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Wittman Woodall Young (FL)
Wolf Yoder Young (IN)
Womack Young (AK)
NAYS—146
Ackerman Green, Al Pastor (AZ)
Andrews Green, Gene Pelosi
Baca Grijalva Perlmutter
Becerra Gutierrez Peters
Berkley Hahn Pingree (ME)
Berman Hanabusa Polis
Blumenauer Heinrich Price (NC)
Bonamici Himes Quigley
Brady (PA) Hinchey Rahall
Braley (IA) H}nomsa Rangel
Brown (FL) Hirono Reyes
Butterfield Holt Richardson
Capps Honda Richmond
Capuano Hoyer Rothman (NJ)
Carnahan Israel Roybal-Allard
Carney Jackson (IL) Ruppersherger
Carson (IN) Jackson Lee Rush
us.
Castor (FL) (TX) Ryan (OH)
Chu Johnson (GA) Sanchez, Linda
Cicilline Johnson, E. B. T ’
Clarke (MI) Kaptur y
Clarke (NY) Kildee Sanchez, Loretta
Clay Langevin Sarbanes
Cleaver Larsen (WA) SCh?‘kOWSKY
Clyburn Larson (CT) Schiff
Cohen Lee (CA) Schrader
Connolly (VA)  Levin Schwartz
Conyers Lewis (GA) Scott (VA).
Cooper Lofgren, Zoe Scott, David
Costello Lowey Serrano
Courtney Lujan Sherman
Crowley Lynch S1r<?s
Cummings Maloney Smith (WA)
Davis (IL) Markey Stark
DeGette Matsui Thompson (CA)
DeLauro McDermott Thompson (MS)
Deutch McGovern Tierney
Dicks Meeks Towns
Dingell Michaud Van Hollen
Doggett Miller (NC) Velazquez
Doyle Miller, George Visclosky
Edwards Moore Wasserman
Engel Moran Schultz
Eshoo Murphy (CT) Waters
Farr Nadler Watt
Fattah Napolitano Waxman
Frank (MA) Neal Welch
Fudge Olver Wilson (FL)
Garamendi Pallone Woolsey
Gonzalez Pascrell Yarmuth
NOT VOTING—15
Akin Filner Marino
Baldwin Gohmert Paul
Bass (CA) Hastings (FL) Schmidt
Bilirakis Kucinich Shuler
Coble Lewis (CA) Slaughter
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So the bill was passed.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

Stated against:

Mr. FILNER. Mr. Speaker, on rollcall No.
361, | was away from the Capitol due to prior
commitments to my constituents. Had | been
present, | would have voted “no.”

Mr. AKIN. Mr. Speaker, on rollcall No. 360
and 361, | was delayed and unable to vote.
Had | been present | would have voted “no”
on rollcall No. 360 and “aye” on rollcall No.
361.

———

DEPARTMENT OF HOMELAND SE-
CURITY APPROPRIATIONS ACT,
2013

Mr. ADERHOLT. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that, during fur-
ther consideration of H.R. 5855 in the
Committee of the Whole pursuant to
House Resolution 667, no further
amendment to the bill may be offered
except (1) pro forma amendments of-
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fered at any point in the reading by the
chair or ranking minority member of
the Committee on Appropriations or
their respective designees for the pur-
pose of debate; and (2) further amend-
ments, if offered on this legislative
day, as follows: an amendment by Mr.
ADERHOLT regarding funding levels; an
amendment en bloc by Mr. ADERHOLT
consisting of amendments specified in
this order not earlier disposed of; an
amendment by Ms. BALDWIN limiting
funds regarding Coast Guard Offshore
Patrol Cutter class of ships; an amend-
ment by Mr. BARLETTA regarding sec-
tion 642(a) of the Illegal Immigration
Reform and Immigrant Responsibility
Act of 1996; an amendment by Mrs.
BLACK limiting funds for the position
of Public Advocate within U.S. Immi-
gration and Customs Enforcement; an
amendment by Mrs. BLACKBURN regard-
ing Transportation Security Adminis-
tration employee training; an amend-
ment by Mrs. BLACKBURN regarding
Transportation Security Administra-
tion teams used in any operation; an
amendment by Mr. BROOKS regarding
section 133.21(b)(1) of title 19, Code of
Federal Regulations; an amendment by
Mr. BROUN of Georgia limiting funds
for Behavior Detection Officers or the
SPOT program; an amendment by Mr.
BROUN of Georgia regarding the Screen-
ing Partnership Program; an amend-
ment by Ms. BROWN of Florida regard-
ing funding levels for U.S. Customs and
Border Protection; an amendment by
Mr. CRAVAACK limiting funds for secu-
rity screening personnel; an amend-
ment by Mr. CRAVAACK limiting funds
to pay rent for storage of screening
equipment; an amendment by Mr.
CRAVAACK regarding section 236(c) of
the Immigration and Nationality Act;
an amendment by Mr. CROWLEY regard-
ing India; an amendment by Mr. CUL-
BERSON regarding the Immigration and
Nationality Act; an amendment by Mr.
DAvIS of Illinois regarding cybersecu-
rity; an amendment by Mr. ELLISON re-
garding the Civil Rights Act of 1964; an
amendment by Mr. ENGEL regarding
light duty vehicles; an amendment by
Mr. FLORES regarding section 526 of the
Energy Independence and Security Act
of 2007; an amendment by Mr. FORTEN-
BERRY limiting funds to restrict airline
passengers from recording; an amend-
ment by Mr. GARRETT limiting funds
for VIPR teams; an amendment by Mr.
GRAVES of Missouri regarding the rule
entitled Provisional Unlawful Presence
Waivers of Inadmissibility for Certain
Immediate Relatives; an amendment
by Ms. HOCHUL regarding unclaimed
clothing; an amendment by Mr. HOLT
limiting funds for aerial vehicles; an
amendment by Mr. HOLT regarding
scanning systems; an amendment by
Mr. KING of Iowa regarding Department
of Homeland Security policy docu-
ments; an amendment by Mr. KING of
Iowa regarding Executive Order 13166;
an amendment by Mr. LANDRY regard-
ing aerial vehicles; an amendment by
Mr. LOEBSACK limiting funds to deny
assistance obligated by FEMA; an
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amendment by Mr. MEEHAN regarding
Boko Haram; an amendment by Ms.
MOORE regarding a pending application
for status under the Immigration and
Nationality Act; an amendment by Mr.
MURPHY of Pennsylvania regarding a
Federal Air Marshal Service office; an
amendment by Mr. PIERLUISI regarding
section 1301(a) of title 31, United States
Code; an amendment by Mr. POLIS re-
garding an across-the-board reduction;
an amendment by Mr. PRICE of Georgia
regarding immigration laws; an amend-
ment by Mr. RYAN of Ohio regarding
visas; an amendment by Mr.
SCHWEIKERT regarding the Secure Com-
munities program; an amendment by
Mr. SULLIVAN regarding section 287(g)
of the Immigration and Nationality
Act; an amendment by Mr. THOMPSON
of California regarding deportation of
certain aliens; an amendment by Mr.
TURNER of New York regarding surface
transportation security inspectors; and
an amendment by Mr. WALSH of Illinois
regarding software licenses; and that
each such further amendment may be
offered only by the Member named in
this request or a designee, shall not be
subject to a demand for division of the
question in the House or in the Com-
mittee of the Whole, and shall not be
subject to amendment except that the
chair and ranking minority member of
the Committee on Appropriations (or
their respective designees) each may
offer one pro forma amendment for the
purpose of debate; and that each fur-
ther amendment shall be debatable for
10 minutes, equally divided and con-
trolled by the proponent and an oppo-
nent.

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

There was no objection.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. ADERHOLT. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have b5 legislative days in which to
revise and extend their remarks and in-
clude extraneous material on H.R. 5855
and that I may include tabular mate-
rial on the same.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
YODER). Is there objection to the re-
quest of the gentleman from Alabama?

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 667 and rule
XVIII, the Chair declares the House in
the Committee of the Whole House on
the state of the Union for the further
consideration of the bill, H.R. 5855.

Will the gentleman from New Hamp-
shire (Mr. BASS) kindly resume the
chair.

O 1715
IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE

Accordingly, the House resolved
itself into the Committee of the Whole
House on the state of the Union for the
further consideration of the bill (H.R.
5855) making appropriations for the De-
partment of Homeland Security for the
fiscal year ending September 30, 2013,
and for other purposes, with Mr. BASS
(Acting Chair) in the chair.
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The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The Acting CHAIR. When the Com-
mittee of the Whole rose on Wednes-
day, June 6, 2012, an amendment of-
fered by the gentleman from New York
(Mr. B1sHOP) had been disposed of and
the bill had been read through page 99,
line 17.

Pursuant to the order of the House
today, no further amendment may be
offered except those specified in the
previous order, which is at the desk.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MS. BROWN OF
FLORIDA

Ms. BROWN of Florida. I have an
amendment at the desk.

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will re-
port the amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

At the end of the bill (before the short
title), insert the following:

SEC. . The amounts otherwise provided
by this Act are revised by reducing the
amount made available for ‘“‘Departmental
Management and Operations—Departmental
Operations—Office of the Secretary and Ex-
ecutive Management’, and increasing the
amount made available for “U.S. Customs
and Border Protection—Salaries and Ex-
penses’’, by $28,400,000 and $25,000,000, respec-
tively.

Mr. ADERHOLT. I reserve a point of
order.

The Acting CHAIR. The point of
order is reserved.

Pursuant to the order of the House of
today, the gentlewoman from Florida
(Ms. BROWN) and a Member opposed
each will control 5 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentle-
woman from Florida.

Ms. BROWN of Florida. I'm going to
offer and withdraw my amendment but
would like to continue to work with
the committee to ensure our busiest
airports have the Customs and Border
Protection personnel they need to op-
erate efficiently.

It is clear from the amendment being
offered and statements being made
that we have a severe need for addi-
tional Customs and Border Protection
officers at every point of entry into the
United States. Airports across America
are losing customers and alienating
foreign visitors because of the lack of
Customs and Border Protection officers
and the major delays it causes. Many
foreign tourists anxious to spend
money in the U.S. are kept on the
tarmac for hours waiting to get proc-
essed by Customs and Border Protec-
tion. This is unacceptable and is forc-
ing tourists to travel to non-U.S. des-
tinations. This is also causing signifi-
cant economic harm to many of our
country’s busiest cities.

My home airport, Orlando Inter-
national Airport, which is one of the
busiest ones in the U.S. and the num-
ber one tourist destination, bringing
tourists from all over the world to visit
our amazing amusement parks, univer-
sities, and business centers, is a prime
example of the problem.

Since 2009, Orlando International
Airport traffic has grown by more than
17 percent without any increase in Cus-
toms and Border Protection personnel.
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The results are waiting times that ex-
ceed 2 and sometimes 3 hours. However,
this does not take into account those
all too frequent instances where pas-
sengers are required to remain onboard
the arriving aircraft, parked on ramps
for up to an additional hour because
the lines in the Federal Inspection Sta-
tion are too long to securely and effi-
ciently process them.

President Obama recognized this fact
when he traveled to central Florida to
announce his Executive order directing
the Department of Homeland Security
and the Department of Commerce to
develop and implement a plan within 60
days to increase nonimmigrant visa
processing capacities in China and
Brazil by 40 percent in the coming
year. Clearly, increased visitation to
the United States means jobs, yet
without additional Customs and Border
Protection resources, Orlando Inter-
national Airport will not be able to
help the President achieve this goal.

With just 15 new Customs and Border
Protection agents, the airport could
accommodate additional flights that
would generate 2,000 jobs and generate
revenues of $360 million a year. That is
a great return on our investment and
exactly the kind of shot in the arm
that our region desperately needs.

I know we’re not going to solve this
problem today, but I want to encourage
this committee and the Department of
Homeland Security to make every ef-
fort to ensure that a simple lack of
Customs and Border Protection per-
sonnel isn’t costing thousands of jobs
and millions in economic development.

I ask unanimous consent to withdraw
the amendment, and I yield back the
balance of my time.

The Acting CHAIR. Without objec-
tion, the amendment is withdrawn.

There was no objection.
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Mr. ADERHOLT. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the last word.

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman
from Alabama is recognized for 5 min-
utes.

Mr. ADERHOLT. Mr. Chairman, I
would yield to the gentleman from Ne-
braska (Mr. TERRY) to talk about an
important cyber-critical infrastructure
issue.

Mr. TERRY. Thank you, Mr. Chair-
man, for allowing me the opportunity
to express my concerns with proposals
that would allow the Department of
Homeland Security to impose cyberse-
curity private infrastructure that it
deems ‘‘critical.”

The administration wants to expand
DHS’s role in designating private net-
works as critical infrastructure for the
purpose of subjecting them to regula-
tion, but it has yet to take care of its
own networks. I commend Chairman
ADERHOLT for including language in
this bill that requires executive branch
agencies to get their act together and
formulate expenditure plans to protect
their own networks. If they can’t even
secure Federal networks, why in the
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world would we want to give them au-
thority to regulate private sector net-
works?

I understand that DHS currently
works with the private sector on a vol-
untary basis, but that should be the ex-
tent of their involvement with critical
infrastructure. As a member of the
Speaker’s Task Force on Cybersecu-
rity, as well as the co-chairman of the
Energy and Commerce Working Group
on Cybersecurity, I have the very firm
opinion that DHS simply should not be
allowed to regulate cyber-critical in-
frastructure in the private sector.

I have great respect for the chair-
man. I will not be offering my amend-
ment. I look forward to continuing to
work with my colleagues on this issue,
and again thank the chairman for his
courtesy.

Mr. ADERHOLT. I thank the gen-
tleman for his comments. I am also a
member of the Speaker’s Task Force
on Cybersecurity, and I understand the
concerns that the gentleman has ex-
pressed this afternoon.

As the gentleman noted, this bill fo-
cuses on Federal network security by
addressing the failure of the adminis-
tration to protect its own networks.
Again, I want to thank the gentleman
for his comments, and I would be happy
to work with him to address his con-
cerns.

I yield back the balance of my time.

The Acting CHAIR. Who seeks rec-
ognition?

Mr. ADERHOLT. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the last word.

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman
from Alabama is recognized for 5 min-
utes.

Mr. ADERHOLT. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. MUR-
PHY).

Mr. MURPHY of Pennsylvania. 1
want to thank the chairman and Rank-
ing Member PRICE for their hard work
in writing a bill that keeps American
families safe and prioritizes border and
immigration law enforcement in a very
tough budget environment.

In this bill, the Federal Air Marshal
Service is under particular pressure to
reduce costs, and we all share the com-
mon goal of pursuing the most cost-ef-
ficient and mission-effective air mar-
shals to protect our skies.

In my district, there are over 80 dedi-
cated and professional air marshals at
the Pittsburgh International Airport,
which is one of the country’s 50 busiest
airports. We all know about the air
marshals’ hard work, training, and risk
to keep us safe; but I'm concerned
about the potential impact on air mar-
shals’ cost and the impact upon fami-
lies if the Federal Air Marshal Service
moves forward with a restructuring
plan. That’s why I was going to offer an
amendment with Congressman ALT-
MIRE to ensure no decision is made im-
pacting Pittsburgh’s air marshal work-
force without first conducting a cost-
benefit analysis that explores all po-
tential options.

I'm concerned if the Transportation
Security Administration proceeds with
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closing the Pittsburgh office, any po-
tential for savings would be dwarfed by
the hundreds of thousands of dollars
spent to relocate employees and their
families.

Currently, taxpayers and the TSA
pay almost nothing in commuting
costs because the Pittsburgh air mar-
shal office is less than 2 miles from the
Pittsburgh airport terminal. Since air
marshals are doing most of their work
on a plane, the office exists mostly as
a place for employees to go and com-
plete their paperwork. Forcing air mar-
shals to travel between a new office po-
tentially much further from the Pitts-
burgh airport would dramatically in-
crease costs and travel time.

What’s most important for purposes
of cost and security is the proximity of
the air marshal workforce to the air-
port. I have asked the Federal Air Mar-
shal Service to review alternatives to
closure or transfer of the Pittsburgh
field office, including co-locating its of-
fice on the grounds of the 911th Airlift
Wing, which is an Air Reserve military
base, part of the Pittsburgh Inter-
national Airport.

Moving to the 911th would save the
Agency a significant amount of over-
head and rent costs while preserving
the Federal Air Marshal Service oper-
ational mission to keep the skies safe.

I've been assured by the director of
the Federal Air Marshal Service that
he will look into alternatives to save
costs, and I would like to get the assur-
ance from the chairman that he’ll work
with me on securing that report.

Mr. ADERHOLT. Mr. Chairman, I
yield back the balance of my time.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. ELLISON

Mr. ELLISON. Mr. Chairman, I have
an amendment at the desk.

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will re-
port the amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

At the end of the bill (before the short
title), insert the following:

SEC. . None of the funds made available
in this Act may be used in contravention of
any of the following:

(1) The Fifth and Fourteenth Amendments
to the Constitution of the United States.

(2) Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964
(relating to nondiscrimination in federally
assisted programs).

(3) Section 809(c)(1) of the Omnibus Crime
Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968 (relating
to prohibition of discrimination).

(4) Section 210401(a) of the Violent Crime
and Law Enforcement Act of 1994 (relating to
unlawful police pattern or practice).

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to the
order of the House of today, the gen-
tleman from Minnesota (Mr. ELLISON)
and a Member opposed each will con-
trol 5 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Minnesota.

Mr. ELLISON. Mr. Chairman, I have
an amendment that I believe should
enjoy bipartisan support on all sides.
America being the land of the free,
home of the brave, where liberty and
justice for all is how we live. We recite
those words every day when we come
to the floor to say the Pledge of Alle-
giance.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

This is simply an amendment which
says in America, law enforcement will
respect the individual dignity of each
person and operate on the basis of what
would indicate criminal behavior, not
race, not national origin, not religion.

The leaders of four separate impor-
tant caucuses in this Congress have
come together and are in support. That
includes the Congressional Progressive
Caucus, the Congressional Black Cau-
cus, the Congressional Hispanic Cau-
cus, and the Congressional Asian Pa-
cific American Caucus, which have all
come together to say this is an impor-
tant thing for all of us to support.

Everyone here in this body appre-
ciates the hard work of DHS employees
and what they do on a daily basis to
keep our country safe. We thank them
and value the work that they do. And
we appreciate all law enforcement, es-
pecially when they put their lives at
risk for our safety. No one questions
law enforcement in general. But you
should know, and there is no doubt and
there is ample evidence to dem-
onstrate, that there have been occa-
sions in which individual Americans
have been singled out, and this is not
what our Nation is about. It’s not the
policy that we should support; and,
therefore, we should support an amend-
ment which says that discrimination
has no place in the administration of
the law.

Occasionally, reports of racial, eth-
nic, and religious profiling do surface.
We see them in the media and reports
in the civil liberty unions. In fact, I
have reports in my hand, Mr. Chair-
man, “Immigration Enforcement:
Minor Offenses With Major Con-
sequences by the ACLU,” and ‘‘The
Growing Human Rights Crisis,” which
details how people have been singled
out based on impermissible criteria.
And so it is important for us to affirm
in America, after all we have gone
through to create liberty and justice
for all, that we’ve got to affirm this
principle here today.

Too many Americans who were sim-
ply going about their business have
been discriminated against based sole-
ly on race, ethnicity, and religion. It’s
wrong when it happens, all of us can
agree. And it’s not what our country is
all about. This amendment I'm offering
today simply says it’s contrary to our
values. Our amendment is straight-
forward. It simply cites the Constitu-
tion and existing anti-discrimination
laws to affirm that no funds made
available by this bill can be used to en-
gage in racial, ethnic, or religious
profiling.
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This is not a controversial amend-
ment. It affirms core American values
hard fought for not only in the civil
rights movement, but many others,
even including the Civil War. Nor it is
partisan. In fact, it was a former Bush
administration official who said, ‘‘Reli-
gious or ethnic or racial stereotyping
is simply not good policing.” So that’s
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not coming from me. That’s an official
from the Bush administration, and I
quite agree with what he said.

So I urge all my colleagues to stand
with me and vote in favor of this im-
portant amendment.

I yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. ADERHOLT. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the last word.

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman
from Alabama is recognized for 5 min-
utes.

Mr. ADERHOLT. We would be happy
to accept the amendment from the gen-
tleman from Minnesota.

I yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. PRICE of North Carolina. Mr.
Chairman, I move to strike the last
word.

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. PRICE of North Carolina. Mr.
Chairman, I want to second the chair-
man’s willingness here to accept this
amendment. We think it’s a good
amendment, straightforward, intended
to achieve goals about which we all
ought to be able to agree. It simply
seeks to ensure that Federal funding
for the Department of Homeland Secu-
rity is not used by law enforcement to
discriminate or to deprive individuals
of their constitutional rights.

I commend the gentleman for offer-
ing this amendment and urge its ac-
ceptance.

I yield back the balance of my time.

The Acting CHAIR. The question is
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Minnesota (Mr. ELLISON).

The amendment was agreed to.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. GRAVES OF
MISSOURI

Mr. GRAVES of Missouri. Mr. Chair-
man, I have an amendment at the desk.

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will re-
port the amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

At the end of the bill (before the short
title), insert the following:

SEC. . None of the funds made available
by this Act may be used to finalize, imple-
ment, administer, or enforce the rule enti-
tled ‘‘Provisional Unlawful Presence Waivers
of Inadmissibility for Certain Immediate
Relatives’ published by the Department of
Homeland Security on April 2, 2012 (77 Fed.
Reg. 19902).

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to the
order of the House of today, the gen-
tleman from Missouri (Mr. GRAVES)
and a Member opposed each will con-
trol 5 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Missouri.

Mr. GRAVES of Missouri. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise today to offer an amend-
ment which would prohibit funds from
being used to enforce a rule proposed
by this administration.

Under current law, certain spouses,
children, and parents of U.S. citizens
who are in this country illegally are
not eligible to apply for a green card
without first leaving the TUnited
States. These immediate relatives
must travel abroad to obtain a green
card from the Department of State and
must also request from the U.S. Citi-
zenship and Immigration Services a
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waiver to the 3-year or 10-year ban that
they received as a result of their un-
lawful presence.

The DHS-proposed rule would allow
illegals with U.S. citizen relatives to
stay in the United States while the
Federal Government decides on their
waiver requests. Specifically, the rule
allows illegals to apply for and receive
a provisional waiver to the 3-year or 10-
year ban they received. The rule would
simply allow them to remain in the
U.S. illegally.

I'm a strong proponent of enforcing
our current immigration laws, and this
proposed rule allows illegals to cir-
cumvent Federal statutes that govern

admission. It makes it easier for
illegals to stay in our country unlaw-
fully.

The core impact of the proposed rule
will be to encourage relatives of U.S.
citizens to come to the U.S. illegally.
All an illegal individual needs to do is
apply for a provisional waiver from the
3-year or 10-year ban and then apply
for a green card.

What’s even worse is if the U.S. Citi-
zenship and Immigration Services de-
nies an application for a provisional
waiver, ICE will not prosecute that il-
legal for being in the U.S. unlawfully.
In fact, ICE announced in August 2011
that it would seek to dismiss the pros-
ecution of cases of illegals who have
applied for a green card.

My amendment is going to block this
proposed rule, known as the Provi-
sional Unlawful Presence Waiver. I
think it’s going to send a strong mes-
sage to illegals that are in our country
unlawfully, you’re not going to receive
any form of benefits or leniency from
our government.

My amendment also sends a message
to this administration to start enforc-
ing our current immigration laws, to
support all efforts to control and de-
fend our borders, and to stop giving
breaks to those who have come to this
country illegally.

I urge my colleagues to support my
amendment.

Mr. ADERHOLT. Will the gentleman
yield?

Mr. GRAVES of Missouri. I yield to
the gentleman from Alabama.

Mr. ADERHOLT. I would be happy to
accept the gentleman’s amendment.

Mr. GRAVES of Missouri. I reserve
the balance of my time.

Mr. PRICE of North Carolina. Mr.
Chairman, I move to strike the last
word.

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. PRICE of North Carolina. Mr.
Chairman, I rise in opposition to this
amendment, which would negate the
recent rule that would grant certain
immediate relatives of U.S. citizens to
apply for a provisional unlawful pres-
ence waiver while still in the U.S.

Applications for the unlawful pres-
ence waiver can take months or even
years to adjudicate. This change in
processing, this new rule, would permit
U.S. citizens to remain united with
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their loved ones and ensure that the
U.S. citizen is not subjected to the very
harm—that is, prolonged separation—
that the waiver, if granted, was meant
to prevent.

To be clear, a pending or approved
provisional waiver will not provide the
interim benefits, such as employment
authorization, it will not provide law-
ful status, it will not stop the accrual
of unlawful presence, it will not pro-
vide protection from removal.

What it would do is eliminate the
catch-22 faced by many American fami-
lies who want to do the right thing by
having family members already eligi-
ble for the waiver come forward to ad-
just to legal status. Under the current
process, they’re penalized if they come
forward, penalized by long-term separa-
tion from U.S. citizens who are imme-
diate relatives and who depend on them
for emotional and financial support.

By allowing the processing of waiver
applications in the United States, the
proposed rule would improve the effi-
ciency of the process and would save
taxpayer money. It’s a much needed
change. It’s a good rule. This change in
processing is vitally needed. I see no
reason to approve an amendment here
tonight that would cancel out this ben-
eficial change, and I urge the amend-
ment’s defeat.

I yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. GRAVES of Missouri. Mr. Chair-
man, it has come to my attention that
my amendment has a typo in it. It
reads 2102 as the date. I ask unanimous
consent that that be changed to 2012.

The Acting CHAIR. Is there objec-
tion?

Without objection, the amendment is
modified.

There was no objection.

The text of the amendment, as modi-
fied, is as follows:

At the end of the bill (before the short
title), insert the following:

SEC. . None of the funds made available
by this Act may be used to finalize, imple-
ment, administer, or enforce the rule enti-
tled ‘‘Provisional Unlawful Presence Waivers
of Inadmissibility for Certain Immediate
Relatives’ published by the Department of
Homeland Security on April 2, 2012 (77 Fed.
Reg. 19902).

Mr. GRAVES of Missouri. Mr. Chair-
man, with that, I would urge my col-
leagues to support the amendment, and
I yield back the balance of my time.

The Acting CHAIR. The question is
on the amendment, as modified, offered
by the gentleman from Missouri (Mr.
GRAVES).

The amendment, as modified, was
agreed to.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. RYAN OF OHIO

Mr. RYAN of Ohio. Mr. Chairman, I
have an amendment at the desk.

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will re-
port the amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

At the end of the bill (before the short
title), insert the following:

SEC. . None of the funds made avail-
able by this Act may be used to issue an im-
migrant or nonimmigrant visa to a citizen,
subject, national, or resident of Brazil until
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the President of the United States deter-
mines and certifies to the Congress that the
Government of Brazil has amended its laws
to remove the prohibition on extradition of
nationals of Brazil to other countries, except
that the President may waive the applica-
tion of this section on a case-by-case basis if
the President determines and certifies to the
Congress that it is in the national interests
of the United States to do so.

Mr. ADERHOLT. Mr. Chairman, I re-
serve a point of order on the amend-
ment.

The Acting CHAIR. A point of order
is reserved.

Pursuant to the order of the House of
today, the gentleman from Ohio (Mr.
RYAN) and a Member opposed each will
control 5 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Ohio.

Mr. RYAN of Ohio. Mr. Chairman, I
have a heart-wrenching story to share
with the Congress and the American
people, of which I would like this
amendment to help take some action:
the egregious 2007 case of a decorated
airman’s murder in my congressional
district, the State of Ohio v. Claudia C.
Hoerig.
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According to the affidavit, Mrs.
Hoerig, wife of the deceased, purchased
a Smith & Wesson .357, learned how to
use it, practiced in Warren, in Trum-
bull County, Ohio, and days later, on
March 12, 2007, she allegedly shot her
husband, Major Karl Hoerig, twice in
the back of the neck and once in the
back of the head.

After being charged with aggravated
murder by the Court of Common Pleas
of Trumbull County, Ohio, Mrs. Hoerig
fled to her native Brazil, where she has
found sanctuary for 5 years.

The issue here, Mr. Chairman, is that
I have a family in my district that has
not seen justice served. She went to
Brazil, in which we have an extradition
treaty, but the Brazilian Constitution
says that Brazilian citizens can’t come
back to the United States. But the
issue here is that in 1999 Mrs. Hoerig
renounced her citizenship in Brazil, be-
came a citizen of the United States of
America. So we have every right to ask
the Bragzilians to send her back to the
United States.

She needs to have justice served. The
Hoerig family needs justice served, and
Karl Hoerig deserves that as he rests in
peace.

The Brazilian Government has, on
numerous occasions, pledged to inter-
nally investigate this matter and in-
vestigate the possible renunciation of
Mrs. Hoerig’s citizenship on the fol-
lowing grounds: in that, in her sworn,
signed affidavit, Mrs. Hoerig renounced
her Brazilian citizenship on the occa-
sion of her U.S. naturalization in 1999,
and that the Brazilian Government has
stated that it may, in fact, honor
Hoerig’s renunciation, given the seri-
ous criminal nature.

So this amendment, because I cannot
seem to get the attention of the Bra-
zilian officials, after numerous letters,
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numerous attempts, working closely
with the State Department, can’t get
the Brazilians’ attention. So this
amendment is saying that we shall not
use money to let Bragzilians into the
United States and allow them visas.

1.8 million visas are predicted to Bra-
zilians in 2013. And I hope that some of
us on both sides of the aisle can say
that this man served our country. We
have a woman who renounced her Bra-
zilian citizenship, came to the United
States, killed this airman, and went
back to Brazil and now is in sanctuary
there.

So I understand there may be some
issues with this potential amendment
here, but I will say, Mr. Chairman, that
there are defense bills that will come
to this floor, and I will attempt in
some way to get the Brazilians’ atten-
tion with the defense bills. There is for-
eign ops money, foreign aid that we use
with Brazil. I will come to this floor as
many times as I need to to try to get
the attention of the Brazilian Govern-
ment to make sure that Karl Hoerig
and his family have the justice that
they have earned, not just by being
citizens of the United States, but also
by serving this country so nobly for so
many years.

I yield back the balance of my time.

POINT OF ORDER

Mr. ADERHOLT. Mr. Chairman, I
make a point of order against the
amendment because it proposes to
change existing law and it constitutes
legislation in an appropriation bill and
therefore violates clause 2 of rule XXI.

The rule states, in pertinent part:

‘““An amendment to a general appro-
priation bill shall not be in order if
changing existing law.”

The amendment imposes additional
duties.

I ask for a ruling of the chair.

The Acting CHAIR. Does any other
Member wish to be heard on the point
of order?

Seeing none, the Chair is prepared to
rule.

The Chair finds that this amendment
includes language conferring author-
ity. The amendment therefore con-
stitutes legislation in violation of
clause 2 of rule XXI.

The point of order is sustained and
the amendment is not in order.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MRS. BLACK

Mrs. BLACK. Mr. Chairman, I have
an amendment at the desk.

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will re-
port the amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

At the end of the bill (before the short
title), insert the following:

SEC. . None of the funds made available
by this Act may be used to provide funding
for the position of Public Advocate within
U.S. Immigration and Customs Enforcement.

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to the
order of the House of today, the gentle-
woman from Tennessee (Mrs. BLACK)
and a Member opposed each will con-
trol 5 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentle-
woman from Tennessee.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

Mrs. BLACK. Mr. Chairman, I'm here
today to talk about my amendment
that would prohibit funding for an ill-
conceived lobbyist position at the Im-
migration and Customs Enforcement,
or ICE.

The Obama administration an-
nounced on February 7 of this year
that it would begin advocating on be-
half of illegal aliens, illegal alien advo-
cates and communities that harbor
illegals.

When Congress established the De-
partment of Homeland Security, it cre-
ated an advocate position for immi-
grants in the legal immigration proc-
ess, but it declined to create one for il-
legal immigrants. The President can-
not continue to willfully ignore the
laws and the intent of Congress.

Mr. Chairman, there are currently 10
million unauthorized aliens in this
country, and in the last 3 years, eight
States have adopted immigration en-
forcement measures to address the ille-
gal alien population in their States.
This has come to pass because of the
Federal Government’s failure to secure
the borders and enforce our immigra-
tion laws.

Nevertheless, the administration has
not only used taxpayer dollars to sue
States for such laws, but now wants to
use taxpayer dollars to act as a lob-
byist for illegal aliens. My amendment
would deny the Obama administration
funding for the illegal alien advocate
position at ICE.

Contrary to what the Obama admin-
istration seems to think, the Depart-
ment of Homeland Security was not
created to act as a lobbying firm for il-
legal aliens. Using taxpayer dollars to
fund a position whose primary purpose
is to advocate on behalf of individuals
who have come into our country ille-
gally is ridiculous and certainly a
waste of precious taxpayer dollars.

The administration should be using
this money instead for its intended

purpose—to combat illegal immi-
grants.
Mr. ADERHOLT. Will the gentle-

woman yield?

Mrs. BLACK. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Alabama.

Mr. ADERHOLT. We believe this is
duplicative, but we will accept the gen-
tlelady from Tennessee’s amendment.
The position would be duplicative, but
we do accept the gentlelady’s amend-
ment.

Mrs. BLACK. I yield back the balance
of my time.

Mr. PRICE of North Carolina. Mr.
Chairman, I move to strike the last
word.

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. PRICE of North Carolina. Mr.
Chairman, I rise in opposition to this
amendment. It would prohibit any
funding for Immigration and Customs
Enforcement’s new Public Advocate, a
crucial position formed just this past
February.

The public advocate works directly
with ICE’s Executive Assistant Direc-
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tor of Enforcement and Removal Oper-
ations to respond to acute and pressing
concerns from those going through the
immigration process, as well as family
members and advocates. For example,
the public advocate assists individuals
and community members in resolving
complaints and concerns with agency
policies and operations, particularly
those that are related to the use of ICE
enforcement involving U.S. citizens. It
proposes changes and recommendations
to fix community-identified immigra-
tion problems and concerns. Without
the public advocate, individuals pro-
ceeding through the immigration proc-
ess would not have the same level of
access to neutral, unbiased internal
oversight, fulfilling the role of ombuds-
man for the public.

Since its inception on February 7,
the public advocate has provided effec-
tive resolution of serious complaints,
assisted in increasing public engage-
ment at all levels, and acted as a good
steward of the public dollar.

By adopting this amendment, we’d be
saving ICE less than $200,000 per year,
while severely impeding community
participation and commonsense en-
forcement strategies.

I can’t imagine why we would want
to cancel a position that is so effective
in helping citizens, helping those who
have a stake in all this, helping them
penetrate the bureaucracy, helping
them get a resolution of serious com-
plaints, making this agency, in effect,
more user friendly, more responsive.
Why would we want to damage that or
destroy it? But that’s exactly what this
amendment would do, and I urge its re-
jection.

I yield back the balance of my time.

The Acting CHAIR. The question is