lives.

Newly released data from the Centers for
Disease Control (CDC) and Prevention found
firearm-related deaths rose for the second-
straight year in 2016, largely due to spikes in
gun violence.

In 2016, the new CDC report on preliminary
mortality data shows that there were more
than 38,000 gun-related deaths in the U.S.—
4,000 more than 2015.

An Associated Press analysis of FBI data
shows there were about 11,000 gun-related
homicides in 2016, up from 9,600 in 2015.

Congress must act to keep our country safe
through gun safety and violence deterrence.

There is nearly one mass shooting per day
in the United States—355 mass shootings in
2018.

In December 2012, a gunman walked into
Sandy Hook Elementary School in Newtown,
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Connecticut, and killed 20 children, 6 adults,
and himself.

Since December 2012, there have been at
least 1,518 mass shootings, with at least
1,715 people killed and 6,089 wounded.

On the night of October 1, 2017, a gunman
opened fire on a large crowd of concertgoers
at the Route 91 Harvest music festival on the
Las Vegas Strip, leaving 58 people dead and
527 injured.

And on November 5, 2017, a mass shooting
occurred at the First Baptist Church in Suther-
land Springs, Texas, where the gunman, 26-
year-old Devin Patrick Kelley killed 26 and in-
jured 20 others.

Every day, on average, 92 Americans are
victims of gun violence, resulting in more than
33,000 deaths annually.

States with higher gun ownership rates have
higher gun murder rates—as much as 114
percent higher than other States.

A recent study by the Centers for Disease
Control and Prevention looking at 30 years of
homicide data found that for every 1 percent
increase in a State’s gun ownership rate, there
is a nearly 1 percent increase in its firearm
homicide rate.

Gun death rates are generally lower in
States with restrictions such as safe storage
requirements or assault weapons bans.

Mass shootings stopped by armed civilians
in the past 33 years: 0.

Because more than 75 percent of the weap-
ons used in mass shootings between 1982
and 2012 were obtained legally, stronger leg-
islation is needed to prevent guns from getting
into the wrong hands.

And that begins with passing H.R. 8, the
“Bipartisan Background Checks Act of 2019,”
and H.R. 1112, the “Enhanced Background
Check Act of 2019.”

| urge all Members to support the rule and
the underlying legislation when it comes to the
floor.

Mrs. LESKO. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

I would like to refute some of the
things, or talk about some of the
things said by my friends on the other
side.

One of the things that I do want to
talk about is that Mr. RASKIN said that
my amendment is such a narrow excep-
tion for domestic violence victims. I
had a broader one in Judiciary Com-
mittee, if the gentleman remembers,
and Chairman NADLER told me that it
was too broad, that it was too vague, so
that is why I made it very specific.

If the gentleman would like, I will
make it broad again.

O 1415

Also in the Rules Committee, there
was another amendment as well, and
we are both on Rules, too, of course.

There was a broader one from Mr.
SCALISE, who is a victim of gun vio-
lence. He had an amendment that was
ruled out of order. That basically said
any victim of domestic violence, which
was broad, but then he had another
subsection that said victim of domestic
violence or sexual abuse that has an
order of protection. So we covered
both, yet it was ruled out of order. So
we really tried.

Now, the other thing that you
brought up, that it is very clear what
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imminent danger means, and that
would cover somebody, and surely a do-
mestic violence victim would not be-
come a criminal under this law. Well, I
don’t think it is very sure.

So I ask Mr. RASKIN, my colleague, if
he would be open to removing the word
“imminent” and just say ‘‘danger,” in-
stead of “‘imminent danger,” because
to me, ‘“‘imminent danger’” means you
have to be right in the same room, you
know, and throw somebody a gun or
something. I mean, to me, the word
“imminent’” needs to be removed from
the language.

The other thing I would like to talk
about is the number of times now my
colleagues on the other side of the aisle
have said: Oh, so many people support
this universal background check.

Well, I disagree. I disagree, because
there is proof right in Maine. They had
a ballot measure, and it was rejected
by the majority of the people.

I suppose it depends on how you ask
the question, but I just don’t think
that when you get into the details of
how it takes away our fundamental
Second Amendment rights and actually
burdens law-abiding citizens and actu-
ally may harm people, some of these
laws—Ilike was the case with the young
woman who testified in Judiciary who
said that good-intentioned gun laws ac-
tually prevented her from defending
herself, and she was raped.

So I would say I have some disagree-
ments with some of your statements.

I also want to point out that there
are many things that we can do on a bi-
partisan basis, and this obviously is
not bipartisan. I am a co-chairwoman
of the Women’s Caucus in Congress,
and I have talked to my counterpart, a
very nice woman and Congresswoman.
We really do want to work on bipar-
tisan solutions to gun violence. I would
say one of those is let’s really con-
centrate on mental health issues.

Now, we have done some things in
the past. We did the Fix NICS Act,
which we passed last year on a bipar-
tisan basis, which really is an attempt
to fix the national background system
so that local jurisdictions actually re-
port when there are problems, which I
think is very valuable.

We also did legislation in a bipar-
tisan manner that would protect our
schools more.

Here is another thing we could do in
a bipartisan manner. As you have
noted, 3.5 million people have been
stopped by NICS since 1994 from get-
ting guns, and 112,000 were stopped just
last year. But you know what? Only 12
of those 112,000 were actually pros-
ecuted. Why? I mean, we have laws on
the books now, and we are not even en-
forcing them. So I think that is an-
other thing we can do on a bipartisan
basis.

Again, this bill, I believe, does more
harm than good. I do think my col-
leagues are well intentioned. I do be-
lieve that all of us, whether we are Re-
publican or Democrat, want to reduce
gun violence.
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Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. RASKIN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself as much time as I might con-
sume.

Mr. Speaker, first, to clarify one
thing, this is bipartisan legislation. We
have at least five Republicans who are
cosponsoring and supporting this legis-
lation. I assume my friend doesn’t
mean to read those five Republican
Members of the House of Representa-
tives out of her caucus.

I am not quite sure what happened in
Maine, but I know that there are
around a dozen States and the District
of Columbia that have already gotten
rid of the loopholes that we are going
to get rid of today in this Federal legis-
lation.

My friend also invokes Second
Amendment rights. I thought that we
had put that red herring to rest in 2008
in Heller v. District of Columbia. Jus-
tice Scalia said that reasonable regula-
tion to screen out felons and fugitives
and the mentally unstable is perfectly
consistent with the Second Amend-
ment.

Everybody on both sides of the aisle
favors the Second Amendment, along
with the rest of the Bill of Rights. If
you are going to oppose this legisla-
tion, you have to base it on some pub-
lic safety rationale and not pretend
like anybody has made a constitutional
argument, because nobody has made a
constitutional argument.

Finally, on the question of the do-
mestic violence amendment, I would
invite my friend to come on over, and
we would gladly have unanimous con-
sent to have her added to the amend-
ment, which is the broader amendment
she is talking about. Of course, her
amendment was the narrow one, which
required you to have a civil protection
order before there would be an excep-
tion from the provisions of the legisla-
tion.

She said she was misdirected by the
chairman of the Judiciary Committee.
All I can say is the legislative process
is a treacherous place and a rocky road
for people in the minority. I have been
dealing with that for several years. In
any event, we would love to have you
join the amendment now. Mr. Speaker,
I make that offer to my friend.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 2% minutes to
the gentleman from Massachusetts
(Mr. MCGOVERN), who is the great and
distinguished chairman of the Com-
mittee on Rules.

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, 1
thank the gentleman from Maryland
(Mr. RASKIN) for yielding me the time,
and I thank him for his leadership on
this important issue.

Let me remind my colleagues on the
other side of the aisle who are opposing
this legislation that people are watch-
ing this debate, and I know many are
scratching their heads wondering what
is going on, because what we are trying
to do here is close loopholes that allow
violent criminals to get access to guns,
not create more loopholes.
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Mr. Speaker, last Thursday, I spoke
at a town hall sponsored by students at
Bancroft High School in Worcester,
Massachusetts. Those young people de-
manded action on gun violence, not un-
like other young people all across my
district and all across this country.
They are terrified, and they are tired of
seeing one massacre after another after
another after another. They are
sickened by the unacceptable high rate
of gun violence in this country.

We have an obligation to be on their
side, not on the side of the gun lobby.

In fact, most gun owners agree with
what we are doing here today. Ninety-
seven percent of gun-owning house-
holds support universal background
checks. You don’t see support like that
on very many things, but on this issue,
the public is speaking loud and clear.
The question is whether Congress is
going to listen.

My office has been flooded with calls
on this year after year after year, and
I have heard from loved ones of victims
killed and from those injured. I know
many of my colleagues can say the
same thing. It is heartbreaking.

Each of us is in a unique position. We
can do more than just listen. We can
act. We can actually vote to help save
lives.

Sadly, past majorities have turned a
deaf ear. In fact, it has been nearly a
decade since the Judiciary Committee
held a hearing on a major bill to com-
bat gun violence. When they were in
charge, my Republican friends on the
other side instead held a hearing on a
bill that would have actually brought
more guns from out of State into local
communities.

Their indifference on this issue of
gun violence, their silence, has been
stunning. But this majority is not sat-
isfied with inaction. We will not be
cowed by the gun lobby.

We are moving legislation, in the
case of H.R. 8, that has been in the
works for more than 20 years. The time
for inaction is over.

Listen to the young people in your
districts. They are not content with a
future where gun violence is the norm.
They want and they deserve better.

Last night in the Rules Committee,
my Republican friends tried to pass ex-
ception after exception after exception.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
time of the gentleman has expired.

Mr. RASKIN. Mr. Speaker, I yield an
additional 30 seconds to the gentleman
from Massachusetts (Mr. MCGOVERN).

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, they
tried to pass exception after exception
to this universal background check
bill, essentially trying to gut the bill.

Well, this is a modest reform in the
right direction. We are trying to save
lives. We are tired of massacres. We are
tired of comforting parents whose
loved ones were Kkilled in gun violence.
We are tired of inaction. We are tired
of the gun lobby dictating what Con-
gress does and doesn’t pass.

This majority is going to be run by
the people of this country, and the ma-
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jority of the people of this country
overwhelmingly support these bills.

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues on
both sides of the aisle to vote for this
rule and vote for the underlying legis-
lation.

Mrs. LESKO. Mr. Speaker, I reserve
the balance of my time.

Mr. RASKIN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the gentlewoman from Cali-
fornia (Ms. LEE).

Ms. LEE of California. Mr. Speaker, I
thank Congressman RASKIN for yield-
ing and for his tireless leadership.

Mr. Speaker, I rise today in strong
support of the rule and H.R. 8, Con-
gressman THOMPSON’s bipartisan bill
that makes gun sale background
checks universal.

This bill is an important step to en-
sure that individuals who should not be
allowed to purchase a gun are no
longer able to purchase a gun.

Since 2014, nearly 400 of my constitu-
ents have died by gun violence. Our
community feels their loss every single
day. Here are just a few of their names
and tragic stories.

Davon Ellis: Davon was a star foot-
ball player and an excellent student at
Oakland Tech High School. He was
shot and killed while walking home
from school. My nephew was walking
with him when he was gunned down.

Travon Godfrey: Travon was killed in
2016 while sitting in a car with his
friends in front of his home. Every
time I think about Travon, my heart
breaks. Travon came to a town meet-
ing that I held on gun violence in Janu-
ary of 2016.

Sadly, these heartbreaking stories
are all too familiar in communities
across the country. More than 30,000
Americans lose their lives to gun vio-
lence each year. Shootings now Kkill as
many Americans as car accidents, and
that is why this bill is so important.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
time of the gentlewoman has expired.

Mr. RASKIN. Mr. Speaker, I yield an
additional 30 seconds to the gentle-
woman.

Ms. LEE of California. Mr. Speaker, 1
thank the gentleman very much for
yielding me additional time.

Mr. Speaker, this bill is a good first
step to ensure that our background
checks are strengthened, that we keep
guns out of the wrong hands, and that
we close these loopholes.

Mr. Speaker, we must end this epi-
demic of gun violence in our country.
This is a national emergency. This bill
will save lives, so I urge my colleagues
to vote ‘‘yes’ on the rule and ‘‘yes’ on
the bill.

Mrs. LESKO. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, if we defeat the pre-
vious question, I will offer an amend-
ment to the rule to make my amend-
ment in order, which would allow do-
mestic violence and sexual assault vic-
tims with orders of protection to be ex-
empt from the gun transfer prohibi-
tions. This amendment is crucial to
saving lives.
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As a survivor of domestic violence, I
know what it is like to be in fear for
our lives.

This commonsense amendment is
clearcut. If you are a victim with an
order of protection, you can borrow a
firearm or transfer a firearm to you. It
is important, because victims don’t
often have the means to purchase or go
pay for a background check.

The Democrats have presented a let-
ter from the National Task Force to
End Sexual and Domestic Violence as a
reason for not needing my amendment.
However, with all due respect, the Na-
tional Task Force does not speak for
every victim, and they certainly do not
speak for me. In fact, they never even
contacted me, and I have been an out-
spoken person saying I am a survivor
of domestic violence since I ran for
Congress. I am also the person who
sponsored the amendment to extend
the Violence Against Women Act, yet
they have never talked to me or
reached out to my office.

The majority offered a political
amendment on domestic violence,
which I have already talked about,
which really does not do any good, be-
cause the definitions of imminent dan-
ger are not defined, and it will not be
carried out and will not be effective.

Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous con-
sent to insert the text of my amend-
ment in the RECORD, along with extra-
neous material, immediately prior to
the vote on the previous question.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
PRICE of North Carolina). Is there ob-
jection to the request of the gentle-
woman from Arizona?

There was no objection.

Mrs. LESKO. Mr. Speaker, in closing,
we all want to solve gun violence in the
United States, but H.R. 8 and H.R. 1112
will not solve the problem.
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As co-chairwoman of the bipartisan
Women’s Caucus, I am committed to
working across the aisle on solutions
we can all agree on. However, this is
not one of them. We can talk about
mental health. We can talk about
strengthening the NICS background
check system even more. We can talk
about enforcing the laws that are al-
ready on the books.

H.R. 8 will turn law-abiding citizens
into criminals by making everyday gun
transfers a crime and putting those
who seek to protect themselves in jail
for wanting to do so.

H.R. 8 and H.R. 1112 will place an
undue burden on citizens who already
have a background check. For in-
stance: security clearance, global
entry, State-issued permits, et cetera.

These pieces of legislation put law-
abiding citizens in danger by disarming
them and emboldening criminals. The
bad guys never follow the law. In fact,
I believe that this legislation violates
the Second Amendment of the Con-
stitution because it does not prohibit
undue fees for background checks and,
thus, some people cannot afford them
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and, thus, not be able to get a gun to
defend themselves.

Mr. Speaker, I urge ‘“‘no’” on the pre-
vious question, ‘‘no’ on the underlying
measure, and I yield back the balance
of my time.

Mr. RASKIN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, far from trying to turn
law-abiding citizens into criminals, our
legislation will save law-abiding citi-
zens from criminals, simply by expand-
ing the successful Brady law, which has
been in effect for decades now.

The gentlewoman introduces a con-
stitutional argument at the last
minute here, saying that our legisla-
tion is unconstitutional because there
may be undue fees imposed. Of course,
those are the fees that are currently
imposed under the Brady law, so I am
afraid that my friend has just made an
argument for the unconstitutionality
of the current law, which has saved us
from more than 3 million felons, fugi-
tives, mentally unstable people, drug
abusers, and undocumented aliens from
acquiring firearms in the country.

Mr. Speaker, our country is a social
contract. I know we have got a lot of
young people here today. We are a so-
cial contract. If you go back and read
any of the social contracts—there is
Thomas Hobbes, John Locke, or Thom-
as Jefferson—any of them say, we leave
a state of nature, which is a state of
war and a state of violence, in order to
live in a civilized way.

But how civilized is it when tens of
thousands of Americans, every year,
are being killed in firearm violence?
Every day, another hundred Americans
are killed with guns.

In 2017, the highest level in 40 years,
nearly 40,000 Americans died from gun
violence. That is not a civilized state.
That is a state of war. That is a state
of violence.

We know what the loopholes are, and
we are going to close the loopholes
with our bipartisan legislation, which
has support from Republicans and it
has support from Democrats. The pub-
lic opinion polls show that more than
95 percent of the American people sup-
port what we are trying to do here—
close the gun show loophole, close the
private sale loophole, close the inter-
net loophole—make sure that every-
body who purchases a gun in America
is purchasing it only with the universal
comprehensive mental and criminal
background check.

We have amendments for the discrete
exceptions that are necessary, includ-
ing in cases of imminent violence, in-
cluding rape and sexual assault via do-
mestic violence. We think that this
legislation is excellent legislation that
every Member of Congress should feel
proud voting for.

Mr. Speaker, I submit both H.R. 8,
the Bipartisan Background Check Act,
as well as the bill to close the Charles-
ton loophole, so that criminals are not
given guns after 3 days. We are able to
delay that process in the event that
more investigation is needed.

Mr. CONNOLLY. Mr. Speaker, | rise today
in support of H. Res. 145, the rule providing
for consideration of the Bipartisan Background
Checks Act of 2019 (H.R. 8) and the En-
hanced Background Checks Act of 2019 (H.R.
1112).

These critical bills would ensure that there is
a comprehensive background check on every
firearm purchase, something that 97 percent
of American voters, including 97 percent of
gun-owning households, support.

H.R. 8 requires background checks on all
firearm sales, including those conducted by
unlicensed gun sellers, closing what has be-
come known as the “gun show loophole.”

H.R. 1112 closes another loophole in cur-
rent statute that allows gun dealers to transfer
a firearm after three business days if they
have not received a definitive response from
the background check system.

Tragically, this gap became known as the
“Charleston loophole” when it contributed to
the brutal murder of nine people at the Eman-
uel African Methodist Episcopal Church in
Charleston in 2015.

Congress must act immediately on the
ABCs of gun violence prevention.

A is for Assault Weapons Ban.

B is for Background Checks Reform.

C is for Closing the Gun Show Loophole.

These measures make progress on B and
C, and | urge my colleagues to support them.

The material previously referred to
by Mrs. LESKO is as follows:

At the end of the resolution, add the fol-
lowing:

Sec. 4. Notwithstanding any other provi-
sion of this resolution, the amendment print-
ed in section 5 shall be in order as though
printed as the last amendment in part A of
the report of the Committee on Rules accom-
panying this resolution if offered by Rep-
resentative Lesko of Arizona or a designee.
That amendment shall be debatable for 10
minutes equally divided and controlled by
the proponent and an opponent.

Sec. 5. The amendment referred to in sec-
tion 4 is as follows:

Page 3, line 17, strike ‘“‘or’’.

Page 4, line 15, strike the period and insert
“sor”.

Page 4, after line 15, insert the following:

‘“(G) a transfer to a victim of domestic vio-
lence or sexual assault who is to be protected
under an order of protection issued by a
court of law.”.

Mr. RASKIN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
back the balance of my time, and I
move the previous question on the res-
olution.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on ordering the previous
question.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

Mrs. LESKO. Mr. Speaker, on that I
demand the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 9 of rule XX, this 15-
minute vote on ordering the previous
question will be followed by 5-minute
votes on:

Adoption of House Resolution 145, if
ordered;

Ordering the previous question on
House Resolution 144; and

Adoption of House Resolution 144, if
ordered.
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The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 229, nays
191, not voting 11, as follows:

Adams
Aguilar
Allred
Axne
Barragan
Bass
Beatty
Bera
Beyer
Bishop (GA)
Blumenauer
Blunt Rochester
Bonamici
Boyle, Brendan
F.
Brindisi
Brown (MD)
Brownley (CA)
Bustos
Butterfield
Carbajal
Cardenas
Carson (IN)
Cartwright
Case
Casten (IL)
Castor (FL)
Castro (TX)
Chu, Judy
Cicilline
Cisneros
Clark (MA)
Clarke (NY)
Clay
Cleaver
Clyburn
Connolly
Cooper
Correa
Costa
Courtney
Cox (CA)
Craig
Crist
Crow
Cuellar
Cummings
Cunningham
Davids (KS)
Davis (CA)
Davis, Danny K.
Dean
DeGette
DeLauro
DelBene
Delgado
Demings
DeSaulnier
Deutch
Dingell
Doggett
Doyle, Michael
F.
Engel
Escobar
Eshoo
Espaillat
Evans
Finkenauer
Fletcher
Foster
Fudge
Gabbard
Gallego
Garamendi
Garcia (IL)
Garcia (TX)
Golden

Abraham
Aderholt
Allen
Amash
Amodei
Armstrong
Arrington
Babin
Bacon
Baird
Balderson
Banks

[Roll No. 90]
YEAS—229

Gomez
Gongzalez (TX)
Gottheimer
Green (TX)
Grijalva
Haaland
Harder (CA)
Hastings
Hayes
Heck
Higgins (NY)
Hill (CA)
Himes
Horn, Kendra S.
Horsford
Houlahan
Hoyer
Huffman
Jackson Lee
Jayapal
Jeffries
Johnson (GA)
Johnson (TX)
Kaptur
Keating
Kelly (IL)
Kennedy
Khanna
Kildee
Kilmer
Kim
Kind
Kirkpatrick
Krishnamoorthi
Kuster (NH)
Lamb
Langevin
Larsen (WA)
Larson (CT)
Lawrence
Lawson (FL)
Lee (CA)
Lee (NV)
Levin (CA)
Levin (MI)
Lewis
Lieu, Ted
Lipinski
Loebsack
Lofgren
Lowenthal
Lujan
Luria
Lynch
Malinowski
Maloney,
Carolyn B.
Maloney, Sean
Matsui
McAdams
McBath
McCollum
McEachin
McGovern
McNerney
Meeks
Meng
Moore
Morelle
Moulton
Mucarsel-Powell
Murphy
Nadler
Napolitano
Neal
Neguse
Norcross
O’Halleran

NAYS—191

Barr
Bergman
Biggs
Bilirakis
Bishop (UT)
Bost

Brady
Brooks (AL)
Brooks (IN)
Buchanan
Buck

Budd

Ocasio-Cortez
Omar
Pallone
Panetta
Pappas
Pascrell
Payne
Perlmutter
Peters
Peterson
Phillips
Pingree
Pocan
Porter
Pressley
Price (NC)
Quigley
Raskin
Rice (NY)
Richmond
Rose (NY)
Rouda
Roybal-Allard
Ruiz
Ruppersberger
Rush
Ryan
Sanchez
Sarbanes
Scanlon
Schakowsky
Schiff
Schneider
Schrader
Schrier
Scott (VA)
Scott, David
Serrano
Sewell (AL)
Shalala
Sherman
Sherrill
Sires
Slotkin
Soto
Spanberger
Speier
Stanton
Stevens
Suozzi
Swalwell (CA)
Takano
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Titus
Tlaib
Tonko
Torres (CA)
Torres Small
(NM)
Trahan
Trone
Underwood
Van Drew
Vargas
Veasey
Vela
Velazquez
Visclosky
Wasserman
Schultz
Waters
Watson Coleman
Welch
Wexton
Wwild
Wilson (FL)
Yarmuth

Burchett
Burgess
Byrne
Calvert
Carter (GA)
Carter (TX)
Chabot
Cheney
Cline

Cloud

Cole

Collins (GA)
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Collins (NY) Hurd (TX) Rodgers (WA)
Comer Johnson (LA) Roe, David P.
Conaway Johnson (OH) Rogers (AL)
Cook Johnson (SD) Rogers (KY)
Crawford Jordan Rooney (FL)
Crenshaw Joyce (OH) Rose, John W.
Curtis Joyce (PA) Rouzer
Davidson (OH) Kelly (MS) Roy
Davis, Rodney Kelly (PA) Rutherford
D‘esJ arlais K%ng‘ (NY) Scalise
Diaz-Balart Kinzinger Schweikert
Duffy Kustoff (TN) Scott, Austin
Duncan LaHood Sensenbrenner
Dunn LaMalfa Shimkus
Emmer Lamborn Simpson
Estes Latta Smith (MO)
Ferguson Lesko Smith (NE)
Fitzpatrick Long Smith (NJ)
Fleischmann Loudermilk Smucker
Flores Lucas
Fortenberry Luetkemeyer Spano )
Foxx (NC) Marchant Staube}
Fulcher Marshall Ste'famk
Gaetz Massie Steil
Gallagher Mast Steube
Gianforte McCarthy Stewart
Gibbs MoCaul Stivers
Gohmert McClintock Taylor
Gonzalez (OH) McHenry Thompson (PA)
Gooden McKinley Thornberry
Gosar Meadows Timmons
Granger Meuser Tipton
Graves (GA) Miller Turner
Graves (LA) Mitchell Upton
Graves (MO) Moolenaar Walberg
Green (TN) Mooney (WV) Walden
Griffith Mullin Walorski
Grothman Newhouse Waltz
Guest Norman Watkins
Guthrie Nunes Weber (TX)
Hagedorn Olson Webster (FL)
Harris Palazzo Wenstrup
Hartzler Palmer Westerman
Hern, Kevin Pence Williams
Herrera Beutler Perry Wilson (SC)
Hice (GA) Posey Wittman
Higgins (LA) Ratcliffe Womack
Holding Reed Woodall
Hollingsworth Reschenthaler Wright
Hudson Rice (80) Yoho
Huizenga Riggleman Young
Hunter Roby Zeldin

NOT VOTING—11
Bucshon Hill (AR) Smith (WA)
Cohen Katko Wagner
DeFazio King (IA) Walker
Frankel Lowey
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Messrs. HURD of Texas and WALDEN
changed their vote from ‘‘yea” to
“nay.”

So the previous question was ordered.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

The SPEAKER pro tempore.
question is on the resolution.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

Mrs. LESKO. Mr. Speaker, on that I
demand the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. This is a
5-minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 227, nays
194, not voting 10, as follows:

[Roll No. 91]
YEAS—227

The

Adams Boyle, Brendan Castor (FL)
Aguilar F. Castro (TX)
Allred Brindisi Chu, Judy
Axne Brown (MD) Cicilline
Barragan Brownley (CA) Cisneros
Bass Bustos Clark (MA)
Beatty Butterfield Clarke (NY)
Bera Carbajal Clay

Beyer Cardenas Cleaver
Bishop (GA) Carson (IN) Clyburn
Blumenauer Cartwright Connolly
Blunt Rochester  Case Cooper
Bonamici Casten (IL) Correa

Costa
Courtney
Cox (CA)
Craig
Crist
Crow
Cuellar
Cummings
Cunningham
Davids (KS)
Davis (CA)
Dayvis, Danny K.
Dean
DeGette
DeLauro
DelBene
Delgado
Demings
DeSaulnier
Deutch
Dingell
Doggett
Doyle, Michael
F.
Engel
Escobar
Eshoo
Espaillat
Evans
Finkenauer
Fletcher
Foster
Fudge
Gabbard
Gallego
Garamendi
Garcia (IL)
Garcia (TX)
Gomez
Gonzalez (TX)
Gottheimer
Green (TX)
Grijalva
Haaland
Harder (CA)
Hastings
Hayes
Heck
Higgins (NY)
Hill (CA)
Himes
Horn, Kendra S.
Horsford
Houlahan
Hoyer
Huffman
Jackson Lee
Jayapal
Jeffries
Johnson (GA)
Johnson (TX)
Kaptur
Keating
Kelly (IL)
Kennedy

Abraham
Aderholt
Allen
Amash
Amodei
Armstrong
Arrington
Babin
Bacon
Baird
Balderson
Banks

Barr
Bergman
Biggs
Bilirakis
Bishop (UT)
Bost

Brady
Brooks (AL)
Brooks (IN)
Buchanan
Buck
Bucshon
Budd
Burchett
Burgess
Byrne
Calvert
Carter (GA)
Carter (TX)
Chabot

Khanna
Kildee
Kilmer
Kim
Kind
Kirkpatrick
Krishnamoorthi
Kuster (NH)
Lamb
Langevin
Larsen (WA)
Larson (CT)
Lawrence
Lawson (FL)
Lee (CA)
Lee (NV)
Levin (CA)
Levin (MI)
Lewis
Lieu, Ted
Lipinski
Loebsack
Lofgren
Lowenthal
Lujan
Luria
Lynch
Malinowski
Maloney,
Carolyn B.
Maloney, Sean
Matsui
McAdams
McBath
McCollum
McEachin
McGovern
McNerney
Meeks
Meng
Moore
Morelle
Moulton
Mucarsel-Powell
Murphy
Nadler
Napolitano
Neal
Neguse
Norcross
O’Halleran
Ocasio-Cortez
Omar
Pallone
Panetta
Pappas
Pascrell
Payne
Perlmutter
Peters
Phillips
Pingree
Pocan
Porter
Pressley

NAYS—194

Cheney
Cline

Cloud

Cole

Collins (GA)
Collins (NY)
Comer
Conaway
Cook
Crawford
Crenshaw
Curtis
Davidson (OH)
Dayvis, Rodney
DesJarlais
Diaz-Balart
Duffy
Duncan
Dunn
Emmer
Estes
Ferguson
Fitzpatrick
Fleischmann
Flores
Fortenberry
Foxx (NC)
Gaetz
Gallagher
Gianforte
Gibbs
Gohmert
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Price (NC)
Quigley
Raskin
Rice (NY)
Richmond
Rose (NY)
Rouda
Roybal-Allard
Ruiz
Ruppersberger
Rush
Ryan
Sanchez
Sarbanes
Scanlon
Schakowsky
Schiff
Schneider
Schrader
Schrier
Scott (VA)
Scott, David
Serrano
Sewell (AL)
Shalala
Sherman
Sherrill
Sires
Slotkin
Soto
Spanberger
Speier
Stanton
Stevens
Suozzi
Swalwell (CA)
Takano
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Titus
Tlaib
Tonko
Torres (CA)
Torres Small
(NM)
Trahan
Trone
Underwood
Van Drew
Vargas
Veasey
Vela
Velazquez
Visclosky
Wasserman
Schultz
Waters
Watson Coleman
Welch
Wexton
Wild
Wilson (FL)
Yarmuth

Golden
Gonzalez (OH)
Gooden
Gosar
Granger
Graves (GA)
Graves (LA)
Graves (MO)
Green (TN)
Griffith
Grothman
Guest
Guthrie
Harris
Hartzler
Hern, Kevin
Herrera Beutler
Hice (GA)
Higgins (LA)
Hill (AR)
Holding
Hollingsworth
Hudson
Huizenga
Hunter

Hurd (TX)
Johnson (LA)
Johnson (OH)
Johnson (SD)
Jordan
Joyce (OH)
Joyce (PA)
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Kelly (MS) Olson Stauber
Kelly (PA) Palazzo Stefanik
King (NY) Palmer Steil
Kinzinger Pence Steube
Kustoff (TN) Perry Stewart
LaHood Peterson Stivers
LaMalfa Posey Taylor
Lamborn Ratcliffe Thompson (PA)
Latta Reed Thornberry
Lesko Rgschenthaler Timmons
Long Rice (SC) Tipton
Loudermilk Riggleman Turner
Lucas Roby Upton
Luetkemeyer Rodgers (WA) Walberg
Marchant Roe, David P. Walden
Marshall Rogers (AL) Walker
Massie Rogers (KY) .
Mast Rooney (FL) Walorski
McCarthy Rose, John W. Waltz
McCaul Rouzer Watkins
McClintock Roy Weber (TX)
McHenry Rutherford Webster (FL)
McKinley Scalise Wenstrup
Meadows Schweikert Westerman
Meuser Scott, Austin Williams
Miller Sensenbrenner Wilson (SC)
Mitchell Shimkus Wittman
Moolenaar Simpson Womack
Mooney (WV) Smith (MO) Woodall
Mullin Smith (NE) Wright
Newhouse Smith (NJ) Yoho
Norman Smucker Young
Nunes Spano Zeldin

NOT VOTING—10
Cohen Hagedorn Smith (WA)
DeFazio Katko Wagner
Frankel King (IA)
Fulcher Lowey
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So the resolution was agreed to.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

———

PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION
OF H.J. RES. 46, TERMINATION
OF NATIONAL EMERGENCY DE-
CLARED BY THE PRESIDENT ON
FEBRUARY 15, 2019

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The un-
finished business is the vote on order-
ing the previous question on the reso-
lution (H. Res. 144) providing for con-
sideration of the joint resolution (H.J.
Res. 46) relating to a national emer-
gency declared by the President on
February 15, 2019, on which the yeas
and nays were ordered.

The Clerk read the title of the resolu-
tion.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on ordering the previous
question.

This is a 5-minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 228, nays
193, not voting 10, as follows:

[Roll No. 92]

YEAS—228

Adams Brown (MD) Clarke (NY)
Aguilar Brownley (CA) Clay
Allred Bustos Cleaver
Axne Butterfield Clyburn
Barragan Carbajal Connolly
Bass Cardenas Cooper
Beatty Carson (IN) Correa
Bera Cartwright Costa
Beyer Case Courtney
Bishop (GA) Casten (IL) Cox (CA)
Blumenauer Castor (FL) Craig
Blunt Rochester  Castro (TX) Crist
Bonamici Chu, Judy Crow
Boyle, Brendan Cicilline Cuellar

F. Cisneros Cummings
Brindisi Clark (MA) Cunningham
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Davids (KS)
Davis (CA)
Davis, Danny K.
Dean
DeGette
DeLauro
DelBene
Delgado
Demings
DeSaulnier
Deutch
Dingell
Doggett
Doyle, Michael
F.
Engel
Escobar
Eshoo
Espaillat
Evans
Finkenauer
Fletcher
Foster
Fudge
Gabbard
Gallego
Garamendi
Garcia (IL)
Garcia (TX)
Golden
Gomez
Gonzalez (TX)
Gottheimer
Green (TX)
Haaland
Harder (CA)
Hastings
Hayes
Heck
Higgins (NY)
Hill (CA)
Himes
Horn, Kendra S.
Horsford
Houlahan
Hoyer
Huffman
Jackson Lee
Jayapal
Jeffries
Johnson (GA)
Johnson (TX)
Kaptur
Keating
Kelly (IL)
Kennedy
Khanna
Kildee
Kilmer
Kim
Kind
Kirkpatrick

Abraham
Aderholt
Allen
Amash
Amodei
Armstrong
Arrington
Babin
Bacon
Baird
Balderson
Banks

Barr
Bergman
Biggs
Bilirakis
Bishop (UT)
Bost

Brady
Brooks (AL)
Brooks (IN)
Buchanan
Buck
Bucshon
Budd
Burchett
Burgess
Byrne
Calvert
Carter (GA)
Carter (TX)
Chabot
Cheney
Cline
Cloud

Krishnamoorthi
Kuster (NH)
Lamb
Langevin
Larsen (WA)
Larson (CT)
Lawrence
Lawson (FL)
Lee (CA)
Lee (NV)
Levin (CA)
Levin (MI)
Lewis
Lieu, Ted
Lipinski
Loebsack
Lofgren
Lowenthal
Lujan
Luria
Lynch
Malinowski
Maloney,
Carolyn B.
Maloney, Sean
Matsui
McAdams
McBath
McCollum
McEachin
McGovern
McNerney
Meeks
Meng
Moore
Morelle
Moulton
Mucarsel-Powell
Murphy
Nadler
Napolitano
Neal
Neguse
Norcross
O’Halleran
Ocasio-Cortez
Omar
Pallone
Panetta
Pappas
Pascrell
Payne
Perlmutter
Peters
Peterson
Phillips
Pingree
Pocan
Porter
Pressley
Price (NC)
Quigley

NAYS—193

Cole

Collins (GA)
Collins (NY)
Comer
Conaway
Cook
Crawford
Crenshaw
Curtis
Davidson (OH)
Davis, Rodney
DesJarlais
Diaz-Balart
Duffy
Duncan
Dunn
Emmer
Estes
Ferguson
Fitzpatrick
Fleischmann
Flores
Fortenberry
Foxx (NC)
Fulcher
Gaetz
Gallagher
Gianforte
Gibbs
Gohmert
Gonzalez (OH)
Gooden
Gosar
Granger
Graves (GA)
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Raskin
Rice (NY)
Richmond
Rose (NY)
Rouda
Roybal-Allard
Ruiz
Ruppersberger
Rush
Ryan
Sanchez
Sarbanes
Scanlon
Schakowsky
Schiff
Schneider
Schrader
Schrier
Scott (VA)
Scott, David
Serrano
Sewell (AL)
Shalala
Sherman
Sherrill
Sires
Slotkin
Soto
Spanberger
Speier
Stanton
Stevens
Suozzi
Swalwell (CA)
Takano
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Titus
Tlaib
Tonko
Torres (CA)
Torres Small
(NM)
Trahan
Trone
Underwood
Van Drew
Vargas
Veasey
Vela
Velazquez
Visclosky
Wasserman
Schultz
Waters
Watson Coleman
Welch
Wexton
Wild
Wilson (FL)
Yarmuth

Graves (LA)
Graves (MO)
Green (TN)
Griffith
Grothman
Guest
Guthrie
Hagedorn
Harris
Hartzler
Hern, Kevin
Herrera Beutler
Hice (GA)
Higgins (LA)
Hill (AR)
Holding
Hollingsworth
Hudson
Huizenga
Hunter

Hurd (TX)
Johnson (LA)
Johnson (OH)
Johnson (SD)
Jordan

Joyce (OH)
Joyce (PA)
Kelly (MS)
Kelly (PA)
King (NY)
Kinzinger
Kustoff (TN)
LaHood
LaMalfa,
Lamborn

Latta
Lesko

Long
Loudermilk
Lucas
Luetkemeyer
Marchant
Marshall
Massie
Mast
McCarthy
McCaul
McClintock
McHenry
McKinley
Meadows
Meuser
Miller
Mitchell
Moolenaar
Mooney (WV)
Mullin
Newhouse
Norman
Nunes
Olson
Palazzo
Palmer
Pence
Perry

Cohen

DeFazio
Frankel
Grijalva

So the previous question was ordered.
The result of the vote was announced

Posey
Ratcliffe
Reed
Reschenthaler
Rice (SC)
Riggleman
Roby
Rodgers (WA)
Roe, David P.
Rogers (AL)
Rogers (KY)
Rooney (FL)
Rose, John W.
Rouzer

Roy
Rutherford
Scalise
Schweikert
Scott, Austin
Sensenbrenner
Shimkus
Simpson
Smith (MO)
Smith (NE)
Smith (NJ)
Smucker
Spano
Stauber
Stefanik
Steil

Steube
Stewart
Taylor
Thompson (PA)
Thornberry
Timmons
Tipton
Turner
Upton
Walberg
Walden
Walker
Walorski
Waltz
Watkins
Weber (TX)
Webster (FL)
Wenstrup
Westerman
Williams
Wilson (SC)
Wittman
Womack
Woodall
Wright
Yoho
Young
Zeldin

NOT VOTING—10

Katko

King (IA)
Lowey
Smith (WA)
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as above recorded.

The SPEAKER pro tempore.

Stivers
Wagner

question is on the resolution.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that

the ayes appeared to have it.

Mr. WOODALL. Mr. Speaker, on that

I demand the yeas and nays.
The yeas and nays were ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. This is a

5-minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 229, nays

193, not voting 9, as follows:

Adams

Aguilar

Allred

Axne

Barragan

Bass

Beatty

Bera

Beyer

Bishop (GA)

Blumenauer

Blunt Rochester

Bonamici

Boyle, Brendan
F.

Brindisi
Brown (MD)
Brownley (CA)
Bustos
Butterfield
Carbajal
Cardenas
Carson (IN)
Cartwright
Case
Casten (IL)
Castor (FL)
Castro (TX)
Chu, Judy
Cicilline
Cisneros
Clark (MA)
Clarke (NY)
Clay
Cleaver
Clyburn
Connolly

[Roll No. 93]
YEAS—229

Cooper
Correa
Costa
Courtney
Cox (CA)
Craig
Crist
Crow
Cuellar
Cummings
Cunningham
Davids (KS)
Davis (CA)
Dayvis, Danny K.
Dean
DeGette
DeLauro
DelBene
Delgado
Demings
DeSaulnier
Deutch
Dingell
Doggett
Doyle, Michael
F

Engel
Escobar
Eshoo
Espaillat
Evans
Finkenauer
Fletcher
Foster
Fudge
Gabbard
Gallego

Garamendi
Garcla (IL)
Garcia (TX)
Golden
Gomez
Gonzalez (TX)
Gottheimer
Green (TX)
Grijalva
Haaland
Harder (CA)
Hastings
Hayes

Heck

Higgins (NY)
Hill (CA)
Himes

Horn, Kendra S.
Horsford
Houlahan
Hoyer
Huffman
Jackson Lee
Jayapal
Jeffries
Johnson (GA)
Johnson (TX)
Kaptur
Keating
Kelly (IL)
Kennedy
Khanna
Kildee
Kilmer

Kim

Kind
Kirkpatrick

The

Krishnamoorthi
Kuster (NH)
Lamb
Langevin
Larsen (WA)
Larson (CT)
Lawrence
Lawson (FL)
Lee (CA)
Lee (NV)
Levin (CA)
Levin (MI)
Lewis
Lieu, Ted
Lipinski
Loebsack
Lofgren
Lowenthal
Lujan
Luria
Lynch
Malinowski
Maloney,
Carolyn B.
Maloney, Sean
Matsui
McAdams
McBath
McCollum
McEachin
McGovern
McNerney
Meeks
Meng
Moore
Morelle
Moulton
Mucarsel-Powell
Murphy
Nadler
Napolitano

Abraham
Aderholt
Allen
Amash
Amodei
Armstrong
Arrington
Babin
Bacon
Baird
Balderson
Banks

Barr
Bergman
Biggs
Bilirakis
Bishop (UT)
Bost

Brady
Brooks (AL)
Brooks (IN)
Buchanan
Buck
Bucshon
Budd
Burchett
Burgess
Byrne
Calvert
Carter (GA)
Carter (TX)
Chabot
Cheney
Cline

Cloud

Cole

Collins (GA)
Collins (NY)
Comer
Conaway
Cook
Crawford
Crenshaw
Curtis
Davidson (OH)
Davis, Rodney
DesJarlais
Diaz-Balart
Duffy
Duncan
Dunn
Emmer
Estes
Ferguson
Fitzpatrick
Fleischmann

Neal

Neguse
Norcross
O’Halleran
Ocasio-Cortez
Omar
Pallone
Panetta
Pappas
Pascrell
Payne
Perlmutter
Peters
Peterson
Phillips
Pingree
Pocan
Porter
Pressley
Price (NC)
Quigley
Raskin

Rice (NY)
Richmond
Rose (NY)
Rouda
Roybal-Allard
Ruiz
Ruppersberger
Rush

Ryan
Sanchez
Sarbanes
Scanlon
Schakowsky
Schiff
Schneider
Schrader
Schrier
Scott (VA)
Scott, David

NAYS—193

Flores
Fortenberry
Foxx (NC)
Fulcher
Gaetz
Gallagher
Gianforte
Gibbs
Gohmert
Gonzalez (OH)
Gooden
Gosar
Granger
Graves (GA)
Graves (LA)
Graves (MO)
Green (TN)
Griffith
Grothman
Guest
Guthrie
Hagedorn
Harris
Hartzler
Hern, Kevin
Herrera Beutler
Hice (GA)
Higgins (LA)
Hill (AR)
Holding
Hollingsworth
Hudson
Huizenga
Hunter

Hurd (TX)
Johnson (LA)
Johnson (OH)
Johnson (SD)
Jordan
Joyce (OH)
Joyce (PA)
Kelly (MS)
Kelly (PA)
King (NY)
Kinzinger
Kustoff (TN)
LaHood
LaMalfa
Lamborn
Latta

Lesko

Long
Loudermilk
Lucas
Luetkemeyer
Marchant
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Serrano
Sewell (AL)
Shalala
Sherman
Sherrill
Sires
Slotkin
Soto
Spanberger
Speier
Stanton
Stevens
Suozzi
Swalwell (CA)
Takano
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Titus
Tlaib
Tonko
Torres (CA)
Torres Small
(NM)
Trahan
Trone
Underwood
Van Drew
Vargas
Veasey
Vela
Velazquez
Visclosky
Wasserman
Schultz
Waters
Watson Coleman
Welch
Wexton
wild
Wilson (FL)
Yarmuth

Marshall
Massie

Mast
McCarthy
McCaul
McClintock
McKinley
Meadows
Meuser
Miller
Mitchell
Moolenaar
Mooney (WV)
Mullin
Newhouse
Norman
Nunes

Olson
Palazzo
Palmer
Pence

Perry

Posey
Ratcliffe
Reed
Reschenthaler
Rice (SC)
Riggleman
Roby
Rodgers (WA)
Roe, David P.
Rogers (AL)
Rogers (KY)
Rooney (FL)
Rose, John W.
Rouzer

Roy
Rutherford
Scalise
Schweikert
Scott, Austin
Sensenbrenner
Shimkus
Simpson
Smith (MO)
Smith (NE)
Smith (NJ)
Smucker
Spano
Stauber
Stefanik
Steil

Steube
Stewart
Stivers
Taylor
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Thompson (PA) Walorski Wittman
Thornberry Waltz Womack
Timmons Watkins Woodall
Tipton Weber (TX) Wright
Turner Webster (FL) Yoho
Upton Wenstrup Young
Walberg Westerman Zeldin
Walden Williams
Walker Wilson (SC)

NOT VOTING—9
Cohen Katko McHenry
DeFazio King (IA) Smith (WA)
Frankel Lowey Wagner
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So the resolution was agreed to.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

Stated against:

Mr. MCHENRY. Mr. Speaker, | was unavoid-
ably detained. Had | been present, | would
have voted “nay” on rollcall No. 93.

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. KING of lowa. Mr. Speaker, | was un-
able to vote on February 26, 2019 due to my
flight being delayed on account of inclement
weather. Had | been present, | would have
voted no on Roll Call No. 90, no on Roll Call
No. 91, no on Roll Call No. 92, and no on Roll
Call No. 93.

—————

RESIGNATION AS MEMBER OF
COMMITTEE ON VETERANS’' AF-
FAIRS

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following resigna-
tion as a member of the Committee on
Veterans’ Affairs:

CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES,

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
Washington, DC, February 26, 2019.

DEAR MADAME SPEAKER: Due to a clerical
error outside of our office, I have been mis-
takenly added to the House Veterans’ Affairs
Committee roster. I am submitting this
statement to remedy this error. I hereby re-
sign from the House Veterans’ Affairs Com-
mittee.

Sincerely,
ANDY LEVIN.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without
objection, the resignation is accepted.

There was no objection.

———

ELECTING MEMBERS TO CERTAIN
STANDING COMMITTEES OF THE
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Mr. JEFFRIES. Mr. Speaker, by di-
rection of the Democratic Caucus, I
offer a privileged resolution and ask
for its immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. RES. 148

Resolved, That the following named Mem-
bers be, and are hereby, elected to the fol-
lowing standing committees of the House of
Representatives:

COMMITTEE ON ETHICS: Mr. Brown of Mary-
land.

COMMITTEE ON NATURAL RESOURCES: Mr.
Tonko.

COMMITTEE ON SMALL BUSINESS: Mrs. Craig.

COMMITTEE ON VETERANS AFFAIRS: Mr.
Levin of California (to rank immediately
after Mr. Lamb).

Mr. JEFFRIES (during the reading).
Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent
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that the resolution be considered as
read and printed in the RECORD.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from New York?

There was no objection.

The resolution was agreed to.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

————

COMMUNICATION FROM THE
CLERK OF THE HOUSE

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following commu-
nication from the Clerk of the House of
Representatives:

CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES,
Washington, DC, February 26, 2019.
Hon. NANCY PELOSI,
Speaker, House of Representatives,
Washington, DC.

DEAR MADAM SPEAKER: Under Clause 2(g)
of Rule IT of the Rules of the U.S. House of
Representatives, I herewith designate Ms.
Gloria Lett, Deputy Clerk, Mr. Robert
Reeves, Deputy Clerk, and Lloyd Horwich,
Legal Counsel, to sign any and all papers and
do all other acts for me under the name of
the Clerk of the House which they would be
authorized to do by virtue of this designa-
tion, except such as are provided by statute,
in case of my temporary absence or dis-
ability.

This designation shall remain in effect for
the 116th Congress or until modified by me.

With best wishes, I am

Sincerely,
CHERYL L. JOHNSON,
Clerk of the House.

————

TERMINATION OF NATIONAL
EMERGENCY DECLARED BY THE
PRESIDENT ON FEBRUARY 15,
2019

Mr. JOHNSON of Georgia. Mr. Speak-
er, pursuant to House Resolution 144, 1
call up the joint resolution (H.J. Res.
46) relating to a national emergency
declared by the President on February
15, 2019, and ask for its immediate con-
sideration in the House.

The Clerk read the title of the joint
resolution.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 144, the joint
resolution is considered read.

The text of the joint resolution is as
follows:

H.J. RES. 46

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled, That, pursuant to section
202 of the National Emergencies Act (50
U.S.C. 1622), the national emergency declared
by the finding of the President on February
15, 2019, in Proclamation 9844 (84 Fed. Reg.
4949) is hereby terminated.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Georgia (Mr. JOHNSON)
and the gentleman from Missouri (Mr.
GRAVES) each will control 30 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Georgia.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. JOHNSON of Georgia. Mr. Speak-
er, I ask unanimous consent that all
Members may have 5 legislative days
in which to revise and extend their re-
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marks and insert extraneous material
on H.J. Res. 46.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Georgia?

There was no objection.

Mr. JOHNSON of Georgia. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield myself such time as I may
consume.

President Trump’s decision to de-
clare a national emergency at the
southern border to siphon funds for his
border wall is an unconstitutional, gro-
tesque abuse of power.

An emergency declaration is not a
last-ditch maneuver to employ when
all negotiation attempts have failed.
The House of Representatives has re-
jected the President’s border wall. The
Senate has rejected the border wall.
And the American people have rejected
this useless wall.

The President does not get to over-
ride Congress in a raucous temper tan-
trum over his inability to broker a
deal. The National Emergencies Act
was enacted in 1976 to expedite the al-
location of resources for real emer-
gencies to save American lives and
mitigate damage caused by natural dis-
asters and acts of terror. It was not
fashioned to allow a President to deny
the will of Congress and the American
people.

Both Democrats and Republicans
alike should be very concerned about
the ramifications of this unprecedented
executive action. It is a direct threat
to the balance of power that our coun-
try was built upon and a violation of
our Nation’s Constitution.

There is also no factual basis for the
emergency declaration. Immigration
from the southern border has signifi-
cantly decreased in the last 10 years.
Any attempts to characterize the bor-
der as a crisis zone are flagrant abuses
of statistics, which have shown that
border crossings are at the lowest they
have been in 40 years.

President Trump has long proved he
is not married to the truth or facts,
and he has no proof to substantiate his
wild claims about the status of the
United States and the Mexican border.

We cannot abandon our commitment
to responsible governing and the truth
because President Trump is outraged
at his inability to fulfill a campaign
promise.

There is wide bipartisan support for
this measure, and our democracy de-
mands that we condemn this subver-
sion of our Constitution and this mis-
use of Presidential power.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Mem-
bers are reminded to refrain from en-
gaging in personalities toward the
President.

Mr. GRAVES of Missouri. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield myself such time as I may
consume.

Mr. Speaker, the President clearly
laid out the case for the declaration of
a national emergency in his State of
the Union Address right here. National
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security is obviously the President’s
highest priority, and I support his ef-
forts to build a wall.

There is a crisis. There is a crisis at
the border that could have been ad-
dressed much sooner and prevented.
Open border policies of the last admin-

istration compounded this growing
problem.

We have schools, hospitals, and other
services that have become over-

crowded. American workers have been
hurt by reduced job opportunities and
lower wages. At the same time, human
and drug trafficking has thrived.

In many communities, the notorious
MS-13 gang has grown. We have seen
tragic cases of crimes committed by il-
legal aliens who have been deported
not once, not even twice, but multiple
times.

I want to cite just one example from
my home State of Missouri. A man
named Pablo Serrano-Vitorino was de-
ported to Mexico after a felony convic-
tion in 2003. He later returned to this
country illegally and was arrested
again in 2014 and 2015 after several
more violent incidents, but he re-
mained in the U.S.

Then, in 2016, this individual, who
had no right to be in this country, was
charged for murdering five people in
Kansas City, Kansas, and Montgomery
County, Missouri.

Stories like this are not unique to
Missouri, Mr. Speaker. These horri-
fying events are happening across this
country.

This is a crisis. The men and women
who put their lives on the line every
day to bring order and security to our
borders deserve the tools that they
need to do the job, and now this Presi-
dent is taking decisive action to finally
address the crisis using the authority
provided to him by the Congress.

The National Emergencies Act is
very clear. The provisions the Presi-
dent will use under title 10 explicitly
provide the President with clear au-
thority.

I support the President’s efforts. I be-
lieve he is well within the law in mak-
ing this declaration, and I urge my col-
leagues to oppose H.J. Res. 46.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. JOHNSON of Georgia. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield 2%2 minutes to the gentleman
from Texas (Mr. CASTRO).

Mr. CASTRO of Texas. Mr. Speaker,
about 6 weeks ago, when the rumors
began that the President might declare
a national emergency to build his bor-
der wall, my staff and I began working
with legislative counsel to make sure
that Congress would have a say in what
amounts to constitutional cannibalism
by the President.

This is the most consequential vote
we will take in a generation on the bal-
ance of powers between the legislative
and the executive branches of govern-
ment, whether we will respect the sepa-
ration of powers enshrined in our Con-
stitution, stand up for Congress, for
this country, and for the Constitution,
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or whether we will stand down, in favor
of the President.

The precedent that may be set today
and this week, or next week when the
Senate votes if Congress allows this
President’s emergency declaration to
stand will not have ramifications only
on this matter or the building of a bor-
der wall. If the President is successful,
he will likely come back for more. He
will likely circumvent Congress again,
in the same unconstitutional way.

Not only will this President do it, fu-
ture Presidents will do it.

I ask you this: How are we to tell a
future President, if this President is
successful, that gun deaths, which
number in the tens of thousands, are
not a national emergency, that opioid
deaths are not a national emergency,
that climate change is not a national
emergency?

This will allow a President to side-
line Congress from much of domestic
policy.

Bear in mind, over the years, Con-
gress has already, on its own, I believe,
given up a lot of its authority with re-
spect to foreign policy.

It is also clear that there is no emer-
gency at the border. Border crossings
are at a four-decade low. The folks who
are coming today are presenting them-
selves to Border Patrol agents seeking
asylum, not trying to get around the
border.

There are more law enforcement offi-
cers at our border—Federal, State, and
local officers—than at any time in our
Nation’s history.

Since its founding, this country has
become the most powerful and pros-
perous on the face of the Earth without
a border wall. That is why most Ameri-
cans disagree with the President usurp-
ing the power of Congress to build his
border wall.

In fact, not only do they disagree
with that, they disagree with using
military construction money on this
border project. Cities like mine, San
Antonio, stand to lose millions of dol-
lars in military construction.

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to
vote for this resolution.

Mr. GRAVES of Missouri. Mr. Speak-
er, let’s be clear: Congress explicitly
authorized the President to undertake
certain military construction projects
that are not otherwise authorized by
law when it passed the National Secu-
rity Act. The President is working
within the legal boundaries that the
Congress gave him.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the
gentleman from North Carolina (Mr.
MEADOWS).

Mr. MEADOWS. Mr. Speaker, the
gentleman from Missouri is exactly
right. It is the statutes that allow this
President to do this.

The statutes don’t provide for na-
tional emergencies on climate change.
They don’t allow for national emer-
gencies on gun violence. But they do
allow it in terms of this particular
issue.

The President is exactly right. There
is a crisis at the border, Mr. Speaker.
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But not only this President recognizes
it. The previous President, Obama, in
2014, did as well when he requested $3.7
billion in emergency spending to se-
cure the border.

Where was the outrage then? Where
was the outrage from my colleagues
across the aisle?

President Obama even went further
to say that we needed to secure our
border to deter both adults and chil-
dren from the dangerous journey that
they embarked on.

Where was the outrage across the
aisle then, Mr. Speaker? It was not
there.

Keeping criminals, human traf-
fickers, and drug smugglers away from
our communities is paramount.
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Yes, indeed, we do have an opioid
problem. We have actually appro-
priated billions of dollars to address
that. And yet, somehow, the drugs
flowing across our southern border are
not a crisis?

Again, President Obama seemed to
agree with this and declared a national
emergency for transnational criminal
organizations, specifically calling out
Mexico’s Los Zetas gang, and provided
more authority for ICE to actually
combat that; a national emergency.
Where was the outrage across the aisle
then?

But we don’t even have to look just
at the previous administration. Presi-
dent Clinton also declared a national
emergency to go after narcotics traf-
fickers.

Mr. Speaker, I just find it just unbe-
lievable that here today, that we have
got these newfound constitutionalists
across the aisle, wanting to rein in the
President’s authority.

This is about defeating President
Trump. I encourage a ‘‘no’’ vote on this
resolution.

Mr. JOHNSON of Georgia. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield myself such time as I may
consume.

The American people should know
that there are not any statutes that
would allow a President to declare an
emergency to build a border wall, not
one piece of legislation would allow
that.

Previous Presidents have declared
emergencies, but they have never ven-
tured into the legislative prerogative
to allocate funding, and that is the dif-
ference that we have here.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the
gentleman from New York (Mr. NAD-
LER), the chair of the Judiciary Com-
mittee.

Mr. NADLER. Mr. Speaker, President
Trump’s declaration of a mnational
emergency, as an excuse to build a wall
that Congress explicitly rejected, is an
abuse of his constitutional oath, and
cannot be tolerated by a coequal
branch of government under the Con-
stitution. We must reject this unlawful
power grab and reassert Congress’ au-
thority to exercise the power of the
purse.
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The Constitution could not be clear-
er: ‘“‘No money shall be drawn from the
Treasury, but in consequence of appro-
priations made by law.” That com-
mand reflects a fundamental principle
that is older than our democracy itself:
The chief executive cannot unilaterally
spend taxpayers’ money or redirect a
budget set by the people’s representa-
tives.

Earlier this year, Congress reached a
bipartisan compromise to fund the gov-
ernment, and it was signed by the
President. Congress allocated limited
funding for fencing in certain areas,
but squarely rejected the President’s
request to build a medieval barrier
across the southern border.

Almost immediately, the President
decided to rewrite the budget set by
Congress, and he told us exactly why.
He was not satisfied with what he got
from the process that the Constitution
dictates, so he did an end run and made
it an emergency.

He and his aides have barely even
tried to pretend that the so-called
emergency is a real one. They know
that illegal immigration is at histori-
cally low levels. They know that chil-
dren and families fleeing violence are
coming here to make lawful asylum
claims, not as some kind of invading
army.

They know that illegal drugs over-
whelmingly get smuggled through
ports of entry, and that a wall would do
nothing to change that. But they
refuse to let the facts and the law
stand in the way of their political
agenda.

Even worse, the emergency law that
President Trump invoked allows the
military to redirect funds only if an
emergency ‘‘requires the use of the
armed forces.” And those funds can be
used only for construction projects
that are ‘‘necessary to support such use
of the armed forces.”

But a wall cannot possibly be ‘‘nec-
essary to support’ a military operation
on the border because our laws prohibit
the military from engaging in law en-
forcement activities. The military can-
not enforce an immigration law, so the
President’s actions are doubly unlaw-
ful. There is no real emergency; and
even if there were, the President could
not redirect military funds for a pur-
pose expressly prohibited to the mili-
tary.

Fortunately, the Constitution does
not get suspended based on President
Trump’s preferences about what is con-
venient or ‘‘faster.”” Our Nation’s
Founders left it up to all of us, includ-
ing those of us in Congress, to act as
guardians against exactly this type of
assault on our constitutional order.

In that spirit, I proudly support this
joint resolution, and I call upon my
colleagues on both sides of the aisle to
stand up and do the same.

Mr. GRAVES of Missouri. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield 4 minutes to the gentleman
from Georgia (Mr. COLLINS), who is on
the Judiciary Committee.

Mr. COLLINS of Georgia. Mr. Speak-
er, on February 15, the President exer-
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cised his clear authority under a clear
Federal statute, duly-enacted by Con-
gress, to use funds already appro-
priated by Congress for the purpose of
securing our southern border.

Mr. Speaker, I am glad about one
thing today coming here. I am glad
that, for many of the years I have been
here, I came through the Rules Com-
mittee, and others, and talked about
Article I authority. I am glad now to
see that we have others who have now
figured that Article I probably needs to
be enforced.

What is interesting is it is selective
enforcement against a President they
don’t like, for a purpose they don’t
want, for a wall that they don’t want
to have because securing a border is
not the top agenda for them.

I get it if you don’t like it. But argue
with the law. The statute itself and the
President’s actions, in accordance with
it, rest solidly within the separation of
powers, and are certainly constitu-
tional.

If you are citing the Supreme Court
case of Youngstown against the Presi-
dent’s action today during this debate,
then I suggest you haven’t read the
case. That reasoning of the Youngs-
town case only applies when the Presi-
dent is acting unilaterally and not pur-
suant to a duly-elected statute by Con-
gress.

Maybe the selective memory here is
because the previous President actu-
ally did that when he instituted the
DACA program under no things that he
could have found to actually work on.

Then we discuss the issue of, is there
an actual emergency on the border?
You know, a President once noted, he
said: ‘“We have seen a significant rise
in apprehensions and processing of
children and individuals from Central
America who are crossing into the
United States in the Rio Grande Valley
areas of the Southwest border. The in-
dividuals who embark upon this per-
ilous journey are subject to violent
crime, abuse, extortion, as they rely on
dangerous human smuggling networks
to transport them through Central
America and Mexico.”

Most may think that was from the
current President. It was not. It was
from President Obama when he was re-
questing more money for the emer-
gency on the border.

The problem is the factual basis is
there. We sat in a hearing today in the
Judiciary Committee, and I had to look
at the faces of our Border Patrol
agents and ICE agents, and others deal-
ing with this on a day-to-day basis
while all they get, many times from
this body, is hate and derision when
they are doing their job that we sent
them to do.

My problem comes back here—if we
can argue about different things—this
was under the law and done by Repub-
licans and Democrats for the last al-
most 40 years. If you want to fix this,
then you have done what you should do
under law. You have brought your reso-
lution of disapproval.
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But if you really wanted to take Ar-
ticle I authority, then actually look at
the law itself. If you actually want to
change it that is what this body ought
to be doing.

If you don’t like the fact that the
President can do something and espe-
cially my friends across the aisle who
don’t want this President to do any-
thing, then fix the law. Go into this
emergency declaration and say, we will
define what a national emergency is.
We will do that.

They don’t want to do that because
they don’t want to bind the hands be-
cause they know that the law was writ-
ten for a purpose that has been upheld
for over 40 years. This is simply a
show. It is a farce.

Let’s just get to the political aspect
of this and say, Mr. Speaker, we don’t
like the President. We don’t like what
he is doing. Oops, we forgot about this
law, and the President said, I will act
under the authority given to me by
Congress.

You can have all the arguments you
want, but at the end of the day, Mr.
Speaker, when you cast this vote, don’t
hide behind Article I. Don’t hide be-
tween separation of powers. Go to the
law and look at what the law says and
vote ‘‘no.”

Mr. GRAVES of Missouri. Mr. Speak-
er, may I inquire as to how much time
is remaining?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Missouri has 22 minutes
remaining.

The gentleman from Georgia has 22%
minutes remaining.

Mr. JOHNSON of Georgia. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield myself such time as I may
consume.

We have heard a lot of cries from the
administration about there being a
problem on the southern border with
caravans loaded with people being
human trafficked, and this is just sim-
ply unsubstantiated and unfounded.
There are no reports that this hap-
pening. This is a figment of the imagi-
nation of some in the administration.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 minute to the
gentlewoman from the Virgin Islands
(Ms. PLASKETT).

Ms. PLASKETT. Mr. Speaker, the
President’s emergency declaration is,
in fact, a power grab to go outside the
bounds of the law and get what he
failed to achieve in constitutional leg-
islative process. After failing to con-
vince the American people and Con-
gress to pay for his ineffective, waste-
ful, multi-billion-dollar concrete wall,
the President is now trying a desperate
end run around Congress with his un-
lawful emergency declaration.

The President is declaring an emer-
gency over a crisis that does not exist.
The statute only applies to national
emergencies that require use of the
armed forces for military construction
projects ‘‘that are necessary to support
such use of the armed forces.”” The bor-
der wall is not a military construction
project. It does not require the use of
the military.
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The immigration law is the responsi-
bility of the Federal immigration en-
forcement agencies, not the military.

The President’s declaration violates
Federal law and that is the crisis. This
is a crisis, a crime against our Con-
stitution. It is an assault; it is a rape,
what the President is doing now,
against the Constitution, against this
legislative body.

I am just in another world that I, as
a constitutional, strict constructionist,
am on this side of the aisle on an issue
like this.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Mem-
bers are reminded to refrain from en-
gaging in personalities toward the
President.

Mr. GRAVES of Missouri. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield myself such time as I may
consume.

I might remind my colleagues that
Title 10, Section 2808, explicitly au-
thorizes the President to change the
appropriation for military construc-
tion. He is operating within the law.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the
gentleman from Alabama (Mr. ROG-
ERS), who is also the ranking Repub-
lican of the Committee on Homeland
Security.

Mr. ROGERS of Alabama. Mr. Speak-
er, without a doubt, there is a crisis at
the border. Changing demographics
have created unprecedented challenges
for the Border Patrol.

In the early 2000s, most illegal border
crossers were young Mexican men and
our laws allowed us to quickly return
them back to Mexico. But today, that
flow of Mexican men has been replaced
with a mix of men, women, and chil-
dren from Central American countries.

Human traffickers are exploiting the
loopholes in our laws and understand
how our immigration system is broken.
These smugglers tell vulnerable fami-
lies that their child is like their ‘‘visa”
to stay in the U.S., if they can just get
themselves turned in to the border pa-
trol. And these smugglers and their
propaganda are effective.

Family apprehensions for fiscal year
2019 are already 572 percent higher than
fiscal year 2013. And these traffickers
don’t care about the people they smug-
gle. The result is that immigrants of
all ages are arriving on our doorstep in
terrible health.

Border Patrol projects a 133 percent
increase over last year in migrants
needing medical treatment after cross-
ing the border. These changing migrant
flows force our law enforcement offi-
cers to act as paramedics, rather than
enforcing the laws that Congress has
passed.

We need an ‘‘all-of-the-above’” ap-
proach to border security, and that in-
cludes manpower, 21st century tech-
nology, and barriers. With this ap-
proach, we will deter human smugglers
and others crossing hundreds of miles
of open desert with innocent children.

We know this approach works. In
areas where we have built a wall sys-
tem, such as Yuma, illegal traffic has
plummeted by 95 percent. Let’s build
on this success.
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I encourage my colleagues to stand
by President Trump’s decision to use
executive authority to carry out this
approach and keep America safe.

Mr. JOHNSON of Georgia. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield myself such time as I may
consume.

I am glad that the other side ac-
knowledges that the people approach-
ing our southern border are not men
from Mexico, but they are families
with children fleeing violence in Cen-
tral America. That is an important dis-
tinction.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 minute to the
gentleman from Maryland (Mr.
BROWN), vice chair of the House Armed
Services Committee.

Mr. BROWN of Maryland. Mr. Speak-
er, there is no national emergency on
our southern border. There are no ter-
rorists who are being apprehended.
There is no invading hostile force, and
border crossings remain at a 40-year
low.

Pulling resources from military con-
struction projects, as President Trump
would do, projects meant to improve
readiness and support our servicemem-
bers, impacts our national security. It
will hurt military families who are al-
ready dealing with military housing
with mold and lead poisoning, and out-
dated schools and medical facilities.

This declaration of national emer-
gency will keep thousands of Active-
Duty troops needlessly deployed at the
southern border and away from their
scheduled training activities and oper-
ational readiness.

This is a fake emergency; and for
President Trump to claim we need to
build a wall to support our Armed
Forces, it is absurd and ridiculous.
This emergency declaration is just an
overreaching and dangerous power grab
to push forward the President’s anti-
immigrant agenda and supposedly
boost his re-election chances.

There is no national emergency; only
a crisis in the Oval Office.

Mr. GRAVES of Missouri. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield myself such time as I may
consume.

I might point out to my colleagues
just how much of a national emergency
this is.
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It was President Obama who recog-
nized the crisis at the border. In 2014,
President Obama requested $3.7 billion
in emergency supplemental funding for
what he described as a humanitarian
crisis, a humanitarian crisis at the bor-
der. He specifically cited an increase in
family units trying to cross the border
and the lack of resources to accommo-
date them.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the
gentleman from Alabama (Mr. ADER-
HOLT).

Mr. ADERHOLT. Mr. Speaker, I
thank my colleague for yielding.

Mr. Speaker, I rise today to oppose
the joint resolution to overturn the
President’s declaration. I think it is
very clear that there is a national
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emergency that exists on our southern
border because of the high rate of un-
checked, unregulated illegal immigra-
tion, illegal immigration that is di-
rectly contributing to the flow of
drugs, human trafficking, and gang
members into this country, not to
mention the humanitarian crisis of
those who feel compelled to make this
journey to illegally enter this country.

I think there seems to be some confu-
sion among many of my colleagues and
maybe many across the country about
the action of the President.

President Trump is clearly acting
within the authority that is provided
by Congress to confront a border secu-
rity and humanitarian crisis that con-
stitutes a national emergency.

The threat to our border security is
evident from the sheer number of mi-
grants seeking to gain illegal entry
into this country, and especially the
number of criminal aliens in the form
of cartels, traffickers, and gangs. These
people will continue to take advantage
of our weak borders for their own gain.

I recognize that Congress has law-
fully enacted the authority for the
President to use military construction
funds to support Armed Forces to en-
gage in accordance with the National
Emergencies Act.

Therefore, Mr. Speaker, I ask my col-
leagues to oppose this joint resolution,
as the crisis at the border is real.

Mr. JOHNSON of Georgia. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield myself such time as I may
consume.

Mr. Speaker, my friends on the other
side keep invoking the mantra,
“Obama, Obama.”’ Even though they
opposed each and every initiative that
he put forward, regardless of merit,
now they want to come back and cite
him for what he said and what he did.
But one thing he did not do was to allo-
cate funding that he was not entitled
to. He always requested from the Con-
gress funding authority.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 minute to the
gentleman from New York (Mr.
ESPAILLAT).

Mr. ESPAILLAT. Mr. Speaker, less
than 2 weeks ago, after a failed at-
tempt to establish consensus on border
security funding, President Trump, a
self-proclaimed master negotiator,
failed to get a border wall that he
originally said Mexico will pay for, so
then he fraudulently invoked a na-
tional emergency declaration to rob
taxpayers of funds from other pro-
grams.

The President’s brazen decision not
only violates Congress’ constitutional
powers of the purse laid out in Article
I, Section 9, Clause 7, it is also a fab-
ricated emergency propped up by fake
statistics, racist undertones, and the
blatant hypocrisy of a party that had
complete control of Washington for 2
years and didn’t see fit to fund this
useless, medieval wall themselves.

By diverting funds from military
projects, the President has determined
that national security takes a backseat
to his political priorities. Today, in the
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Senate, the head of the U.S. Northern
Command said that border crossers do
not pose a military threat.

Mr. Speaker, there is no emergency.

Mr. GRAVES of Missouri. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield 1 minute to the gentleman
from Arkansas (Mr. CRAWFORD).

Mr. CRAWFORD. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the ranking member for yield-
ing.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in opposition to
this resolution.

When President Trump declared a na-
tional emergency, he did so in response
to the ongoing humanitarian crisis at
our border and with full statutory au-
thority vested in laws passed in this
very Chamber.

The majority claims that this resolu-
tion of disapproval is in response to a
power grab by a President acting out of
line. Yet, by merely disapproving of
the emergency declaration, they are
preserving his statutory powers they
claim are inappropriate.

If my colleagues across the aisle are
so concerned about separation of pow-
ers, why don’t they simply reform the
laws in title 10 and title 50 that the
President is using to respond to this
crisis? The answer is because this reso-
lution is not about the division of pow-
ers; it is not even about border secu-
rity. The only reason this legislation is
being considered on the floor today is
to obstruct the President’s agenda.

The President has made it clear that
he will use all statutory tools at his
disposal to secure the border, and that
is exactly what he is doing in declaring
this emergency.

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to
oppose this legislation.

Mr. GRAVES of Missouri. Mr. Speak-
er, may I inquire the amount of time
remaining.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Missouri has 16% minutes
remaining. The gentleman from Geor-
gia has 18 minutes remaining.

Mr. JOHNSON of Georgia. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield 1 minute to the gentleman
from Illinois (Mr. GARCIA).

Mr. GARCIA of Illinois. Mr. Speaker,
my colleagues make some very good
points. They make convincing argu-
ments about executive overreach and
the misuse of Federal funds. I thank
them for those statements, and I would
like to ask a more personal question.

Since when do we call human beings
in need a national emergency? Have all
of President Trump’s other arguments
failed? Is he running out of insults for
people like me, people who came from
Mexico to have a better life in this
country?

He used to call people like me bad
hombres. When that failed, he turned
to other insults. And after they lose
their shock value, he calls us rapists,
then murderers. At that point, he ran
out of insults for people like me, so he
referred to us as coyotes.

Now, when all other labels have
failed to achieve his central campaign
promise to build a medieval border
wall, he calls people like me a national
emergency?

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

We must reject this premise as the
presence of people like me in this coun-
try, of people like my constituents in
my district, a national emergency.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Mem-
bers are reminded to refrain from en-
gaging in personalities toward the
President.

Mr. GRAVES of Missouri. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield 1 minute to the gentlewoman
from West Virginia (Mrs. MILLER).

Mrs. MILLER. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today because we must secure our bor-
der. We are in the midst of a national
security and humanitarian crisis on
our southern border which must be ad-
dressed.

Earlier this month, Congress secured
important and necessary funding to
protect over 55 miles of our most dan-
gerous border where it has been so des-
perately needed. We have also provided
funding for over 600 new border offi-
cers.

This was a good step in the right di-
rection, but as we see again today, our
colleagues from across the aisle remain
unwilling to address our intensifying
border crisis. With the national emer-
gency declaration, President Trump is
taking the steps our country needs to
stay safe and secure.

Yes, this is an emergency. Cartels,
human traffickers, and drug smugglers
take advantage of our weak border for
their own gain, and it must be stopped.

We need to stop traffickers from
bringing young girls and women into
our country where they are sold into
prostitution and slavery. As a mother
and a grandmother, this breaks my
heart.

We need to stop violent gangs like
MS-13 from entering our cities and
bringing their violence and evil onto
our streets.

Mr. JOHNSON of Georgia. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield 1 minute to the gentleman
from New York (Mr. JEFFRIES), our
Caucus chair.

Mr. JEFFRIES. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the distinguished gentleman for yield-
ing.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in opposition to
this so-called declaration that is an-
chored in a phony, fraudulent, and fake
national emergency.

There is no crisis at the border.
There is no basis in law or in fact for
this unconstitutional emergency dec-
laration.

Illegal border crossings have not in-
creased; they have decreased. There is
no evidence of increased criminal ac-
tivity on the border. There is no evi-
dence of increased drug trafficking on
the border. There is no evidence that
terrorists are pouring into the United
States of America on the southern bor-
der.

This is a fantasy made up by a
xenophobic administration to support a
medieval border wall that this Article I
Congress rejected. That is why House
Democrats will work to defeat it.

Mr. Speaker, vote ‘‘yes’ on the reso-
lution of disapproval.

Mr. GRAVES of Missouri. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield 2 minutes to the gentleman
from Texas (Mr. OLSON).
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Mr. OLSON. Mr. Speaker, I thank my
friend from Missouri for yielding, as I
want to share my thoughts on this
purely political effort by the new
Democratic majority.

Mr. Speaker, the U.S. and Mexico
border is 2,400 miles long. My home
State of Texas is half that border, 1,200
miles.

Texas Kknows something others in
this Chamber apparently don’t know:
We are at war on the southern border
with the drug cartels.

I say it again. We are at war on the
southern border with the drug cartels
from Mexico.

The drug cartels are at the heart of
every single problem we have on our
southern border. They have a war
going with our families, our kids, and
our schools with record numbers of
heroin, cocaine, and deadly fentanyl.

The drug cartels are at war with our
world values by financing modern-day
sex slaves or forced laborers.

All of Texas, 254 counties—from
Amarillo to Texarkana, to Beaumont,
to Brownsville, to Marfa—are im-
pacted. They are at war with these
drug cartels.

The majority had better wake up and
have no more figments of imagination.
It is time to put politics aside and
admit we are at war with the drug car-
tels.

Mr. Speaker, let’s fight this war to
win and vote against the resolution
that surrenders to the drug cartels.

Mr. JOHNSON of Georgia. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield 1 minute to the gentleman
from Mississippi (Mr. THOMPSON), the
chair of the Homeland Security Com-
mittee.

Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi. Mr.
Speaker, I thank the gentleman from
Georgia for yielding to me.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong support
of the resolution.

I was in west Texas this past week-
end and saw nothing to justify the
President’s designation of a national
emergency. There aren’t gangs of vio-
lent criminals and terrorists over-
taking our southern border.

If there were a crisis, it is hard to
imagine a worse or less effective re-
sponse than a border wall, which will
take months, if not years, to build.

What I did see there are efforts to
harden ports of entry. In fact, just days
before I arrived in El Paso, sharp
barbed wire was installed in the middle
of a busy port of entry. This barbed
wire did not give off the impression
that this busy port of entry was wel-
coming commerce or visitors to the
United States. When questioned, offi-
cials could not say who had signed off
on this project or how it fits into bor-
der security.

It is time for the administration to
stop fear-mongering and accept reality.
The only crisis on the border is a hu-
manitarian crisis, one created by this
administration, and a border wall will
do nothing to alleviate the suffering.

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to
join me in voting for this resolution to
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stop the President from stripping Con-
gress of its constitutional power of the
purse.
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Mr. GRAVES of Missouri. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield 1 minute to the gentlewoman
from West Virginia (Mrs. MILLER).

Mrs. MILLER. Mr. Speaker, we need
to stop violent gangs like MS-13 from
entering our cities and bringing their
violence and evil onto our streets. We
need to stop the drug smugglers from
devastating our communities and
flooding our towns with opioids, like
heroin and fentanyl.

My home State of West Virginia has
been hit hard by the opioid epidemic
and especially from illegal drugs smug-
gled across the border. Just several
weeks ago, Customs and Border Protec-
tion seized enough fentanyl to Kkill
every person in West Virginia 32 times
over. Imagine how much more is still
slipping through the unsecured areas.

Our country cannot afford inaction
any longer. We need to build this wall.

Mr. JOHNSON of Georgia. Mr. Speak-
er, I am proud to yield 1 minute to the
gentleman from Maryland (Mr. HOYER),
the distinguished majority leader of
this House of Representatives.

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, this issue
is not about a wall. It is about the Con-
stitution. It is about this institution.
It is about the balance that we say is
equal between the Article I institution
and the Article IT institution.

That is important to remember. That
is why this argument is so very impor-
tant.

It is not about just a single policy. It
is about the kind of government that
our Founding Fathers instituted,
which has been the envy of the world
and the example to many.

Mr. Speaker, I thank my friend, Con-
gressman CASTRO of Texas, and the
Congressional Hispanic Caucus for in-
troducing this resolution.

I was at the border in California and
in New Mexico just a few days ago. I
was at the border in El1 Paso with my
distinguished colleague, the former ex-
ecutive, called judge, of that area. She
will speak shortly. Ms. HESCOBAR will
say there is no war at the border and
there is no crisis at the border. She
will explain that better than I can. She
lives there.

At the border, I saw a lot of heart-
break and challenge, but I did not see
a national emergency that would jus-
tify the President ignoring the Con-
stitution and trying to make funding
decisions without congressional ap-
proval. That is the issue.

For my colleagues to say this is a
partisan issue, let me call your atten-
tion to the statements of approxi-
mately 20 Members of the TUnited
States Senate.

The President admitted on February
15 that this is not a true emergency
when he said: ‘I could do the wall over
a longer period of time. I didn’t need to
do this, but I'd rather do it much fast-
er.”
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Not that he needed to do it much
faster, but he would just rather do it
much faster. Of course, if the Mexicans
were paying for it, perhaps he could
have.

Congress has a chance to answer the
President and make it clear that he
cannot make an end run around the
Constitution and claim powers reserved
for the taxpayers’ representatives.

Mr. Speaker, the Congress of the
United States needs to have a spine
and not lay at the feet of the President
of the United States and say, ‘“What-
ever you want, sir.”” That is not what
the people elected us to do. We are
their representatives, not the Presi-
dent’s representative, whether it is
President Obama, President Trump,
President Clinton, President Bush, or
President Reagan, all of whom I have
served with—two Bushes.

Our Founding Fathers had enough of
King George, so they adopted a Con-
stitution that said: We are not going to
have a King George. We are not going
to have an authoritarian regime. We
are not going to have the executive set-
ting policy. They said the Congress
sets policy.

By the way, 300 of us in this body
voted for the funding levels for border
security. It didn’t squeak by, by some
partisan advantage—300 of us, which is
to say well over 66 percent.

Now, Congress has a chance to an-
swer the President and make it clear.
He demanded that the American tax-
payers give him billions for the wall
that Democrats and Republicans alike
say is expensive and ineffective.

Again, this is not about the wall.
This is about our Constitution, our in-
stitution, and our self-respect.

He has chosen to ignore the will of
the American people, as expressed by
their representatives. He has opted to
set aside the wisdom of our Founders
for the expedience of getting his own
way.

Constitutional law professor Roger
Sloane of Boston University noted, last
week: “To my knowledge, no President
has ever tried to use national emer-
gency funding to appropriate funds
Congress refused to appropriate.”’

Overwhelming Senate vote;
whelming vote in this body.

He went on to say: ‘‘Politically, it
would mean the President would be
seeking . .. to override a bipartisan
judgment of Congress.”

Have we no self-respect? Have we no
sense of the balance between the execu-
tive and the legislative branches of
government?

We are the Article I branch, the pol-
icymakers, the people who raise money
and spend money, not the President—
any President, Republican or Demo-
crat. And a lot of Republican col-
leagues, including Senator MCCONNELL,
said: Mr. President, don’t do this.

Right up until the time Senator
MCCONNELL said: I will support you,
Mr. President.

First, he was against this, and now
he is for it.

over-
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The respected Harvard Law School
constitutional scholar Laurence Tribe
said of the President, on Thursday: ‘“‘He
is simply trying to do what emperors
and kings do, not what a President of
the United States should do.”

In The Washington Post this week-
end, columnist Max Boot noted why we
are now at a pivotal moment for Mem-
bers of the President’s party in the
Congress, who are being asked to
choose between loyalty to the Presi-
dent and fidelity to the Constitution.

I am sorry the Chamber is not filled.
I thought of asking for a quorum call.
I didn’t.

Fidelity to the President or fidelity
to the Constitution, that is the choice
we make today. That is why this is a
pivotal moment. We choose between
the Constitution and its principles,
which have made our country the
world’s envied democracy for almost
two and a half centuries.

Boot continued with this: “Trump’s
action is an affront to all that Repub-
licans stand for.”

The premise is you continue to stand
for this institution and our Constitu-
tion.

“They claim to be pro-military, but
Trump’s action would take money
away from the defense budget. They
claim to be pro-property rights, but
Trump’s action would result in the
taking of private property along the
border. And they claim to be constitu-
tional conservatives, but Trump’s ac-
tion is an obvious violation of Article I
of the Constitution: ‘No Money shall be
drawn from the Treasury, but in Con-
sequence of Appropriations made by
Law.””

I used to have people coming up here
and taking out the Constitution and
saying: Have you read this document?
Do you know what it says?

Let me repeat it: ‘““No Money shall be
drawn from the Treasury, but in Con-
sequence of Appropriations made by
Law.”

Now, I have heard the scare rhetoric,
and I suggest to my colleagues, with
all due respect, that kind of rhetoric
has preceded every despot’s takeover of
power in the world. There was a crisis.
They had to declare military law. They
had to suspend the constitution and
suspend the laws.

That is how despots take power. We
stand at the gate to ensure that doesn’t
happen. But we will say more with our
votes.

If we vote yes, we will say that Con-
gress is still the voice of the American
people. We will say that we are still
faithful to the oath we took to protect
the Constitution and laws of our land.
And we will say that America, as our
Founders promised, has no sovereign
but we, the people—‘we,” not me, not
I. We, the people.

We must not allow the President to
set a dangerous precedent stripping
Congress of its power of the purse. This
is the first time. You can say there are
a lot of other emergencies. That is cor-
rect. But this is unique. We must not
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allow him to set the precedent whereby
any chief executive, Republican or
Democrat, can declare an emergency
any time he or she doesn’t agree with
Congress’ funding.

This is not a partisan resolution. It is
supported and encouraged by former
and current Republican Members who
recognize how dangerous it would be
for the Congress not to act. A group of
23 former Republican Members of Con-
gress, including former Senators Olym-
pia Snowe, Dick Lugar, Chuck Hagel,
and John Danforth have sent a letter
to currently serving Republican Mem-
bers yesterday. In it they wrote this:
“It has always been a Republican fun-
damental principle that no matter how
strong our policy preferences, no mat-
ter how deep our loyalties to Presi-
dents or party leaders, in order to re-
main a constitutional Republic, we
must act within the borders of the Con-
stitution.”

Today, a conservative Senator from
North Carolina, a Republican conserv-
ative Senator from North Carolina,
said this: ““I have grave concerns when
our institution looks the other way at
the expense of weakening Congress’
power.”’
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Senators MURKOWSKI and COLLINS
have already said they would support
this resolution.

So let us act and do so in one power-
ful voice—not as Democrats, not as Re-
publicans, as Americans; as representa-
tives; as people who have put their
faith in us to make a judgment to pro-
tect their country, their Constitution;
as Americans who believe in our Con-
stitution and the wisdom of our Found-
ers who gave Congress alone the au-
thority to appropriate funds and gave
the representatives of the people and
the States a powerful check on the ex-
ecutive.

I ask all my Republican colleagues:
How would you vote if Barack Obama
were President of the United States
today? Think of that. Because if you
cannot answer ‘I would vote the same
way,”’ then you are not being true to
your country, to our Constitution, and
to your oath.

If any Member cares at all about the
equal status of the Article I branch of
the Constitution, he or she should vote
for this resolution. Vote for conscience
and Constitution, not party and poli-
tics.

Mr. GRAVES of Missouri. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield 5 minutes to the gentleman
from Illinois (Mr. KINZINGER), Who just
came back from deployment down at
the southern border.

Mr. KINZINGER. Mr. Speaker, 1
thank the gentleman for yielding.

I want to start by saying something:
Everybody here in this Chamber means
well. Everybody here in this Chamber
believes they are fighting for the right
thing for this country.

Unfortunately, sometimes with these
debates, they get heated and we begin
to ascribe bad motives to the other
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side. I ascribe no bad motives to my
colleagues on the other side of the
aisle, and there are no bad motives on
our side. It is just a little bit of a dif-
ference in how we see it.

We are all passionate about this
issue, which is evident by the quality
of the debate we are having here. But I
am going to tell you why I came to be-
lieve that this was a national emer-
gency.

I was sent down to the border with
the National Guard. I went down and
did 2 weeks with my unit, which is
down there for 2 months.

As part-timers, we go down and we
fill in and augment different amounts
of time. I fly a surveillance aircraft. It
is called an RC-26.

We actually work with Border Pa-
trol, and what we would do is, through
technology, some of the technology
that exists, they would get indications
of a group coming over the border. We
would have a central authority that
would see these groups coming over the
border and would take the limited air
assets we had and put them on these
groups to surveil them and then coordi-
nate with Border Patrol, or whatever,
to come in and get them. And what we
saw, frankly, was pretty eye-opening
for me.

First off, Arizona has some very rug-
ged territory.

I have worked Texas, by the way,
three times doing this exact same mis-
sion. I am going to give you an oppor-
tunity to guess who the President was
when I did this mission three other
times. It was President Obama, because
he understood the need for the guard
on the border.

So we would see these groups come
over. They would go through this rug-
ged terrain.

By the way, I never worked an area
in Arizona where there was a barrier.
We never had to. But there is a lot of
area that isn’t.

We would then respond, and basi-
cally, 9 times out of 10, any time these
groups got any indication that Border
Patrol was nearby or there was an air-
craft overhead, they would do what we
call a bomb burst. It looks like that on
the infrared we are using. They would
run in all different directions, and
many people would get separated.

But do you know who the first to
bomb blast away from that group was?
The first people, every time, were the
coyotes who they paid their life sav-
ings to to bring them over the border—
every time.

In fact, one time that exact scenario
happened, and a lady was left lost in
the desert, hunkered down in a bush.
Had Border Patrol not found her—sure,
she will be deported for that because
she came in illegally. But if Border Pa-
trol had not found her, I believe that
there is a chance that she could have
been one of the at least 200 bodies that
they find every year in the desert be-
cause they are abandoned by their drug
traffickers, by their coyotes who are
paid for and who pay money to the
drug cartels.
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That is a big part of where these car-
tels in Mexico get their money, fun-
neling people over the border, human
trafficking. We know the statistics of
the chance of assault during that. We
know that kind of stuff.

It wasn’t my mission, but my crew
was on a mission, the very first one,
where an illegal was apprehended, and
he had 70 pounds of methamphetamine
on him.

Now, I know there is way more than
70 pounds of methamphetamine out
there in the United States, but there
are way more people we are not seeing
come over that border as well.

People sometimes look at the rugged
terrain of Arizona and say, well, with
mountains and hills, that is the nat-
ural wall.

By the way, I went hiking on those
mountains and hills during my time
off, I will say that.

But the other interesting thing is a
significant amount of the people we
were following were actually on those
mountains and hills. They were on the
mountains and hills because that rug-
ged terrain is just as difficult for Bor-
der Patrol to navigate as them.

In fact, I watched as a Border Patrol
helicopter followed a man probably 100
feet away. This is on video. Border Pa-
trol can release this video if they want.
The man was running. The Border Pa-
trol cannot insert Border Patrol agents
to capture him. This guy is still gone
today. He had to have been a coyote or
a drug trafficker.

Seeing this repeatedly made me real-
ize this is not a national emergency be-
cause of immigration. I actually be-
lieve in comprehensive immigration re-
form. I want to work with the other
side of the aisle to fix all these prob-
lems that I think we really actually all
agree on. We just can’t admit we agree
on all this stuff. I look at this and I say
this is an 80 percent solution that we
can fix.

But when I came back from the bor-
der and I came back from seeing the
real issue that makes this a national
emergency—drugs, human trafficking—
that is when I realized something had
to be done.

A wall and a Dbarrier is not
compassionless. I think border security
and compassion actually go hand in
hand. Because what we are saying is:
Come over to the United States of
America, but do it the right and legal
way, because, otherwise, these coyotes
in the cartel are going to take advan-
tage of you, take your life savings, and
take you through a very dangerous
route. And when the going gets tough,
they are going to leave you to die, be-
cause they did that to 200 of them last
year in Arizona.

It was an eye-opening experience.

Mr. Speaker, I appreciate the passion
everybody has in this. I respect
everybody’s debate in this. This is how
I came to the conclusion I did.

Please vote ‘“‘no” on this.

Mr. JOHNSON of Georgia. Mr. Speak-
er, it amuses me when my friends on
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the other side cause the public to be-
lieve that there are people coming
across our border, trying to sneak in,
when the truth of the matter is the
people who are presenting themselves
at our southern border, primarily, are
people fleeing violence in Central
America, families, women, children
fleeing violence in Central America,
presenting themselves at lawful points
of entry, not trying to jump the Rio
Grande, but at lawful points of entry,
and seeking to apply for asylum. That
is the emergency that my friends on
the other side tried to make into some-
thing that would be such that Presi-
dent Trump is authorized to spend
moneys that have not been appro-
priated, and it is a farce.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the
gentleman from Georgia (Mr. LEWIS),
my dear colleague.

Mr. LEWIS. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
strong support of this resolution.

Some of you may be old enough to re-
member when Dr. Martin Luther King,
Jr., traveled to Berlin in 1964. He re-
minded those gathered that a man-
made barrier could not change the fact
that the people on both sides of the
wall were God’s children.

Mr. Speaker, I ask you today: What
does it profit our Nation to gain a wall
and lose our soul? North and south of
the border, we are one people. We are
bound together by our common human-
ity.

Mr. Speaker, this executive action
betrays our values, our democracy, and
the very soul of our Nation.

As Members of Congress in a nation
of immigrants, we have a constitu-
tional mission and a mandate to pre-
serve the balance of powers and to op-
pose this monument to hate.

Today, each and every one of us has
a moral obligation to do what is right,
what is just, and what is fair by pass-
ing this resolution.

Mr. Speaker, I urge all of my col-
leagues to vote ‘‘yes.”

Mr. GRAVES of Missouri. Mr. Speak-
er, may I inquire as to the time re-
maining.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Missouri has 7% minutes
remaining. The gentleman from Geor-
gia has 11%2 minutes remaining.

Mr. GRAVES of Missouri. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield 2 minutes to the gentle-
woman from Arizona (Mrs. LESKO).

Mrs. LESKO. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman from Missouri (Mr.
GRAVES) for yielding.

Today, I have heard a lot of amazing
things. My colleague on the other side
of the aisle, Mr. JOHNSON from Georgia,
said, I believe, caravans trying to cross
the border are a figment of our imagi-
nation. I don’t know about you, but I
think all we need to do is turn on the
news. I have seen thousands of people
traipsing thousands of miles to get into
our country. In fact, there has been
some violence. So I just don’t under-
stand that statement at all.

And Speaker PELOSI and CHUCK SCHU-
MER recently said the crisis at the bor-
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der is manufactured. I tell you, ladies
and gentlemen, that I live in the State
of Arizona, a border State, and I have
visited the border, and I have met with
the border agents and border officials
at the border.

They have told me, firsthand, there
is a crisis at the border. They have told
me, firsthand, when I asked do we need
a border fence, they said, yes, it is part
of the solution.

You know, I am here today to ask for
reason. The Republican legislature, the
majority last year, tried to pass legis-
lation that would not only secure the
border but, as a compromise, would
have given legal status to the DACA
recipients. Not one Democrat voted for
it.

Can we please get together and solve
this problem?

It is unfortunate that the President
had to resort to this because Congress,
the Democrats, would not vote for bor-
der security. And so I support the
President in his declaration for emer-
gency. I support him in protecting our
Nation—his number one duty—and I
oppose this resolution.

Mr. JOHNSON of Georgia. Mr. Speak-
er, I recall that the last 2 years have
been spent under the unified control of
Republicans—both Houses of Congress
and the President—yet there was no
emergency to construct the $56 billion
down payment on a border wall that is
going to cost about $30 billion. They
didn’t do it then; they want us to do it
now—or they want Trump to actually
be able to do it without the legislature.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 minute to the
gentlewoman from the great State of
Texas (Ms. ESCOBAR).

Ms. ESCOBAR. Mr. Speaker, I come
from El1 Paso, Texas, which is right on
the U.S.-Mexico border. I live on the
border. My family has lived on the bor-
der for more than 100 years. I can as-
sure my colleagues that the border has
never been safer; the border has never
been more secure.

In fact, what I am more worried
about today than what is happening on
the U.S.-Mexico border, than those vul-
nerable asylum-seekers coming to our
front door asking for help, is I am more
worried that people in this Chamber
are willing to ignore the oath of office
that we took on the day that we were
sworn in, that we would violate the
Constitution that we promised to up-
hold.

I am also far more worried about the
fact that they are willing to divert
funding that is going to our U.S. mili-
tary in favor of a political prop, a
monument to xenophobia, a campaign
promise. In fact, Fort Bliss in El Paso,
Texas, stands to potentially lose $275
million.

Why didn’t they get it done when
they had an iron grip over the House,
the Senate, and the White House? Be-
cause there was no emergency.

Mr. GRAVES of Missouri. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield myself such time as I may
consume.

Mr. Speaker, we did take an oath of
office to defend the Constitution. The

H2137

Constitution applies to citizens of the
United States. It does not apply to peo-
ple who are not citizens of the United
States.

Border security officers have made
266,000 arrests of criminal aliens in the
last 2 fiscal years.

These include criminal aliens
charged or convicted of assaults, sex
crimes, and Kkillings. These are not
victimless crimes.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.
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Mr. JOHNSON of Georgia. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield 1 minute to the gentleman

from California (Mr. CISNEROS), my
good friend.
Mr. CISNEROS. Mr. Speaker, this

emergency declaration unconstitution-
ally attempts to override Congress.
The Constitution clearly grants Con-
gress the power of the purse. This dec-
laration took place after weeks of ne-
gotiations which resulted in Congress
rejecting the President’s wall in a bi-
partisan manner.

This declaration could take billions
of dollars of disaster relief aid from
families, endanger military construc-
tion, and impact our military readi-
ness. There is no national emergency
at the southern border, only a humani-
tarian crisis created by our President.

This President has repeatedly taken
actions that undermine our country’s
ability to defend against real threats
to national security.

Congress must act as a check on the
President’s abuse of executive power.
Congress has the opportunity to defend
and protect the Constitution and assert
its role as a coequal branch of govern-
ment, and it must do so in order to set
a precedent and protect our democracy.

It is absolutely unacceptable that
military families and communities
across this country should be made to
suffer from this unlawful and dan-
gerous action. That is why I urge my
colleagues to vote in support of this
resolution and move forward with end-
ing this fake national emergency.

Mr. GRAVES of Missouri. Mr. Speak-
er, I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. JOHNSON of Georgia. Mr. Speak-
er, may I inquire how much time is re-
maining?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Georgia has 9 minutes re-
maining, and the gentleman from Mis-
souri has 5% minutes remaining.

Mr. JOHNSON of Georgia. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield 1%2 minutes to the gentle-
woman from Florida (Ms. WASSERMAN
SCHULTZ).

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. Mr.
Speaker, I thank the gentleman for
yielding.

Mr. Speaker, what we are witnessing
is a President who poses a direct threat
to both our military families and
America’s national security.

First, as we have heard, there is no
border emergency. That is a fabrica-
tion. The administration’s own statis-
tics show that crossings and apprehen-
sions are at a historic low. The vast
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majority of illegal drugs come in at our
ports of entry. A wall will not stop
that.

Many who cross our borders are
women and children. They are not run-
ning from border agents. They are
seeking them out for help and for asy-
lum.

Second, this will make life harder for
America’s military families, and, thus,
hurt our national security. Who would
ever intentionally make life tougher
for the brave men and women who
serve our country? It is monstrous,
really, when you think about the sac-
rifices that they already make for this
country.

As the chair of the Appropriations
Committee Military Construction, Vet-
erans Affairs and Related Agencies
Subcommittee, tomorrow I will hold a
hearing to ask our service Secretaries
exactly which projects they previously
told us they really needed, but now
should be sacrificed for a needless wall.

What will these leaders ask their
troops to give up just so Trump can
have a useless, wasteful wall? Training
or intelligence facilities? Hangars for
planes that cost billions? Schools for
our military families’ children? This is
a power grab.

After failing to get his way in a fund-
ing dispute with Congress, Trump is
throwing an unconstitutional temper
tantrum. He is using the tools of an au-
thoritarian, jeopardizing our military
readiness to steal himself a wall that
he could not get the lawful way. The
dangerous precedent he will set is one
that I hope all of my Republican col-
leagues will reject.

The President says a wall will keep
Americans safe, but stealing funds
from military families makes us all
less safe. Bypassing Congress and the
Constitution, and starving military
families of funding is not patriotism. It
is everything that true patriots fight
against.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Mem-
bers are reminded to refrain from en-
gaging in personalities toward the
President.

Mr. GRAVES of Missouri. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield myself such time as I may
consume.

Mr. Speaker, we Kkeep hearing that
most drugs coming into this country
are coming in at ports of entry, and I
would make a correction: Most drugs
that are caught are caught at ports of
entry. We don’t have any idea what is
coming in across the border.

When we say that, this is like saying
we are going to reinforce the front
door, but we are going to leave the
back door wide open. We don’t know
how many drugs or the amount of
drugs that are coming across the bor-
der, particularly in rural areas, be-
cause we just simply can’t patrol it.

As the gentleman from Illinois point-
ed out, you can’t deploy Border Patrol
quick enough to catch much of this. So
we don’t know how many drugs are
coming through in other areas. We
have a pretty good idea at ports of
entry because we catch them there.
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Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. JOHNSON of Georgia. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield myself such time as I may
consume.

Mr. Speaker, it is harder for me to
imagine how a big, beautiful wall will
somehow bestow upon us knowledge
that people are jumping over it or
going under it.

Those kinds of things do not work
across the entire border. That may
have its place at some points, and I am
sure we have border wall and border
fencing in the locations where it is nec-
essary, but in the other locations, we
need—in addition to more Border Pa-
trol officers who are paid a living
wage—we need the technology and the
other assets that can surveil and help
with the apprehension of people who
are coming across the border at points
that are not legal points of entry.

But the point is, today’s crisis that
faces the people of Central America
and drives them to our southern border
is driving them to lawful points of
entry to seek asylum protection under
this Nation’s laws, and that is some-
thing that they are entitled to.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 1%2 minutes to
the gentlewoman from Texas (Ms.
JACKSON LEE).

Ms. JACKSON LEE. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentleman for yielding.

The only crisis is the constitutional
crisis that has been created by the
President of the United States by his
direct and ill-conceived abuse of power
which is noted in the Constitution as a
violation of the Constitution.

It is sad that the President has de-
clared a national emergency for the
purpose of misappropriating funds from
previously designated and important
uses to build a wall, uses that would be
dealt with in a national emergency in
case of war that would then call for the
building of direct materials and build-
ings necessary for troops engaging in
war.

The only response to my good friend
who has come back from the border
and saw people going over the border is
to engage more Border Patrol agents
and train them to do the job that they
are designated to do. We, as Demo-
crats, support that.

Illegal border crossings are at a near
40-year low. Sixty national security
personnel, ambassadors, CIA, DNI, and
others have indicated that this is
wrongheaded. It is wrong.

The President’s declaration clearly
violates Congress’ exclusive power of
the purse, and if unchecked, would fun-
damentally alter the balance of powers,
violating our Founder’s vision for
America. That is unconstitutional.

To quote Thomas Paine in ‘“‘Common
Sense,” it says, ‘° . in absolute gov-
ernments the king is law, so in free
countries the law ought to be king.”
This is the abuse, the declaration, and
we should vote for the underlying reso-
lution to restore constitutional order.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
time of the gentlewoman has expired.
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Mr. JOHNSON of Georgia. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield an additional 1 minute to the
gentlewoman from Texas.

Ms. JACKSON LEE. Let me also indi-
cate that as a member of the Homeland
Security Committee, the numbers of
Mexicans from Mexico has decreased.

The numbers coming now are what
we call OTMs, other than Mexican.
They are coming and fleeing bloodshed
in countries where they are being
threatened with a decapitation of their
head.

Mothers are being told that if you
stay, we know you are pregnant, you
can have the baby, and we will kill you
after the birth. These are the stories
that those of us who visited the border
are hearing over and over again.

If there is a crisis, it is a humani-
tarian crisis. We, as Democrats, have
no problem with funding the resources
necessary for the border, including, as
indicated, the increase in personnel,
technology, and transportation equip-
ment.

I have been to the border when the
need for night goggles and other types
of equipment were rendered important.
Let us do the right thing. Vote on this
resolution, and do the constitutional
point of restoring order to this govern-
ment.

Mr. Speaker, | rise in strong support of our
Constitution and in defense of our republic
and urge all members to join me in voting for
H.J. Res. 46, which terminates the phony dec-
laration of emergency issued by the President
on February 15, 2019.

The reason this resolution is before us
today is because of the petulant intransigence
of a single person, the current President of the
United States.

As a senior member of the Committee on
the Judiciary and the Committee on Homeland
Security, | have visited the southern border on
numerous occasions in recent weeks and
months and can state confidently that there is
no national emergency or national security cri-
sis that justifies the President’s reckless and
unconstitutional decision or compels the Con-
gress to abdicate its responsibilities under Arti-
cle | to check and balance the Executive
Branch.

The President is only pursuing this tactic of
declaring a national emergency after realizing
that Speaker NANCY PELOSI was absolutely
correct when she informed him that he did not
have the support in Congress to require the
taxpayers to pay for his broken promise that
“Mexico would pay for the wall, 100 percent!”

In fact, according to the latest Marist Poll,
the most recent polling data available, Ameri-
cans overwhelmingly disapprove of the Presi-
dent’s national emergency declaration by a 61
percent—-36 percent margin.

The President’s decision is opposed by both
men and women in every region of the coun-
try, by every income group and education cat-
egory.

National security experts across the political
spectrum are unanimous in their assessment
that the situation on the southern border does
not constitute a national emergency, an as-
sessment echoed by leading former Repub-
lican senators and Members of Congress.

They understand that after failing to con-
vince the American people or Congress to pay



February 26, 2019

for his ineffective, wasteful, and immoral multi-
billion dollar concrete wall, the President has
now embarked on a course of conduct that is
deeply corrosive of the constitutional system
of checks and balances wisely established by
the Framers and which has served this nation
and the world so well for nearly 250 years.

Having failed miserably to achieve his ob-
jective in the constitutional legislative process,
the President is trying a desperate 11th hour
end-run around Congress with an unlawful
emergency declaration that contravenes the
will of the American people and negates the
awesome power of the purse vested exclu-
sively in the Congress of the United States.

The Congress will not tolerate this.

Despite being repeatedly admonished and
in the face of overwhelming evidence to the
contrary, the President continues to propagate
false information regarding the state of our
southern border.

Mr. Speaker, these are the facts.

Net migration from Mexico is now zero or
slightly below (more people leaving than com-
ing) because of a growing Mexican economy,
an aging population and dropping fertility rates
that have led to a dramatic decrease in unau-
thorized migration from Mexico.

Migrant apprehensions continue to be near
an all-time low with only a slight increase from
2017.

The combined 521,090 apprehensions for
Border Patrol and Customs agents in fiscal
year 2018 were 32,288 apprehensions fewer
than the 553,378 apprehensions in 2016.

To put this in perspective, on average, each
of the 19,437 Border Patrol agents nationwide
apprehended a total of only 19 migrants in
2018, which amounts to fewer than 2 appre-
hensions per month.

In the last few years, an increased propor-
tion of apprehensions are parents seeking to
protect their children from the violence and ex-
treme poverty in Honduras, El Salvador, and
Guatemala.

But even with more Central Americans arriv-
ing to our southern border seeking protection,
total apprehension rates are still at their lowest
since the 1970s.

The absence of a massive wall on the
southern border will not solve the drug smug-
gling problem because, as all law enforcement
experts agree, the major source of drugs com-
ing into the United States are smuggled
through legal ports of entry.

The southern border region is home to
about 15 million people living in border coun-
ties in California, Arizona, New Mexico, and
Texas.

These communities, which include cities
such as San Diego, Douglas, Las Cruces, and
El Paso, are among the safest in the country.

Congress has devoted more U.S. taxpayer
dollars to immigration enforcement agencies
(more than $21 billion now) than all other en-
forcement agencies combined, including the
FBI, DEA, ATF, US Marshals, and Secret
Service.

The bulk of this money goes to U.S. Cus-
toms and Border Protection (CBP), with a
budget of $14.4 billion in fiscal year 2018 and
more than 59,000 personnel.

CBP is the largest law enforcement agency
in the country, and more than 85 percent of
the agency’s Border Patrol agents (i.e., 16,605
of 19,437) are concentrated on the southern
border.

Expanded deployment of the military to the
border to include active-duty troops could cost
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between $200 and $300 million in addition to
the estimated $182 million for the earlier de-
ployment by the President of National Guard
to the border.

Mr. Speaker, having been soundly defeated
legislatively by Congress, a co-equal branch of
government, the President wants to finance
border wall vanity project by diverting funds
that the Congress has appropriated for dis-
aster recovery and military construction.

The funds the President wants to steal were
appropriated by Congress to help Americans
devastated by natural disasters, like Hurri-
canes Harvey, Irma and Maria, or for other
purposes like military construction.

Congress did not, has not, and will not, ap-
prove of any diversion of these funds to con-
struct a border wall that the President repeat-
edly and derisively boasted that Mexico would
pay for.

In fact, the President has admitted he
“didn’t have to do this,” but has opted to do
so because “l want to see it built faster.”

Mr. Speaker, just yesterday a bipartisan
group of nearly 60 national security officials in-
cluding former secretaries of state, defense
secretaries, CIA directors, and ambassadors
to the UN issued a statement declaring that
“there is no factual basis” justifying the Presi-
dent’s emergency declaration.

Instead of protecting our national security,
the President’s declaration makes America
less safe.

The President is stealing billions from high-
priority military construction projects that en-
sure our troops have the essential training,
readiness and quality of life necessary to keep
the American people safe, directly under-
mining America’s national security.

The President’s declaration clearly violates
the Congress’s exclusive power of the purse,
and, if unchecked, would fundamentally alter
the balance of powers, violating our Founders’
vision for America.

Opposing the President’s reckless and anti-
American decision transcends partisan politics
and partisanship; it is about patriotism, con-
stitutional fidelity, and putting country first.

That is why nearly two dozen distinguished
former Republican Members of Congress are
urging Republicans in Congress to vote for
H.J.R. 46 and uphold “the authority of the first
branch of government to resist efforts to sur-
render” our constitutional powers to an over-
reaching president.

To quote Thomas Paine’s Common Sense:
“In absolute governments, the King is law; so
in free countries, the law ought to be King.”

Mr. Speaker, | urge all members to uphold
the rule of law and the Constitution, and reject
the President’s power grab; | urge a resound-
ing Yes vote on H.J. Res. 46.

Mr. GRAVES of Missouri. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield myself such time as I may
consume.

Mr. Speaker, I make a point of clari-
fication because the statement was
made that individuals from outside
this country coming to ports of entry
seeking asylum were entitled to that.
No one outside of this country is enti-
tled to anything in this country.

They can be heard, but they are not
entitled to asylum in the United States
just because they ask for it, just be-
cause they seek it. They aren’t entitled
to anything within this country.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.
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Mr. JOHNSON of Georgia. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield myself such time as I may
consume.

Mr. Speaker, I believe that most
learned colleagues in this Chamber un-
derstand that under U.S. law, we have
granted persons approaching our bor-
der the right to apply for asylum. That
doesn’t mean that asylum will be
granted, but they certainly have the
right to apply for it.

It is the humane thing to do in a civ-
ilized society. This is the law that
America has proceeded under for cen-
turies, and now we have a naked power
grab by the chief executive of this
great Nation, the President of the
United States, seeking to do the job of
the legislative branch, and his own job.
But there is a problem. It is only the
legislative branch that appropriates
funding for various occurrences.

The legislative branch has not given
this President what he has sought; that
is, a down payment on a border wall,
which is a monument to a campaign
promise that he made. This legislature
has not given him that authority, and
so in a naked power grab, he is seeking
to do it by declaring an emergency
when, in fact, no emergency exists.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 minute to the
gentlewoman from the District of Co-
lumbia (Ms. NORTON), my friend, and a
staunch advocate for the people of
Washington, D.C.

Ms. NORTON. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding.

Mr. Speaker, I don’t even want to
speak to the underlying issue. I want
to speak to what it is we are doing here
with congressional power. The Presi-
dent signed a bill. He didn’t have to. He
could have retained his power.

Now he proposes to ignore the bill he
signed and act as if the Congress did
not exist. This is the road to dictator-
ship. Congress cannot ever agree with
an executive that takes our power.
That is what Trump is trying to do.

We have gradually given up our
power, sometimes for expediency sake,
sometimes to avoid controversy.
Today, we put all on notice that we
will not give the power that belongs
only to Congress to the President of
the United States.

Mr. GRAVES of Missouri. Mr. Speak-
er, how much time is remaining?

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
CUELLAR). The gentleman from Mis-
souri has 4 minutes remaining. The
gentleman from Georgia has 1% min-
utes remaining.

Mr. GRAVES of Missouri. Mr. Speak-
er, I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. JOHNSON of Georgia. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield 1 minute to the gentlewoman
from California (Ms. PELOSI), the
Speaker of this great House.

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding, and I thank
him for the eloquent way that he has
presented this legislation to the floor
of the House.

Mr. Speaker, I rise to quote from the
Constitution of the United States. It
begins with our statement of purpose
of the Nation, with the preamble.
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‘“We the people of the United States,
in order to form a more perfect Union,
establish justice, insure domestic tran-
quility, provide for the common de-
fense, promote the general welfare, and
secure the blessings of liberty to our-
selves and our posterity, do ordain and
establish this Constitution for the
United States of America.”

O 1700

Immediately following that sacred
purpose, it says: Article I, the legisla-
tive branch.

Perhaps it is time for our country to
have a values-based civics lesson. I ap-
plaud our colleague, Congressman CAS-
TRO, for his leadership in ensuring that
this House was ready to reassert our
responsibility under the Constitution
and its systems of checks and balance.

In their wisdom, our Founders re-
jected the idea of a monarch. They
didn’t want to live under that. They
made that clear. They fought a War of
Independence to free themselves from
that. Therefore, in their wisdom, they
put forth in this Constitution a heart,
soul, and core of it: the separation of
powers, coequal branches of govern-
ment to be a check and balance on each
other.

They saw the wisdom of that and
then, of course, added the Bill of
Rights with further freedoms enumer-
ated. But the core of the Constitution
is the separation of power.

Today, we are on this floor of the
House, and our colleagues have spoken
eloquently about the reality or my-
thology of the crisis at the border that
the President contends. They have spo-
ken eloquently about the opportunity
cost of the money that the President
wants to use for this ill-conceived wall
and what it means to our national se-
curity.

But we in this House of Representa-
tives, each one of us, and everyone in
public service in our country, takes an
oath of office to support and defend the
Constitution of the United States. It is
our oath. We promise.

That Constitution is about the sepa-
ration of powers that is being usurped
by the executive branch. We in the leg-
islative branch cannot let that happen.

In fact, I appeal to our Republican
colleagues because I do believe and
trust that they are people of their
word, and if they take an oath to up-
hold the Constitution, they will honor
it with their vote on the floor today, in
keeping, by the way, with, under the
previous House Speaker, our colleagues
across the aisle placed a high priority
on the separation of powers and Con-
gress’ constitutional prerogatives.

The Republican A Better Way agen-
da, which they put forth in 2014, read as
follows: ‘“The people granted Congress
the power to write laws, raise revenues,
and spend and borrow money on behalf
of the United States. There is no power
more consequential. . .. Yet for dec-
ades, Congress has let this power atro-
phy, thereby depriving the people of
their voice.”
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Their Better Way goes on to say:
“The Founders insisted on a separation
of powers to protect our constitutional
liberties.”

Their proposal goes on to say that
James Madison ‘“‘warned that the Con-
stitution is a ‘mere parchment barrier’
unless each branch asserted its powers
to keep the others in check.”

That is all in the Republican agenda
for A Better Way of 2014, so you would
think it would be in keeping with their
vote today.

In that spirit, then-Speaker Ryan
often lamented that Congress ‘‘keeps
forfeiting the game, yielding to the ex-
ecutive branch, giving the President a
blank check, not even bothering to
read the fine print in some cases.”

We are not going to give any Presi-
dent, Democratic or Republican, a
blank check to shred the Constitution
of the United States. We would be de-
linquent in our duties as Members of
Congress if we did not overturn what
the President is proposing. He is asking
each and every one of us to turn our
backs on the oath of office that we
took to the Constitution of the United
States.

I do not believe that the Republicans
want to do that. I don’t think it is con-
sistent with what they had advocated
in the near term and historically.

Is your oath of office to Donald
Trump, or is your oath of office to the
Constitution of the United States? You
cannot let him undermine the strength
of your pledge to protect and defend
the Constitution.

Again, our colleagues have talked
about the opportunity cost of taking
money from our national security and
spending it in this way.

I was at the border this weekend. We
all have our stories and the rest, but
whatever you think about the wall,
let’s just put that aside for the mo-
ment. Whatever you think about where
you take the money from and where
you put it, which is substantial, put
that aside for the moment. The ques-
tion is: What do you think about your-
self, your Congress, your conscience,
and your oath of office? I trust that our
colleagues will be consistent in their
beliefs and join us in honoring the oath
we all take to support.

The resolution is not about politics.
It is not about partisanship. It is about
patriotism. It is about the Constitution
of the United States, which I hold in
my hand here. George Washington on
the cover of this says: ‘“Its only keep-
ers, the people.”

We in the people’s House are the
keepers of this Constitution. We in the
Congress are the keepers of this Con-
stitution. We in this Congress are in
Article I, the Congress of the United
States, spelled out very clearly in the
Constitution that the powers given to
the legislative branch are the power of
the purse, the power to declare war,
powers enumerated very carefully by
our Founders.

How can you ignore that? I urge
strong bipartisan support of this vital
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resolution to honor our oath to bear
true faith and allegiance to the Con-
stitution.

Mr. Speaker, I urge a ‘‘yes’ vote.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Mem-
bers are reminded to address their re-
marks to the Chair.

Mr. GRAVES of Missouri. Mr. Speak-
er, is the majority prepared to close?

Mr. JOHNSON of Georgia. Mr. Speak-
er, I have no further speakers, and I am
prepared to close.

Mr. GRAVES of Missouri. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield myself the balance of my
time.

I find it ironic, I guess, and actually
it is kind of ludicrous, that we talk so
much about how much this wall is
going to cost and how inhumane it is
and how immoral it is, yet we build
thousands and thousands of miles and
spend millions and millions of dollars
on noise abatement wall, 30 feet high
and 20 feet high, in our suburbs and our
urban areas all over the country. Yet
we can’t do something to protect our
border.

That is not a crisis, Mr. Speaker.
This is a crisis. What we are talking
about today is a crisis.

President Obama agreed when he re-
quested emergency funding in 2014 to
deal with the crisis on the border, when
he declared a national emergency be-
cause of transnational drug traffickers.

Since fiscal year 2012, Customs and
Border Patrol has seized 4 million
pounds of drugs at ports of entry and
more than 11 million pounds of drugs
between ports of entry. And nearly
three times as many drugs are seized
between ports, Mr. Speaker.

Many of our colleagues on the other
side of the aisle recognize the need for
a border wall, voting to authorize a
wall in 2016 and again under President
Obama in 2013. Last year, we passed bi-
partisan legislation to address the
growing impacts of opioids in our com-
munities, drugs that continue to flow
into our country through our southern
border. We all agreed, on a bipartisan
basis, that there was a crisis, but now,
suddenly, they are calling this a manu-
factured crisis.

The National Emergencies Act is
clear, Mr. Speaker. The President’s au-
thority is clear. The President is act-
ing within the authority that Congress
has given him.

Mr. Speaker, I urge a ‘‘no’ vote on
this resolution, and I yield back the
balance of my time.

Mr. JOHNSON of Georgia. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield myself the balance of my
time.

Mr. Speaker, in approving the joint
resolution terminating President
Trump’s illegal power grab, the House
will make clear that nothing is more
fundamental to the functioning of our
democracy than the separation of pow-
ers among three coequal branches of
government.

The facts are clear. President Trump
failed to convince a skeptical Congress
to pay for an ineffective border wall.

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to
support this resolution, but I must ask
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you to ask yourself this question: Will
you allow your solemn vow of loyalty
to President Trump to override your
oath of office and your vow of fidelity
to the Constitution?

Vote to support this resolution.

Mr. Speaker, I yield back balance of
my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Mem-
bers are reminded to refrain from en-
gaging in personalities toward the
President.

Mrs. LOWEY. Mr. Speaker, | rise today in
support of the joint resolution to terminate
President Trump’s phony declaration of an
emergency at the southern border.

Unable to convince Congress to pay for his
wasteful border wall, the president has de-
cided to make an end run around the legisla-
tive branch, upending democratic norms and
creating a dangerous precedent.

To pay for the wall, the Administration in-
tends to rob money from critical military con-
struction projects and from other parts of the
Defense Department and the Treasury.

This would threaten national security, under-
mine the readiness of our military, and could
disrupt critical infrastructure improvements that
benefit service members and their families—all
to prop up a political vanity project.

As a country, we should be focused on real
law enforcement needs, not a border wall that
will do virtually nothing to keep Americans
safe.

Today’s vote to block the president’'s emer-
gency declaration is a critical first step, and |
am proud to cosponsor this resolution.

| hope my Republican colleagues recognize
that this isn't about politics—it's about defend-
ing our democratic institutions and the rule of
law from presidential overreach.

It's about protecting our institution and our
Constitution in the face of an unprecedented
power grab from a president who rejects Con-
gress’ authority as a co-equal branch of gov-
ernment.

Mr. Speaker, the greatest power we have as
members of Congress is the power of the
purse. As we exercise that power, we should
invest responsibly in priorities that strengthen
and protect American families and commu-
nities.

We do not exist to rubber stamp the Presi-
dent. | urge my Republican colleagues to join
us in defending our constitutional prerogatives
and upholding the rule of law.

Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Speaker, today had |
been present, | would have voted in strong
support of the bipartisan, privileged resolution
to terminate President Trump’s proclamation
“Declaring a National Emergency Concerning
the Southern Border of the United States.” |
was detained due to severe weather and can-
celled flights in Oregon.

While there is no doubt that our immigration
system is broken, the president’s wall and his
proposed funding level is an irresponsible
waste of taxpayer funds for a structure that
would be ineffective and do very little for our
national security. The emergency declaration
is nothing more than a power grab by the
president to fulfill a campaign promise, vio-
lating existing law and our constitutional sys-
tem of separation of powers.

Congress has already rejected the presi-
dent’s proposed border wall, and alternatively,
by an overwhelmingly bipartisan vote, made
robust investments in our border security.
These investments include $1.375 billion for
approximately 55 miles of physical barrier
along the southern border, $564 million for im-
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aging equipment at our ports of entry, $100
million for new, additional border security tech-
nology, serious investments in the Alternative
to Detention program to provide relief to over-
crowded detention facilities, and additional
funding for attorneys and courtroom expansion
to assist with our country’s growing immigra-
tion court system backlog.

Despite these important investments, the
president has proposed taking more than $6.7
billion to build his wall, including $3.6 billion
from the Department of Defense’s (DoD) high-
priority military construction projects. These
funds are meant to support much-needed im-
provements on military bases around the
world, and misallocating these funds could un-
dermine the training, readiness, and quality of
life for our men and women in the Armed
Forces. He has also proposed stripping $2.5
billion from the DoD’s drug interdiction pro-
gram, which could have serious impacts on
our ability to combat the flow of illegal nar-
cotics.

Furthermore, the Military Construction Codi-
fication Act only authorizes the Secretary of
Defense to reallocate funds for construction
projects during a national emergency if the
project is “necessary to support” a “use of the
armed forces.” Our Armed Forces are not re-
sponsible for enforcing our immigration laws
and using these funds in this way is in direct
violation of existing law.

Of serious additional legal concern is the
fact that the administration would need to
seize significant amounts of property not
owned by the federal government in order to
build a wall. Currently, more than two thirds of
border property is owned by private parties or
the relevant states. In 1952, the Supreme
Court held in Youngstown Sheet and Tube
that President Truman’s declaration of national
emergency, even in the midst of an inter-
national armed conflict, did not permit him to
unilaterally seize private property.

In recent days, more than two dozen former
Republican lawmakers and almost 60 former
senior national security officials have come out
in opposition to President Trump’s national
emergency declaration. These individuals are
united behind the idea that allowing the presi-
dent to “ignore Congress” will deprive the
American people “of the protections of true
representative government.”

The bottom line is that the president’s na-
tional emergency declaration is an abuse of
his constitutional authority and an affront to
the separation of powers. Congress has the
exclusive power of the purse, and the Con-
stitution specifically prohibits the president
from spending money that has not been ap-
propriated. Congress entrusted the president
with authority to reallocate funds during un-
foreseen and urgent situations, such as wars
and natural disasters. By declaring an emer-
gency when Congress has overwhelmingly re-
jected his border wall in favor of compromise
legislation, President Trump is creating a dan-
gerous precedent for future political disputes.
Congress must reject this presidential over-
reach and assert its constitutional authority.

Ms. BONAMICI. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to
express my support for this resolution to termi-
nate the President’s declaration of a national
emergency on February 15, 2019. No such
emergency exists on the U.S.-Mexico border.
The President is using this declaration as a
false pretense to divert taxpayer money, pri-
marily away from the Department of Defense,
toward the construction of a wasteful, ineffec-
tive wall along the southern border. This dec-
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laration is an unacceptable abuse of power
that circumvents the constitutional authority of
Congress. For these reasons, | am a cospon-
sor of this resolution to terminate the declara-
tion pursuant to the provisions of the National
Emergencies Act.

| support taking action to make sure we
have the appropriate personnel, equipment,
facilities, and resources to protect our borders
from criminal activity like trafficking in drugs or
people. Building this wall is not a good invest-
ment and it will not stop crime or illegal immi-
gration along our southern border. Instead of
building walls, we should instead build bridges
to those who are fleeing violence and legally
seeking asylum in our country. | urge my col-
leagues to join me in rejecting the President’s
abuse of power by supporting this resolution.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. All time
for debate has expired.

Pursuant to House Resolution 144,
the previous question is ordered.

The question is on the engrossment
and third reading of the joint resolu-
tion.

The joint resolution was ordered to
be engrossed and read a third time, and
was read the third time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the passage of the joint
resolution.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

Mr. GRAVES of Missouri. Mr. Speak-
er, on that I demand the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 8 of rule XX, further pro-
ceedings on this question will be post-
poned.

—————

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 8 of rule XX, the Chair
will postpone further proceedings
today on motions to suspend the rules
on which a recorded vote or the yeas
and nays are ordered, or votes objected
to under clause 6 of rule XX.

The House will resume proceedings
on postponed questions at a later time.

————

NATURAL RESOURCES
MANAGEMENT ACT

Mr. GRIJALVA. Mr. Speaker, I move
to suspend the rules and pass the bill
(S. 47) to provide for the management
of the natural resources of the United
States, and for other purposes.

PERMISSION TO EXTEND DEBATE TIME ON S. 47

Mr. GRIJALVA. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that debate under
clause 1(c) of rule XV on a motion to
suspend the rules relating to S. 47 be
extended to 50 minutes.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Arizona?

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Clerk will report the title of the bill.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.
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The text of the bill is as follows:
S. 47

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE; TABLE OF CONTENTS.

(a) SHORT TITLE.—This Act may be cited as
the ‘“Natural Resources Management Act’’.

(b) TABLE OF CONTENTS.—The table of con-
tents for this Act is as follows:

Sec. 1. Short title; table of contents.
Sec. 2. Definition of Secretary.

TITLE I—PUBLIC LAND AND FORESTS

Subtitle A—Land Exchanges and
Conveyances

Crags land exchange, Colorado.

Arapaho National Forest bound-
ary adjustment.

Santa Ana River Wash Plan land
exchange.

Udall Park land exchange.

Confirmation of State land grants.

Custer County Airport convey-
ance.

Pascua Yaqui Tribe land convey-
ance.

La Paz County land conveyance.

Lake Bistineau land title sta-
bility.

Lake Fannin land conveyance.

Land conveyance and utility
right-of-way, Henry’s Lake Wil-
derness Study Area, Idaho.

Conveyance to Ukpeagvik Inupiat
Corporation.

Public purpose conveyance to City
of Hyde Park, Utah.

Juab County conveyance.

Black Mountain Range and Bull-
head City land exchange.

Cottonwood land exchange.

Embry-Riddle Tri-City land ex-
change.

Subtitle B—Public Land and National Forest
System Management

Sec. 1101. Bolts Ditch access.

Sec. 1102. Clarification relating to a certain
land description under the
Northern Arizona Land Ex-
change and Verde River Basin
Partnership Act of 2005.

Frank and Jeanne Moore Wild
Steelhead Special Management
Area.

Maintenance or replacement of fa-
cilities and structures at Smith
Gulch.

Repeal of provision limiting the
export of timber harvested from
certain Kake Tribal Corpora-
tion land.

Designation of Fowler and Boskoff
Peaks.

Coronado National Forest land
conveyance.

Deschutes Canyon-Steelhead Falls
Wilderness Study Area bound-
ary adjustment, Oregon.

Maintenance of Federal mineral
leases based on extraction of
helium.

Small miner waivers to claim
maintenance fees.

Saint Francis Dam Disaster Na-
tional Memorial and National
Monument.

Owyhee Wilderness Areas bound-
ary modifications.

Chugach Region land study.

Wildfire technology moderniza-
tion.

McCoy Flats Trail System.

Technical corrections to certain
laws relating to Federal land in
the State of Nevada.

1001.
1002.

Sec.
Sec.
Sec. 1003.
1004.

1005.
1006.

Sec.
Sec.
Sec.
Sec. 1007.

1008.
1009.

Sec.
Sec.

1010.
1011.

Sec.
Sec.

Sec. 1012.

Sec. 1013.

1014.
1015.

Sec.
Sec.

1016.
1017.

Sec.
Sec.

Sec. 1103.

Sec. 1104.

Sec. 1105.

Sec. 1106.

Sec. 1107.

Sec. 1108.

Sec. 1109.

Sec. 1110.

Sec. 1111.

Sec. 1112.

1113.
1114.

Sec.
Sec.

1115.
1116.

Sec.
Sec.
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Sec. 1117. Ashley Karst National Recreation
and Geologic Area.

John Wesley Powell National Con-
servation Area.

Alaska Native Vietnam era vet-
erans land allotment.

Red River gradient boundary sur-
vey.

San Juan County settlement im-
plementation.

Rio Puerco Watershed manage-
ment program.

Sec. 1123. Ashley Springs land conveyance.
Subtitle C—Wilderness Designations and

Withdrawals

PART I—GENERAL PROVISIONS

1201. Organ Mountains-Desert
conservation.

1202. Cerro del Yuta and Rio San Anto-
nio Wilderness Areas.

1203. Methow Valley, Washington, Fed-
eral land withdrawal.

Sec. 1204. Emigrant Crevice withdrawal.

Sec. 1205. Oregon Wildlands.

PART II—EMERY COUNTY PUBLIC LAND
MANAGEMENT

1211. Definitions.

1212. Administration.

Sec. 1213. Effect on water rights.

Sec. 1214. Savings clause.

SUBPART A—SAN RAFAEL SWELL RECREATION
AREA

Sec. 1118.

Sec. 1119.
Sec. 1120.
Sec. 1121.

Sec. 1122.

Sec. Peaks
Sec.

Sec.

Sec.
Sec.

Sec. 1221. Establishment of Recreation Area.
Sec. 1222. Management of Recreation Area.
Sec. 1223. San Rafael Swell Recreation Area
Advisory Council.
SUBPART B—WILDERNESS AREAS

Sec. 1231. Additions to the National Wilder-
ness Preservation System.

Sec. 1232. Administration.

Sec. 1233. Fish and wildlife management.

Sec. 1234. Release.

SUBPART C—WILD AND SCENIC RIVER
DESIGNATION

Sec. 1241. Green River wild and scenic river
designation.

SUBPART D—LAND MANAGEMENT AND
CONVEYANCES

Sec. 1251. Goblin Valley State Park.

Sec. 1252. Jurassic National Monument.

Sec. 1253. Public land disposal and acquisi-
tion.

Sec. 1254. Public purpose conveyances.

Sec. 12565. Exchange of BLM and School and
Institutional Trust Lands Ad-
ministration land.

Subtitle D—Wild and Scenic Rivers

Sec. 1301. Lower Farmington River and
Salmon Brook wild and scenic
river.

Sec. 1302. Wood-Pawcatuck watershed wild
and scenic river segments.

Sec. 1303. Nashua wild and scenic rivers,
Massachusetts and New Hamp-
shire.

Subtitle E—California Desert Protection and

Recreation

Sec. 1401. Definitions.
PART I—DESIGNATION OF WILDERNESS IN THE
CALIFORNIA DESERT CONSERVATION AREA
Sec. 1411. California desert conservation and
recreation.

PART II—DESIGNATION OF SPECIAL
MANAGEMENT AREA

1421. Vinagre Wash Special Manage-
ment Area.

PART III—NATIONAL PARK SYSTEM

ADDITIONS

1431. Death  Valley National
boundary revision.

1432. Mojave National Preserve.

1433. Joshua Tree National Park.

Sec.

Sec. Park

Sec.
Sec.
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PART IV—OFF-HIGHWAY VEHICLE RECREATION
AREAS

Sec. 1441. Off-highway vehicle
areas.

PART V—MISCELLANEOUS

1451. Transfer of land to Anza-Borrego
Desert State Park.

1452. Wildlife corridors.

1453. Prohibited uses of acquired, do-
nated, and conservation land.

1454. Tribal uses and interests.

1455. Release of Federal reversionary
land interests.

1456. California State school land.

1457. Designation of wild and scenic riv-
ers.

1458. Conforming amendments.

1459. Juniper Flats.

1460. Conforming amendments to Cali-
fornia Military Lands With-
drawal and Overflights Act of
1994.

1461. Desert tortoise conservation cen-
ter.

TITLE II—NATIONAL PARKS
Subtitle A—Special Resource Studies

Sec. 2001. Special resource study of James K.
Polk presidential home.

Sec. 2002. Special resource study of
Thurgood Marshall school.

Sec. 2003. Special resource study of Presi-
dent Street Station.

Sec. 2004. Amache special resource study.

Sec. 2005. Special resource study of George
W. Bush Childhood Home.

Subtitle B—National Park System Boundary
Adjustments and Related Matters

2101. Shiloh National Military Park
boundary adjustment.

Ocmulgee Mounds National His-
torical Park boundary.

Kennesaw Mountain National Bat-
tlefield Park boundary.

Fort Frederica National Monu-
ment, Georgia.

Fort Scott National Historic Site
boundary.

Florissant Fossil Beds National
Monument boundary.

Voyageurs National Park bound-
ary adjustment.

Acadia National Park boundary.

Authority of Secretary of the In-
terior to accept certain prop-
erties, Missouri.

Home of Franklin D. Roosevelt
National Historic Site.

Subtitle C—National Park System
Redesignations

2201. Designation of Saint-Gaudens Na-
tional Historical Park.

2202. Redesignation of Robert Emmet
Park.

2203. Fort Sumter and Fort Moultrie
National Historical Park.

2204. Reconstruction Era National His-
torical Park and Reconstruc-
tion Era National Historic Net-
work.

Sec. 2205. Golden Spike National Historical

Park.
Sec. 2206. World War II Pacific sites.

Subtitle D—New Units of the National Park
System

recreation

Sec.

Sec.
Sec.

Sec.
Sec.

Sec.
Sec.

Sec.

Sec.
Sec.

Sec.

Sec.

Sec. 2102.

Sec. 2103.

Sec. 2104.

Sec. 2105.

Sec. 2106.
Sec. 2107.

2108.
2109.

Sec.
Sec.

Sec. 2110.

Sec.

Sec.

Sec.

Sec.

Sec. 2301. Medgar and Myrlie Evers Home
National Monument.

Sec. 2302. Mill Springs Battlefield National
Monument.

Sec. 2303. Camp Nelson Heritage National
Monument.

Subtitle E—National Park System
Management
Sec. 2401. Denali National Park and Pre-

serve natural gas pipeline.
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Sec. 2402. Historically Black Colleges and
Universities Historic Preserva-
tion program reauthorized.

2402A. John H. Chafee Coastal Barrier
Resources System.

2403. Authorizing cooperative manage-
ment agreements between the
District of Columbia and the
Secretary of the Interior.

Fees for Medical Services.

Authority to grant easements and
rights-of-way over Federal
lands within Gateway National
Recreation Area.

Adams Memorial Commission.

Technical corrections to ref-
erences to the African Amer-
ican Civil Rights Network.

Transfer of the James J. Howard
Marine Sciences Laboratory.

Bows in parks.

Wildlife management in parks.

Pottawattamie County rever-
sionary interest.

Sec. 2412. Designation of Dean Stone Bridge.
Subtitle F—National Trails and Related

Matters

North Country Scenic Trail Route
adjustment.

Extension of Lewis and Clark Na-
tional Historic Trail.

Sec.

Sec.

2404.
2405.

Sec.
Sec.

2406.
2407.

Sec.
Sec.

Sec. 2408.
2409.
2410.
2411.

Sec.
Sec.
Sec.

Sec. 2501.

Sec. 2502.

Sec. 2503. American Discovery Trail signage.

Sec. 2504. Pike National Historic Trail
study.

TITLE III—CONSERVATION

AUTHORIZATIONS

Sec. 3001. Reauthorization of Land and
Water Conservation Fund.

Sec. 3002. Conservation incentives land-

owner education program.
TITLE IV—SPORTSMEN’S ACCESS AND
RELATED MATTERS
Subtitle A—National Policy
Sec. 4001. Congressional declaration of na-
tional policy.
Subtitle B—Sportsmen’s Access to Federal
Land

Sec. 4101. Definitions.
Sec. 4102. Federal land open to hunting, fish-
ing, and recreational shooting.

Sec. 4103. Closure of Federal land to hunt-
ing, fishing, and recreational
shooting.

Sec. 4104. Shooting ranges.

Sec. 4105. Identifying opportunities for
recreation, hunting, and fishing
on Federal land.

Subtitle C—Open Book on Equal Access to
Justice

Sec. 4201. Federal action transparency.

Subtitle D—Migratory Bird Framework and
Hunting Opportunities for Veterans

Sec. 4301. Federal closing date for hunting of
ducks, mergansers, and coots.

Subtitle E—Miscellaneous

Sec. 4401. Respect for treaties and rights.
Sec. 4402. No priority.
Sec. 4403. State authority for fish and wild-
life.
TITLE V—HAZARDS AND MAPPING

Sec. 5001. National Volcano Early Warning
and Monitoring System.

Sec. 5002. Reauthorization of National Geo-
logic Mapping Act of 1992.

TITLE VI-NATIONAL HERITAGE AREAS

Sec. 6001. National Heritage Area designa-
tions.

Adjustment of boundaries of Lin-
coln National Heritage Area.
Finger Lakes National Heritage

Area study.
National Heritage Area amend-
ments.

Sec. 6002.

Sec. 6003.

Sec. 6004.
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TITLE VII—WILDLIFE HABITAT AND
CONSERVATION
Sec. 7001. Wildlife habitat and conservation.
Sec. 7002. Reauthorization of Neotropical
Migratory Bird Conservation
Act.
Sec. 7003. John H. Chafee Coastal Barrier
Resources System.
TITLE VIII—WATER AND POWER
Subtitle A—Reclamation Title Transfer
Sec. 8001. Purpose.
Sec. 8002. Definitions.
Sec. 8003. Authorization of transfers of title
to eligible facilities.
Eligibility criteria.
Liability.
Sec. 8006. Benefits.
Sec. 8007. Compliance with other laws.
Subtitle B—Endangered Fish Recovery
Programs
Sec. 8101. Extension of authorization for an-
nual base funding of fish recov-
ery programs; removal of cer-
tain reporting requirement.

Sec. 8102. Report on recovery implementa-
tion programs.

Subtitle C—Yakima River Basin Water
Enhancement Project

Sec. 8201. Authorization of phase III.

Sec. 8202. Modification of purposes and defi-
nitions.

Sec. 8203. Yakima River Basin Water Con-
servation Program.

Sec. 8204. Yakima Basin water projects, op-
erations, and authorizations.

Subtitle D—Bureau of Reclamation Facility
Conveyances

8004.
8005.

Sec.
Sec.

Sec. 8301. Conveyance of Maintenance Com-
plex and District Office of the
Arbuckle Project, Oklahoma.

Sec. 8302. Contra Costa Canal transfer.

Subtitle E—Project Authorizations

Sec. 8401. Extension of Equus Beds Division

of the Wichita Project.
Subtitle F—Modifications of Existing
Programs
Sec. 8501. Watersmart.
Subtitle G—Bureau of Reclamation
Transparency

Sec. 8601. Definitions.

Sec. 8602. Asset Management Report en-
hancements for reserved works.

Sec. 8603. Asset Management Report en-
hancements for transferred
works.

TITLE IX—MISCELLANEOUS

Sec. 9001. Every Kid Outdoors Act.

Sec. 9002. Good Samaritan Search and Re-
covery Act.

Sec. 9003. 21st Century Conservation Service
Corps Act.

Sec. 9004. National Nordic Museum Act.

Sec. 9005. Designation of National George C.
Marshall Museum and Library.

Sec. 9006. 21st Century Respect Act.

Sec. 9007. American World War II Heritage
Cities.

Sec. 9008. Quindaro Townsite National Com-
memorative Site.

Sec. 9009. Designation of National Comedy
Center in Jamestown, New
York.

Sec. 9010. John H. Chafee Coastal Barrier

Resources System.
SEC. 2. DEFINITION OF SECRETARY.
In this Act, the term ‘Secretary’” means
the Secretary of the Interior.

TITLE I—PUBLIC LAND AND FORESTS
Subtitle A—Land Exchanges and
Conveyances

SEC. 1001. CRAGS LAND EXCHANGE, COLORADO.
(a) PURPOSES.—The purposes of this section
are—
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(1) to authorize, direct, expedite and facili-
tate the land exchange set forth herein; and

(2) to promote enhanced public outdoor
recreational and natural resource conserva-
tion opportunities in the Pike National For-
est near Pikes Peak, Colorado, via acquisi-
tion of the non-Federal land and trail ease-
ment.

(b) DEFINITIONS.—In this section:

1) BHI.—The term “BHI” means
Broadmoor Hotel, Inc., a Colorado corpora-
tion.

(2) FEDERAL LAND.—The term ‘‘Federal
land” means all right, title, and interest of
the United States in and to approximately 83
acres of land within the Pike National For-
est, El Paso County, Colorado, together with
a nonexclusive perpetual access easement to
BHI to and from such land on Forest Service
Road 371, as generally depicted on the map
entitled ‘‘Proposed Crags Land Exchange—
Federal Parcel-Emerald Valley Ranch’ and
dated March 2015.

(3) NON-FEDERAL LAND.—The term ‘‘non-
Federal land” means the land and trail ease-
ment to be conveyed to the Secretary by BHI
in the exchange and is—

(A) approximately 320 acres of land within
the Pike National Forest, Teller County,
Colorado, as generally depicted on the map
entitled ‘“‘Proposed Crags Land Exchange—
Non-Federal Parcel-Crags Property’” and
dated March 2015; and

(B) a permanent trail easement for the
Barr Trail in El1 Paso County, Colorado, as
generally depicted on the map entitled ‘“‘Pro-
posed Crags Land Exchange-Barr Trail Ease-
ment to United States” and dated March
2015, and which shall be considered as a vol-
untary donation to the United States by BHI
for all purposes of law.

(4) SECRETARY.—The term ‘‘Secretary’’
means the Secretary of Agriculture, unless
otherwise specified.

(¢) LAND EXCHANGE.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—If BHI offers to convey to
the Secretary all right, title, and interest of
BHI in and to the non-Federal land, the Sec-
retary shall accept the offer and simulta-
neously convey to BHI the Federal land.

(2) LAND TITLE.—Title to the non-Federal
land conveyed and donated to the Secretary
under this section shall be acceptable to the
Secretary and shall conform to the title ap-
proval standards of the Attorney General of
the United States applicable to land acquisi-
tions by the Federal Government.

(3) PERPETUAL ACCESS EASEMENT TO BHI.—
The nonexclusive perpetual access easement
to be granted to BHI as shown on the map re-
ferred to in subsection (b)(2) shall allow—

(A) BHI to fully maintain, at BHI's ex-
pense, and use Forest Service Road 371 from
its junction with Forest Service Road 368 in
accordance with historic use and mainte-
nance patterns by BHI; and

(B) full and continued public and adminis-
trative access and use of Forest Service Road
371 in accordance with the existing Forest
Service travel management plan, or as such
plan may be revised by the Secretary.

(4) ROUTE AND CONDITION OF ROAD.—BHI and
the Secretary may mutually agree to im-
prove, relocate, reconstruct, or otherwise
alter the route and condition of all or por-
tions of such road as the Secretary, in close
consultation with BHI, may determine advis-
able.

(56) EXCHANGE COSTS.—BHI shall pay for all
land survey, appraisal, and other costs to the
Secretary as may be necessary to process
and consummate the exchange directed by
this section, including reimbursement to the
Secretary, if the Secretary so requests, for
staff time spent in such processing and con-
summation.

(d) EQUAL VALUE EXCHANGE AND APPRAIS-
ALS.—
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(1) APPRAISALS.—The values of the lands to
be exchanged under this section shall be de-
termined by the Secretary through apprais-
als performed—

(A) in accordance with—

(i) the Uniform Appraisal Standards for
Federal Land Acquisitions;

(ii) the Uniform Standards of Professional
Appraisal Practice; and

(iii) appraisal instructions issued by the
Secretary; and

(B) by an appraiser mutually agreed to by
the Secretary and BHI.

(2) EQUAL VALUE EXCHANGE.—The values of
the Federal land and non-Federal land par-
cels exchanged shall be equal, or if they are
not equal, shall be equalized as follows:

(A) SURPLUS OF FEDERAL LAND VALUE.—If
the final appraised value of the Federal land
exceeds the final appraised value of the non-
Federal land parcel identified in subsection
(b)(3)(A), BHI shall make a cash equalization
payment to the United States as necessary
to achieve equal value, including, if nec-
essary, an amount in excess of that author-
ized pursuant to section 206(b) of the Federal
Land Policy and Management Act of 1976 (43
U.S.C. 1716(b)).

(B) USE OF FUNDS.—Any cash equalization
moneys received by the Secretary under sub-
paragraph (A) shall be—

(i) deposited in the fund established under
Public Law 90-171 (commonly known as the
¢“Sisk Act”; 16 U.S.C. 484a); and

(ii) made available to the Secretary for the
acquisition of land or interests in land in Re-
gion 2 of the Forest Service.

(C) SURPLUS OF NON-FEDERAL LAND
VALUE.—If the final appraised value of the
non-Federal land parcel identified in sub-
section (b)(3)(A) exceeds the final appraised
value of the Federal land, the United States
shall not make a cash equalization payment
to BHI, and surplus value of the non-Federal
land shall be considered a donation by BHI
to the United States for all purposes of law.

(3) APPRAISAL EXCLUSIONS.—

(A) SPECIAL USE PERMIT.—The appraised
value of the Federal land parcel shall not re-
flect any increase or diminution in value due
to the special use permit existing on the date
of enactment of this Act to BHI on the par-
cel and improvements thereunder.

(B) BARR TRAIL EASEMENT.—The Barr Trail
easement donation identified in subsection
(b)(3)(B) shall not be appraised for purposes
of this section.

(e) MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS.—

(1) WITHDRAWAL PROVISIONS.—

(A) WITHDRAWAL.—Lands acquired by the
Secretary under this section shall, without
further action by the Secretary, be perma-
nently withdrawn from all forms of appro-
priation and disposal under the public land
laws (including the mining and mineral leas-
ing laws) and the Geothermal Steam Act of
1930 (30 U.S.C. 1001 et seq.).

(B) WITHDRAWAL REVOCATION.—Any public
land order that withdraws the Federal land
from appropriation or disposal under a public
land law shall be revoked to the extent nec-
essary to permit disposal of the Federal land
parcel to BHI.

(C) WITHDRAWAL OF FEDERAL LAND.—AIl
Federal land authorized to be exchanged
under this section, if not already withdrawn
or segregated from appropriation or disposal
under the public lands laws upon enactment
of this Act, is hereby so withdrawn, subject
to valid existing rights, until the date of
conveyance of the Federal land to BHI.

(2) POSTEXCHANGE LAND MANAGEMENT.—
Land acquired by the Secretary under this
section shall become part of the Pike-San
Isabel National Forest and be managed in ac-
cordance with the laws, rules, and regula-
tions applicable to the National Forest Sys-
tem.
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(3) EXCHANGE TIMETABLE.—It is the intent
of Congress that the land exchange directed
by this section be consummated no later
than 1 year after the date of enactment of
this Act.

(4) MAPS, ESTIMATES, AND DESCRIPTIONS.—

(A) MINOR ERRORS.—The Secretary and BHI
may by mutual agreement make minor
boundary adjustments to the Federal and
non-Federal lands involved in the exchange,
and may correct any minor errors in any
map, acreage estimate, or description of any
land to be exchanged.

(B) ConNrLICT.—If there is a conflict be-
tween a map, an acreage estimate, or a de-
scription of land under this section, the map
shall control unless the Secretary and BHI
mutually agree otherwise.

(C) AVAILABILITY.—Upon enactment of this
Act, the Secretary shall file and make avail-
able for public inspection in the head-
quarters of the Pike-San Isabel National
Forest a copy of all maps referred to in this
section.

SEC. 1002. ARAPAHO NATIONAL FOREST BOUND-
ARY ADJUSTMENT.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The boundary of the
Arapaho National Forest in the State of Col-
orado is adjusted to incorporate the approxi-
mately 92.95 acres of land generally depicted
as ‘“‘The Wedge” on the map entitled ‘‘Arap-
aho National Forest Boundary Adjustment”
and dated November 6, 2013, and described as
lots three, four, eight, and nine of section 13,
Township 4 North, Range 76 West, Sixth
Principal Meridian, Colorado. A lot described
in this subsection may be included in the
boundary adjustment only after the Sec-
retary of Agriculture obtains written per-
mission for such action from the lot owner
or owners.

(b) BOWEN GULCH PROTECTION AREA.—The
Secretary of Agriculture shall include all
Federal land within the boundary described
in subsection (a) in the Bowen Gulch Protec-
tion Area established under section 6 of the
Colorado Wilderness Act of 1993 (16 U.S.C.
539j).

(¢) LAND AND WATER CONSERVATION FUND.—
For purposes of section 200306(a)(2)(B)(i) of
title 54, United States Code, the boundaries
of the Arapaho National Forest, as modified
under subsection (a), shall be considered to
be the boundaries of the Arapaho National
Forest as in existence on January 1, 1965.

(d) PuBLIC MOTORIZED USE.—Nothing in
this section opens privately owned lands
within the boundary described in subsection
(a) to public motorized use.

(e) ACCESS TO NON-FEDERAL LANDS.—Not-
withstanding the provisions of section 6(f) of
the Colorado Wilderness Act of 1993 (16
U.S.C. 539j(f)) regarding motorized travel,
the owners of any non-Federal lands within
the boundary described in subsection (a) who
historically have accessed their lands
through lands now or hereafter owned by the
United States within the boundary described
in subsection (a) shall have the continued
right of motorized access to their lands
across the existing roadway.

SEC. 1003. SANTA ANA RIVER WASH PLAN LAND
EXCHANGE.

(a) DEFINITIONS.—In this section:

(1) CONSERVATION DISTRICT.—The term
“Conservation District’”” means the San
Bernardino Valley Water Conservation Dis-
trict, a political subdivision of the State of
California.

(2) FEDERAL EXCHANGE PARCEL.—The term
‘“Federal exchange parcel” means the ap-
proximately 90 acres of Federal land admin-
istered by the Bureau of Land Management
generally depicted as “BLM Equalization
Land to SBVWCD” on the Map and is to be
conveyed to the Conservation District if nec-
essary to equalize the fair market values of
the lands otherwise to be exchanged.
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(3) FEDERAL LAND.—The term ‘‘Federal
land” means the approximately 327 acres of
Federal land administered by the Bureau of
Land Management generally depicted as
“BLM Land to SBVWCD”’ on the Map.

(4) MAP.—The term ‘‘Map’ means the map
entitled ‘‘Santa Ana River Wash Land Ex-
change’ and dated September 3, 2015.

() NON-FEDERAL EXCHANGE PARCEL.—The
term ‘‘non-Federal exchange parcel” means
the approximately 59 acres of land owned by
the Conservation District generally depicted
as ‘“SBVWCD Equalization Land” on the
Map and is to be conveyed to the United
States if necessary to equalize the fair mar-
ket values of the lands otherwise to be ex-
changed.

(6) NON-FEDERAL LAND.—The term ‘‘non-
Federal Land” means the approximately 310
acres of land owned by the Conservation Dis-
trict generally depicted as ‘“SBVWCD to
BLM” on the Map.

(b) EXCHANGE OF LAND; EQUALIZATION OF
VALUE.—

1) EXCHANGE AUTHORIZED.—Notwith-
standing the land use planning requirements
of sections 202, 210, and 211 of the Federal
Land Policy and Management Act of 1976 (43
U.S.C. 1712, 1720, 1721), subject to valid exist-
ing rights, and conditioned upon any equali-
zation payment necessary under section
206(b) of the Federal Land Policy and Man-
agement Act of 1976 (43 U.S.C. 1716(b)), and
paragraph (2), as soon as practicable, but not
later than 2 years after the date of enact-
ment of this Act, if the Conservation Dis-
trict offers to convey the exchange land to
the United States, the Secretary shall—

(A) convey to the Conservation District all
right, title, and interest of the United States
in and to the Federal land, and any such por-
tion of the Federal exchange parcel as may
be required to equalize the values of the
lands exchanged; and

(B) accept from the Conservation District a
conveyance of all right, title, and interest of
the Conservation District in and to the non-
Federal land, and any such portion of the
non-Federal exchange parcel as may be re-
quired to equalize 