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Veto message to accompany S. 1, a bill to
approve the Keystone XL Pipeline.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-
jority leader.

Mr. McCONNELL. Madam President,
I ask unanimous consent that the veto
message on S. 1 be considered as having
been read; that it be printed in the
RECORD, spread in full upon the Jour-
nal, and held at the desk; and that the
Senate proceed to its consideration at
a time to be determined by the major-
ity leader in consultation with the
Democratic leader but no later than
March 3.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Without objection, it is so ordered.

(The veto message of the President is
printed in today’s RECORD under ‘‘Pres-
idential Messages.”’)

Mr. MCCONNELL. I suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. SESSIONS. Madam President, I
ask unanimous consent that the order
for the quorum call be rescinded.

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

——————

DEPARTMENT OF HOMELAND SE-
CURITY APPROPRIATIONS ACT,
2015—MOTION TO PROCEED—Con-
tinued

Mr. SESSIONS. Madam President, a
number of things have been happening
today with regard to the funding for
the Department of Homeland Security.
There has been a lot of spin that some-
how the Republicans are blocking the
funding of the Department of Home-
land Security. This gives new meaning
to the word obfuscation, I suppose, or
disingenuousness.

The truth is the House of Representa-
tives has fully funded the Department
of Homeland Security. It has provided
the level of funding the President
asked for. It has kept all accounts in
Homeland Security as approved
through the congressional process. It
simply says: Mr. President, we consid-
ered your bill—this amnesty bill—that
would provide work permits, photo IDs,
Social Security numbers, Medicare
benefits, and Social Security benefits,
and you can’t do that. We consider that
and reject it. So we are not going to
fund that.

Now, the President has already told
us and the staff they have across the
river in Crystal City where they are
leasing a new building, and this build-
ing is going to house 1,000 workers paid
for by the taxpayers of the United
States as part of Homeland Security.
Are those 1,000 workers going to be uti-
lized to enforce the laws of the United
States? Are they going to process ap-
plications for citizenship or visas? No,
those 1,000 people—costing several hun-
dred million dollars, in truth—are
going to be processing and providing
these benefits to people unlawfully in
America.
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So Congress said: Wait a minute. We
didn’t authorize money for that. You
can’t spend money to fund exactly the
opposite of what we have enacted. So
we are just going to put some language
in the bill—the normal bill that funds
Homeland Security—and say you can’t
spend the money to violate the law.
You can only spend the money to en-
force the law, as it was created to do.

The bill then comes to the Senate;
and what spectacle do we have? We
have Democratic Members in lockstep
unity blocking even proceeding to this
bill, contending we are not funding
Homeland Security. Can you imagine
that?

Now, my colleague, the senior Sen-
ator from Illinois, Mr. DURBIN, the
Democratic whip, came down a couple
of weeks ago and said: I am trying to
figure out what is blocking this bill. So
I took the floor and I said: Senator
DURBIN, you and your filibusterers are
filibustering the bill. That is why it is
not being passed.

Does anybody want to dispute that?
The Republican Senate has repeatedly
brought up this bill and filed cloture to
move to the bill so we can fund Home-
land Security, and the Democrats are
relentlessly and unanimously filibus-
tering it, blocking even moving to the
bill. Although Senator MCCONNELL said
if we did move to the bill, he would
allow them to have amendments. So
this is the situation we are in.

Colleagues, this goes to the core of
our constitutional principles about
who controls the money in America.
Congress is a coequal branch. It is not
subordinate to the President. If any-
thing, the legislative branch, through
the Constitution, provides maybe even
more power to Congress than it does to
the Executive and more than it pro-
vides the courts. And the most power-
ful power of Congress is the power of
the purse.

Congress is not obligated to pay for
anything it believes is unwise, and it
has an absolute duty not to fund any-
thing that is unconstitutional or ille-
gal, which is what we are dealing with
here. So Congress—the House of Rep-
resentatives—acted wisely and prop-
erly in funding Homeland Security and
not allowing activities to be carried
out that are unlawful and that Con-
gress has rejected.

This is so fundamental, so basic. How
my colleagues have the gall to come to
the floor and have a press conference
this afternoon and blame Republicans
for shutting down Homeland Security
is beyond me. I don’t believe the Amer-
ican people are buying it.

Now, there are some, even on the Re-
publican side, who say: Oh gosh, the
President will blame us even if it is not
our fault. So we might as well cave in
and give him what he wants. But what
he wants is something he can’t be
given. What he wants is for Congress to
capitulate and erode its powers and re-
sponsibility. He wants Congress to vio-
late its duty to fund something that is
illegal and contrary to Congress’s wish-
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es. He can’t demand that. He has no
right to demand that.

Congress cannot fund—cannot and
must not fund—an illegal action in
hopes that another branch of govern-
ment will intervene. Now, I say that
because some have said: Well, a court
in Texas has ruled that a part of this
action by the President is unlawful.
The court was narrow in its decision. It
fundamentally said something similar
to: It looks like a regulation to me,
and if you are going to pass a regula-
tion, you need to go through a process.
And the President didn’t go through a
process. It is not lawful. It is not legal.
You can’t enforce it. The judge issued
an injunction barring the President
from carrying out these plans, he an-
nounced, which is plain law, it seems
to me. They didn’t even go into some of
the other ideas of the constitutionality
and separation of powers. He just
blocked it on that basis.

So we are hearing it said that we can
fully fund Homeland Security without
any restrictions, allowing the Presi-
dent to do this, because the courts
stopped it. I think that is unwise for a
number of reasons. The first one is we
don’t know what the courts are going
to do. This Congress has a duty to fund
only things it believes are appropriate
and lawful. So Congress shouldn’t fund
it on that basis, period. We should
stand up for Congresses in years to
come—for our children and grand-
children and great-grandchildren—and
defend the power of the purse and de-
fend the integrity of this Congress.

We know how this country was
founded. It was founded on an under-
standing of the British Parliament, and
the British Parliament wrested from
the king the power of taxes and money.
That was a huge historical develop-
ment, and it has been part of our tradi-
tion since, that Congress has the power
of the purse. The Executive can’t do it.
So we replaced the king with the Presi-
dent, and we adhered in our Constitu-
tion to that great tradition of restraint
on the Executive by the legislative
branch—by the Congress, by the Sen-
ate.

In the Texas court’s injunction, let
me go further and note the reasons why
I think it is unwise for Congress to say
that we, the Senate, have no duty to
speak on this issue. The House has al-
ready spoken and said we are not going
to fund this. But the Senate needs to
ask what its position will be.

I would point out that the Texas
court’s injunction addresses only a
part of Obama’s lawless actions and
could be lifted at any time. So the in-
junction could be lifted at any time. It
only covers a part of his actions. If
Congress relinquishes the power of the
purse, then nothing will be able to pre-
vent the lawlessness or amnesty from
going forward.

As the Texas court noted in issuing
its injunction, ‘““This genie would be
impossible to put back in the bottle.”

That is absolutely true. He is evalu-
ating whether to issue an injunction.
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Sometimes you don’t have to issue an
injunction because there is not any-
thing much happening right then. But
he says, correctly, that: If this goes
forward and millions of people are
given amnesty, you can’t put that
genie back in the bottle in any prac-
tical sense. It would be a nightmare to
try to do that.

Let me point this out:

One, the Texas court’s injunction
only addresses a small part of the
President’s recent Executive actions in
November.

The Texas lawsuit challenges only
the President’s November 20 unconsti-
tutional Executive action. And of that,
the injunction prevents the adminis-
tration from implementing only de-
ferred action for parents of Americans
and lawful permanent residents.

The Texas court injunction does not
address the problematic enforcement
priorities encompassed in the Presi-
dent’s Executive actions.

He set all kinds of priorities that
Congress disapproves of and that are
bad—unless you don’t want the laws
enforced, in which case it is good. And
we have some who believe in open bor-
ders in this country. They deny it when
challenged, but they vote that way
every time.

On November 20, 2014, the memo re-
vised the administration’s enforcement
priorities which do not encompass cer-
tain criminal aliens nor do they en-
compass all aliens deemed to be subject
to mandatory custody under the Immi-
gration and Nationality Act. In fact,
these new priorities effectively gut the
enforcement of our immigration laws
for all but a few select criminal aliens.

Congress passed the law that requires
the deportation of persons involved in
criminal activities and convicted of
those activities. The President evis-
cerated large portions of that in this
order, and he should not be allowed to
do so. The judge did not address it.

Indeed, in response to the ruling,
Secretary Johnson stated that the
Texas court’s order does not ‘‘affect
this Department’s ability to set and
implement enforcement priorities.”’

Well, that is a big deal. They set pri-
orities that violate statutory law, and
they should not be allowed to do that.
We can’t effectively eviscerate law by
prosecutorial guidelines.

According to a February 18, 2015
email from Customs and Border Pro-
tection Commissioner R. Gil
Kerlikowske regarding the injunction,
he said:

Officers and agents should continue to
process individuals consistent with the en-
forcement priorities announced by the Sec-
retary in his memorandum of November 20,
2014, titled Policies for the Apprehension,
Detention and Removal of Undocumented
Immigrants.

It deals in large part with criminal
activities, people convicted of crimes
who are supposed to be deported.

The funding bill the House passed
would do much more to stop President
Obama’s unlawful Executive actions on
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immigration, so the administration
does not intend to change its course as
it is still actively preparing for its roll-
out of Executive amnesty.

On February 17, just a few days ago,
the President told reporters that the
administration is still ‘‘doing the pre-
paratory work because this is a big
piece of business.” He said:

The Department of Homeland Security will
continue in the planning because we want to
make sure as soon as these legal issues get
resolved, which I anticipate they will in our
favor, that we are ready to go.

So he is telling the Department of
Homeland Security to spend money
now to be ready to move forward and
immediately process his Executive am-
nesty—providing Social Security num-
bers, photo IDs, Medicare and Social
Security benefits for people here un-
lawfully. He says go ahead and do it.

The Texas court injunction is only
temporary and could be set aside at
any time. The administration has al-
ready filed for a stay of the injunction
in the district court and has announced
its intention to appeal.

Indeed, as I just read, the President
said he expects to win. I don’t think he
will, but it is a technical part of the
ruling. The judge still has many more
that he could deal with that could
overrule the President’s action. He just
chose one of them, and that one is
rather technical. So who knows for
sure what a court might rule.

In addition, the ruling does not ad-
dress the substance of the case. It will
take many months to resolve this liti-
gation, and during that time there is a
reasonable chance that some court will
lift the stay and allow the President to
begin implementing the amnesty pend-
ing a final ruling on the merits of the
case. But Congress can stop it and has
a duty to stop it in its appropriations
bill.

In addition, Democrats refused to
fund the lawful functions of the De-
partment of Homeland Security. And
this is important: The House-passed
Department of Homeland Security
funding bill funds all of the lawful,
statutorily authorized functions of the
Department, including the immigra-
tion law enforcement component of the
agencies that, under the Obama admin-
istration, has been prevented from en-
forcing the laws.

Colleagues, Immigration and Cus-
toms Enforcement officers—now, I
guess, 2 years ago—filed a lawsuit
against their own supervisors declaring
that they were being forced to violate
their oath to enforce the laws of the
United States.

I have never seen that. It is so bad
that the ICE officers have filed a law-
suit to stop the administration from
ordering them to violate plain law.

Let me note that the President has
already shut down the Department by
ordering immigration officers and
agents to violate the laws and sabo-
taging enforcement in a number of
ways. These are direct orders of this
administration, dismantling systemic
enforcement of our laws.

S1049

So I think the Senate Democrats and
the President must answer why they
believe funding Executive amnesty and
unlawful immigration policies would
make this country safer.

They say: Well, you won’t pass a
Homeland Security bill like we want it.
You are not making America safe.

I say their policies eviscerating law
enforcement are making America less
safe, as the Immigration and Customs
agents do, the ones who process the ap-
plicants.

Ken Palinkas, the President of the
National Citizenship and Immigration
Services Council, has written that:
This amnesty executed by the Presi-
dent will make us less safe.

His amnesty makes us less safe. Pass-
ing a bill that stops his amnesty will
make us more safe. As a matter of fact,
he said that more than one time—a
number of times. He is very concerned,
as his officers are, that if they carry
out these policies, the American people
are going to be less safe. In fact, they
have said explicitly there is no way
they can carry out in any effective
manner the unlawful orders of the
President of the United States.

Is anybody listening to the people
who do the work every day? Does any-
body care what they think? Apparently
not.

So they are going to come to the
floor and accuse Republicans in the
House and on this side of the aisle of
not making America safe when their
own officers say the President’s poli-
cies are making America less safe.

They say there is no way they can ef-
fectively process the individuals they
are asked to process. They can’t proc-
ess the numbers today, much less what
will happen under this bill when they
have to process another 5 million. It is
just a very unwise thing.

So what did the courts say? I think
this is an important quote from the
Texas court. A Federal court found
that the President had overstepped his
bounds. That is what the court fun-
damentally declared, stating:

It is Congress, and Congress alone, who has
the power under the Constitution to legislate
in the field of immigration.

That is absolutely true. It is in the
Constitution. As he said:

It is Congress, and Congress alone, who has
the power under the Constitution to legislate
in the field of immigration.

So after the President issued his
order and his Department issued orders
of amnesty on November 20, 2014, the
President, amazingly, said this: “‘I just
took an action to change the law.”
Don’t we know from elementary school
that Congress passes the law? The
President doesn’t pass the law. He said
22 times that he didn’t have the power
to do this, but now he has moved for-
ward and admitted he is changing the
law.

Well, some of our colleagues think:
Oh, if we resist this, the President is
going to accuse us of not funding
Homeland Security, not protecting the
Republic.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
RouUNDS). The Senator’s time has ex-
pired.

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent for 1 additional
minute.

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

Mr. SESSIONS. But I don’t think
that is so.

They say: Well, the press is unfair.

Well, not always. I think sometimes
we Republicans are right to complain
but not always.

This is what the headlines are today.
The headlines aren’t saying Repub-
licans are blocking the bill.

Politico: ‘“‘Democrats filibuster De-
partment of Homeland Security bill.”

The Hill: ‘“‘Shutdown looms as Dems
block DHS bill.”

McClatchy: ‘‘Filibuster continues as
Senate Dems block DHS funding bill.”

CNN: ‘““‘Senate Dems block Homeland
Security funding bill again.”

Washington Post: ‘“‘Senate Democrats
block DHS spending bill targeting
Obama’s immigration actions.”

Associated Press: “Dems Block Ac-
tion on DHS-Immigration Bill.”

New York Times: ‘“‘Senate Democrats
Block Vote on Homeland Security
Bill.”

Politico: “Dems filibuster DHS bill.”

Well, that is absolutely true. We are
bringing the bill to the floor. We are
not blocking it. We want to fully fund
Homeland Security. We want the laws
enforced. We don’t want to spend
money from Homeland Security to
eviscerate the law of the United States
and undermine immigration law in
America, and we don’t want to fund an
unlawful action by the President.

I thank the Chair and yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Washington.

KEYSTONE PIPELINE

Ms. CANTWELL. Mr. President, I
rise today to applaud the President’s
veto of legislation that would have
rubberstamped the construction of the
Keystone Pipeline. This legislation al-
lowed a circumvention of Federal re-
view processes and allowed corpora-
tions not to adhere to various environ-
mental safety standards that are im-
portant for the American people. So I
am glad the President is vetoing this
legislation.

The rules for siting cross-border pipe-
lines are well established, and time and
time again TransCanada has shown
that it doesn’t want to play by the
rules. So with this veto by the Presi-
dent of the United States, he is clearly
saying TransCanada must play by the
rules.

The President’s veto recognizes three
important implications for Congress in
the intervening and trying to pass this
Keystone Pipeline process.

First, this bill was premature be-
cause it authorized the construction of
the pipeline while legal and adminis-
trative processes were still ongoing in
Nebraska and North and South Dakota
and where landowners and tribes are
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seeking review in the courts and before
regulatory bodies.

The legislation also eliminates the
need for a national interest determina-
tion, which is associated with the proc-
ess of the pipeline, which was a key au-
thority for the U.S. Government to in-
sist on safety and environmental regu-
lations. It is a process that should have
allowed the State Department and the
President to insist on pipeline safety
conditions.

Finally, this legislation did not ad-
dress the loophole for tar sands oil
companies to avoid paying for oilspill
cleanups.

By vetoing this bill, the President re-
fused to throw hundreds of conditions
out the window. These are things from
59 different pipeline safety conditions
that would have been legally binding—
but not if the legislation had passed.

My colleagues also remember that we
talked about work—that we now have
concerns on the existing Keystone
Pipeline. So I am glad the President of
the United States vetoed this legisla-
tion.

I hope we will get on to working on
other important energy opportunities.
I hope my colleagues will not try to
override this veto but instead focus on
renewing the energy tax credits that
help employ hundreds of thousands of
people in various industries—anything
from solar, to wind, to hybrid electric
vehicles—and get on to the other issues
that are so important for us in talking
about a 21st-century energy strategy.

Again, I am glad the President of the
United States has vetoed this legisla-
tion that would have been a
rubberstamp by Congress for a special
interest. Instead, let’s make sure all
environmental and safety conditions
are met.

I thank the Presiding Officer, and I
yield the floor.

I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the role.

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

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

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, one of
the measures that took place in this
Executive amnesty that has been too
little commented upon since the Presi-
dent signed these orders in November
is another program which has not been
authorized by law which would add sev-
eral hundred thousand new workers to
our country.

This is the headline from an article
today: ‘“‘DHS Extends Eligibility for
Employment Authorization to Certain
H-4 Dependent Spouses of H-1B Non-
immigrants Seeking Employment-
Based Lawful Permanent Residence.”

The H-1B program was set up for cer-
tain individuals to come and work for 3
years and then extend maybe another 3
years only, to take a job in those in-
dustries and fields where there is a
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shortage of workers, and it does allow
the spouses to come. But since its be-
ginning it has barred spouses from
working; otherwise we would be dou-
bling the number of workers. So this
bill now just up and approves spouses
of H-1B workers to work.

The U.S. Citizenship and Immigra-
tion Service, USCIS, estimates that
““the number of individuals eligible to
apply for employment authorization
under this rule could be as high as
179,600 in the first year and 55,000 annu-
ally in subsequent years.” This is a
very large addition to the workforce.

One might say: Well, it is good that
spouses can work.

Well, what if your child wants a job?
What if you want a job? What if your
spouse wants a job and is looking for a
job? Now we will have another 250,000
job applicants, contrary to law.

There are many other aspects of the
President’s Executive order that have
not been given attention. I think this
one is worth commenting about.

There has been no sense at all by
President Obama, the Department of
Homeland Security, Jeh Johnson, the
Democratic Members of this Congress—
no concern about the employment
prospects of lawful immigrants, green
card holders, and native-born Ameri-
cans. We have high unemployment and
the lowest percentage of Americans in
the working age group actually holding
jobs in America that we have had since
1970. Wages are down. Professor Borjas
at Harvard documents that excessive
immigration pulls down wages. Since
2007 wages of median-income families
are down $4,000.

I would say to colleagues that the
first thing we should do is focus on get-
ting jobs for Americans who are unem-
ployed. Are we going to keep Ameri-
cans on welfare and benefits while we
bring in more and more foreigners to
take jobs when we have Americans
ready and willing to take those jobs?

They like to suggest these guest
workers are doing farm work. They are
not. The overwhelming majority of
guest workers admitted to the U.S. are
not farm workers, but are taking jobs
throughout the economy. A farm work-
er program, with temporary labor, if
properly managed, is a good program. I
do not oppose that. People come and
work for a period of time, and if they
return home and come back the next
season and make enough money to
take care of their families maybe for
the whole year, that can work if prop-
erly managed. But look at this. The H-
1Bs are people with high-tech degrees,
high-tech skills. They are competing
against college graduates who have
computer skills and other skills.

This is what we get. This is how it is
working in this country. A bunch of
companies got together and they
signed a letter to Speaker BOEHNER and
NANCY PELOSI, the Democratic leader
in the House, asking for immigration
reform back in September 2013. They
said they needed more H-1B workers,
and they pushed for that.
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I would just note this: Byron York
from the Washington Examiner has
written about this, and this is what the
facts are. They are not hiring people.
They don’t have a shortage of workers.
They are laying off workers in very
large numbers. Hewlett-Packard had
29,000 job cuts in 2012—29,000. They
signed the letter. Cisco Systems elimi-
nated 4,000 jobs in August 2013 in addi-
tion to 8,000 cut in the last 2 years.
They signed the letter asking for more
H-1B workers. United Technologies cut
3,000 jobs in 2013; American Express,
5,400 jobs in 2013; Procter & Gamble,
5,700 jobs in 2012; and T-Mobile, 2,250
layoffs in 2012. These are companies
that are asking for more foreign work-
ers.

This is another report that was in the
Los Angeles Times just a few days ago:
““A loophole in immigration law is
costing thousands of American jobs.”

Since last summer, [Southern California]
Edison—

The biggest utility company in Cali-
fornia—
which serves nearly 14 million customers,
has been firing its domestic IT workers and
replacing them with outsourced employees
from India. . . . The pay for Edison’s domes-
tic IT specialists is about $80,000 to $160,000
not including benefits.

Good pay.

The two Indian outsourcing firms pro-
viding workers to Edison, Tata Consultancy
Services and Infosys, pay their recruits an
average of about $65,000 to $71,000, according
to federal filings.

They are laying off hundreds and re-
quiring the California Edison employ-
ees to train the H-1B workers who
shouldn’t be coming into America un-
less there is a job need that is unfilled.
How can you say we don’t have quali-
fied people? They are doing the job, and
they are expected to train them. This
is the kind of thing that is out of con-
trol. Somebody needs to defend the le-
gitimate interests of middle America.

We need to ask ourselves: Does this
make sense? Should the President be
doubling up on it with his Executive
amnesty that would add 179,600 new
workers in the first year of his order
and 55,000 more annually on top of the
H-1B flow? We have legislation that
has moved in this Senate that would
more than double the number of H-1B
workers coming into the country when
the evidence indicates they are not
needed. It might make businesses
happy; they can pay half the salary of
what they would otherwise be paying.
But it would not be good for Americans
who invested in education, trained
themselves, worked themselves into a
good job, and have it pulled out from
under them.

I thank the Chair and yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Ohio.

PRESIDENTIAL LEADERSHIP

Mr. PORTMAN. Mr. President, I wish
I could rise today to talk about the un-
derlying legislation we are supposed to
be talking about, which is a bill to fund
the Department of Homeland Security,
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and also address the President’s Execu-
tive order on immigration, which went
around the Congress but also went
around the American people.

A judge in Texas agrees with those of
us on this side of the aisle who look at
this as an illegal act. Instead, the
President ought to work with us. The
President should work with the House
and the Senate and the elected rep-
resentatives of the American people to
actually pass a law to help fix what is
broken in our immigration system.

We are not able to get on that legis-
lation, and it is not because we have
differences about the bill that we could
talk about. We could have votes on
amendments and debate this issue, but
there are those on the other side of the
aisle who have decided they don’t even
want us to have the opportunity to
hash out those differences so we can
vote. I think the constituents I rep-
resent in Ohio expect us to have that
debate, and they want us to have that
debate. I hope those on the other side
of the aisle will let us have that de-
bate, and we could have a good, honest
discussion about this and address both
of these problems—the need to fund the
Department and also the need to ad-
dress this Executive order. I think it is
another example where Washington has
let down the people I represent.

In the meantime, this is no time for
political games. It is a dangerous
world. We have a real problem, not just
here at home in protecting the home-
land, but also with fires burning all
around the world. It is time we showed
some leadership both here in this
Chamber and down the street at 1600
Pennsylvania Avenue. It is time for
Presidential leadership.

If you turn on the TV tonight, what
you will see is those fires burning. You
will see a world more dangerous than
the one we had after 9/11. You will see
threats to the United States and our
allies that seem to grow with every
passing day. But even as these threats
grow, it seems as though our President
is increasingly hesitant to lead.

Iran, despite the platitudes of the
Obama administration, which seems
really eager to find an agreement and
make a deal, continues its march to-
ward developing nuclear weapons.

ISIS, the group the President once
described as the JV team when they
were in Iraq flying the black flag of
Islam extremism over cities such as
Fallujah and Mosul, cities where Amer-
ican marines gave their lives to lib-
erate—the President called them the
JV team.

Russian soldiers now move freely
through eastern Ukraine, and the sepa-
ratists there are using Russian equip-
ment, they are trained by the Russian
military, led by Russian special forces,
and they continue to wage war on an
American ally, Ukraine. While we all
hoped the recent cease-fire would hold,
all indications are that Russia and its
proxies are taking advantage of that
cease-fire in Ukraine to continue their
aggression.
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Across Europe—in France, Denmark,
and Belgian—innocent people have
been murdered. Some were murdered
for opposing terrorists aims, and some
for the simple fact they are Jewish.
These attacks are not random, as has
been suggested by the administration.
Unfortunately, they are designed to in-
cite fear and weaken our resolve to op-
pose Islamic terrorism wherever we
find it.

We must not allow them to succeed
any more than we must stand silent in
the face of Iranian threats and Russian
aggression. What we must do is take a
long, hard look at how we got here and
what we must do going forward to
change the situation.

In my view, a lot of the chaos we are
seeing across the globe stems from a
lack of leadership. Into that void,
chaos ensues. The defining themes in
the Obama administration’s approach
to foreign policy have been a pref-
erence for disengagement and an un-
willingness to shoulder the responsi-
bility of global leadership the way pre-
vious Presidents—Democrat and Re-
publican alike—have done. As the ad-
ministration itself has said, they prefer
to lead from behind.

The President has said that ‘‘the tra-
jectory of this planet overall is one to-
ward less violence, more tolerance.” I
don’t know about that. I don’t think
history moves inexorably toward more
justice and more peace. These trajec-
tories don’t just happen, people make
them happen. Leadership is the key.

When America is strong, when we
stand unequivocally for freedom and
justice and the right of all people to
choose their own destiny, when we do
not back down in the face of threats
and intimidation, that is when we see a
world that is more stable, less dan-
gerous, and more free.

More wars, more conflicts, more
threats to our security—these don’t
typically arise from American
strength. They arise from American
weakness. When we look around the
world—whether it is in Gaza or Eastern
Europe or Iraq or Iran or Syria, the in-
crease in violence and instability has
coincided with the growing perception
that the United States of America is
either unwilling or unable to take a
stand against threats to international
security and stability. Addressing
these complex challenges—and many of
them are very complex—requires a sus-
tained and proactive American leader-
ship role and American engagement. It
requires strategies that seek to shape
outcomes, not be shaped by them.

There is a lot at stake. Events in
Ukraine, the Middle East, and else-
where are a direct challenge to the
United States-led international order,
which has led to unprecedented global
prosperity and stability for both the
United States and for the world. Con-
fidence in America’s willingness to use
our unmatched economic, political,
and military capabilities to uphold our
system deters potential challengers
and incentivizes other countries to
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play by the rules, which reduces the
chances of war. If the credibility of this
commitment is in doubt, then the sta-
bility and openness upon which U.S.
economic prosperity and national secu-
rity depend is jeopardized and the
chance for violence, instability, and
economic collapse increases. The world
is watching. They are watching to see
whether this American-led order can
withstand these challenges or if we
really are entering into a period of the
post-American world.

In Ukraine, the administration’s re-
sponse has been incomplete, reac-
tionary, and ineffective. There are
many political and economic dimen-
sions of this conflict, and Ukraine
needs Western support to implement
crucial reforms in these areas. But
there is also a military dimension to
this crisis that we cannot continue to
ignore. Sanctions alone have not
worked. The so-called cease-fire agree-
ments have not worked. As President
Obama, Angela Merkel, and Francois
Hollande debate and discuss cease-fires
and timelines, Russia is deciding the
outcome on the ground in eastern
Ukraine this afternoon as we talk. Un-
less we help provide Ukraine with the
tools they need to prevent that from
happening, any future agreements will
only solidify this reality. Let’s allow
them to defend themselves. Russia con-
tinues to believe that military force is
a viable option to achieve its goals, and
unless the United States and its Euro-
pean allies and NATO help the Ukrain-
ians prove otherwise, this behavior is
unlikely to change.

It is well known by now that the
President has refused to adopt policies
that actually provide Ukraine with the
capabilities it needs. A bipartisan coa-
lition, on the other hand, has emerged
here in Congress on the need to do
more, and we will continue to advocate
for a change in course and pursuit of a
proactive, comprehensive strategy that
actually works.

In the Middle East, proactive Amer-
ican leadership requires upholding our
commitment to stand unequivocally
with Israel. No other nation in the
world would be expected to put up with
tunnels into their cities with rockets
raining down on people’s homes. The
press got it wrong last year, and with
all due respect, I believe the President
got it wrong too. There is no moral
equivalence in Gaza.

I have made a few trips to Israel. I
met with their people. I have walked
the streets of Sderot and have seen the
remains of missiles that were targeted
against innocents with hatred and an
intent to kill and maim. I have been
out to the bomb shelters and the in-
door fortified playgrounds built so chil-
dren can have a chance to play without
fear. I have spent time with an Iron
Dome battery crew outside Ashkelon. I
can tell you this: From what I have
learned, the people of Israel want
peace.

Unfortunately, we know the biggest
winner from this administration’s wa-
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vering support of Israel is Iran. Iran
continues to stall on negotiations
meant to end their nuclear weapons
program. They continue to ask for
more time, and the administration con-
tinues to grant it. Meanwhile, Prime
Minister Benjamin Netanyahu is com-
ing to the United States next week to
speak of the threat that Iran poses not
only to Israel but to the world, and the
President seems to be too busy to meet
with him. Truly, the world has turned
upside down.

A key test of U.S. leadership is en-
suring that Iran does not retain nu-
clear capability in their continued
march toward weaponization. If it were
in my power, I would put the Kirk-
Menendez Iran sanctions bill—of which
I am an original cosponsor—here on
the floor on the Senate today, and, by
the way, it would pass. I believe it
would pass with over 60 votes because
Republicans and Democrats alike rec-
ognize that Iran will not negotiate in
good faith unless the United States is
unequivocal in our commitment to
ending the nuclear threat Iran poses.

You will recall that this legislation
does not impose new sanctions that
would be imposed now. These sanctions
would be imposed if the Iranians do not
agree to halt their nuclear weapons
program as required, by the way, by
the United Nations. These are lever-
aged for the White House, and the
White House should use that leverage.

American leadership is needed for a
more stable and peaceful world. I be-
lieve the future does not belong to big-
otry and hate, but to freedom-loving
people of the world, and the United
States of America must lead the way.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s time has expired.

Mr. PORTMAN. I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Minnesota.

Mr. FRANKEN. Mr. President, I rise
today to talk about the funding for the
Department of Homeland Security and
the continuing need for immigration
reform.

We need to fund the Department of
Homeland Security and we should pass
a clean DHS funding bill. That is the
only bill that can pass the Senate, and
that is the only bill that should pass
the Senate. Once that bill has passed
the Senate and the House and becomes
law, then we can and should move on
to consider immigration legislation.

Republican leadership in the Senate
has wasted a lot of time over the past
month politicizing immigration and
mixing it up with the issue of funding
this Federal agency that helps to pro-
tect the United States from terrorists
and other threats, and those threats
are real. Just this past weekend, the
terrorist organization al-Shabaab
issued a threatening video suggesting
that the Mall of America in my State
of Minnesota could be a target for a
terrorist attack.

Look, this issue is not something we
should be politicizing. We should enact
into law a clean funding bill for DHS,
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and we should fund the Department for
the whole year and not make the De-
partment run for a short time on a con-
tinuing resolution and just revisit the
issue in the near future. That is not
what we want. And then we should and
can debate immigration.

I have always believed the best way
to accomplish meaningful and sustain-
able immigration reform is through
congressional action. In the last Con-
gress, the Senate took such action. As
a member of the Judiciary Committee,
I was very proud to play an active role
in the comprehensive immigration bill
the Senate passed with broad bipar-
tisan support. For me, this was a model
of how the Senate was supposed to
work. Four Senators from each side of
the aisle, known as the Gang of 8, came
together and crafted a bill which we
then marked up in the Judiciary Com-
mittee, and I was very pleased that a
number of my amendments were in-
cluded in the bill, which then went to
the Senate floor and passed with 68
votes. That bill would have provided a
real and comprehensive overhaul of our
broken immigration system.

It would have significantly strength-
ened our border security, and it would
have helped a lot of people—from small
businesses to families in our legal im-
migration system to the many undocu-
mented immigrants who would have an
opportunity, through a tough but fair
path, to get right with the law. There
are millions of people in our country
who want the same things that all of us
want—a steady job, excellent education
for our children, and a brighter future
for their families. But they are living
in limbo and often in fear. Our bill
would help them come out of the shad-
ows and get right with the law.

The Senate passed our bill in June of
2013. I was very hopeful the House
would take up and pass the Senate bill.
If the House had allowed a vote on the
Senate bill, it would have passed the
House and been enacted into law. That
would have meant real and lasting re-
form to our broken immigration sys-
tem. Unfortunately, over the course of
the next year and a half the Republican
leadership in the House failed to act on
the bipartisan immigration reform bill
passed in the Senate—again, with 68
votes. The President took a step for-
ward that will help a lot of people and
will help to address fixing our broken
immigration system.

While I still believe Congress needs
to act, I think we need to keep the Ex-
ecutive actions in place until we do. I
will not support any legislative effort
to undo President Obama’s Executive
actions. We are presented with a
choice. Once we pass a bill into law to
fund the Department of Homeland Se-
curity, we can take a step forward and
help a lot more people by passing com-
prehensive immigration reform or we
can take a step backward and harm a
lot of people without getting any closer
to the comprehensive immigration re-
form we need.
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I will vote to move forward, not
backward. We need a fully funded De-
partment of Homeland Security, and
we need a comprehensively overhauled
immigration system.

I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Ms.
AYOTTE). The clerk will call the roll.

The senior assistant legislative clerk
proceeded to call the roll.

Mr. BENNET. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
GARDNER). Without objection, it is so
ordered.

CHILDHOOD POVERTY

Mr. BENNET. Mr. President, it is a
privilege to be here with my colleague
from Colorado.

I rise to talk about our schools and
really to talk about our values and our
morality—what we stand for as a coun-
try—and to ask whether we are able to
look forward and create a better future
for our children.

To set the record straight, let me be
clear. When it comes to our children, I
have fallen short, you have fallen
short, and this body has fallen short.
Let me explain why.

We have learned in the last couple of
weeks that over half of the public
school children in this country are now
poor enough that they qualify for free
or reduced lunches at school—children
who, through no fault of their own, are
reaping the whirlwind of 15 years of
stagnant middle-class family income
and the effects of the worst recession
since the Great Depression.

By many measures, as the Presiding
Officer knows, Colorado’s economy
leads the Nation. But even in our home
State, we see more children living in
poverty. In fact, the number of chil-
dren in poverty is growing faster in
Colorado than in most of the other 50
States.

As a country and as a State, we are
making a lot of progress in a number of
dimensions, but we are headed in the
wrong direction when it comes to our
kids. That is a bad sign for any country
but particularly for a democracy that
aspires to be the land of opportunity.

A girl in poverty in the United States
is five times more likely to be a young
single mother than a child from a mid-
dle-class family, and a boy in poverty
is twice as likely to be incarcerated as
his middle-class peers. Children from
low-income families in this country are
about three times less likely to grad-
uate from high school. Someone from a
family in poverty stands only a 9-in-100
chance of earning a college degree.
Think about that. There are 100 seats
in this Chamber. There are 100 desks in
this Chamber. If they represented chil-
dren living in poverty in the United
States, that desk, that desk, that desk,
those three desks, and three of those
desks would represent college grad-
uates. The entire rest of this Chamber
would be people that would never earn
a college degree or its equivalent and
who would be constrained to the mar-
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gins of our economy and our democ-
racy as a result after that.

Interestingly enough, the equivalent
number for children in the top quarter
of income earners is almost 80 out of
100. So 80 of these desks from a more
affluent family—80 of these desks
would represent a person who grad-
uated with a college degree or its
equivalent, and 20 would represent peo-
ple that had fallen short, but nine poor
children would have a college degree.
In other words, in a way that is pro-
foundly at war with our founding
ideals, poverty breeds deeper poverty,
lack of educational achievement reaps
deeper academic failure, and broken
families are the surest predictor of
more broken families in the next gen-
eration and the generations beyond
that. This is a sentence of unequal op-
portunity for all poor Americans, no
matter the color of their skin. It is a
generational sentence for 7 out of 10
children who will remain at the bottom
of the income scale their entire lives.

Are there people who defy these
odds? Of course there are. As super-
intendent of the Denver public schools
and in this job, I have met scores of
children who have overcome the odds—
sometimes alone—but often also with
the help of a parent who wouldn’t quit,
a teacher who wouldn’t take ‘‘no’ for
an answer, a former gang member
whose sworn duty is to keep young peo-
ple out of gangs, a philanthropist who
insisted that Denver’s kids would go to
college. In these exceptional children I
have seen the indomitable nature of
the human spirit persevere against all
odds and have recognized how little I
and most of us have achieved by com-
parison.

I have met kids who take three buses
both ways to school leaving as early as
5:30 in the morning just to have the
benefit of a better school all the way
on the other side of town, kids who
can’t get up in the morning because
they have to work until 11 o’clock or 12
o’clock at night in a fast food res-
taurant to help pay the rent, kids who
pour their heart and soul out into their
studies and communities only to learn
that college is not for them because of
an immigration status they did not
even know that they had.

I met kids who were the primary
caregivers of younger brothers and sis-
ters who are taking care of ailing par-
ents and grandparents, who have made
it to college for the first time in their
family’s history who are that 9 in 100,
who represent the best of our human
spirit. They are our heroes.

As one of our Denver public school
students, Chaunsea Dyson from South
High School, recently told a radio re-
porter, “When you are growing up in
poverty, when you are 15 or 16 that
means you are grown.”’

That means you are grown.

As the father of three girls who are
15, 14, and 10, I would say that is an
awful lot to expect of a 16-year-old, es-
pecially one coming from cir-
cumstances few in this Chamber could
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overcome. My point is that while there
are many heroic people in our schools—
kids, teachers, principals—succeeding
in our school system today, heroism is
not a standard we tend to count on for
the success of human enterprise. We
simply can’t scale heroism. I wish we
could—but we can’t—to address the
scope of our achievement gap. It is too
much to ask, and it is not fair to our
kids who have no control over the cir-
cumstances of their birth.

I don’t think there is one Member in
this Chamber who could come and say
that is not true, that a child could con-
trol somehow the circumstances of his
or her birth, because one of the endur-
ing truths of being a human being is
that we don’t get to choose our par-
ents. We don’t choose to be born into a
home of wealth or poverty, a home
that values books or learning or a
home which for whatever reason does
not. That is a matter of good and bad
luck. Yet those circumstances beyond
our children’s control—absolutely be-
yond their control—today almost al-
ways determine educational outcomes
in the United States of America.

So the question is, What is our obli-
gation? What is our obligation as a na-
tion to remedy the burden of bad luck
for millions of American children?

I believe at a minimum it means we
have a moral duty to assure that our
less lucky children have educational
opportunities that let them make the
most of their God-given potential. That
is certainly what I would want for my
own daughters. If we are honest, then
by any reckoning we are failing to
meet this moral duty and I would say
failing very badly. If we ask ourselves
why we are failing to do our duty—how
can this be—in my mind it comes down
to a sad and simple reality: We are
treating America’s children as if they
were someone else’s children rather
than our own.

To demonstrate this let’s consider
what conditions we have allowed to
exist for a child born, through no fault
of her own, into poverty in the United
States of America in the year 2015. We
know that by the age of 4 she will have
heard 30 million fewer words than her
more affluent peers—30 million. Ask
any elementary schoolteacher in the
country whether that will make a dif-
ference in how prepared she is for kin-
dergarten. Fewer than half of poor chil-
dren start school with the skills they
need to be ready to succeed in kinder-
garten. Every elementary school-
teacher in America knows that. What
are the odds her neighborhood school
will meet her needs? How about a
school 1 mile away? How about a
school 5 miles away? It is not likely in
many American cities and rural com-
munities.

When she reaches the fourth grade
her odds are no better. She is 9 years
old and there are 30 children in her
classroom. On average, 24 of her class-
mates cannot read at grade level—24
out of 30. Her chances of being a pro-
ficient reader—20 percent—one in five.
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One in five poor children cannot read
at grade level in the fourth grade in
the United States of America this
week, today, this year. Would any of us
accept those odds or outcomes for our
own children? Would any one person in
this Chamber accept that? Would any
of us still be in Washington engaged in
the Potemkin debates we are having if
our child couldn’t read by the fourth
grade? Of course not—of course we
wouldn’t. But we act as if it is not our
children who are the casualties, and so
we smile and we stroke our chins on
the cable TV and pretend this is all
somehow out of our hands, too hard to
solve, someone else’s problem.

Here is where it ends. In this knowl-
edge-based global economy, this unfor-
giving global economy, only 9 out of
100 kids, as I said in poverty, will grad-
uate with a college degree or its equiv-
alent and 91 will not. These are the re-
sults we have produced for our children
in this unforgiving global economy.

But for once let’s put aside the fin-
ger-pointing and the blame—although
we should take our fair share of respon-
sibility—and let’s ask the questions
our children might reasonably ask to
judge their Nation’s leaders.

For example, they might ask: Why do
we trail behind 35 other developed
countries in our math scores? Why does
the United States rank 20th in increas-
ing educational attainment from one
generation to the next—20th; the least
likely country to produce more edu-
cated people coming after us than
there were before us.

Why are American children much
more likely to be stuck in the eco-
nomic class into which they are born
than children in at least 12 other coun-
tries, including Canada, Japan, Ger-
many, Australia, and Denmark?

These seem like reasonable ques-
tions. You wouldn’t know they were on
anybody’s mind around here with what
concerns us on this floor, but I can tell
you it is of concern to people at home.

Why are we consigning, they might
ask, our children and ourselves to a so-
cial economic framework that is in-
creasing, not decreasing, inequality in
this country, when other countries in
the world are headed in the opposite di-
rection?

Why are we putting up with a set of
circumstances in which income and
equality in America has grown signifi-
cantly much faster than other industri-
alized countries in the world? If I were
a child living in poverty in this coun-
try, those are the questions I would
want to know, in addition to the fact
that I can’t find a school, not just down
the street, not just in my neighborhood
but in my city or even in the region of
my State to go to. To put it another
way, I can’t find a school in my com-
munity that any Member of the Senate
would be proud to send their child to.

Why can’t I find that school?

I didn’t pick my parents. That was a
question of good luck or bad luck. In
my case it was bad luck.

I know there are profound disagree-
ments about whether the Federal,
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State or local government should serve
our kids and how. I am even sympa-
thetic, believe me, as a former school
superintendent, to many arguments
about how poorly Washington is often
situated to help. But surely as a na-
tion, one way or another, we have a
moral obligation. That is our legacy as
Americans ‘“‘in Order to form a more
perfect Union, establish Justice, ensure
domestic Tranquility, provide for the
common defense, promote the general
Welfare, and secure the Blessings of
Liberty to ourselves and our Posterity.

Imagine how less powerful the Pre-
amble to the Constitution would have
been if it stopped with ourselves, pe-
riod—but it didn’t. It resolves the ques-
tion in favor of our posterity—our pos-
terity, not someone else’s—our chil-
dren, not someone else’s. What would
this debate sound like if we were seri-
ous about this moral obligation?

Without deciding today who would
deliver and pay for these important so-
cial goods, something we should debate
and understand, consult with our
States and our school districts, our
parents and our communities; but,
without making those decisions today,
if we just were treating the country’s
children as our own children, what
would this debate sound like? What
would we do?

We surely would provide every parent
and her child with the choice to access
early childhood education from birth
to age 5 in order to attack that 30 mil-
lion word deficit. Surely we would do
that.

I am not saying we should do it. I
don’t think we should do that from
here, but as a nation we should do that.
Surely we would ensure that every
child, without exception and regardless
of where they live, has the choice to at-
tend a high-performing school from
kindergarten to 12th grade. Surely we
would do that.

We would enable every young person,
consistent with most of our postwar
history, the chance to attain a college
degree or other advanced technical
training without bankrupting their
family. I saw some data this weekend
about this that showed that in 1975—
and admittedly it was the high-water
mark—the Pell grants covered roughly
76 percent of what it cost to go to col-
lege, the average cost of college. Do
you know what that number is now? It
is 22 percent, mostly because the cost
of college has increased so much.

Bankruptcy is a real issue. These
goals—early childhood education, a
great K-12 school, affordable college—
might seem obvious and even unimagi-
native to many of us in this Chamber,
but that might be because we take
them for granted for our own children.
Of course we want high-quality early
childhood education, of course we want
a high-quality K-12 school, of course
we want our young people to have ac-
cess to college without bankrupting
our family, and that is the experience
of a lot of people in this Chamber. The
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terrible reality for most poor children
in America in 2015 is that these simple
goals are as out of reach as flying to
the Moon, all over this country.

Some say we can’t afford to change,
and I say we can’t afford not to change.
The costs of failure, as we know, are
simply too high. Since the Industrial
Revolution, we have had the greatest
economy the world has ever known,
and if we are to remain so in the 21st
century, we must educate our people.
We have no other choice. They are our
greatest asset. We can do it.

I am not proposing today a new Fed-
eral program of any kind. However, I
will say if it were left up to me, we
would have a standing committee in
the Senate focused exclusively on our
children and their future. Such a com-
mittee would, for example, examine
every funding stream in the Federal
budget related to kids and ask what is
working and what is not working. What
redundancies exist? How are we going
to align every single taxpayer dollar or
tax credit to help support the health,
education, and well-being of our chil-
dren?

I suspect that in addition to increas-
ing efficiency, we would decide to
spend more of our resources in and
around schools. That is where our kids
are, after all, and that is where the
people who have served them in our
communities need to be instead of tied
up in the redtape of compliance and
outdated and unimaginative Federal
rules and regulations.

In addition to that, we need to ex-
plore more efficient ways to finance so-
cial welfare programs, promote more
creative ways to weave our social safe-
ty net in this country, and reform our
criminal justice system. A good start
would be to graduate children from
high school, since around 80 percent of
our prison inmates are high-school
dropouts. That would help a lot. We
need to better engage with the private
and nonprofit sectors when the govern-
ment isn’t working well enough. This
is all part of a broader but essential
conversation, one this body continues
to avoid while it wanders from one
phony conflict to the next, and one
that becomes more difficult and more
expensive the longer we wait.

Our kids are waiting for us to have
this conversation. We are wasting their
time. It is one thing for us to waste our
own time—although the capacity for
doing that around here is beyond be-
lief—but we ought to stop wasting our
kids’ time. As I said, it is only going to
become more difficult and more expen-
sive the longer we wait.

In the meantime, we have before us
the potential to rewrite the Elemen-
tary and Secondary School Act. Fixing
so-called No Child Left Behind is only
one piece of the puzzle. Given where we
are, this is all pretty modest stuff.
There are some very encouraging signs,
although the law has plenty of flaws.
In fact, I said many times that if we
had a rally out in front of the Capitol
to keep No Child Left Behind the
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same—if that is what the rally was
for—not a single person in America
would show up for that rally.

Incidentally, while we have this reau-
thorization in front of us, it is a reau-
thorization that should have happened
7 years ago. It expired 7 years ago. We
are running education policy in this
country by waivers from the Depart-
ment of Education because this Con-
gress cannot do its job. Almost 40 of 50
States have waivers from the law as it
exists today. Let’s change the law.
Let’s write it properly. Let’s do our
work around here instead of spending
our time on things the American peo-
ple don’t want us to spend our time on.

Although everybody loves to hate No
Child Left Behind, and I put myself in
that category, it has some good things.
It required us to face the facts about
how our kids in poverty are doing in
our schools. It shed light for the first
time on the achievement gap—the bru-
tal achievement gap—we have in this
country, and some school districts
stepped up. Denver Public Schools is
one such district.

Over the last decade, Denver Public
Schools has implemented a number of
changes and has seen real results. My
schoolboard and my principals and my
teachers and our kids and I would be
the first to say we have not yet gotten
to a place where you can say the ZIP
Code you were born into doesn’t deter-
mine the education you are going to
get, but we are a lot closer in Denver.
We are a lot closer there than we are in
a lot of other cities in this country. We
have seen some real results.

Almost 30 percent more students
graduated and went to college last year
than in 2005. That is not enough. We
are not satisfied with that. But if you
could say that about every single city
in this country, that we were grad-
uating and sending 30 percent more
students to college than we were in
2005, that might give us some hope for
the future. That might suggest that
some outcomes other than the ones we
have been seeing with the result of 9
out of 100 poor kids getting a college
degree is not where we have to end up,
is not where we have to land.

I am here to tell you, not as a U.S.
Senator, but as someone who was a su-
perintendent of the Denver Public
Schools, this is possible. It is possible
to change these outcomes in urban dis-
tricts and in rural districts for children
who are unlucky enough to be born
into poverty in the greatest Nation on
the planet—unlucky enough to be born
poor and not born rich.

Denver has recognized the impor-
tance of providing access to high-qual-
ity, early childhood education, and now
an estimated 70 percent of Denver’s 4-
year-olds are enrolled in preschool.
That was not true in 2005.

As the Presiding Officer knows, we
live in a State that doesn’t require or
pay for b5-year-olds to go to Kkinder-
garten. That is a shame. But because of
the changes we made in Denver, our 5-
year-olds go to kindergarten—a full
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day if they want it, which most of
them do—and 70 percent of the fourth
graders in Denver have early childhood
education, and it is not only delivered
by the Denver Public Schools, but by
other providers as well and the Denver
public schools.

This seems to be having an effect as
kids who attend the Denver preschool
program track higher in school readi-
ness. They know more about the alpha-
bet, words, and books. They have a
higher vocabulary and are able to com-
prehend basic math. And in kinder-
garten, first, and second grade, they
showed better literacy and math skills
than their peers.

The dropout rate in Denver has de-
creased since 2005 by 60 percent. Inci-
dentally, the teen pregnancy rate has
also fallen by 60 percent. Denver Public
Schools has gone from being the dis-
trict with the lowest rate of academic
growth among major districts in the
State to the highest for 3 straight
years. I am not taking responsibility
for that. I am here, not there.

Last year DPS students from low-in-
come families had stronger growth in
math and writing than nonfree- and re-
duced-lunch students Statewide. And
Denver’s nonfree- and reduced-lunch
students showed more growth than
their State counterparts in math by
nine points.

This was once labeled the failing
school district in our State, but be-
cause of the data that we have as a re-
sult of No Child Left Behind, we can
actually see what is happening—which
kids are growing and which kids are
not, which schools are driving growth
among kids and which schools are not.

You can look at a map of our city
and find a school that looks just like
your low-performing school with the
same percentage of free- and reduced-
lunch kids where kids are succeeding
beyond their wildest dreams. Then
what parents can do is say: I want that
school, not this school, for my kid. Be-
cause we have a robust system of
choice in Denver, parents are able to
take advantage of that data, and we
simply would not have had the pro-
liferation of high-performing charter
schools if it had not been for No Child
Left Behind. In addition, Denver has
gone beyond that.

We have 33 innovation schools where
teachers and administrators have the
flexibility to modernize their teaching
practices and have more autonomy to
make decisions at the school level to
better meet the needs of individual stu-
dents. And it is not just Denver. We
have seen progress all across the coun-
try—not remotely enough, but we have
seen progress, and we cannot go back-
ward.

In the 3 decades prior to No Child
Left Behind being passed—30 years—
the average 9-year-old’s reading score
on the National Assessment of Edu-
cational Progress increased only 4
points—4 points in 30 years. Is that ac-
ceptable? Contrast that to the gains
from 1990 to 2012, which is roughly the
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life of No Child Left Behind. During
that span, 9-year-olds gained 9 points
in reading, about 7 times as much an-
nual progress. We have seen similar
progress in math—9-year-olds only in-
creased 2 points from 1990 to 1999, but
from 1999 to 2012, they gained 12 points.
In that same span, African-American
students improved by 15 points and
Latino students improved by 21 points.

The achievement gap shrunk as well.
In reading, the gap between White and
African-American 9-year-old students
dropped from 35 to 23 points. It is still
too big, but it is moving in the right
direction. This represents progress, but
as I have said, in the face of stiff com-
petition worldwide, it is nowhere near
enough.

Since the year 2000, we have dropped
from second to twelfth in the world in
the production of college graduates. We
need to write a bill that builds on our
successes and turns us away from the
failed practices of the past, and we can-
not do it if we are constrained by the
typical politics—the small politics of
Washington. We cannot afford to have
the same tired fights. We won’t always
agree on everything, but I know we can
find a way to pass a bill that helps our
schools and school districts to make
the decisions they think are best for
the kids they are educating.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s time has expired.

We are under a 10-minute time limi-
tation.

Mr. BENNET. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent for 7 more minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Without objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. BENNET. I appreciate the indul-
gence of my colleague from Louisiana.

In a significant demonstration of
leadership around here, Chairman
ALEXANDER and Senator MURRAY have
told us they intend to write a bipar-
tisan bill. Their process has the poten-
tial to be a rare exception to the grid-
lock that has gripped this Senate,
along with our bipartisan work on the
farm bill and immigration.

Senators ALEXANDER and MURRAY
have both expressed a willingness to
work together because they appreciate
the importance of this task. They un-
derstand the consequences of failure.
They know enough about this issue,
and they care enough about it.

In January of 1941, during one of the
Nation’s most difficult times—the
height of the Great Depression and on
the eve of our entry into the Second
World War, Franklin Roosevelt de-
clared that there were four universal
freedoms that all persons possessed—
freedom of speech, freedom of worship,
freedom from want, and freedom from
fear.

Today, in the 21st century, some of
these freedoms may be obtainable, but
an honest assessment tells us it would
be impossible to achieve all of them
without something additional, and that
is freedom from ignorance. In the end,
freedom from ignorance is the surest
relief from the shackles of poverty.
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Where does this leave us as we begin
this important but long overdue na-
tional conversation on the reauthoriza-
tion of the Elementary and Secondary
School Act?

First, for all the reasons I have men-
tioned, America’s children would ben-
efit if we treated our work less as legis-
lators than as parents and grand-
parents with a real stake in the out-
come of what we decide.

Second, we must be clear-eyed about
the Federal Government’s proper role
in American education and what is not.
As a superintendent, I learned there
are many things the Federal Govern-
ment cannot and should not do when it
comes to educating our children. And
above all else, Washington cannot and
should not micromanage our schools or
our school districts or cultivate sys-
tems driven by compliance rather than
creativity.

I believe the evidence of our failures
and our successes over the last 15 years
suggest three primary Federal respon-
sibilities: equity, accountability, and
innovation. After all, the deep and in-
tractable inequities that persisted
along lines of race and class and geog-
raphy in America of the 1960s drove
Lyndon Johnson to pass the first Ele-
mentary and Secondary Schools Act.
They drove the creation of title I, spe-
cific funds targeted to the kids who
needed the greatest support.

Sadly, for all the reasons I said, half
a century later the data reveals these
profound inequities persist and our stu-
dents need our help now more than
ever. But there is also reason for hope
in this data, and maybe that is the
most important message I can bring.
We now have evidence that sustains
support to make the difference in clos-
ing the pernicious gaps that remain for
low-income Kkids around the country.
Our deep commitment to equity, there-
fore, is as important today as it was in
1963.

This means not just committing title
I resources, but continuing to expand
efforts to open the best schools and at-
tract the best teachers and principals
to our communities in the greatest
need. In particular, we must help
teachers who are saying they want bet-
ter preparation, they want an excellent
principal in their school, they want a
better compensation system and oppor-
tunities for leadership that allow them
to continue working with students.

At DPS we have made some strides.
We created the Denver Teacher Resi-
dency Program and introduced dif-
ferentiated pay. We used Federal inno-
vation dollars to help us improve and
expand early on. We are creating lead-
ership roles for teachers who dem-
onstrate results with their students.
We survey our teachers every year, and
their satisfaction rates are higher than
the national average. But there is still
much more for us to do.

Second, those of us working in the
field know we must have a clear,
shared system of accountability, a sys-
tem that allows us to monitor, under-
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stand, and improve outcomes for stu-
dents. This requires annual assess-
ments that monitor progress and
growth across all our cities and States.
It requires breaking down data to show
how and if we are closing the gaps for
all students in our school districts. It
means requiring States to take coura-
geous action to turn around those
schools that consistently fail our chil-
dren.

That is not just about paying atten-
tion to how we are serving our low-in-
come students in Detroit or Denver. It
means examining how well we serve
our historically disadvantaged stu-
dents even when they live in some of
the most advantaged neighborhoods.
As we do this, we need to work to re-
duce the amount of testing in our
schools. As the father of three daugh-
ters in the Denver public schools, I am
concerned about how much they are
tested. But as their father, I also want
to know every year how they are doing
against a set of rigorous standards and
compared to kids in Denver, across Col-
orado, and around the world. Will they
be ready for college? Do they have the
skills they need to succeed in this glob-
al economy?

Third, we have learned over the last
decade there is a vital Federal role
when it comes to innovation in our
schools. We can help provide the pre-
conditions for success by providing in-
centives for educators on the ground to
apply their own creative thinking to
address our most persistent education
problems.

I say to my colleague from Lou-
isiana, through the Chair, I am coming
to the end. I owe him 10 minutes when-
ever he would like it. I thank him for
his indulgence.

We will never solve the challenges
our teachers and students face in
Washington, period. We will not do it
from here. We can help local leaders
break free from a status quo that will
never succeed for enough of America’s
children.

We should help identify the chal-
lenges, provide resources to local edu-
cators to overcome them in the context
that works best for their communities
and their students, and we should con-
tinue to be the clearinghouse that
gathers these stories of successful in-
novation and provide the resources to
invest in scaling what works and shar-
ing these practices across communities
and States.

Equity, accountability, innovation—
that is our charge and the commitment
we must keep if we are to build an
America where we treat every child as
if she were our own.

As a parent myself, I am well aware
the first responsibility any parent has
is the education of her child. I am also
aware that many people believe a bad
education is just one more outcome
produced by corrosive poverty in this
country. Fix poverty, and you will fix
education. Maybe so, but that is cold
comfort for millions of children in our
schools today.
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In the end, we have a duty as a na-
tion to ensure that education liberates
our children, rather than reinforces the
circumstances into which they were
born. In that sense, America’s children
are our children, our responsibility,
not someone else’s. Can you really ac-
cept an America in which your little
girl has just a 1-in-5 chance of being
able to read well or a 9-in-100 chance to
graduate from college? Can you really
demand heroism as a precondition for
success? If this were your child, would
you still be in the Senate, or would you
g0 home and solve the problem?

It has been said the future has no
lobby in Washington, DC. Are we really
content to have that depressing obser-
vation be the ultimate verdict on our
leadership? I doubt we are. I would
raise this as a bipartisan challenge as I
close.

I know the Senator from Louisiana
knows a lot about what I came to talk
about today, and I look forward to
working with him on the health com-
mittee.

Here is my bipartisan challenge.
Let’s forge a lobby for the future. Let’s
agree that the obligation we owe the
Founders is to create more oppor-
tunity, not less, for the children com-
ing after us. Let’s pledge that every
child in America is our child, and our
future rests with her, as it most as-
suredly does.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Louisiana.

Mr. CASSIDY. Mr. President, I rise
today in support of the House-passed
Homeland Security appropriations bill.
This bill is not just about whether we
should fund the Department of Home-
land Security to carry out the very im-
portant work of protecting our Nation,
but also whether we will provide am-
nesty to those here illegally.

First, let’s establish that the Con-
stitution says Congress has authority
over our immigration and naturaliza-
tion laws. The President does not have
the authority to waive legal require-
ments. The Supreme Court has upheld
this on numerous occasions. The Presi-
dent has admitted more than 20 times
he does not have this authority. That
said, now his administration is at-
tempting to block the ruling the judge
recently made to protect his amnesty
plan. As has been reported in the pa-
pers, Judge Hanen in Texas has put an
injunction against proceeding with the
President’s amnesty bill. It is reported
the Department of Homeland Security,
at the President’s direction, is moving
forward with plans to seal large con-
tracts with companies to process de-
ferred-action applications for millions
of illegal immigrants as soon as pos-
sible.

American families have seen Presi-
dent Obama rewrite the laws many
times, and the outcomes of the recent
elections show they do not support
President Obama’s Executive over-
reach. The President intends to grant
amnesty to 5 million people. This will
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not be done on a case-by-case basis as
the law suggests it should be. It is
going to be a rubberstamp, a
rubberstamp at the expense of those
who are legally attempting to come to
our country. It will take longer for
those who are attempting to come le-
gally to gain admittance under the
law. I support the efforts of those com-
ing to the United States to make a bet-
ter life for themselves and their fam-
ily. We all believe in immigration. We
just think immigration should be legal.

The President has rewritten the law
to allow illegal immigrants the ability
to receive work permits and drivers li-
censes which also includes receiving a
Social Security number. After a cer-
tain period of time they will be eligible
for Social Security. This goes far be-
yond his legal authority. By the way,
many of my Democratic colleagues
have expressed concerns about the
President’s action and whether he had
the constitutional authority to take
the action he has taken. Clearly he
does not. While the President says this
legal status is temporary, the reality is
once work permits have been issued
and Social Security cards are given,
folks will be allowed to stay. They
would not be deemed a priority for re-
moval. On top of that, the temporary
status may be renewed.

In 2011, the President took Executive
action for the Department of Homeland
Security to start prioritizing illegal
immigrants for removal. In April 2014,
several months before he took his most
recent action, the Los Angeles Times
quoted former ICE Director John
Sandweg in an article where he said, If
you are a run-of-the-mill immigrant
here illegally, your odds of getting de-
ported are close to zero.

The Associated Press reported in
September 2014 the Department of
Homeland Security admitted to a
group of immigrant advocates during a
confidential meeting that about 70 per-
cent of illegal immigrants traveling as
families failed to report back to ICE as
ordered after they were released at the
border.

A few weeks ago Louisiana school ad-
ministrators and I met, and they ex-
pressed concern about how the Presi-
dent’s immigration ©policies have
stressed our school systems. Classroom
sizes have grown. Their associated
costs to hire more teachers, buy text-
books, and the required resources to
educate these students all have grown.
President Obama is giving Executive
amnesty to suit his agenda but is
stretching limited local and State re-
sources. By stretching them, it is mak-
ing it tougher on Americans who are
born here.

The administration says only 5 mil-
lion people will be impacted by the
President’s Executive order. The re-
ality is with numerous options for ille-
gal immigrants to remain in this coun-
try, people are going to hear about it.
They will attempt to come. This will
be a magnet for others to come here il-
legally. Illegal behavior is being re-
warded.
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If the President’s supporters feel
compelled to continue blocking the
funding bill, it must be clear they feel
that Executive amnesty is legal regard-
less of how the courts have ruled. It is
clear they believe that protecting the
President’s illegal action is more im-
portant than providing our men and
women with the resources to protect
our border.

We must fund the Department of
Homeland Security. As I have said,
many of my colleagues who expressed
serious concerns with the President’s
Executive actions in November are now
voting to protect these actions. It is
unfortunate they voted four times to
prevent this bill—the Homeland Secu-
rity funding bill—from coming up for
debate. They won’t even allow debate.
Folks say they want funding for the
Homeland Security Department, but
they won’t allow debate. This is uncon-
scionable.

I believe it is important we move for-
ward to avoid a shutdown of the De-
partment of Homeland Security. I urge
my colleagues to please stop blocking
this important legislation we must
pass to protect our country and give
the men and women of Homeland Secu-
rity the resources they need and, most
importantly, to protect the Constitu-
tion.

I yield the floor.

I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the role.

The senior assistant legislative clerk
proceeded to call the roll.

Mr. CARPER. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
DAINES). Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

Mr. CARPER. Mr. President, in 3%
days, the Department of Homeland Se-
curity may well shut down. I speak as
the senior Democrat on the Committee
on Homeland Security and Govern-
mental Affairs for the last 2 years and,
along with Dr. Tom Coburn, our former
colleague from Oklahoma, chaired that
committee that he and I led.

But in 3% days, if Congress fails to
act responsibly—78 hours, I think, from
right now—the Department of Home-
land Security may shut down. I have
spoken on the floor a number of times
in recent weeks about the complex,
consistent, and very real threats that
our country faces. We are familiar with
a lot of them—maybe not all.

But over the past several months we
have seen horrific images of behead-
ings, of mass murders, brutal execu-
tions at the hands of the Islamic State.
Some of our Nation’s largest compa-
nies and Federal agencies have been
victims of massive cyber attacks. They
continue to this day.

This weekend another terrorist
group, the Al Qaeda-linked terrorist
group in Somalia called al-Shabaab,
vowed they would seek revenge against
the United States. They cited the Mall
of America in Minnesota as a potential
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target. It is not just these groups or
the lone wolf terrorists they inspire
that we need to worry about.

Last fall, Ebola ravaged several na-
tions in western Africa and even came
to our shores as well. Threats from
Mother Nature persist too. Commu-
nities and cities in some parts of our
country are trying to get through a
winter that has already broken snow-
fall records, and more records are like-
ly to fall. Yet today, here in the Con-
gress, there are some who are ques-
tioning whether even to fund the very
agencies charged with keeping us safe
from these and other evolving threats.
That goes beyond being irresponsible.
Department of Homeland Security Sec-
retary Jeh Johnson nailed it recently
when he said what it was. Here is what
he said: “‘It is bizarre and absurd that
we are even having this discussion.” I
could not agree more. Is this really the
message we want to be sending to all
those folks across the world who wish
us harm? God, I hope not.

Here we are, days before this key
agency could be forced to shut down
preparing for the worst. Some of our
colleagues have said that it is not a big
deal if the Department shuts down. I
could not disagree more strongly, and
here is why. If we continue this behav-
ior and fail to pass a clean Department
of Homeland Security funding bill by
midnight on Friday, this is what will
happen at the Department of Homeland
Security: Much of the Department’s
workforce, up to 200,000 people, will be
expected to show up for work but work
without pay.

That includes Border Patrol agents
who protect our borders. That includes
Coast Guard crews who patrol our
waters. That includes the TSA employ-
ees who keep our skies safe and make
it safe to fly on airplanes and get in
and out of our airports. Many of these
courageous men and women put their
lives in harm’s way every day. We ex-
pect them to continue doing that. We
just are not going to pay them.

That is right. We want you to keep
doing your job of protecting our Na-
tion. Eventually, those in Congress will
get around to doing our job. When we
do, you will get paid. Let me ask: How
would we like to be treated that way?
How would we like to be treated that
way? Well, we would not. I think it is
shameful that we would even con-
template treating some of our bravest
fellow employees like that.

It is shameful. Even worse, treating
our people like this does not make
America any safer. In fact, it makes us
less safe in the end. Even if we did
avoid a shutdown, we would keep the
Department running on a stopgap con-
tinuing resolution. We would prevent
the men and women who work there
from doing their jobs as efficiently and
as effectively as they could be, should
be, and would like to be.

Secretary Johnson described that
putting the Department on another
continuing resolution—these are his
words—‘‘is a little like trying to drive
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cross-country with no more than five
gallons of gas [in the tank] at a time
and you don’t know when the next gas
station is. You can’t plan except days
and weeks at a time.”

For example, if we pass another stop-
gap continuing resolution, the Depart-
ment will not be able to replace obso-
lete surveillance technology along
high-risk areas of our border. We need
to replace that. In addition, our Nation
will have significantly fewer resources
to respond to any future surges of un-
accompanied minors along our south-
west border. Moreover, we will put con-
struction of a badly needed national se-
curity cutter for the Coast Guard on
hold. Why does that matter? It matters
because our Coast Guard fleet is aging
and needs to be modernized. These
ships are essential to stopping illegal
trafficking off our coasts, such as drug
trafficking, human trafficking, and il-
legal immigration—some of it in ves-
sels that travel at speeds of greater
than 50 knots.

If that is not enough, try this: It is
widely known that employee morale at
the Department of Homeland Security
is the lowest of all major Federal agen-
cies. Passing yet another continuing
resolution I promise you will not make
it any better—quite the opposite. Mo-
rale will only get worse, and in doing
so threaten to degrade the performance
of the people we rely on, perhaps more
than any other, to keep Americans
safe.

So let me say it again. This is not
the way we should be treating the pub-
lic servants who in many cases risk
their lives to keep our Nation and all
Americans safe. This is no way to run
a key national agency. Furthermore,
as we have learned over the years, this
kind of crisis budgeting costs tax-
payers millions of dollars in lost pro-
ductivity, in hiring freezes, in con-
tracts that will have to be renegoti-
ated—not at a lower cost to tax-
payers—at higher costs.

Now, I understand why some of our
colleagues are concerned about the
policies and procedures set forth in the
President’s Executive action on immi-
gration. I get it. They have every right
to express those concerns. But the
budget of the Department of Homeland
Security is not the place to have that
debate. A Federal district court in
South Texas recently examined what
the President put forward and blocked
its implementation. Why cannot we
just let the judicial process play out
and meanwhile do our job by funding
the Department of Homeland Security
for the balance of this fiscal year?

Some of our Republican colleagues
agree with this approach. One of our
colleagues, LINDSEY GRAHAM, said ear-
lier this week: ‘I hope Republicans will
come together and back the court case,
file a friend of the court brief with the
court and fund DHS.”

He added:

I am willing and ready to pass a DHS fund-
ing bill and let this play out in court. The
worst possible outcome for this nation is to
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defund the Department of Homeland Secu-
rity given the multiple threats we face to
our homeland.

Our friend, LINDSEY’s friend, JOHN
McCAIN, also said recently—these are
his words, not mine:

It’s not a good idea to shut down the De-
partment of Homeland Security. . . . Now we
have the perfect reason to not shut it down
because the courts have decided, at least ini-
tially, in our favor.

“Our favor” is that of the Republican
Governors who filed the lawsuit in the
South Texas district court. I want to
urge my Republican colleagues to go
ahead and pursue this potential judi-
cial remedy to address the concerns
they have. But while they are doing
that, for God’s sake, let’s bring a clean,
fiscal year 2015 appropriations bill for
the Department of Homeland Secu-
rity—the same bill that both Demo-
crats and Republicans agreed to last
December—Ilet’s bring it to the floor so
we can give the Department the fund-
ing and the certainty that it des-
perately needs.

Regardless of what happens in the
courts, at the end of the day com-
prehensive immigration reform is the
only way we can fix our broken immi-
gration system for the long term. It is
the only way we can address the issues
the President was trying to resolve in
his Executive action in a straight-
forward way, as we did in the last Con-
gress when we passed by a big bipar-
tisan vote right on this floor—by a 2-
to-1 margin—comprehensive immaigra-
tion reform.

We owe the American people an hon-
est and thorough debate on immigra-
tion reform. But let’s do it the right
way. We have shown that we can do
that. We did it a year and a half ago.
Let’s do it again. Let’s do it this year
after approving a clean, full-year fund-
ing bill for the Department of Home-
land Security.

I might just add this. The com-
prehensive immigration reform that we
passed here by a 2-to-1 margin a year
and a half ago was priced out by the
Congressional Budget Office, which is
not Democratic or Republican. They
looked at it and did all the numbers
and everything. They concluded that
rather than increasing the budget def-
icit, that comprehensive immigration
reform bill reduced the budget deficit
for the next 10 years by $200 billion.
Further, for the second 10 years, it re-
duced our budget deficit by $700 billion.

A different study further suggested
that the impact on our Nation’s econ-
omy and on our gross domestic product
by the implementation of that same
comprehensive immigration reform
was that it would not diminish the
growth to our economy. It would actu-
ally increase it by 5 percent—b5-percent
GDP growth over a two-decade period
of time.

Those of us who are privileged to
serve in the Senate were sent here by
our constituents with a critical respon-
sibility: to work together and pass laws
that help our Nation and help our econ-
omy to grow and to thrive.
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This debate—or any debate, for that
matter—should not be about one polit-
ical party winning or losing, because
the only people who are losing are the
constituents we are supposed to serve.
As long as we continue to spend our
time debating these manufactured
funding crises, our constituents—
American taxpayers from coast to
coast—are going to continue to lose.
We as a Congress, I think, lose as well.

I believe American voters made it
clear in last fall’s election. They are
tired of all of this kind of behavior. I
do not blame them either. But it is
simple. They want us to do our job.
They want us to work together across
these aisles. They want us to get things
done that need to get done. They want
us to find ways to strengthen the——

I ask unanimous consent for 2 addi-
tional minutes.

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

Mr. CARPER. In closing, let me just
note that I am encouraged to hear that
Senate Majority Leader MCCONNELL
now seems to be moving toward allow-
ing a vote on a clean bill. I hope this
change of course is the beginning of the
end of this crisis for the Department of
Homeland Security and for our coun-
try. Whatever we do, it is critical that
we consider and pass a clean Depart-
ment of Homeland Security funding
bill first. At this point, every hour that
goes by without one creates more un-
certainty and more waste.

After we do that, let’s roll up our
sleeves and let’s get back to work on a
thoughtful, 21st century immigration
reform policy for our country, a policy
that is fair, a policy that will signifi-
cantly reduce our Nation’s budget def-
icit, and a policy that will strengthen
the economic recovery now underway.

I want to thank my friend from Iowa
for the kindness in allowing me to pro-
ceed for an extra few minutes.

I yield the floor.

——————

MORNING BUSINESS

TRIBUTE TO CHRISTY PRIETSCH

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, this
week, the Senate will bid a fond fare-
well to the director of its Employee As-
sistance Program, Christy Prietsch.

Christy is retiring after more than a
decade of dedicated service in the Sen-
ate. She has made quite an impression
since coming here in 2004. Senate em-
ployees know Christy as a warm and
inviting person they can go to when-
ever they need someone to talk to. She
is experienced in helping others over-
come obstacles both personal and pro-
fessional, and it is clear that her care
and concern for the Senate community
is as genuine as it is deep.

But for Christy, we also know that
such a fulsome commitment to serving
the Senate has meant spending less
time with her husband and her son
than she would like. So we hope this
decision to retire will give Christy the
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