
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S4979 July 17, 2018 
dangerous criminals, including poten-
tial terrorists who are in our country, 
to remain here. It would mean scrap-
ping the ICE Cyber Crime Center’s in-
vestigation of child exploitation on-
line. It would mean ending the ICE 
Blue Campaign to rescue human traf-
ficking victims and provide them with 
a safe place to stay and other services. 
The Blue Campaign was just unani-
mously authorized by Congress, by the 
way, this year, and abolishing ICE 
would eliminate it. Abolishing ICE 
would mean doing away with the unit 
that focuses on human rights violators 
and war crimes. That unit is currently 
pursuing close to 2,000 leads. It would 
eliminate initiatives like Operation 
Community Shield, which combats the 
proliferation of transnational criminal 
gangs. 

I hope our colleagues understand 
what they are encouraging when they 
say we should abolish ICE. I think it is 
incumbent on them to explain their ra-
tionale to the hard-working officials 
who are on the frontlines, fighting 
against human trafficking, child ex-
ploitation, and illegal immigration. 
What do they have to say to those peo-
ple who risk their safety—perhaps even 
their lives—to enforce those important 
laws, much less to those whose jobs 
would be on the line? 

There are some important statistics 
relating to Homeland Security Inves-
tigations, which is a critical part of 
ICE, that our Democratic friends who 
are encouraging the abolition of ICE 
should know about: 8,887, which is the 
number of visa applications that Home-
land Security refused based on ter-
rorist connections or other derogatory 
information; 904, which is the number 
of sexually exploited children identi-
fied and/or rescued by Homeland Secu-
rity in 2017; 3,945, which is the number 
of cases initiated based on human 
smuggling last year; 4,735, which is the 
number of transnational gang members 
arrested in the United States in 2017; 
and 980,000, which is the number of 
pounds of narcotics Homeland Security 
Investigations seized in 2017, which in-
cluded thousands of pounds of deadly 
drugs—like fentanyl—that help fuel 
the opioid crisis. 

ICE plays a leading role in all of 
these areas. If the critics were to get 
their wish and if ICE were abolished, 
the numbers for all of these items 
would be zero because Homeland Secu-
rity Investigations could not exist 
without ICE. 

There is more. Think about the close 
to 33,000 criminal arrests made by 
Homeland Security Investigations last 
year—90 criminal arrests each day. 
Without ICE, these criminals would 
still be on the streets, endangering our 
communities. The $524 million in illicit 
currency that was seized would be back 
in circulation, being used in illegal 
transactions. There were 7,000 pounds 
of heroin, 57,000 pounds of 
methamphetamines, and 260,000 pounds 
of cocaine impounded last year. That 
poison would all be back on the market 
and being sold in our communities. 

I hope our colleagues who are calling 
for the abolition of ICE are prepared to 
explain their reasoning for abolishing 
an agency that combats illegal drug 
sales and online exploitation and helps 
protect our Nation’s borders. My re-
spectful suggestion would be that they 
need to spend a little more time thank-
ing these public servants for the crit-
ical role ICE plays in keeping all of us 
safe. Maybe they should spend a little 
time getting to know the ICE officers 
who go to work every day and do their 
duty, protecting our country. 

Earlier this month, Vice President 
PENCE talked about this. He reiterated 
President Trump’s words of support— 
that the men and women of ICE are in-
credible people. These include the more 
than 20,000 investigators, field officers, 
special agents, and analysts, who, as 
the Vice President said, ‘‘stand up for 
the rule of law in this nation.’’ 

Every day, ICE confronts criminal il-
legal immigrants who endanger our 
communities. They fight vicious gangs 
like MS–13 and stop human smugglers 
and child traffickers, sometimes en-
dangering their own safety. 

In 2017, the Vice President pointed 
out that attacks on Customs and Bor-
der Protection agents had increased by 
nearly 75 percent. Deliberately fos-
tering resentment, anger, and con-
tempt for ICE and our other law en-
forcement officials obviously puts our 
officers in additional danger. This is 
reckless, not to mention, again, dan-
gerous. 

ICE critics try to justify their calls 
by pointing out the situation at the 
border in which certain families were 
separated but are now in the process of 
being reunited. We all agree these fam-
ilies should be reunited, and I know the 
Presiding Officer has authored impor-
tant legislation to change the law to 
make sure that families are kept to-
gether when they come across the bor-
der and claim asylum. But then there 
are cases processed in an expedited 
fashion in front of an immigration 
judge, so if they have some legitimate 
claim to asylum or immigration bene-
fits, they can get that heard. 

Also, one of the objectives, of course, 
is to eliminate the failed catch-and-re-
lease policies of the past, which have 
done nothing but encourage additional 
illegal immigration and reward crimi-
nal organizations for whom this is a 
business model, exploiting gaps in our 
immigration laws. Unfortunately, 
when we have Members of Congress 
who resist fixing those gaps, filling 
those gaps, and solving the problem, it 
does nothing but enrich these criminal 
organizations for whom this is gold. 

It is clear that the situation at our 
border is a crisis. In 2014, President 
Obama called it a humanitarian crisis 
when tens of thousands of unaccom-
panied children came across the border, 
and that continues today because we 
haven’t fixed the problem on a bipar-
tisan basis, even though those solu-
tions are readily available. 

Those who criticize the enforcement 
of our immigration laws, the so-called 

zero tolerance policy, have focused on 
separating families. So what we have 
tried to do, since we all agree families 
should not be separated, is to provide a 
means for those once separated to be 
reunited and detained in appropriate 
facilities and have their cases heard on 
an expedited basis before an immigra-
tion judge. Not fixing the problem will 
simply encourage more of the same. 

Unfortunately, as I said, our col-
leagues who refuse to be part of the so-
lution actually are part of the problem. 
We know who wins in this game; it is 
the criminal organizations who are, as 
one expert said, ‘‘commodity agnos-
tic.’’ They will traffic in children; they 
will traffic in guns; they will traffic in 
drugs—anything that makes them a 
buck. This is a very, very lucrative 
business model for them. Unfortu-
nately, when we don’t fix the problem 
by plugging the holes, we are unwit-
tingly helping to support that business 
model. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Utah. 
TARIFFS 

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I particu-
larly enjoyed the remarks of my distin-
guished friend from Texas, a good man, 
who makes a real difference around 
here. 

I rise today to speak on the adminis-
tration’s recent actions regarding glob-
al tariff policy. I am one of the Presi-
dent’s strongest supporters in most 
matters. I have been steadfast in work-
ing with President Trump on our 
shared economic agenda, especially 
passage of the most important piece of 
tax reform legislation in a generation. 

Tax reform is already providing sig-
nificant relief to families and busi-
nesses, large and small. Businesses 
across the country are now more glob-
ally competitive and are investing in 
their workforce through wage hikes, 
bonuses, and increased 401(k) contribu-
tions that are benefiting American 
workers, families, and their commu-
nities. But this roaring economy, 
which we worked together to build for 
American workers and businesses, is at 
risk because of the President’s trade 
policies. 

Tariffs against our allies and part-
ners in Europe, Canada, Mexico, and 
around the world are already harming 
American farmers and manufacturers 
and raising costs for American fami-
lies. If this continues, our economy 
will suffer. 

I have long advocated for imple-
menting enforceable international 
rules to level the playing field for 
American businesses, innovators, and 
entrepreneurs, and I have consistently 
fought to protect U.S. intellectual 
property rights around the globe. I 
have also been committed to advancing 
a trade agenda that serves the Amer-
ican people. But the administration’s 
recent actions are misguided and will 
harm, rather than protect, the Amer-
ican people. 
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The administration has implemented 

or threatened global tariffs on approxi-
mately $500 billion of goods. Pure and 
simple, tariffs are attacks on American 
businesses and consumers. These ac-
tions put American families and busi-
nesses at risk and threaten to under-
mine the success of tax reform. Fur-
thermore, they are closing off inter-
national markets that our farmers, 
ranchers, and other exporters depend 
on. 

I have heard from businesses from 
my home State of Utah that have al-
ready been hurt by the imposition of 
steel and aluminum tariffs. Utah man-
ufacturers are struggling with higher 
steel and aluminum costs and, as a re-
sult, are struggling to compete with 
foreign manufacturers. 

I have also been hearing from U.S. 
auto manufacturers and share their 
deep concerns about the consequences 
of raising tariffs on cars, trucks, and 
automotive parts. A decision to raise 
auto tariffs would lead to a net job loss 
and lower capital investment in the 
U.S. auto sector by increasing costs 
and reducing choice. The result will be 
lower demand for cars in the United 
States and lower auto sales and pro-
duction. 

While I share the administration’s 
goal of strengthening American manu-
facturing, tariffs on cars and auto 
parts would directly injure one of our 
country’s most important manufac-
turing sectors. 

Some of my colleagues have been 
pressing the need for legislation to re-
strict the trade authorities that Con-
gress has delegated to the President, 
and I have been sympathetic to their 
efforts. If the administration continues 
forward with its misguided and reck-
less reliance on tariffs, I will work to 
advance trade legislation to curtail 
Presidential trade authority. I am dis-
cussing legislative options with col-
leagues both on and off the Finance 
Committee, and I will continue to do 
so. However, I would much rather work 
with the administration to advance a 
trade agenda that serves the interests 
of the American people and job cre-
ators. 

I want the President to hold our trad-
ing partners accountable. I want him 
to negotiate strong deals that help our 
U.S. companies and workers compete 
around the globe. 

In particular, I agree with the Presi-
dent that China utilizes mercantilist 
trade policies to benefit state-owned 
and Communist Party-controlled firms, 
harming American companies and 
workers. We have to help U.S. busi-
nesses, innovators, farmers, and ranch-
ers compete globally, and that means 
we have to confront the challenges 
posed by China. That is why I have rec-
ommended to the President that it is 
time to engage in negotiations with 
China, using a target of strategy to ad-
dress their unfair trade practices. 
While those efforts are under way, the 
administration should not impose fur-
ther tariffs on our allies and partners, 

particularly on autos and auto parts. 
In that way, the President can safe-
guard the economic growth we have 
worked so hard to achieve and give 
himself a strong negotiating position 
with China. 

The administration’s actions on 
trade have hurt American manufactur-
ers, farmers, ranchers, workers, and 
families. The President has asked all of 
those groups to endure losses so that 
he can negotiate winning trade agree-
ments. All are watching to see what 
the President will achieve at the nego-
tiating table in return for their sac-
rifice. However, now is the time for the 
President to undertake that effort. I 
believe that I will support him if he 
does undertake that effort, and I hope 
he will. 

I care a great deal for the President. 
I want him to be a success. These ap-
proaches are not successful. They are 
not the way to go. I want to help the 
President to get around those and do 
the things that he ought to be doing to 
strengthen our economy and to 
strengthen our workers and our busi-
nesses. 

I yield the floor. 
I suggest the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The legislative clerk proceeded to 

call the roll. 
Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

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

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, I have 
come to the floor to oppose the nomi-
nation of James Blew for Assistant 
Secretary for Planning, Evaluation, 
and Policy Development at the Depart-
ment of Education. I am opposing this 
nomination on behalf of the millions of 
parents, students, and teachers who 
made it clear during Secretary DeVos’s 
confirmation process that they believe 
the Department of Education’s top pri-
orities should be helping to educate our 
students and supporting our public 
schools. They made it clear when they 
posted on social media, voicing con-
cerns about Secretary DeVos’s lack of 
experience and knowledge during her 
hearing in front of our HELP Com-
mittee, when they overwhelmed the 
Senate switchboard urging their Sen-
ators to vote against her nomination, 
and when they took to the streets to 
protest her nomination and her ideo-
logical agenda. 

They made it clear that they believe 
every student has the right to a high 
quality public education—no matter 
where they live, how they learn, or how 
much money their parents make. De-
spite an unprecedented tie-breaking 
vote by Vice President PENCE, Sec-
retary DeVos has ignored the public’s 
overwhelming rejection to her extreme 
ideology. Instead, she continues to pro-
mote her privatization agenda, trying 
to shift taxpayer funds away from our 
public schools. 

She is ignoring key parts of our Na-
tion’s K–12 law by refusing to hold 

States accountable for the success of 
our most vulnerable students. She is 
making it easier for predatory for-prof-
it colleges and corporations to take ad-
vantage of students, rolling back pro-
tections for students and dismantling 
the unit that investigates claims of 
fraud and abuse. Time and again, she is 
failing our students and her duty to 
protect their civil rights. 

She has tried to shrink the Office for 
Civil Rights, has rescinded guidance for 
schools on how to investigate claims of 
campus sexual assault, and has rolled 
back rules that protect transgender 
students, students of color, and stu-
dents with disabilities. 

All of those students, parents, and 
teachers who voiced their concerns 
about Secretary DeVos during her 
nomination have not gone away. They 
are still making their voices heard, de-
manding that the Department of Edu-
cation start standing up for students. 

Unfortunately, Mr. Blew, whose nom-
ination is before us, has made it clear 
that he is cut from the same cloth. 
During his career, Mr. Blew has advo-
cated for vouchers. He has failed to 
adequately support teachers with the 
tools they need to help their students 
succeed. He has even worked closely 
with and helped to fund Secretary 
DeVos’s privatization efforts. 

The Office of Planning, Evaluation 
and Policy Development advises the 
Secretary in developing and imple-
menting policy, which impacts every 
student in our country. It is a critical 
position. Given the actions and deci-
sions by Secretary DeVos, it is very 
clear that we need an independent 
voice in this position. Unfortunately, 
Mr. Blew has proven that he is not up 
for that challenge. For that reason, I 
will vote against his nomination. I ask 
my colleagues to do the same. 

I yield the floor. 
I suggest the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The bill clerk proceeded to call the 

roll. 
Mr. ALEXANDER. Mr. President, I 

ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

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

Mr. ALEXANDER. Mr. President, 
today the Senate is finally voting to 
confirm James Blew, who has been 
nominated to be Assistant Secretary 
for Planning, Evaluation, and Policy 
Development at the U.S. Department 
of Education. He is well-qualified to 
lead that office. For 20 years, in var-
ious roles, he has advocated for im-
proving educational opportunities by 
overseeing grants to low-income, high- 
risk schools. He has a M.B.A. from Yale 
University. He will be in charge of 
helping to manage the Department’s 
budget and ensure that programs are 
working as intended. 

Mr. Blew’s sin with some of my 
friends on the other side is that he is in 
favor of giving low-income children a 
choice of a better school and in favor of 
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public charter schools, which gives 
teachers more freedom to teach and 
parents more freedom to choose the 
school for their child. 

No one should be surprised that a Re-
publican president would nominate 
such an Assistant Secretary of Edu-
cation. Every Republican president has 
nominated assistant secretaries of edu-
cation and secretaries of education—I 
was one of them—who support giving 
low-income children more choices of 
good schools—the same choices that 
wealthier children have—such as public 
charter schools. 

As far as public charter schools go, 
every Democratic president since 1990, 
when the first charter schools were 
formed, has supported public charter 
schools. 

Mr. Blew did not deserve to be sub-
jected to the unreasonable delay and 
obstruction that the Democrats have 
given to his nomination. He was nomi-
nated on September 28, 2017, 292 days 
ago. We held a hearing on November 15, 
2017, 244 days ago. 

Going back to the Clinton adminis-
tration, there had been no hearings for 
this position, but I held one anyway, as 
chairman of the committee, as a cour-
tesy to Democrats. Then, Democrats 
forced Mr. Blew’s nomination to be re-
turned to the President at the end of 
the congressional session last year. 

Let’s see how that compares to how 
President Obama’s first Assistant Sec-
retary for the same job was treated. 
Carmel Martin was nominated on 
March 18, 2009, and was confirmed by 
voice vote without a hearing on May 1, 
2009, 44 days later. 

It is one thing to vote against a pres-
idential nominee. That is appropriate. 
Any of us can do that. I think it is 
wrong to always vote against a presi-
dential nominee just because you dis-
agree with that nominee’s point of 
view. Why would you not expect a Re-
publican president to nominate an as-
sistant secretary who favors giving 
poor children choices of good schools 
and supports public charter schools 
that were invented by the Democratic- 
Farmer-Labor Party in Minnesota and 
were supported by every Democratic 
president since 1990? So this unreason-
able delay of a well-qualified Assistant 
Secretary is not good for the Senate, 
not good for the country, and not good 
for children who need that sort of lead-
ership. 

I support and urge my colleagues to 
vote for Mr. Blew. 

I yield floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

question is, Will the Senate advise and 
consent to the Blew nomination? 

Mr. ALEXANDER. Mr. President, I 
ask for the yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There appears to be a sufficient sec-
ond. 

The clerk will call the roll. 
The bill clerk called the roll. 
Mr. CORNYN. The following Senator 

is necessarily absent: the Senator from 
Arizona (Mr. MCCAIN). 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
YOUNG). Are there any other Senators 
in the Chamber desiring to vote? 

The result was announced—yeas 50, 
nays 49, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 156 Ex.] 

YEAS—50 

Alexander 
Barrasso 
Blunt 
Boozman 
Burr 
Capito 
Cassidy 
Collins 
Corker 
Cornyn 
Cotton 
Crapo 
Cruz 
Daines 
Enzi 
Ernst 
Fischer 

Flake 
Gardner 
Graham 
Grassley 
Hatch 
Heller 
Hoeven 
Hyde-Smith 
Inhofe 
Isakson 
Johnson 
Kennedy 
Lankford 
Lee 
McConnell 
Moran 
Murkowski 

Paul 
Perdue 
Portman 
Risch 
Roberts 
Rounds 
Rubio 
Sasse 
Scott 
Shelby 
Sullivan 
Thune 
Tillis 
Toomey 
Wicker 
Young 

NAYS—49 

Baldwin 
Bennet 
Blumenthal 
Booker 
Brown 
Cantwell 
Cardin 
Carper 
Casey 
Coons 
Cortez Masto 
Donnelly 
Duckworth 
Durbin 
Feinstein 
Gillibrand 
Harris 

Hassan 
Heinrich 
Heitkamp 
Hirono 
Jones 
Kaine 
King 
Klobuchar 
Leahy 
Manchin 
Markey 
McCaskill 
Menendez 
Merkley 
Murphy 
Murray 
Nelson 

Peters 
Reed 
Sanders 
Schatz 
Schumer 
Shaheen 
Smith 
Stabenow 
Tester 
Udall 
Van Hollen 
Warner 
Warren 
Whitehouse 
Wyden 

NOT VOTING—1 

McCain 

The nomination was confirmed. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 

the previous order, the motion to re-
consider is considered made and laid 
upon the table and the President will 
be immediately notified of the Senate’s 
action. 

f 

CLOTURE MOTION 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Pursuant 
to rule XXII, the Chair lays before the 
Senate the pending cloture motion, 
which the clerk will state. 

The senior assistant legislative clerk 
read as follows: 

CLOTURE MOTION 

We, the undersigned Senators, in accord-
ance with the provisions of rule XXII of the 
Standing Rules of the Senate, do hereby 
move to bring to a close debate on the nomi-
nation of Randal Quarles, of Colorado, to be 
a Member of the Board of Governors of the 
Federal Reserve System for a term of four-
teen years from February 1, 2018. 

Mitch McConnell, Mike Crapo, Tom Cot-
ton, Johnny Isakson, John Kennedy, 
John Thune, John Boozman, Roy 
Blunt, John Cornyn, Tim Scott, Rich-
ard Burr, Thom Tillis, Cory Gardner, 
Roger F. Wicker, Mike Rounds, John 
Barrasso, Jerry Moran. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. By unan-
imous consent, the mandatory quorum 
call has been waived. 

The question is, Is it the sense of the 
Senate that debate on the nomination 
of Randal Quarles, of Colorado, to be a 
Member of the Board of Governors of 
the Federal Reserve System for a term 

of fourteen years from February 1, 2018, 
shall be brought to a close? 

The yeas and nays are mandatory 
under the rule. 

The clerk will call the roll. 
The senior assistant legislative clerk 

called the roll. 
Mr. CORNYN. The following Senator 

is necessarily absent: the Senator from 
Arizona (Mr. MCCAIN). 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
CRUZ). Are there any other Senators in 
the Chamber desiring to vote? 

The yeas and nays resulted—yeas 66, 
nays 33, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 157 Ex.] 
YEAS—66 

Alexander 
Barrasso 
Bennet 
Blunt 
Boozman 
Burr 
Capito 
Cardin 
Carper 
Cassidy 
Collins 
Coons 
Corker 
Cornyn 
Cotton 
Crapo 
Cruz 
Daines 
Donnelly 
Enzi 
Ernst 
Fischer 

Flake 
Gardner 
Graham 
Grassley 
Hatch 
Heitkamp 
Heller 
Hoeven 
Hyde-Smith 
Inhofe 
Isakson 
Johnson 
Jones 
Kennedy 
King 
Lankford 
Lee 
Manchin 
McCaskill 
McConnell 
Moran 
Murkowski 

Nelson 
Paul 
Perdue 
Peters 
Portman 
Risch 
Roberts 
Rounds 
Rubio 
Sasse 
Scott 
Shaheen 
Shelby 
Sullivan 
Tester 
Thune 
Tillis 
Toomey 
Van Hollen 
Warner 
Wicker 
Young 

NAYS—33 

Baldwin 
Blumenthal 
Booker 
Brown 
Cantwell 
Casey 
Cortez Masto 
Duckworth 
Durbin 
Feinstein 
Gillibrand 

Harris 
Hassan 
Heinrich 
Hirono 
Kaine 
Klobuchar 
Leahy 
Markey 
Menendez 
Merkley 
Murphy 

Murray 
Reed 
Sanders 
Schatz 
Schumer 
Smith 
Stabenow 
Udall 
Warren 
Whitehouse 
Wyden 

NOT VOTING—1 

McCain 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. On this 
vote, the yeas are 66, the nays are 33. 

The motion is agreed to. 
f 

EXECUTIVE CALENDAR 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the nomination. 

The senior assistant legislative clerk 
read the nomination of Randal Quarles, 
of Colorado, to be a Member of the 
Board of Governors of the Federal Re-
serve System for a term of fourteen 
years from February 1, 2018. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Montana. 

ORDER OF PROCEDURE 
Mr. DAINES. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that notwith-
standing the provisions of rule XXII, 
all postcloture time on Executive Cal-
endar No. 595 be considered expired at 
2:25 p.m. and the Senate immediately 
vote on the nomination; that if con-
firmed, the motion to reconsider be 
considered made and laid on the table 
and the President be immediately noti-
fied of the Senate’s action; and that 
following disposition of the nomina-
tion, the Senate vote on cloture on the 
Oldham nomination. 
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