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What 1is most remarkable about
Whompie is that he has spent nearly
all his life in the service of others. Not
only is he a U.S. Army veteran, but
Whompie sat on the Blue Mound Town
Board for 4 years, serving as the village
president another 4.

He volunteered his time as a Boy
Scout troop leader and has been ac-
tively involved in the Interchurch Food
Pantry since 1984. For the past 29
years, the citizens of Blue Mound have
known Whompie as their Pleasant
View Township clerk until his retire-
ment this spring.

However, if you ask him, Whompie’s
greatest accomplishment has been his
nearly 69-year marriage to his wife,
Nelda. Together, they have three chil-
dren, six grandchildren, and three
great-grandchildren.

Whompie, congratulations on a well-
earned retirement. Best wishes to you
and your family.

——

FOREIGN INTERFERENCE IN U.S.
ELECTIONS

(Ms. KAPTUR asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Speaker, the 2016
election and its fallout highlighted
what many Americans already Kknew,
that special interests bankroll can-
didates in exchange for expected favors
down the road and loopholes allow for-
eign governments to influence our elec-
tions. Look no further than the perva-
sive impact of Russian-sponsored polit-
ical ads on Facebook in 2016.

My bill, the REFUSE Act, Repelling
Encroachment by Foreigners into U.S.
Elections, tightens campaign finance
laws and lobbyist disclosure rules to
protect our democracy from foreign in-
fluence.

First, to stem the bleed of special in-
terest money into our elections, our
bill sets a reasonable limit on foreign
ownership within corporate PACs and
501(c)(4) nonprofits that spend on our
elections. Second, the bill tightens re-
porting requirements for foreign agents
and gives the Justice Department real
enforcement authority to go after the
bad guys.

Until we repeal Citizens United,
which threw open the floodgates for
billionaires and special interests to
spend unlimited secret money on our
elections, we need commonsense legis-
lation like the REFUSE Act.

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to
join me in fortifying our democratic
Republic against foreign influence.

HONORING OFFICER MATHEW
MAZANY

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

Mr. JOYCE of Ohio. Mr. Speaker,
today I want to honor the life and serv-
ice of a brave constituent of mine,
Mentor police officer Mathew Mazany.
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Officer Mazany, a 1l4-year veteran offi-
cer, was Kkilled in a tragic hit-and-run
on Sunday morning while helping with
a traffic stop.

He achieved his dream by following
in the footsteps of his father, who also
served as a police officer for 34 years in
Maple Heights, not too far from Men-
tor. His coworkers and those who knew
him best described him as a happy-go-
lucky kind of guy who enjoyed pro-
tecting the Mentor community.

Officer Mazany leaves behind a son,
brother, father, and countless others
who had the pleasure of knowing him.
His legacy and dedication to public
service will not be forgotten.

My prayers are with Officer Mathew
Mazany’s family, his friends, the city
of Mentor, and the Mentor Police De-
partment during this difficult time.

———

SUPPORTING OUR MILITARY

(Mrs. ROBY asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend her re-
marks.)

Mrs. ROBY. Mr. Speaker, I rise today
to voice my strong support for H.R.
6157, the Department of Defense Appro-
priations Act.

Over the last year and a half, our
unified government has taken the nec-
essary steps to unleash the economy
and foster growth here in the United
States. Because of this work, our econ-
omy is strong today.

Now we must do the work required to
ensure that our military is strong, too,
especially after the damaging seques-
tration cuts and funding limitations
placed on our military by the previous
administration. As a member of the
Defense Subcommittee of the Appro-
priations Committee, I have been proud
to have a seat at the table through this
process. I appreciate the leadership of
Chairwoman KAY GRANGER as we work
to properly fund our military.

I am grateful to serve Alabama’s Sec-
ond District that is home to Maxwell-
Gunter Air Force Base and Fort
Rucker. I am proud that this bill pro-
vides the resources to support their
critical missions.

Mr. Speaker, one of Congress’ most
fundamental constitutional respon-
sibilities is to provide for the common
defense. This bill fulfills that responsi-
bility and ensures that our military re-
mains the tip of the spear. I will proud-
ly vote for H.R. 6157 to properly fund
our military.

———

PROVIDING FOR FURTHER CONSID-
ERATION OF H.R. 6157, DEPART-
MENT OF DEFENSE APPROPRIA-
TIONS ACT, 2019, AND PROVIDING
FOR PROCEEDINGS DURING THE
PERIOD FROM JUNE 29, 2018,
THROUGH JULY 9, 2018

Ms. CHENEY. Mr. Speaker, by direc-
tion of the Committee on Rules, I call
up House Resolution 964 and ask for its
immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:
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H. RES. 964

Resolved, That at any time after adoption
of this resolution the Speaker may, pursuant
to clause 2(b) of rule XVIII, declare the
House resolved into the Committee of the
Whole House on the state of the Union for
further consideration of the bill (H.R. 6157)
making appropriations for the Department
of Defense for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 2019, and for other purposes. No
further amendment to the bill, as amended,
shall be in order except those printed in the
report of the Committee on Rules accom-
panying this resolution and available pro
forma amendments described in section 3 of
House Resolution 961. Each further amend-
ment printed in the report of the Committee
on Rules shall be considered only in the
order printed in the report, may be offered
only by a Member designated in the report,
shall be considered as read, shall be debat-
able for the time specified in the report
equally divided and controlled by the pro-
ponent and an opponent, shall not be subject
to amendment except amendments described
in section 3 of House Resolution 961, and
shall not be subject to a demand for division
of the question in the House or in the Com-
mittee of the Whole. All points of order
against such further amendments are
waived. At the conclusion of consideration of
the bill for amendment the Committee shall
rise and report the bill, as amended, to the
House with such further amendments as may
have been adopted. The previous question
shall be considered as ordered on the bill and
amendments thereto to final passage with-
out intervening motion except one motion to
recommit with or without instructions.

SEC. 2. On any legislative day during the
period from June 29, 2018, through July 9,
2018 —

(a) the Journal of the proceedings of the
previous day shall be considered as approved;
and

(b) the Chair may at any time declare the
House adjourned to meet at a date and time,
within the limits of clause 4, section 5, arti-
cle I of the Constitution, to be announced by
the Chair in declaring the adjournment.

SEC. 3. The Speaker may appoint Members
to perform the duties of the Chair for the du-
ration of the period addressed by section 2 of
this resolution as though under clause 8(a) of
rule I.

SEC. 4. It shall be in order without inter-
vention of any point of order to consider con-
current resolutions providing for adjourn-
ment during the month of July, 2018.

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

Ms. CHENEY. Mr. Speaker, for the
purpose of debate only, I yield the cus-
tomary 30 minutes to my colleague
from California (Mrs. TORRES) pending
which I yield myself such time as I
may consume. During consideration of
this resolution, all time yielded is for
the purpose of debate only.

GENERAL LEAVE

Ms. CHENEY. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
have 5 legislative days to revise and ex-
tend their remarks.

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

There was no objection.

Ms. CHENEY. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
support of House Resolution 964, which
provides for the consideration of addi-
tional amendments to H.R. 6157, the
Department of Defense Appropriations
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Act for fiscal year 2019. This rule
makes in order an additional 29 amend-
ments: 8 Republican, 16 Democratic,
and b bipartisan amendments.

Mr. Speaker, as we discussed on this
floor yesterday and many times pre-
viously, providing funding that our
men and women in uniform need to de-
fend this great Republic is by far the
most important responsibility we have
as Members of the United States Con-
gress. Today’s rule gives us the oppor-
tunity to get the input and hear the
voices of additional Members as we lis-
ten to and consider their amendments
to H.R. 6157.

In the National Defense Strategy
that was released late last year, Sec-
retary Mattis described the situation
facing our Armed Forces this way:
“Today, we are emerging from a period
of strategic atrophy, aware that our
competitive military advantage has
been eroding. We are facing increased
global disorder, characterized by de-
cline in the longstanding rules-based
international order—creating a secu-
rity environment more complex and
volatile than any we have experienced
in recent memory.”’

Indeed, Mr. Speaker, I would say
more than any that we have lived
through and any that we have existed
in since World War II.

Without the kind of sustained and
predictable investment that appropria-
tions bills and the appropriation proc-
ess needs, we will simply not be able to
restore readiness to modernize our
military or to maintain our strategic
advantage. We will rapidly lose our
ability to project our forces as well as
our military advantage.

We cannot allow that to happen. The
rule and the underlying bill that we are
debating today are both crucial steps
to continue the progress that we have
already made and crucial steps toward
ensuring that the commitment that we
made in order to provide 2 years of
funding for our men and women in uni-
form is kept.

This bill helps provide the very re-
sources and modernization that the Na-
tional Defense Strategy said were so
crucially needed. We have to make sure
that our Department of Defense can
provide combat-credible military
forces needed to deter war and protect
the security of our Nation.

Today’s rule, Mr. Speaker, gives us
the opportunity to debate this impor-
tant piece of legislation and get the
input from Members of this body who
would like to make it even better.

One of the amendments, Mr. Speaker,
made in order by this rule was offered
by my colleague from Virginia (Mr.
WITTMAN) and cosponsored by a bipar-
tisan group of Members. It would allow
the Department of Defense to dual buy
CVN-80 and CVN-81. These are our next
two aircraft carriers. The Navy has
stated that this dual buy authority
could likely save taxpayers $2.5 billion
on these two aircraft carriers.

This amendment serves two purposes.
It helps ensure that we are using tax-
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payer resources wisely, and it helps
move us toward the Navy’s necessary
and stated goal of a 355-ship Navy.

There are several other good amend-
ments, Mr. Speaker, made in order by
this rule, some that I probably won’t
support. But the rule takes serious
ideas about how we can strengthen the
Nation’s Armed Forces, how we can
make the defense of this Nation our
priority, and brings them to the floor
of this House for our consideration.

I look forward to considering each
amendment and completing the De-
fense Appropriations process in this
House. The work we are doing here is
vital, but it is only part of the job, Mr.
Speaker. We have to pass the appro-
priations bill through this body, and
then we have to make sure that our
colleagues on the other side of this
building, our colleagues in the Senate,
do the same. We can’t hold funding for
our military hostage to other prior-
ities, even for additional domestic
spending. We simply must provide reli-
able funding at necessary levels for the
men and women in uniform who are
putting their lives on the line for all of
us.

Therefore, Mr. Speaker, I urge sup-
port for the rule that will allow consid-
eration of additional amendments to
H.R. 6157.

Mr. Speaker, I urge passage of the
underlying bill, and I reserve the bal-
ance of my time.

Mrs. TORRES. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentlewoman for yielding me the
customary 30 minutes, and I yield my-
self such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, this rule makes in order
29 amendments to H.R. 6157, the De-
partment of Defense Appropriations
Act for fiscal year 2019. The underlying
legislation is the product of bipartisan
negotiations, which have been going on
for months. Bipartisan negotiations
are a really good thing, and I am glad
that, on this one issue, we are finding
ways to work together.

In particular, I want to recognize the
work that Representative AGUILAR,
Representative HURD, and many of our
colleagues on both sides of the aisle
have been doing to create a path for-
ward and look for a solution to Presi-
dent Trump’s self-created Dreamer cri-
sis. That is what we are supposed to be
doing here: working together to solve
problems.

Unfortunately, this Republican lead-
ership doesn’t believe in working with
the other side. They are only inter-
ested in negotiating with their own. So
it is not surprising that it isn’t going
very well. That is why they pulled
their own immigration bill last week.

Maybe the Republican leadership,
which has blocked the bipartisan
Dream Act time and time again, and
which has blocked the bipartisan USA
Act time and time again, should trust
their Members to craft and vote on
compromise legislation.
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But they don’t have the courage or
the vision to do that, do they?
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Now we have another crisis, which,
again, the President has created, a cri-
sis that has outraged our constituents.
Thousands of children, even infants
and toddlers, are ripped from their par-
ents at our southern border, children
who have done absolutely nothing
wrong, children who did not choose to
come here on their own, kids too young
to know the name of the country that
they came from, too young to know
what asylum is, too young to know
what illegal entry means. Some of
these Kkids only know two words:
“mom” and ‘‘dad.”

We have heard the recordings of
these children crying out for their par-
ents while being made fun of. Many of
us have visited the detention centers,
and it is heartbreaking and it is unnec-
essary.

So, while I congratulate the Appro-
priations Committee for their hard
work on the defense bill, I have to re-
mind the Speaker that we have 95 days
to finish our work for funding the Fed-
eral Government. But I would chal-
lenge my colleagues to imagine one
day, a single day, without their child,
unsure if they would ever see them
again.

We have some time to do the defense
bill, but on the issue of family separa-
tion, we cannot afford to wait another
day. Congress should be addressing this
crisis today. It is not going to be easy.
This administration clearly did not
think through this policy that they
have created.

Right now, we have children in HHS
care, but where are their parents?
Some are in custody of the U.S. Mar-
shals or ICE, already deported, or
maybe some are free on bond.

HHS said yesterday that they were
not reuniting kids with their parents
who are in detention. What does that
mean? Are they going to be free? If not,
what is the plan?

Let’s look at the best-case scenario:
a parent who gets out on bond and goes
to HHS and asks for their child is told,
“Show us your documents. Prove you
are really the parent,” and this parent
who has been in custody has nothing.

Where is the plan to help these par-
ents obtain their documents? Where
are these plans to help these children
reunite with their parents?

Does the administration even know
where all the parents are and how they
are supposed to be reunited with their
kids?

How are they keeping track of the
babies, the babies who are simply too
young to even know their name?

We have many unanswered questions.
We should be making sure those kids
get to their parents, making sure that
every single one of those children is ac-
counted for. That is doing our job.

Instead, we are passing another ap-
propriations bill with the full knowl-
edge that we will probably do what we
have done every year that I have been
here: We will pass a CR at the end of
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the fiscal year, and then we will prob-
ably pass another CR, and then an-
other, and then another, and then an-
other, because we can’t legislate to-
gether.

This rule makes in order 29 amend-
ments, but not a single one of them
deals with the issues of the kids. Why
not allow a vote on the amendment I
offered with Representative SCHIFF to
prohibit detaining children at military
facilities?

Why not allow a vote on my amend-
ment to block certain Cabinet mem-
bers from using military aircraft until
the children are reunited? Is it more
important for Scott Pruitt to get on a
plane than for a baby from El Salvador
to get back into his mother’s arms? or
the amendment offered by my col-
league on the Rules Committee, Mr.
PoLis? Representative PoOLIS’ amend-
ment would have prohibited the De-
partment of Defense from transferring
resources to the Department of Justice
to carry out prosecution of migrant
families.

Don’t our troops need these re-
sources? Shouldn’t our military be fo-
cused on keeping us safe from ISIS and
North Korea, not toddlers and babies?

And why is the Republican leadership
afraid to allow us to have a vote? I
guess babies are too controversial for
the Republican caucus. I guess keeping
families together is a poison pill
amendment.

By refusing Congress a vote, this
House is giving up its responsibility to
make immigration laws, plain and sim-
ple. This House should be a check on
the administration. That is the way
the system is supposed to work. But we
are not doing that. Instead, by refusing
to let us have a vote on the floor, the
Republican House majority is endors-
ing President Trump’s family jails.

Mr. Speaker, this House majority
owns this crisis. Let me be clear: A
vote for this rule is a vote for more of
President Trump’s cruelty to these ba-
bies. It is a vote to keep innocent chil-
dren from their parents.

This House has the power to reunite
these families. This House has the
power to end separation. This House
has the power to stop hateful immigra-
tion policies.

But this House won’t act. Because of
that, thousands of families may be de-
stroyed forever. We must defeat this
rule and give this House an oppor-
tunity to act.

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to
oppose the rule, and I reserve the bal-
ance of my time.

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

Mr. Speaker, I would point out that
this House actually is going to be tak-
ing up a bill that addresses these
issues. Mr. GOODLATTE’s bill will come
up within the next hour or so here on
this floor. The bill itself would require
that the Department of Homeland Se-
curity maintain the care and custody
of aliens together, with their children,
as well as providing funding for DHS
family residential centers.
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So I think that it is fair to say that
there is bipartisan concern for the
plight of these children, the plight of
these families. I think all of us who are
mothers understand the emotions in-
volved here and understand that we
don’t want to perpetuate a situation
that, in fact, also was occurring when
President Obama was in office.

But I think it is also important to
note that we have got to secure our
border and we have got to be in a posi-
tion where we are recognizing that peo-
ple who come here illegally cannot be
allowed to stay. People who come here
illegally must, in fact, be deported,
must, in fact, be apprehended.

We need to end, as we have, the prac-
tice of catch and release that we saw
during the Obama administration. It is
a security issue for us.

The pain and the emotion that we all
feel for the families that have been sep-
arated I think we all also feel for the
angel families, the families that Presi-
dent Trump has met with, the families
that have been the victims of violence
perpetuated by people who have come
to this country illegally.

So I would say, Mr. Speaker, that it
is absolutely the wrong thing to do, as
my colleague urges the notion that we
should defeat this rule so that we can
address immigration. It just simply is
wrong on a procedural matter. We
ought to, in fact, support this rule,
pass this rule, not once again hold hos-
tage the men and women in uniform to
another issue.

The position of the minority here is
apparently that we should stop our bi-
partisan process and our bipartisan
movement on funding the troops so
that we can take up an issue that we
are already planing to take up. It is
not necessary and it is unjustified. I
actually would urge exactly the oppo-
site of my colleague from the Rules
Committee. We ought to, in fact, pass
this rule.

Mr. Speaker, as we think about this
issue, we have got to remember that
there are families involved not just
with respect to the issue of immigra-
tion; there are families involved with
respect to the men and women who are
defending all of us.

I don’t think that it is acceptable, 1
don’t think it is justifiable, for us ever
to be in a position where we are telling
the mother or the father or the spouse
of a servicemember that we couldn’t
get them the funding they needed be-
cause our process is broken, that we
couldn’t get them the funding that
they need because we are bickering
with each other. I think that is, in fact,
absolutely an abrogation of our con-
stitutional responsibilities and duties.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to the
gentleman from California (Mr. CAL-
VERT), who is vice chairman of the De-
fense Appropriations Subcommittee.

Mr. CALVERT. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
support of the rule to complete consid-
eration of the FY 2019 Defense Appro-
priations bill.

I thank the Rules Committee and all
the Members who submitted amend-
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ments to the Defense Appropriations
bill. I commend the chairman, Chair-
man FRELINGHUYSEN, Ranking Member
LOWEY, Subcommittee Chairwoman
GRANGER, and Ranking Member VIs-
CLOSKY for their leadership on the FY
2019 Defense Appropriations bill. I
would also like to thank our dedicated
professional staff who have tirelessly
worked on this bill.

I have served on the House Defense
Appropriations Subcommittee for
many years, and providing for our men
and women in uniform is a privilege
and an honor. This bill provides vital
funding for our armed services, includ-
ing a 2.6 percent pay raise. This bill is
an investment in our future superiority
on land, air, and at sea.

Earlier this year, Secretary Mattis
released the National Defense Strat-
egy. As we know, our Secretary of De-
fense is focused on readiness and
lethality. This bill meets the demands
of the Department to restore readiness
levels, invest in lethality, buy the
equipment that will maintain superi-
ority, and provide for the health and
welfare of our men and women in uni-
form.

We are at a unique time in history
that demands U.S. leadership through-
out the world. As we know too well, a
power vacuum breeds instability and
extremism. A strong U.S. military with
our allies creates stability.

After too many years of a budget-
driven strategy, this bill reflects the
investment needed to maintain and se-
cure U.S. interests around the world.
The investment we make here today,
about 16 percent of our entire Federal
budget, has dividends down the road for
many years. The security of our Na-
tion, and the peace of the world, de-
pends on a strong U.S. military.

The last time the House passed a
stand-alone Defense Appropriations
conference report that was signed into
law before the end of the fiscal year
was September 2009. Let’s turn the
page on CRs that cripple the Depart-
ment and return to regular order.

I again thank my colleagues who
crafted this bill, our military leader-
ship, and the men and women of the
United States military. I urge passage
of the rule and the underlying bill.

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

Mr. Speaker, I absolutely agree that
a primary duty of this Congress is to
fund the military, absolutely. There
are military families serving in our Na-
tion and abroad that deserve to get
paid.

So I would like to take this moment
of privilege to remind this Congress
that, before I got here, my son, who
joined the United States Air Force, was
going to have his pay withheld. I re-
member him telling me, Mr. Speaker:

Mom, I signed up to serve our great Nation
in the United States Air Force, and I signed
up to defend and protect my country. I did
not sign up to defend and protect the men of
my country, but I signed up to protect all of
the people in my country. And I resent Con-
gress withholding my pay or tying my pay to
the reproductive rights of women.
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So let’s keep all of those things in
mind when we talk about the priorities
of this Congress.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 4 minutes to the
gentleman from Texas (Mr. DOGGETT).

Mr. DOGGETT. Mr. Speaker, this
Congress once provided a check on ex-
cessive executive power. But today, in
this House, it is all lapdog and no
watchdog. Even terrified toddlers torn
from their mother’s embrace are not
beyond the limit of this Congress.

Until very recently, limitation
amendments like those I authored to
this bill to protect taxpayers from hav-
ing funds misused were routinely ap-
proved for debate—no more.
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Just as Trump undermines our de-
mocracy, so too do these House Repub-
licans refusing to permit even the pre-
tense of a fair debate on key national
issues.

Having enabled Trump’s separation
of children from their parents, often
with their silence, Republicans have
blocked amendments that I and 41 of
our colleagues sponsored to prevent
our military bases from being con-
verted into internment camps for chil-
dren and, in some cases, their families.

Our military bases have an impor-
tant mission. It is to ensure our na-
tional security, to ensure the utmost
readiness for our troops, who may be
called into action in many different
parts of the globe at the same time. It
is not their job to take care of 20,000
people, as the administration has re-
quested, on two Texas military bases.
The function there is a totally dif-
ferent one from that to which we have
committed in this defense bill.

These are real people, real children.
They are toddlers who have been torn
from their parents in places like
McAllen, which I once represented; real
children who cry themselves to sleep
every night, held without their free-
dom and without their loved ones,
while some of my former constituents
are shopping right down the street.

My constituents at home now in San
Antonio, San Marcos, Lockhart, and
Austin care about this. Over 1,000 peo-
ple have reached out to my office, their
hearts breaking for these children.

Trump is truly testing the waters of
dehumanization, seeing how many peo-
ple blink an eye when he calls for sus-
pending due process, guaranteed by our
Constitution, for people who don’t look
like him.

I do believe in a no-tolerance policy.
The no-tolerance policy that I support
is no tolerance for bigotry, no toler-
ance for the demonization of foreigners
which regularly spews forth from this
White House, no tolerance for using
cages to hold children as hostages.

No matter how grievous the wrong,
how insulting the tweet, my colleagues
sit here, idle and silent, silently block-
ing debate on congressional checks on
this authoritarian-loving President
who seeks to amass more and more
power.
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Perhaps what we need in this House
is a strong, professional ENT—an ear,
nose and throat physician—because Re-
publicans have lost their voice when it
comes to standing up to Trump on
much of anything. You could say that
Trump’s got their tongue.

Whatever the reason, they are not
there standing up for the children,
won’t even permit a debate on the issue
of whether our military bases should be
converted to this perverted purpose.

Mr. Speaker, I will never yield to a
President who knows no limits, and we
will not yield in raising the issue of
these children, their separation, and
the detainment of their families indefi-
nitely. We must speak out and use
every opportunity afforded in this
House to defend their presence and to
defend a better policy and the use of
our tax dollars for what they were in-
tended, not to detain, indefinitely,
these babies.

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

Mr. Speaker, I would thank my col-
league very much for her son’s service
in our Armed Forces, and I would also
just note that we agree. We don’t think
that our military servicemembers’ sal-
aries should be held hostage for any
issue, no matter the issue. That is why
we in this body believe we should pass
a stand-alone Defense Appropriations
bill. That is why we believe that we
ought to pass the rule that we are de-
bating today, so that we can get to the
debate and the discussion about the
stand-alone Defense Appropriations
bill. That is why we believe the Senate
should take it up and pass it that way
as well.

We shouldn’t add any legislation to
it. The funding that our men and
women in uniform need should not be
made a situation where it is held hos-
tage to other political issues. It is sim-
ply not justifiable, no matter the issue.

I would note once again, Mr. Speak-
er, and this is crucially important,
that one of the fundamental values
that our men and women in uniform
are fighting for and defending is the
rule of law, and for too long in the pre-
vious administration we had policies
like catch and release that were sanc-
tioned from the top. We had policies
like sanctuary cities that were sanc-
tioned from the top. We had situations,
Mr. Speaker, where the laws of the Re-
public that were passed by this body,
passed by the Senate, signed into law
by the President, were simply not en-
forced. That is not a situation that we
can allow to continue.

I think it is important that we ad-
dress the issue of the separation of
families at the border. No one wants to
see that happen or that continue. I
think we need to focus on it. We need
to make sure that we come up with so-
lutions for it, like the kinds of solu-
tions that are going to be presented on
this floor shortly.

I think, as we do that, we have also
got to remember the larger issues in-
volved, including the security of the
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Nation. That is not just about the re-
sources that this bill provides; it is
also about making sure that our bor-
ders are secure.

One of the things that my colleagues
on the other side of the aisle have re-
fused to deal with and to address time
and again is funding for a border wall.
President Trump has made clear that
part of securing this Nation is pro-
viding funding for a border wall. That
is something that we have got to make
sure we appropriate. That is also some-
thing that the bill that we will con-
sider this afternoon does.

I am hopeful that we will see support
from the other side of the aisle for a
bill that deals with the issue of sepa-
rating children from families at the
border.

I also would point out, Mr. Speaker,
that this House has been very dedi-
cated and focused and very active in
dealing with the issue of human traf-
ficking. My colleagues on the other
side of the aisle know very well that
many of the situations we are seeing at
our border that involve children are
not family situations. They are situa-
tions where those children are brought
here by human traffickers. Those chil-
dren are brought here to be exploited.
That is something we have got to make
sure we protect against.

When we as a nation allow sanctuary
cities to continue to exist, when we
look the other way and say we won’t
enforce our immigration laws, we are,
in fact, perpetuating a system where
those children are put at risk, and we
are not doing our duty, our funda-
mental obligation, to protect and de-
fend those children.

I wish, Mr. Speaker, that the concern
for the children of my colleagues on
the other side of the aisle were as
broad as it needs to be, to encompass,
frankly, all of the threats that these
kids are facing.

I think it is important that we pass
this rule, we pass this underlying bill,
and we move on to address and focus on
the issue of immigration in a way in
which Members on both sides of the
aisle can agree.

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

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

Mr. Speaker, I just want to add that
I absolutely agree with my colleague
from the other side of the aisle on one
thing, and that is that we should be ab-
solutely focused and work together on
the issues on which we agree, such as
the USA Act.

Mr. Speaker, why aren’t we allowed
to have a vote on the floor when that is
bipartisan legislation created by a bi-
partisan group of Members?

If we want to talk about the rule of
law, Mr. Speaker, we can’t talk from
both ends. Hither we support the rule
of law or we don’t. Yet this Republican
Congress, time and time and time
again, has been complicit with Presi-
dent Trump and his family’s conflicts
of interest when it comes to dealing
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with China, when it comes to dealing
with our trade agreements, when it
comes to dealing with Russia and now
possibly North Korea.

Mr. Speaker, the Trump administra-
tion has ripped thousands of children
from their parents’ arms at the border,
sending them all over the country. Sep-
arating children from their parent
poses ongoing psychological harm and
trauma, yet the government has no
clear plans to reunite those families.
For that reason, if we defeat the pre-
vious question, I will offer an amend-
ment to the rule to bring up Represent-
ative BASS’ bill, H.R. 6236, the Family
Unity Rights and Protection Act,
which would require the Federal Gov-
ernment to reunite families which have
been forcibly separated at the border.

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

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

There was no objection.

Mrs. TORRES. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3
minutes to the gentlewoman from Cali-
fornia (Ms. BASS) to discuss this pro-
posal.

Ms. BASS. Mr. Speaker, mothers and
fathers who sought a safe haven for
their children watched helplessly as
their children were being snatched
away from them by our government.

These families were fleeing unimagi-
nable violence. They had no idea where
their infants were being taken. They
had no idea the treatment they would
receive. These parents, in many in-
stances, still have no idea where their
children are located or how to commu-
nicate with them.

The Trump administration estab-
lished no formal process to return
these children. I am terrified at the
thought that these parents may never
see their children again. If the parents
are deported and their children are
sent all over this country, how will the
parents find their children?

Just imagine the mother from El Sal-
vador who is deported back to El Sal-
vador, who came here dirt-poor to
begin with. She gets deported back to
El Salvador. Her child is sent off to
New York. How is she ever supposed to
find that child again?

It appears that the only real plan was
to separate families as a deterrent to
legal immigration. Coming to America
should not mean permanently losing
your child, especially if you came to
America and it was not illegal. If you
came in search of asylum, that is not
illegal immigration.

The zero-tolerance policy will have a
lasting effect. Pediatricians and health
experts agree that child-parent separa-
tion will result in neurological dam-
age. I will tell you that I have received
numerous phone calls from experts, pe-
diatricians, social workers, and child
welfare workers.

The other night, I even received a
very long email from a distraught
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internationally known psychologist,
Dr. Phil McGraw. He shared with me
his concerns about the impact child-
parent separation will have on chil-
dren. He highlighted that, when chil-
dren are torn away from their parents
and raised in institutions without a
stable caregiver, it disrupts the forma-
tion of attachments, that children be-
come anxious and fearful, and that this
can last for years, if not a lifetime. Dr.
Phil also expressed how this impacts a
child’s brain development, which can
lead to negative health and well-being
outcomes.

We did this, and now we must undo
this. If our government did this policy
of separating children from parents,
then it should be our government’s re-
sponsibility to reunite those parents
with those children, whether they re-
main here in the United States or, es-
pecially, if they are deported.

This proceeded without a plan, with-
out foresight, and without a second
glance at the law or what we stand for
as a nation. This is chaos. That is why
I am calling for a vote on my bill, H.R.
6236, Family Unity Rights and Protec-
tion Act, to require the Federal Gov-
ernment to reunite the parents with
the children, to establish a database of
children separated from families, and
to make sure that parental rights
aren’t terminated.

We are told that parents can commu-
nicate with their children, but let me
ask you how a parent in Los Angeles
would communicate with a child who is
6 months old in another State.

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

Mrs. TORRES. Mr. Speaker, I yield
the gentlewoman from California an
additional 30 seconds.

Ms. BASS. Mr. Speaker, my bill also
requires a report outlining the short-
and long-term effects on these families
and proposed solutions.

As it is, our foster care system is al-
ready overrun with over 400,000 chil-
dren. We know that these kids are in
detention right now, but ultimately
they will wind up in foster care. Be-
cause of the opioid crisis, we don’t have
enough foster homes for kids who actu-
ally need to be in care.

The long-term neurological effects
that I describe even apply to children
who should be removed from home be-
cause their parents have either abused
or neglected them. So even when the
children should be separated, that sep-
aration causes tremendous harm.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
time of the gentlewoman has again ex-
pired.

Mrs. TORRES. Mr. Speaker, I yield
the gentlewoman from California an
additional 30 seconds.

Ms. BASS. Mr. Speaker, if that is
what happens to children who should
be removed from home, we must call
for an end to State-sponsored child
abuse, because that is what this policy
is. This is our Federal Government
that is abusing children.

That is why I urge my colleagues to
vote ‘‘no” on ordering the previous
question.
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Ms. CHENEY. Mr. Speaker, I reserve
the balance of my time.

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

Let me remind this body of a brief
history of our Nation.

During World War II, this country
chose to round up Japanese American
citizens and put them in internment
camps across the country.
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Some were held in my hometown at
the Los Angeles County Fairgrounds,
in Pomona, California.

In 1944, the Supreme Court ruled in
Korematsu v. United States that the
government had every right to incar-
cerate families in the best interest of
our national security. It was wrong and
immoral then, and it is wrong and im-
moral now, and we look back at Japa-
nese internment as a dark moment in
our history.

Just yesterday, the Supreme Court
finally rejected the ruling and admit-
ted that it was clearly unconstitu-
tional to forcibly place Japanese Amer-
icans in concentration camps—74 years
later. That is how long it took for our
court system to catch up with the re-
ality and to right a horrible wrong.

We are facing a similar dark period
in our country now with what is hap-
pening at our southern borders. How
long will it take this time for us to re-
alize that what this administration is
doing at our southern borders is mor-
ally repugnant, wrong, and illegal?

How long before we realize that what
we are doing is causing emotional
harm to families, especially to the
children? How long before we consider
how history will remember this mo-
ment and judge us?

What national security threat are we
facing today that warrants such a bar-
baric response towards families and
children? They are exactly that: chil-
dren, families, babies.

They are coming to our borders
pleading for help and protection. They
are fleeing kidnapping, rape, murder,
and threats. They are not MS-13; they
are fleeing MS-13. They want to work
and raise their children in peace. Is
that so terrible?

This administration is deliberately
choosing to inflict trauma onto thou-
sands of children, holding children hos-
tage, using child abuse as a scare tactic
to deter families from coming here
seeking refuge.

There are still more than 2,000 chil-
dren separated from their families at
this present moment. President Trump
may have signed his executive order
last week, but he failed to implement a
plan to reunite these families—no plan
to reunite these families.

We are doing nothing to fix this prob-
lem today. And let’s be clear: Speaker
RYAN’s bill, which we may or may not
consider this week, does nothing to fix
this problem either. All his bill does is
pave the way for long-term incarcer-
ation of families in prison-like facili-
ties. It would be replacing one form of
child abuse for another.
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I visited some of these detention cen-
ters at our borders. The horrendous
conditions we are exposing families to
are completely unacceptable.

Where are we, as a nation, when we
place children in cage-like cells, inside
warehouses, with nothing but an emer-
gency thermal blanket and a thin mat
between them and the cold concrete
floor, with a toilet in the middle of the
cell? Criminally prosecuting every in-
dividual, every child, who crosses be-
tween a port of entry, who poses no
threat to our country, is not only inhu-
mane, it makes us less secure.

We have a limited number of prosecu-
tors. We have to make choices. If you
prosecute one crime, it means you are
not prosecuting another. So when we
send our prosecutors after every single
border crosser, who benefits? Let me
tell you who benefits. The murderers,
the rapists, the drug traffickers, the
drug dealers, the pimps, the muggers,
and the human traffickers, that is who
will benefit from this. We are taking
away from where law enforcement
agencies need the most and are wasting
by traumatizing defenseless families.
How does this make us safe?

This administration’s impulsive zero-
tolerance policy is harming our moral
credibility. It is harming our national
security. Most of all, it is harming in-
nocent babies.

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to
oppose the previous question and the
rule, and I yield back the balance of
my time.

Ms. CHENEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself the balance of my time.

Mr. Speaker, my colleague and I
agree that the court determination, es-
sentially rejecting the Korematsu deci-
sion yesterday, was the right one. And
we agree that the episode in our Na-
tion’s history, in which we were hold-
ing Japanese Americans in internment
camps, was a dark one and was some-
thing that should not have happened.
But I think that it is unjustifiable, and
I think, frankly, it just politicizes the
challenge that we are all facing to
compare the current situation at our
borders with Japanese internment
camps, or with concentration camps, or
many of the other exaggerations and, I
think, highly irresponsible language
that we have heard throughout this de-
bate.

We all have to come together to solve
the problem, but we have to come to-
gether to enforce our laws. If, in fact,
my colleagues are interested in enforc-
ing the laws, if they are interested in
solving the problem for the families at
the border, and if they are interested in
closing the loopholes in the law that
have resulted in the separation of those
children, then I assume that they will
be voting in favor of Mr. GOODLATTE’S
bill that will be coming up for consid-
eration today.

I would also say, Mr. Speaker, it is
not accurate for our colleagues to say
that families seeking asylum are hav-
ing their children ripped out of their
arms. Anybody who is seeking asylum,
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who goes to a port of entry, is not
going to be subject to prosecution and
will not be separated from their fami-
lies.

I think it is very important for us to
make clear that we are talking about
people seeking to come into this coun-
try illegally, and, in many cases, as I
mentioned before, we are talking about
children who are being trafficked. We
have to make sure, as we deal with this
issue and as we come to a resolution
and a solution that will help these
kids, that, in fact, we do it in a way
that addresses the facts.

Mr. Speaker, it is really important
that we focus back on the issue that we
are here to talk about today, and that
is Defense Appropriations.

What we have seen this afternoon is
the same thing that we seem to see
every time this bill comes up. This is a
really important, really good bipar-
tisan bill, and our colleagues on the
other side of the aisle want to talk
about everything under the Sun, appar-
ently, except Defense Appropriations.

If we don’t get Defense Appropria-
tions right, if we don’t get it passed
through this House and passed through
the Senate and signed before Sep-
tember 30, we are looking at the possi-
bility of another continuing resolution
for the Defense Department.

Now, we have seen this happen be-
fore. We saw it happen last year. We
watched the Democrats in the Senate,
for example, shut down the government
because they wanted to hold our troops
hostage, because they were in a posi-
tion where they wanted to do every-
thing possible except just pass Defense

Appropriations.

Tragically, Mr. Speaker, this isn’t
just a matter of words like ‘‘readi-
ness,” ‘‘modernization,” and ‘‘capa-

bility.”” Those words all matter. But
there are real men and women behind
those words, and families behind them.

So when we are in a situation where
we abrogate our duty, and we don’t
provide the funds that our men and
women in uniform need, we end up put-
ting the lives of our servicemen and
-women on the line. I don’t think that
any Member of this body ever wants to
be in a situation again where the Sec-
retary of Defense, or the Chairman of
the Joint Chiefs, or the service chiefs
come in and say that we, as a body,
have done more damage to the military
than any enemy has in the field. That
is what we have heard consistently and
repeatedly over the course of the last
several years.

Taking the step of passing this rule
and making sure that we pass this un-
derlying appropriations bill is a crucial
part of continuing on the path of ful-
filling the commitment that we made
and fulfilling the commitment that the
President of the United States made
that he would rebuild our military.

Every man and woman in uniform,
who puts the uniform on, as Secretary
Mattis has said, is essentially writing a
blank check to this Nation, and it is a
blank check that is payable with their
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lives. We ought to stop spending our
time on this floor debating a whole
bunch of other things. The Senate
ought to stop spending its time stuck
in the filibuster rule, stuck in the proc-
ess of going on and on for hours and
hours over matters that, frankly, don’t
have anywhere near the importance
that funding our troops does, and they
ought to move to get this bill passed.

Mr. Speaker, I urge adoption of both
the rule and H.R. 6157.

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

AN AMENDMENT TO H. RES. 964 OFFERED BY

MRS. TORRES

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

SEC. 5. Immediately upon adoption of this
resolution the Speaker shall, pursuant to
clause 2(b) of rule XVIII, declare the House
resolved into the Committee of the Whole
House on the state of the Union for consider-
ation of the bill (H.R. 6236) to require the re-
unification of families separated upon entry
into the United States as a result of the
‘‘zero-tolerance’ immigration policy requir-
ing criminal prosecution of all adults appre-
hended crossing the border illegally. The
first reading of the bill shall be dispensed
with. All points of order against consider-
ation of the bill are waived. General debate
shall be confined to the bill and shall not ex-
ceed one hour equally divided and controlled
by the chair and ranking minority member
of the Committee on the Judiciary. After
general debate the bill shall be considered
for amendment under the five-minute rule.
All points of order against provisions in the
bill are waived. At the conclusion of consid-
eration of the bill for amendment the Com-
mittee shall rise and report the bill to the
House with such amendments as may have
been adopted. The previous question shall be
considered as ordered on the bill and amend-
ments thereto to final passage without inter-
vening motion except one motion to recom-
mit with or without instructions. If the
Committee of the Whole rises and reports
that it has come to no resolution on the bill,
then on the next legislative day the House
shall, immediately after the third daily
order of business under clause 1 of rule XIV,
resolve into the Committee of the Whole for
further consideration of the bill.

SEC. 6. Clause 1(c) of rule XIX shall not
apply to the consideration of H.R. 6236.

THE VOTE ON THE PREVIOUS QUESTION: WHAT
IT REALLY MEANS

This vote, the vote on whether to order the
previous question on a special rule, is not
merely a procedural vote. A vote against or-
dering the previous question is a vote
against the Republican majority agenda and
a vote to allow the Democratic minority to
offer an alternative plan. It is a vote about
what the House should be debating.

Mr. Clarence Cannon’s Precedents of the
House of Representatives (VI, 308-311), de-
scribes the vote on the previous question on
the rule as ‘‘a motion to direct or control the
consideration of the subject before the House
being made by the Member in charge.”” To
defeat the previous question is to give the
opposition a chance to decide the subject be-
fore the House. Cannon cites the Speaker’s
ruling of January 13, 1920, to the effect that
“the refusal of the House to sustain the de-
mand for the previous question passes the
control of the resolution to the opposition”
in order to offer an amendment. On March
15, 1909, a member of the majority party of-
fered a rule resolution. The House defeated
the previous question and a member of the
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opposition rose to a parliamentary inquiry,
asking who was entitled to recognition.
Speaker Joseph G. Cannon (R-Illinois) said:
“The previous question having been refused,
the gentleman from New York, Mr. Fitz-
gerald, who had asked the gentleman to
yield to him for an amendment, is entitled to
the first recognition.”

The Republican majority may say ‘‘the
vote on the previous question is simply a
vote on whether to proceed to an immediate
vote on adopting the resolution . .. [and]
has no substantive legislative or policy im-
plications whatsoever.” But that is not what
they have always said. Listen to the Repub-
lican Leadership Manual on the Legislative
Process in the United States House of Rep-
resentatives, (6th edition, page 135). Here’s
how the Republicans describe the previous
question vote in their own manual: ‘““Al-
though it is generally not possible to amend
the rule because the majority Member con-
trolling the time will not yield for the pur-
pose of offering an amendment, the same re-
sult may be achieved by voting down the pre-
vious question on the rule. ... When the
motion for the previous question is defeated,
control of the time passes to the Member
who led the opposition to ordering the pre-
vious question. That Member, because he
then controls the time, may offer an amend-
ment to the rule, or yield for the purpose of
amendment.”

In Deschler’s Procedure in the U.S. House
of Representatives, the subchapter titled
“Amending Special Rules’ states: ‘‘a refusal
to order the previous question on such a rule
[a special rule reported from the Committee
on Rules] opens the resolution to amend-
ment and further debate.” (Chapter 21, sec-
tion 21.2) Section 21.3 continues: ‘“‘Upon re-
jection of the motion for the previous ques-
tion on a resolution reported from the Com-
mittee on Rules, control shifts to the Mem-
ber leading the opposition to the previous
question, who may offer a proper amendment
or motion and who controls the time for de-
bate thereon.”

Clearly, the vote on the previous question
on a rule does have substantive policy impli-
cations. It is one of the only available tools
for those who oppose the Republican major-
ity’s agenda and allows those with alter-
native views the opportunity to offer an al-
ternative plan.

Ms. CHENEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield
back the balance of my time, and I
move the previous question on the res-
olution.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
SIMPSON). The question is on ordering
the previous question.

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

Mrs. TORRES. Mr. Speaker, I de-
mand a recorded vote.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 6 of rule XVIII, further
proceedings on the amendment offered
by the gentlewoman from California
will be postponed.

———

BORDER SECURITY AND IMMIGRA-
TION REFORM ACT OF 2018

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 1(c) of rule XIX, consider-
ation of the bill (H.R. 6136) to amend
the immigration laws and provide for
border security, and for other purposes,
will now resume.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

MOTION TO RECOMMIT

Mr. ESPAILLAT. Mr. Speaker, I have

a motion to recommit at the desk.
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is the
gentleman opposed to the bill?

Mr. ESPAILLAT. I am opposed.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Clerk will report the motion to recom-
mit.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. Espaillat moves to recommit the bill
H.R. 6136 to the Committee on the Judiciary
with instructions to report the same back to
the House forthwith with the following
amendment:

In section 1, in the heading, strike ‘‘; TABLE
OF CONTENTS’’.

In subsection (a) of section 1, strike the
enumerator and the heading.

Strike subsection (b) of section 1 and all
that follows through the end of the bill, and
insert the following:

SEC. 2. PROTECTING IMMIGRANT CHILDREN
FROM  GOVERNMENT-SPONSORED
ABUSE.

Notwithstanding any other provision of
law, judicial determination, consent decree,
or settlement agreement, no officer or em-
ployee of the United States may detain an
alien who entered the United States with the
alien’s child who has not attained 18 years of
age separately from such child for the pur-
pose of deterring immigration.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from
New York is recognized for 5 minutes
in support of his motion.

Mr. ESPAILLAT. Mr. Speaker, this
is the final amendment to the bill,
which will not kill the bill or send it
back to committee. If adopted, the bill
will immediately proceed to final pas-
sage, as amended.

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 6136, the Border
Security and Immigration Reform Act,
has been touted as ‘‘the compromise
bill.”” But don’t let that fool you. This
bill cuts legal immigration by 40 per-
cent. This bill cancels diversity green
cards. This bill eliminates most family
reunification. And finally, this bill
hurts asylum seekers.

This bill is anything but a com-
promise. It is anything but fair. And it
is certainly not pro-family.

We have spent the last few days and
weeks watching babies ripped away
from their parents’ arms. We heard
their cries in the middle of the night as
they missed their parents, and the
American people were truly moved by
this humanitarian crisis.

This crisis drew attention from inter-
national institutions and organiza-
tions, such as the United Nations, Am-
nesty International, Human Rights
Watch, and the United States Con-
ference of Catholic Bishops, all of them
condemning the separation of children
from their families.

This Nation has a longstanding tradi-
tion of providing asylum to those who
flee death, terror, and natural disas-
ters. We need to continue to be a bea-
con of hope and aspiration for the rest
of the world. Asylum seekers, including
women who have been raped, deserve
due process, not these massive arraign-
ment hearings, which blatantly go
against our democratic traditions.

Let’s be honest here, last week’s ex-
ecutive order and this morning’s tweet
where the President admits that this
bill is about ‘‘strong borders,” tells us
that this is not about our families or
injustice. This is about him getting $25
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billion for a wall and another $7 billion
to hold families in detention facilities.
Yes, families in jail or tent cities or
maybe even in military camps, similar
to the Japanese internment camps used
during World War II.

Children really belong in schools.
They deserve to be safe with their par-
ents, not to be jailed in cages that look
like kennels. Babies as young as 9
months old are being held in my dis-
trict, in East Harlem, away from their
moms.

If Republicans are serious about fam-
ilies, we should pass this motion to re-
commit and the Keep the Families To-
gether Act. This act is simple. It would
protect immigrant children from gov-
ernment-sponsored abuse, and it would
keep us in compliance with the Flores
decree—yes, a court decree. This decree
disallows children to be held for more
than 20 days.

It also is in line with yesterday’s pre-
liminary injunction, which requires
that children younger than 5 years old
be returned to their parents within 14
days and older children be returned
within 30 days.
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Mr. Speaker, show some basic com-
passion for these young children, their
brothers and sisters, and their parents.
Every single Member of Congress
should be able to stand behind the sim-
ple idea that families, regardless of
where they come from, belong to-
gether. The separation of children from
their families constitutes child abuse.

Mr. Speaker, we need to finally ask
ourselves: will we continue to be a
country of aspirations or will we con-
tinue to be a country of deportation?
Will we step up to be the country that
allowed me, as a young boy, to find
safety next to my mother and father?

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance
of my time.

Mr. GOODLATTE. Mr. Speaker, I
claim time in opposition to the motion
to recommit.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Virginia is recognized for
5 minutes.

Mr. GOODLATTE. Mr. Speaker, I rise
in strong opposition to this effort to
distract us from the major problems
that we are attempting to address in
our country. This motion to recommit
deals only with a red herring. It fixes
nothing, but rather ensures that catch
and release will remain in effect.

The American people want a holistic
approach to reforming immigration
laws that focuses on enforcement first
before legalization. The motion to re-
commit simply does not do that.

H.R. 6136 helps solve the problem
with a surge of people coming illegally
into the United States by funding the
border wall construction and other in-
frastructure at the border, and it closes
the loopholes that require catch and
release of aliens who have entered ille-
gally. The bill begins the process of re-
forming the way U.S. green cards are
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