H7882

Eleven days after these attacks, the
Department of Homeland Security was
created to make a more secure Amer-
ica that is better equipped to confront
the range of threats that we face.

As the current chairman of the
Homeland Security Appropriations
Subcommittee, I am working to ensure
that the Department is provided with
the resources to accomplish their mis-
sion. Working to keep our Nation safe
is one of my top priorities, and one of
the primary roles of the Federal Gov-
ernment.

Together, we must work to make
sure that terrorist attacks like 9/11
never happen again.

—————

PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION
OF H.R. 6691, COMMUNITY SAFE-
TY AND SECURITY ACT OF 2018,
AND PROVIDING FOR CONSIDER-
ATION OF MOTIONS TO SUSPEND
THE RULES

Mr. BUCK. Mr. Speaker, by direction
of the Committee on Rules, I call up
House Resolution 10561 and ask for its
immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. RES. 1051

Resolved, That upon adoption of this reso-
lution it shall be in order to consider in the
House the bill (H.R. 6691) to amend title 18,
United States Code, to clarify the definition
of ‘“‘crime of violence’”, and for other pur-
poses. All points of order against consider-
ation of the bill are waived. The bill shall be
considered as read. All points of order
against provisions in the bill are waived. The
previous question shall be considered as or-
dered on the bill and on any amendment
thereto to final passage without intervening
motion except: (1) one hour of debate equally
divided and controlled by the chair and rank-
ing minority member of the Committee on
the Judiciary; and (2) one motion to recom-
mit.

SEC. 2. It shall be in order at any time on
the legislative day of September 13, 2018, for
the Speaker to entertain motions that the
House suspend the rules as though under
clause 1 of rule XV. The Speaker or his des-
ignee shall consult with the Minority Leader
or her designee on the designation of any
matter for consideration pursuant to this
section.

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

Mr. BUCK. Mr. Speaker, for the pur-
pose of debate only, I yield the cus-
tomary 30 minutes to the gentleman
from Florida (Mr. HASTINGS), 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

Mr. BUCK. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that all Members have 5
legislative days to revise and extend
their remarks.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. BUCK. Mr. Speaker, I rise today
in support of the rule and the under-
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lying legislation. This rule makes in
order one bill dealing with a pressing
legal issue.

Mr. Speaker, under the Immigration
and Nationality Act, or INA, an immi-
grant convicted of certain felonies is
subject to deportation. In order to
qualify for this particular provision of
the INA, an immigrant must be con-
victed of a crime of violence.

The statute defines ‘‘crime of vio-
lence” as an offense that, ‘‘by its na-
ture, involves a substantial risk that
physical force against the person or
property of another may be used in the
course of committing the offense.”

This has been a longstanding and
roundly accepted policy of the U.S.
Government. For years, we have de-
ported dangerous criminal immigrants.

However, earlier this year, the U.S.
Supreme Court ruled that how the law
defined ‘‘crime of violence” was
impermissibly vague. The result of the
ruling threw all of these kinds of de-
portation cases into question.

Historically, this realm of immigra-
tion law has never been an area of law
to which the Court has applied con-
stitutional rights. But writing the rul-
ing for the majority, Justice Elena
Kagan applied due process rights af-
forded by the Constitution to the re-
moval process of criminal immigrants.
Because the Court applied the Con-
stitution in this manner, it concluded
that the term ‘‘crime of violence”
could be applied arbitrarily and unpre-
dictably.

Chief Justice John Roberts warned of
the path down which this ruling could
lead as it pertains to other provisions
of Federal criminal law. In fact, his
concerns were justifiable.

In May, the Tenth Circuit struck
down a similar provision in another
portion of Federal law relating to using
weapons in the commission of a crime.
That particular case resulted in the
sentence of a man convicted for
firebombing a store with a Molotov
cocktail being vacated.

Then again, in August, the D.C. Cir-
cuit struck down convictions of two
men who were convicted for a violent
criminal act. This ruling opened up the
possibility that convictions for crimi-

nal acts involving firearms can be
overturned.
Mr. Speaker, this is the backdrop

against which we consider this bill
today. This legislation, the Community
Safety and Security Act, plugs the
gaps in Federal law created by these
recent court rulings.

It specifies the circumstances by
which a criminal offense should be con-
strued as a crime of violence. In par-
ticular, a crime of violence will include
crimes of murder, sexual abuse, kid-
napping, robbery, domestic violence,
human trafficking, and many other
types of violent acts.

By clearly outlining Congress’ intent
of what constitutes a violent crime,
this bill will eliminate the Court’s con-
cerns about ambiguity and will allow
our law enforcement agencies to con-
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tinue carrying out their duties to pro-
tect the American public.

Mr. Speaker, law and order is a cru-
cial component of a healthy society.
We are beginning to see the effects of
feel-good policies in some locales on
the crime rate in those areas, particu-
larly the violent crime rate. When law
and order breaks down in our commu-
nities, the residents suffer.

I am confident there is no intention
to erode law and order or embolden
criminals. However, the effects are just
the same. That is why this legislation
is so critical.

We need to ensure that there is a
clear definition of violent crime, so
that courts across this country are not
boxed in by this Supreme Court ruling
and do not have to vacate sentences or
release violent criminals onto our
streets.

Mr. Speaker, I have spent more than
2 decades fighting crime, both at the
Federal level and in my own commu-
nity. The impact of crime, and violent
crime in particular, on victims is
heartbreaking. Watching someone suf-
fer the worst of societal ills is bad
enough when justice is served. But
watching a victim suffer not just the
crime, but the lack of justice, is infuri-
ating.

We need to fix this loophole carved
by these rulings and defend our com-
munities from criminals. We need to
stand up for victims of violent crime
and see that the justice that we all
want for them is served.

I support this legislation, and I re-
serve the balance of my time.

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

I thank the gentleman, my friend
from Colorado, for yielding me the cus-
tomary 30 minutes for debate, and I am
proceeding under the assumption that
we will conclude this pretty rapidly.

Once again, my Republican col-
leagues have decided that the best way
to govern is through a rushed and
closed process, all in an obvious at-
tempt to throw red meat to their base.
Let’s not parse words. This is an ill-
thought-out bill trying to score cheap
political points with the Republican
base.

Mr. Speaker, this bill takes up no
small feat. It attempts to utterly rede-
fine what is meant by ‘‘crime of vio-
lence” in our criminal code. Our need
to revisit the definition is due to the
fact that the United States Supreme
Court has now twice held that what is
known as the residual clause under this
particular area of our criminal code is
unconstitutional because it is so broad
it violates a person’s constitutional
right to due process.

Such a reality does not invite this
body’s attention, but demands it. How-
ever, with that demand comes a great
responsibility, a responsibility to take
the time necessary to do it right; a re-
sponsibility to ensure that members of
the committee of jurisdiction, and
other Members of Congress, are con-
sulted; a responsibility to ensure that
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we hear from public defenders, prosecu-
tors, judges, and criminal justice and
immigration reform experts, for this
bill touches upon all of these areas, and
not one person, let alone an expert, has
been consulted in the drafting of this
bill, at least not in the light of day.

Ostensibly, this bill was dropped to
address the Supreme Court decisions
just noted, the most recent of which
was handed down in April of this year.
I presume the composition of the bill
was started soon after the Court
dropped its decision, and, therefore, the
author had from that time until last
Friday to prepare today’s bill. I think
it only fair, then, that we have a simi-
lar amount of time to consider such an
important matter.

Of course, I know that is not going to
happen. No, instead, my friends across
the aisle have, once again, insisted on
engaging in fly-by-night legislating
and, in so doing, shutting out not only
Democrats but Republicans, and not
only Democrats and Republicans, but
the American people.

Mr. Speaker, this is the 96th closed
rule of this session, and that is record-
breaking in and of itself. That means
that Members don’t have an oppor-
tunity to have input to substantive
legislation, and somehow or another,
with no hearings, or any markup or
anything, a measure like this is before
us.

While home for the district work pe-
riod, my constituents didn’t talk to me
about replacing the definition of a
“‘crime of violence’” in the Federal
criminal code. They did talk to me
about a number of circumstances, but
they didn’t talk to me about liquefied
natural gas, one of the other bills the
House is going to consider this week.

On the other hand, they did ask
about what Congress is going to do to
address the gun violence epidemic rav-
aging our country, including, regret-
tably, today, in Cincinnati, Ohio.

They asked about what Congress is
doing to ensure that DACA, the Dream
recipients, and temporary protected
status holders have a pathway to citi-
zenship, and they asked what Congress
is going to do to address the Nation’s
need for serious and sustained invest-
ments in our infrastructure.
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And high among the things that I
heard from my constituents was about
the cost of drugs and the rising cost of
insurance.

Let us also include with those very
important issues, including today,
there are nine legislative days until
the government runs out of money. I
had representatives from the National
Association of Air Traffic Controllers
visit me an hour and a half ago ex-
plaining to me what a government
shutdown would do to that particular
agency.

We once again are forced to stare
down the very real possibility of an-
other government shutdown. And what
are my friends across the aisle doing to
thwart that inevitability? Nothing.
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Mr. Speaker, we have some serious
issues to tackle, and so I am discour-
aged to be on the floor today focusing
on yet another messaging bill. I call on
my Republican friends to put their per-
plexing fear of governing aside in the
final days before we leave Washington,
so that we may get to the people’s
business.

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

Mr. BUCK. Mr. Speaker, I would
make an inquiry of my friend. I have
no Members here to speak, and I am
prepared to close if my friend is.

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

We were supposed to have a speaker
speak to the previous question, and she
may not be here to discuss it.

Mr. Speaker, last night at the Rules
Committee, I heard my colleague, Mr.
BUCK, discuss how one of the root
causes of rising crime in this country
is our broken education system.

And now I will say to the gentleman
that Ms. BONAMICI has arrived, and like
him, she was just a little bit delayed.
So she will speak to this issue once I
finish my comments, and then that
will be our only speaker, I would urge
my friend.

I also would like to say, it is not
often in this body that Members say
that they made a mistake. In an ex-
change last night in dialogue with my
friend from Colorado, he commented
that Florida’s violent crime had gone
down, and I mistakenly said to him
that he was in error.

He was correct. It has gone down. I
indicated to him last night that I
would speak with him more about it.
And there are some particulars that I
will share with him, not so much in
this particular setting, but I will get a
chance to talk to him. There are some
things where crime did go up, and Flor-
ida still ranks fifth in the Nation in
violent crime, but I do want to say to
him that I was mistaken when I spoke
last evening.

Mr. Speaker, I don’t disagree with
my friend from Colorado about edu-
cation, and I believe every Member of
this House is concerned about the edu-
cation of our children in this country.
We are failing our younger generations.
We need to make monumental strides
in this country to better our education
system, and I believe that starts with
childcare.

And I always make a caveat there,
because when I am asked about edu-
cation at home, and my opponent
brought it up often in the election that
I was involved in, and I constantly re-
minded her that the Federal Govern-
ment only provides less than 7 percent
of the budgets of our local commu-
nities. So this is largely a matter
where we talk a lot up here, but the
local communities are where the rub-
ber hits the road.

We need to make these strides be-
cause of the problems that we are see-
ing. We obviously need more pre-K, we
obviously need more Head Start, but in
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the past decade, the cost of childcare
has increased by 25 percent. In 33
States and the District of Columbia,
infant care costs exceed the average
cost of a 4-year in-state college tuition.
This is a huge financial burden that is
only worsening.

Mr. Speaker, families need access to
a system that provides high quality, af-
fordable early learning and care that
will prepare children for success with-
out breaking the bank.

That is why, if we defeat the previous
question, I am going to offer an amend-
ment to the rule to bring up Education
and the Workforce Committee Ranking
Member ScoTT’s bill, H.R. 3773, the
Child Care for Working Families Act.
This bill will establish a new Federal-
State partnership to provide high qual-
ity, affordable childcare from birth
through age 13.

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

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

There was no objection.

Mr. HASTINGS. Mr. Speaker, I yield
5 minutes to the distinguished gentle-
woman from Oregon (Ms. BONAMICI) to
discuss our proposal.

Ms. BONAMICI. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding.

Mr. Speaker, there is bipartisan con-
sensus that our Nation’s families, on
behalf of our Nation’s children, who are
our future and our future leaders, must
be able to access affordable, high qual-
ity childcare and other early learning
opportunities to fulfill their potential
and succeed in college and career and
in life. In fact, a recent poll done by
the First Five Years Fund found that
89 percent of voters, including 82 per-
cent of Republicans, support making
quality early childhood education more
affordable for working families.

Last year, I joined Ranking Member
BoBBY ScOTT and more than 120 of my
colleagues to introduce the Child Care
for Working Families Act.

This bill would ensure universal ac-
cess to quality early learning programs
for all families making less than 150
percent of their State’s median in-
come.

Today, the average annual cost of
full-time, center-based childcare in the
United States exceeds the average an-
nual cost of in-state tuition.

In Oregon and other places around
the country, lower and middle-income
families are forced to pay up to 30 per-
cent of their annual income on
childcare, with many of the lowest in-
come families unable to afford care at
all.

The Child Care for Working Families
Act is a bold solution to fix this na-
tional problem. The legislation would
mean that no family of four earning an
annual household income below $139,000
per year would pay more than 7 percent
of that income for quality childcare.
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This legislation would also ensure
that early learning teachers and care-
givers finally get the time, attention,
training, and resources they deserve.
Whether in childcare, preschool, pre-
kindergarten, or in other early learn-
ing environments, every child should
receive quality care.

Parents are out working hard. They
deserve the peace of mind that comes
from the confidence of knowing that
childcare and early learning profes-
sionals are well trained, and that
means well paid. No longer would a
full-time early learning professional
have to enroll in public assistance to
make ends meet.

Decades of research shows that prop-
erly nurturing children in the early
years of life is instrumental in sup-
porting enhanced brain development,
cognitive functioning, and emotional
and physical health. Research also
shows what all of us know: investing in
quality early learning programming
leads to better educational outcomes,
stronger job earnings, and lower crime
rates.

Quality early learning helps prevent
and mitigate academic achievement
gaps, it provides indisputable long-
term benefits for our Nation. And noth-
ing returns more money to the Treas-
ury than investments in early learning
programs. Our Nation receives $7 in
economic benefit for every $1 invested
in these programs. That, my col-
leagues, is a good investment in our fu-
ture, our children. This bill is not only
the right thing to do, but also the
smart thing to do.

The Child Care For Working Families
Act lays out the path of what early
learning in America could and should
look like. If we want a promising fu-
ture for our children, if we want strong
and stable families, we must make sure
that all families can access high qual-
ity early learning opportunities. Qual-
ity childcare is a national priority.
This bill deserves immediate attention
and, importantly, bipartisan support.
Our future is at stake.

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

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

Mr. Speaker, the people’s House
should be approaching our work in a
manner that is fair to all Americans, in
a manner where the committees of ju-
risdiction hold hearings and markups,
in a manner where experts in the field
are consulted, in a manner where mem-
bers of both parties have an oppor-
tunity to offer amendments and debate
the contents of the bills that come be-
fore this body.

None of that happened with today’s
bill.

Instead, for reasons beyond under-
standing, we have to vote on a bill that
no person in this body had sufficient
time to understand, let alone time to
consider the far-reaching consequences
it could have on people living in this
country and on our Constitution. The
fact that Republican leadership insists
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on governing in such a manner is, as
always, as disappointing as, in my
opinion, it is shameful.

Now, listen: 96 closed rules. I am fond
of talking about when I first ran for
Congress in 1992, the then leadership of
the Republican Party did an effective
job saying to the American public that
the then leadership of the Democrats
were having closed rules and closing
out the process.

Newt Gingrich was the person that
was the author of that, in many re-
spects in retrospect, brilliant strategy.
That was one of the tenets that he put
forward, that it was not right for
Democrats to have as many closed
rules as they had at that time. I don’t
remember the exact number, it was a
number, but it didn’t come close to 96.
And now, if we flip the script, what we
have is 96 closed rules.

I serve on that Rules Committee with
my friend from Colorado. And repeat-
edly, you look around this room, on an
ordinary, regular order process, we
would have at least five or six speakers
on either side to substantive legisla-
tion, or we would have had an oppor-
tunity for Members to offer amend-
ments that could have been considered
in a germane or non-germane manner
to be able to come out here on the
floor.

The American people are being shut
out, not just Republicans and Demo-
crats. It is not right, and we shouldn’t
go forward that way.

I promise you that we are doing a
disservice when we do not allow for
measures of this consequence. We don’t
know what the outcome of this is going
to be.

I can’t disagree with a thing my
friend from Colorado said with ref-
erence to the measure and the clari-
fication that is needed after the two
Supreme Court decisions, but please
know this: the proper way to do that
would have been for the committee of
jurisdiction to hold hearings and then
to have a markup and then come to the
Rules Committee. But what we saw
was, bam, right straight to the Rules
Committee, no hearings, no markup,
no experts, no prosecutors, no public
defenders, no input, and the public not
having an opportunity to participate.
It is wrong.

Mr. Speaker, I urge a ‘‘no’” vote on
the rule, and I yield back the balance
of my time.

Mr. BUCK. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self the balance of my time.

I appreciate my friend from Florida
and his views on open and closed rules
and the importance of open rules and
the importance of amendments and the
importance to an open process.

The fact is the Democrats continue
to focus on closed rules versus open
rules, ignoring the structured amend-
ment process, which has routinely been
used by both majorities.

If we are going to use that metric for
measuring openness, I want to clarify a
couple of points for the record. Sixteen
of the closed rules cited by the minor-
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ity were rolling back regulations under
the Congressional Review Act, which
does not allow for amendments, to en-
sure that only a majority vote is re-
quired in the Senate.
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Another 12 closed rules were for bills
where the majority put out a call for
amendments but received no amend-
ments.

And if my friends from the other side
of the aisle believe that open rules are
the only measure of success, it is only
fair that we clarify for the American
people the Democrat majority’s record.

In the 111th Congress, under Speaker
PELOSI, the majority had zero open
rules. However, as we have already
stated in the past, comparing open to
closed rules ignores the structured
amendment process. This majority has
made it a priority to make in order
large numbers of amendments for floor
consideration, a majority of those with
a Democrat sponsor and/or cosponsor.

In fact, as of July 24, 2018, Repub-
licans in the 115th Congress, in which
we serve now, have provided for the
consideration of over 1,650 amendments
on the House floor; over 745 Democrat
amendments, or 45 percent of the total
number of amendments; over 630 Re-
publican amendments or 38 percent of
the total amendments; and over 280 bi-
partisan amendments, or 17 percent of
the total amendments.

In the 114th Congress, the last Con-
gress to have served, the Republican
majority allowed over 1,700 amend-
ments to be considered on the House
floor.

In the 113th Congress the Republican
majority allowed over 1,500 amend-
ments to be considered on the House
floor.

And in the entire 111th Congress,
Speaker PELOSI, and the Democrats al-
lowed less than 1,000 amendments to be
considered on the floor.

I just wanted to make sure that we
put into perspective the arguments
from my friend.

Mr. Speaker, it is really fairly sim-
ple. Law and order is being jeopardized
as it relates to the term, ‘‘crime of vio-
lence.” This bill plugs the gap left in
our laws by the court’s ruling.

Mr. Speaker, there are a lot of dif-
ferent viewpoints across this country
about our criminal justice and immi-
gration system, but there are two near-
ly universally held beliefs by Ameri-
cans: one, criminals should receive jus-
tice; and two, criminal immigrants
should be deported.

While we can debate many aspects of
our criminal code, we must not waiver
in our commitment to protect the
American people from criminals and to
bring justice to victims. There have
been numerous cases lately of immi-
grants committing violent crimes
against Americans. Some of these cases
are too recent to even mention by
name here today. We must stand with
victims and their families and remove
criminal immigrants from this coun-
try. It is unjust to do anything else.
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Our country is great, in part, because
of our commitment to law and order. It
is wrong to pursue a softening of our
response to violent crime. To do so
would invite more crime and produce
more victims.

We must uphold the rule of law in
America. Americans want it. Ameri-
cans deserve it. That is exactly what
this bill does. It defines violent crimes
so that our immigration and criminal
justice systems will have the tools nec-
essary to remove violent immigrants
from our country.

Mr. Speaker, I call on my colleagues
to support this bill. Uphold law and
order. Vote ‘‘yes’ on the previous ques-
tion. Vote ‘‘yes’ on the resolution. And
vote ‘“‘yes’ on the underlying bill.

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

AN AMENDMENT TO H. RES. 1051 OFFERED BY
MR. HASTINGS

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

SEC. 3. 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. 3773) to amend the
Child Care and Development Block Grant
Act of 1990 and the Head Start Act to pro-
mote child care and early learning, and for
other purposes. The first reading of the bill
shall be dispensed with. All points of order
against consideration of the bill are waived.
General debate shall be confined to the bill
and shall not exceed one hour equally di-
vided and controlled by the chair and rank-
ing minority member of the Committee on
Education and the Workforce. 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 consider-
ation 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. 4. Clause 1(c) of rule XIX shall not
apply to the consideration of H.R. 3773.

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

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

“‘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
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.

Mr. BUCK. Mr. Speaker, I yield back
the balance of my time, and I move the
previous question on the resolution.

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

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

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

The yeas and nays were ordered.

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

——
RECESS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-

ant to clause 12(a) of rule I, the Chair

declares the House in recess for a pe-
riod of less than 15 minutes.
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Accordingly (at 12 o’clock and 49
minutes p.m.), the House stood in re-
cess.

———
O 1300

AFTER RECESS

The recess having expired, the House
was called to order by the Speaker pro
tempore (Mr. FRANCIS ROONEY of Flor-
ida) at 1 p.m.

———

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 8 of rule XX, proceedings
will resume on questions previously
postponed.

Votes will be taken in the following
order:

Ordering the previous question on
House Resolution 1051; and

Adoption of House Resolution 1051, if
ordered.

The first electronic vote will be con-
ducted as a 15-minute vote. The re-
maining electronic vote will be con-
ducted as a 5-minute vote.

———

PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION
OF H.R. 6691, COMMUNITY SAFE-
TY AND SECURITY ACT OF 2018,
AND PROVIDING FOR CONSIDER-
ATION OF MOTIONS TO SUSPEND
THE RULES

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The un-
finished business is the vote on order-
ing the previous question on the reso-
lution (H. Res. 1051) providing for con-
sideration of the bill (H.R. 6691) to
amend title 18, United States Code, to
clarify the definition of ‘‘crime of vio-
lence’’, and for other purposes, and pro-
viding for consideration of motions to
suspend the rules, on which the yeas
and nays were ordered.

The Clerk read the title of the resolu-
tion.

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

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 224, nays
181, not voting 24, as follows:

[Roll No. 386]

YEAS—224
Abraham Brooks (IN) Cramer
Aderholt Buchanan Crawford
Allen Buck Culberson
Amash Bucshon Curbelo (FL)
Arrington Budd Curtis
Babin Burgess Davidson
Bacon Byrne Dayvis, Rodney
Balderson Calvert Denham
Banks (IN) Carter (GA) DesJarlais
Barr Carter (TX) Diaz-Balart
Barton Chabot Donovan
Bergman Cheney Duffy
Biggs Cloud Duncan (SC)
Bilirakis Coffman Duncan (TN)
Bishop (MI) Cole Dunn
Bishop (UT) Collins (GA) Emmer
Black Collins (NY) Estes (KS)
Blum Comer Faso
Bost Comstock Ferguson
Brady (TX) Conaway Fitzpatrick
Brat Cook Fleischmann
Brooks (AL) Costello (PA) Flores
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