
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE H9607October 16, 2003
the police force of Iraq. We could not 
even have a buy America provision and 
give them M–16s or something made in 
the United States of America. These 
things are not going to benefit the 
American people. I do not believe they 
are going to protect our troops. Our 
troops need the flak vests, they needed 
armored Humvees. They need rides all 
the way home. They need some basic 
things they are not getting. And none 
of the billions in this bill are going to 
that either. 

But this amendment that I would 
have offered, I went to the Committee 
on Rules, and I asked to have it made 
in order. I said just allow us a vote. All 
we want is a simple vote up or down, do 
the Members of this House think it is 
at least as important to invest in the 
economic reconstruction and stimula-
tion of this country, putting people to 
work, unemployment benefits, roads, 
bridges, highways, hospitals, schools, 
health care. That would have been a 
statement from this Congress where we 
would have put more than a million 
people back to work by matching the 
investment in Iraq. 

But I have been shut down by the Re-
publican majority, the majority Com-
mittee on Rules. I am not being al-
lowed to offer that amendment. And 
that is too bad because I think a ma-
jority, a large majority of the Amer-
ican people would support such an 
amendment. 

There has been a lot of hypocrisy 
here tonight. People who said they sup-
ported loans instead of grants, but then 
when they were given finally an oppor-
tunity to vote for a loan instead of a 
grant, those who stood bravely here 
and said they would support a loan in-
stead of a grant and were denied a vote 
by the Republican majority, their own 
party, when they were given a chance 
to vote on a Democratic amendment 
for loans versus grants, they voted no. 
And I hope they are held to account by 
their constituents. 

I hope people are held to account by 
their constituents for the fact that this 
House, the people’s House, the Repub-
lican majority, are refusing to allow us 
to vote on matching investments, in-
vesting in our country, in our people, 
in our infrastructure, in our economy, 
at least comparable to that which we 
are borrowing to invest in Iraq.

f 
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mrs. 

MUSGRAVE). Under a previous order of 
the House, the gentleman from Indiana 
(Mr. BURTON) is recognized for 5 min-
utes. 

(Mr. BURTON of Indiana addressed 
the House. His remarks will appear 
hereafter in the Extensions of Re-
marks.)

f 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. FEENEY) is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

(Mr. FEENEY addressed the House. 
His remarks will appear hereafter in 
the Extensions of Remarks.)

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Ohio (Mr. BROWN) is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes. 

(Mr. BROWN of Ohio addressed the 
House. His remarks will appear here-
after in the Extensions of Remarks.)

f 

EXCHANGE OF SPECIAL ORDER 

Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California. 
Madam Speaker, I ask unanimous con-
sent to claim the time of the gen-
tleman from Ohio (Mr. BROWN) on my 
behalf. 

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

There was no objection. 
f 

AMENDMENTS TO THE SUPPLE-
MENTAL APPROPRIATIONS BILL 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. GEORGE 
MILLER) is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California. 
Madam Speaker, I want to associate 
myself with the remarks of my col-
league, the gentleman from Oregon 
(Mr. DEFAZIO) who just spoke in the 
well and fully agree with him that we 
should have been given an opportunity 
to make the same kind of investments 
in America that we are prepared now 
and voting on to make in Iraq. I think 
we owe it to the American people. We 
owe it to our economy. We owe it to 
our families. 

Earlier, just a few minutes ago our 
colleague, the gentleman from Wash-
ington (Mr. MCDERMOTT), spoke about 
the realities of the war taking place in 
Iraq and the real impact on the young 
men and women who are there fighting 
that war, fighting the continued hos-
tilities that rain down on them on a 
daily basis, many, many times a day. 

He has, like so many of us, had the 
honor and the privilege to visit with 
some of our soldiers who have returned 
home in a wounded condition, in many 
instances in a severely wounded condi-
tion. Young men and women who are 
now amputees, in some cases multiple 
amputees, who have been received at 
Walter Reed Hospital for their care. 

When you meet these young men and 
women, you are honored to be in their 
presence. You are honored by their de-
cision to take part in our Armed 
Forces. But we have not served them 
well with the plan that currently exists 
for postwar Iraq. We did not serve them 
well in the first days and weeks and 
the months since this ceasing of hos-
tilities in Iraq with the formal fight-
ing. 

And I would like to read a letter from 
a young man from my district who is 
part of a military police unit. He sent 
this letter to me after he talked with 
me on the phone from Baghdad. And I 
want to quote part of the letter begin-
ning with, he says, ‘‘Now, I feel it is my 
duty as an American to point out a few 
simple facts to the people who depend 

on me and my compatriots to be 
strong, reliable soldiers in the National 
Guard. First of all, often when my 
military police unit discovers large 
caches of weapons, 80 millimeter rock-
ets, mortars, and rocket-propelled gre-
nades, we are ordered to leave them 
where we found them, completely unse-
cure, waiting to fall in the hands of the 
enemy. The reason? There are not 
enough EODs, explosive ordnance dis-
posal teams available. So dangerous 
weapons that are used to kill Ameri-
cans are left just to sit there. Imagine 
how frustrating it is to walk away 
from the weapon cache as neighbor-
hood children climb and play on it, 
hoping beyond hope that yours won’t 
be the life taken by something in that 
pile. 

‘‘Secondly, it may surprise you that 
many of us do not even have bullet-
proof vests and that everyone in my 
unit is driving an old first-generation 
Humvee, and, also, that does not repel 
bullets. My unit was on the ground in 
Iraq for a month without vests. Our 
communications equipment is archaic. 
Regular Army personnel have all of the 
up-to-date equipment, National Guard 
gets the leftovers. 

‘‘Our unit is now west of Baghdad liv-
ing in a disgusting old prison that, 
among many other things, is an asbes-
tos nightmare. Will there be health 
care available for those when we come 
home ill? Probably not since the Vet-
erans Administration budget has al-
ready been trimmed by $1 billion. I 
would be willing to bet that the offi-
cials who gave the thumbs up to ex-
tending the National Guard tours for 6 
months to 1 year wouldn’t have done so 
if they had been in Iraq facing the very 
dangers that we do every day. Morale 
has begun to go downhill pretty darn 
fast and we are likely to crash if the 
extension stays in effect.’’

That is a letter from a young soldier 
who puts his life in harm’s way every 
day doing his duty as ordered by this 
country. One of the things he points 
out is that the National Guard units 
are now showing up in the theater of 
combat in Iraq with inferior equip-
ment. Hopefully, tomorrow we will 
have made in order an amendment by 
the gentlewoman from California (Mrs. 
TAUSCHER) and myself that will take 
some of the money from the hunt for 
weapons of mass destruction because 
we add 600 million new dollars to con-
tinue this quest where we found no 
weapons, we would take $300 million of 
that and transfer that to the National 
Guard so that no longer will we send 
these young people and these military 
police units that are from my district 
and from the West Coast to go into 
harm’s way in a Humvee that is a first 
generation. 

The National Guard, which we are 
going deeper and deeper into calling up 
them, and the Army Reserve, ought to 
be able to go in with the same first-
class equipment as the Regular Army. 
These are not second-class citizens. We 
are relying on them to do a job in Iraq. 
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We rely on them to do a job in Afghani-
stan.

b 2350 

We rely on them to do jobs all over 
the world for the security of this Na-
tion. They certainly are entitled to the 
care of this Congress by making sure 
that they have first-class and the same 
good equipment as the regular Army. 
We will have a chance to vote on this 
tomorrow.

f 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mrs. 
MUSGRAVE). Under a previous order of 
the House, the gentleman from Min-
nesota (Mr. KENNEDY) is recognized for 
5 minutes. 

(Mr. KENNEDY of Minnesota ad-
dressed the House. His remarks will ap-
pear hereafter in the Extensions of Re-
marks.)

f 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from New Jersey (Mr. PALLONE) 
is recognized for 5 minutes. 

(Mr. PALLONE addressed the House. 
His remarks will appear hereafter in 
the Extensions of Remarks.)

f 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. HINCHEY) 
is recognized for 5 minutes. 

(Mr. HINCHEY addressed the House. 
His remarks will appear hereafter in 
the Extensions of Remarks.)

f 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from the District of Columbia 
(Ms. NORTON) is recognized for 5 min-
utes. 

(Ms. NORTON addressed the House. 
Her remarks will appear hereafter in 
the Extensions of Remarks.)

f 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Missouri (Mr. SKELTON) is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

(Mr. SKELTON addressed the House. 
His remarks will appear hereafter in 
the Extensions of Remarks.)

f 

THE INTRODUCTION OF THE COM-
PASSIONATE VISITOR VISA ACT 
TO FACILITATE THE TEM-
PORARY ADMISSION OF NON-
IMMIGRANT ALIENS IN CIR-
CUMSTANCES OF FAMILY EMER-
GENCY OF CITIZENS OR PERMA-
NENT RESIDENTS 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Hawaii (Mr. CASE) is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. CASE. Madam Speaker, I rise today to 
introduce the compassionate Visitor Visa Act, 
a bill to facilitate the temporary admission into 
our country of nonimmigrant aliens, who 
present no security risk, in times of family 
emergency for close relatives that are United 
States citizens or legal permanent residents. 

Mr. Speaker, each of us tries to make the 
best decisions we can on the national and 
international issues of our day. But each of us 
is also committed to helping those we serve 
with their individual concerns, where the rub-
ber of our national policies meets the road of 
everyday life. And those of us who represent 
communities of proud immigrants maintaining 
close ties to their homelands know that a 
large, growing, and increasingly difficult and 
frustrating portion of our casework is devoted 
to immigration. 

In my own case, these issues involve citi-
zens and legal residents with ties to the coun-
tries of Asia and the Pacific, the Philippines 
foremost among them (my district has more 
Filipino-Americans than any other congres-
sional district in our country.) And of the re-
lated immigration concerns my constituents 
have sought my assistance with, none have 
been more difficult and heartwrenching than 
those involving the efforts of families to be re-
united in time of family emergency. 

Consider the following real-life examples 
from my own district experience: 

A U.S. citizen mother was diagnosed with a 
terminal illness. She wanted to see her daugh-
ter, a Philippine citizen, from whom she had 
been separated for 15 years, one last time. 
Her daughter had remained in the Philippines 
by choice with her husband and children when 
the rest of the family emigrated to the U.S. 
She had no desire to emigrate and was willing 
to travel to see her dying mother without her 
husband and children. Nonetheless, she was 
denied a temporary nonimmigrant visa to say 
a final farewell and to attend her mother’s fu-
neral because she was not able to dem-
onstrate affirmatively that she would in fact re-
turn to the Philippines. 

A terminally ill U.S. citizen had not seen any 
of her siblings for more than 20 years and 
wanted to see just one of them one last time. 
Her sister applied for a nonimmigrant visa to 
be able to visit and care for her sibling in her 
final days. Similarly, she was going to leave 
her own husband and young children behind 
in the Philippines. Her visa application was de-
nied, the reason cited being that because her 
husband’s income was modest and she was 
not employed, the assumption was the she 
would not return to the Philippines. 

Madam Speaker, these are compelling sto-
ries of a well-intentioned immigration policy 
gone very wrong. 

Let me first say that the problem these sto-
ries graphically illustrate and the solution my 
bill offers have nothing to do with preserving 
our homeland security. The reason for the re-
jection of these applicants was in no way re-
lated to any assessment of their security risk. 
They were subject to a security review like 
other applicants, and nothing in the compas-
sionate Visa Act would alter that. All of that 
stands as it is and as it should be. (I will com-
ment that resources to process security re-
views in a timely and efficient manner are 
woefully inadequate to meet demand, but that 
is another discussion.) 

The reason lies instead in the application of 
the presumption clause in current immigration 
law. In practice, applicants for nonimmigrant 
visas are presumed to be at risk of defaulting 
on their visas and remaining in our country il-
legally unless they can affirmatively prove that 
they will return to their countries. In the cases 
above, the applicants provided documentation 
to overcome this presumption and dem-

onstrate they had every reason to return to 
their country of origin: they maintained homes, 
businesses, bank accounts, and would leave 
other family members, often children, behind, 
but to no avail. 

We can and should have an in-depth debate 
about whether this policy, in theory and prac-
tice, is wise or fair across-the-board as to all 
nonimmigrant visa applicants, but this bill does 
not engage in that larger picture. What the 
Compassionate Visa Act does say, however, 
is that the presumption clause, as applied to 
close family members, who are not security 
risks, of U.S. citizens or legal permanent resi-
dents that are seriously ill or who have died, 
is wrong and should be changed. 

Opponents of the bill may argue that the re-
sults would be to detract from homeland secu-
rity and enhance the default rate on non-
immigrant visas. First, for the third time, noth-
ing in this bill changes or compromises proce-
dures designed to identify and weed out secu-
rity threats, so that cannot be used as an ex-
cuse to avoid the focus of this bill. Second, 
this bill does not say that consular officers 
cannot consider evidence of applicants’ will-
ingness to honor visa terms and return to their 
countries, but it does say that the deck won’t 
be virtually impossibly stacked against them 
from the get-go. And third, this bill applies only 
in the narrow case of an applicant whose 
close family member has a serious illness or 
has died or has some other similar family 
emergency, as demonstrated by proof to the 
satisfaction of the immigration officers. Frank-
ly, I don’t accept that changing the presump-
tion clause will increase the default rate. 

Madam Speaker, this is the right thing to do, 
and we should do it.

f 

SAY NO TO ADDED DEBT FOR OUR 
CHILDREN 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Washington (Mr. INSLEE) 
is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. INSLEE. Madam Speaker, this is 
not a debate about whether or not to 
fulfill our moral obligation to continue 
to work in Iraq. It is a debate about 
how to do it. It does not matter how we 
got into Iraq. We are there now. Ameri-
cans of all stripes, those who supported 
the war and those who oppose it, know 
in their hearts that we are united in 
our desire to support our proud troops 
in the field and to continue our work in 
Iraq. 

I will be joining the gentleman from 
Michigan (Mr. STUPAK) and others in 
an attempt to increase the pay of those 
men and women who are making such 
a sacrifice in Iraq and Afghanistan to-
morrow. But we owe these proud Amer-
icans in the field more than just that. 
We owe them a willingness to make 
some measure of sacrifice at home that 
is even the smallest fraction of the sac-
rifice they make overseas. 

The bill before us takes the irrespon-
sible road and fails to truly call upon 
us at home to actually pay for the 
costs of this war. This bill proposes to 
avoid any sacrifice at home by stealing 
every single dollar it spends from the 
Social Security trust fund to wage this 
war. Every single dollar proposed to be 
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