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House, and which the President will 
sign—not just making a point. 

A number of my colleagues—Sen-
ators GRASSLEY, CORNYN, TILLIS, 
PERDUE, LANKFORD, COTTON, and 
ERNST—will introduce a balanced pro-
posal that tries to meet these require-
ments. I support the President’s pro-
posal and my colleagues’ legislation to 
implement it. 

The Secure and Succeed Act is fair 
and addresses both sides’ most pressing 
concerns, conforming to the conditions 
the President has put forward. It offers 
a compassionate resolution for 1.8 mil-
lion illegal immigrants who were 
brought to the United States as chil-
dren. In exchange, this solution deliv-
ers funding for President Trump’s 
promise to fully secure the border, re-
forms our approach to extended family 
chain migration, and reallocates our 
arbitrary visa lottery into a more sen-
sible, merit-based system. 

This legislation is a fair compromise 
that addresses the stated priorities of 
all sides. It is our best chance of pro-
ducing a solution that can actually re-
solve these matters, which requires 
that a bill pass the Senate, pass the 
House, and earn the President’s signa-
ture. It has my support. 

The time for political posturing is be-
hind us. Now we have an opportunity 
to resolve these issues. I hope we make 
the most of it. 

f 

RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the leadership time 
is reserved. 

f 

CONCLUSION OF MORNING 
BUSINESS 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Morning 
business is closed. 

f 

BROADER OPTIONS FOR AMERI-
CANS ACT—MOTION TO PROCEED 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senate will re-
sume consideration of the motion to 
proceed to H.R. 2579, which the clerk 
will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
Motion to proceed to Calendar No. 302, 

H.R. 2579, to amend the Internal Revenue 
Code of 1986 to allow the premium tax credit 
with respect to unsubsidized COBRA con-
tinuation coverage. 

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

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the quorum call be rescinded. 

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

RECOGNITION OF THE MINORITY LEADER 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Democratic leader is recognized. 

ADDRESS AT THE MCCONNELL CENTER 
Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. President, before 

I begin, I thank my friend the Repub-
lican leader for his gracious invitation 
to address the McConnell Center at the 
University of Louisville this morning. I 
learned today that you don’t say, as we 
say in New York, ‘‘Lewey-ville.’’ It is 
pronounced ‘‘Lou-a-ville.’’ It was a 
great pleasure to speak to hundreds of 
bright Kentucky students who are in-
terested in the future of this great 
country. Seeing these kids gives you 
faith in the future of America despite 
all the ‘‘sturm und drang’’ we witness 
here in this city. 

It was my distinct pleasure to give 
the Republican leader a bottle of 
Brooklyn bourbon as a thank-you for 
his invitation. I assured him that it 
was not a challenge to Kentucky’s 
pride but, rather, to suggest that 
maybe Kentucky and New York were 
not so different at all. Our craft dis-
tilling industry is booming, and we 
have very good bourbon that is made in 
no place other than Brooklyn, NY. By 
the way, as long as it is made in Amer-
ica, it can be called bourbon. I am not 
sure if it can be called Kentucky bour-
bon, but it can be called bourbon. 

Mr. President, now on to the business 
of the day. On the heels of passing a 
significant, bipartisan budget deal, the 
Senate returns this week to grapple 
with one of the most contentious of 
issues—immigration. 

Leader MCCONNELL, to his credit, has 
promised a debate on a neutral bill 
with an amendment process that will 
be fair to both sides. Democrats and 
Republicans are working hard to find a 
bill to protect the Dreamers and pro-
vide border security that will garner 60 
votes—no easy task. It is like thread-
ing a needle. I am sure we will have the 
opportunity to vote on a few ways to 
do it, but the key is to find a consensus 
bill that is largely acceptable to a sig-
nificant number of Members in both 
parties. The purpose here is not to 
make a point, as the Republican leader 
just said. That is easy. The purpose is 
to get something done. That is hard, 
but it really is so important. It will not 
be easy, but it is, certainly, achievable. 

Democrats are fully committed to 
protecting Dreamers, and we have long 
supported effective border security. 
Many Republicans are in the same 
boat. The only enemy here is over-
reach. Now is not the time or the place 
to reform the entire legal immigration 
system. Rather, this is the moment for 
a narrow bill, and every ounce of our 
energy is going into finding one that 
can pass. 

Just like on the budget, this is an op-
portunity for the Senate to lead the 
Nation. Let the same spirit of biparti-
sanship and compromise that gen-
erated the budget deal carry forward 
this week as we debate the fate of the 
Dreamers. 

INFRASTRUCTURE AND THE PRESIDENT’S 
BUDGET 

Mr. President, on infrastructure, the 
Trump administration, today, released 

its infrastructure plan. Democrats re-
leased our own plan over a year ago 
and have waited just as long to see this 
plan, because infrastructure is an issue 
on which we thought we could find 
some common ground. 

Unfortunately, despite a glaring 
need, the President’s proposal would do 
very little to make our ailing infra-
structure better. Instead of proposing 
direct Federal investments to help all 
parts of the country, the Trump infra-
structure plan relies on private parties 
or States and localities to put up the 
lion’s share of the money. In turn, 
those entities would have to either 
charge local taxpayers new tolls or 
raise taxes and other fees to pay for 
the new infrastructure. So a word that 
describes so much of the President’s 
bill—probably about 80 percent of it—is 
‘‘Trump tolls.’’ 

The Trump infrastructure plan is 
like a Hollywood facade. It may look 
real from afar, but, in truth, it is a flat 
mirage. The Trump plan has the skin 
of an infrastructure plan, but it lacks 
the guts. The lack of direct investment 
would leave out large parts of America, 
particularly rural America, where local 
governments don’t have the money or 
the traffic to attract private sector in-
vestment. Small towns and cities 
throughout the heartland have waited 
too long for upgrades to their schools, 
roads, and water systems, as well as ac-
cess to high-speed internet. 

Just as Franklin Roosevelt said that 
every rural home should have elec-
tricity in the 1930s, Democrats believe 
every rural home should have access to 
high-speed internet in the 21st century. 
Roosevelt called for the REA in the 
1930s, and soon enough—it took a lot— 
every rural home had electricity. 

We Democrats are calling for the 21st 
century version of Roosevelt’s vision. 
Every rural home should have access to 
high-speed internet, and that ought to 
be one of our goals in the 21st century. 
Very little could do more to revitalize 
rural America than that plan, which, 
by the way, we got a start on in our 
budget because we Democrats insisted 
on a certain amount of money being al-
located for that. It was not enough to 
get the job done, but it was a start. 

The administration’s infrastructure 
would also result in tolls—Trump 
tolls—across America. Wealthy inves-
tors and large banks will only invest in 
projects that generate a profit. How do 
they get the profit? They charge mid-
dle-class Americans hundreds of dollars 
a year in tolls. In fact, it is written 
into page 20 in the plan. Page 20 of the 
Trump infrastructure proposal has a 
section entitled ‘‘Providing States 
Tolling Flexibility.’’ So the middle 
class need not ask for whom this bill 
tolls; it tolls for thee. 

The middle class is already strug-
gling with the ever-rising costs of 
healthcare, childcare, college tuition, 
and prescription drugs. They don’t 
need higher local taxes. They don’t 
need Trump tolls on top of all of that. 
This is the kind of plan that you would 
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expect from a President who surrounds 
himself with bankers and financiers 
and wealthy people who don’t mind 
paying a $20 toll every time they go to 
work. It is a plan that is designed to 
reward rich developers, large banks, 
and the President’s political allies, not 
to rebuild the country. 

It would put unsustainable burdens 
on local governments, which are hurt-
ing right now, and it would lead to 
Trump tolls all over the country, par-
ticularly in middle-sized cities, small 
cities, and rural America. No investor 
is going to invest in a bridge in Spring-
field or Hannibal, MO—to pick a couple 
of places—because they don’t have the 
revenue to repay it. So those folks will 
be stuck, as will be much of America. 

At the same time, the Trump pro-
posal undermines important protec-
tions, like ‘‘Buy American.’’ We be-
lieve, if we are going to put some real 
investment into this, this stuff—the 
steel, the pipes, the concrete, and ev-
erything else—ought to be made in 
America and employ Americans. They 
left that out of the bill, unfortunately. 

Democrats want to work in a bipar-
tisan way to improve our infrastruc-
ture, which is why we put forward a 
real plan that would expand access to 
high-speed internet across the country, 
rebuild our roads and bridges, and mod-
ernize our electric grid, while creating 
millions and millions of good-paying, 
middle-class construction jobs. Unfor-
tunately, the President’s plan falls 
short on all of these fronts. 

I would remind my Republican col-
leagues that the Federal Government 
has invested in infrastructure and road 
building for a very long time. 

Henry Clay, from the great State of 
Kentucky, called for internal improve-
ments—I believe it was in the mid- 
1800s—because he wanted and knew the 
economic benefits of connecting places 
that were called the Far West in those 
days—Kentucky, Tennessee, Ohio— 
with all of the people who lived on the 
eastern seaboard. Henry Clay was not a 
Republican. He was a Whig. That was 
the predecessor party of the Repub-
licans. Dwight D. Eisenhower, a Repub-
lican President in the 1950s, started the 
interstate highway program, which has 
benefited so much of America for so 
many decades. Ronald Reagan never 
cut back on infrastructure even though 
he cut back on lots of other programs. 

It is brand new that President Trump 
is about the first President, in a long, 
long line of Democrats and Repub-
licans, who doesn’t really believe that 
the Federal Government should be at 
the forefront of building our infrastruc-
ture—whether it is highways, roads, 
bridges, water, sewer, the power grid, 
or high-speed internet. 

I hope Democrats and Republicans 
can do what we did on the budget—sort 
of ignore President Trump, because he 
is way off base on this, and come to-
gether ourselves, because people on 
both sides of the aisle have always be-
lieved in investing in infrastructure. 

Mr. President, I have one final word 
on the President’s budget request. We 

have now already dealt with this year’s 
budget request, but he put in a budget 
request for next year, which was just 
sent to Congress. We just passed a 2- 
year budget on Friday. So the Trump 
administration should have no illu-
sions about its budget becoming law. It 
will not become law. Yet Presidential 
budgets are still important as a state-
ment of an administration’s priorities. 

Unfortunately, the President’s prior-
ities are so far away from what the 
American people want in terms of how 
he portrays his budget. The President’s 
budget request, just 6 weeks after 
slashing taxes on the wealthiest and 
biggest corporations, after creating a 
massive deficit—who does the Presi-
dent ask to pay for this? Middle-class 
and older Americans. He slashes edu-
cation, environmental protection, and 
Medicare and Medicaid, while corpora-
tions reap billions in tax giveaways. 
Older Americans now have to worry 
about the Trump administration cut-
ting Medicare and Medicaid in his 
budget. Many others, including chil-
dren and working families, would be 
hurt by the budget as well. 

If Americans want a picture of whom 
President Trump works for, the com-
bination of the tax bill and this budget 
he proposed today makes it crystal 
clear: He is for the rich and powerful at 
the expense of the middle class. 

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. 
Mr. DURBIN. 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. DURBIN. Mr. President, this 
week in Washington we are going to do 
something that hasn’t been seen for a 
long time—for over a year. If you are 
not careful, you may tune in and see an 
actual debate on the floor of the Sen-
ate—real Senators, Democrats and Re-
publicans, coming to the floor actually 
debating an issue. 

I am not sure what is going to happen 
because it has been so long since we 
tried this, but it really is exciting to 
think about; that men and women 
elected to this body, known as the 
greatest deliberative body in America, 
are finally going to deliberate. It is 
true, and it is by design, not by acci-
dent. After a lot of negotiation back 
and forth, Senator MCCONNELL, the Re-
publican leader, agreed that this week 
we would debate immigration and 
DACA, the Dream Act; that it would 
come to the floor of the U.S. Senate. 

I am excited about it, although I 
have no idea how this debate will end— 
in most good debates we don’t know be-
cause it depends on the strength of an 
argument as to whether a measure is 
going to pass or not pass, but it is cer-
tainly an issue I have been waiting for. 

In fact, I have been waiting 5 years 
for it. It is a long time even by Senate 

standards. It has been 5 years since we 
actually debated immigration on the 
floor of the U.S. Senate. It is not be-
cause the immigration laws of America 
are so perfect—far from that. It is be-
cause it is a tough issue, it is a delicate 
issue, and it is a volatile issue, and it 
always has been in America. I have this 
notion that as soon as the Mayflower 
landed and the passengers got off the 
boat, they looked over their shoulder 
and said: I hope no more people are 
coming. We are perfectly happy with 
this country the way we see it—be-
cause throughout history and up to 
today, there has always been a resist-
ance by those already here to new peo-
ple from new places with different lan-
guages, cultures, religions, and food. 

We have done some things in the past 
which are not exactly things to brag 
about. It was 1924 when we passed an 
immigration bill. There was a fear 
after World War I, because Europe was 
in shambles, that all these people 
would come flooding into America. So 
the Congress here and in this Chamber 
and the House of Representatives 
passed the Immigration Act of 1924. It 
was horrible. It was horrible. It ex-
pressly excluded groups we didn’t want 
to be a part of America’s future— 
groups like people of the Jewish reli-
gion, Italians, people from Eastern Eu-
rope, the Japanese, and many others. 
That immigration act said: We don’t 
want any more of those people, and for 
41 years that was the law of the land. 
There were slight modifications, but 
that was the basic standard for immi-
gration in America. 

Not until 1965 did we look at immi-
gration again with a different view to a 
broader acceptance of the world as part 
of are our future. Since then, we have 
continued to have problems with immi-
gration and questions about change of 
policy. 

I will just flat out state, from 10 or 15 
different perspectives, the current im-
migration system in America is bro-
ken—broken. When we have 11 million 
undocumented people in the country 
today, it is a broken system. Eight of 
us got together 4 years ago—four Re-
publican Senators and four Democratic 
Senators—and spent months debating a 
new immigration system for America. I 
might say immodestly, I think we did a 
pretty good job of it. We presented it to 
the Judiciary Committee, and it faced 
over 100 amendments, people who want-
ed to change it. At the end of the day, 
we had a bill we brought to the Senate 
floor, and it passed with a substantial, 
overwhelming bipartisan vote—com-
prehensive immigration reform. We 
tackled every aspect of it, from ag la-
borers to H–1Bs, to the Dream Act, to 
undocumented, right on through. We 
passed it in the Senate, but, of course, 
with our bicameral system of govern-
ment, we needed the House to tackle 
the same problem, and they refused. 
They wouldn’t even consider the bill 
we passed. They wouldn’t come up with 
an alternative. They wouldn’t try to 
amend it. They just said: We are not 
going to talk about it, and they didn’t. 
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For 5 years, we have done nothing, 

and this year we have a chance to do 
something. The fact is, we need to do 
something. On September 5 of last 
year, President Trump announced he 
was eliminating what was known as 
the DACA Program. The DACA Pro-
gram was created by Executive order 
under President Obama to give those 
who were characterized as Dreamers a 
chance to be legal in America on a 2- 
year renewable basis. So 780,000 people 
signed up for President Obama’s DACA 
Program all across the United States. 
These were young people brought to 
the United States by their parents at a 
very early age, and they were going to 
be given a chance to stay here 2 years 
at a time and not be deported and be 
able to legally work. 

Who are these young people? Well, 91 
percent of them are currently in school 
or working. We know, as well, 20,000 of 
them have graduated from college and 
are teaching in our grade schools and 
high schools. We know 900 of them, 
even though they are undocumented, 
volunteered to serve in the U.S. mili-
tary and are currently in uniform will-
ing to risk their lives for this country 
that hasn’t accepted them as citizens. 
The list goes on. They are premed stu-
dents, they are in first responder sta-
tus, they are doing some pretty ex-
traordinary things, but President 
Trump announced last September 5 
that the program that allowed them to 
stay in the United States was coming 
to an end. 

When? In 3 weeks, March 5 of this 
year. What happens if Congress fails to 
do anything before March 5? If we fail 
to do anything to resolve this crisis 
created by President Trump, we will 
see 1,000 of these young people every 
single day falling out of protected sta-
tus, and they will be in a position 
where they can be deported from this 
country. For many of them who were 
brought here as infants and toddlers, 
they would be sent back to some coun-
try they don’t even remember to face a 
language they don’t speak. That would 
be a terrible outcome. 

That is why we need to take up this 
debate and pass, on a bipartisan basis, 
a measure to correct the situation, the 
challenge created by President 
Trump’s actions. We need to do it now 
because if the House of Representatives 
is to take action before March 5, we 
have little time left. Both the House 
and the Senate will be gone for 1 week 
in the month of February, so there is 
very little time left before the March 5 
deadline, and I hope we can tackle it 
and get it done. 

The question that needs to be asked 
is, what will be debated this week? I 
think a lot of things may be debated. It 
is an actual open debate on the floor to 
some extent. It could conceivably not 
only be on DACA and the Dream Act, it 
might even get into other immigration 
issues. 

There was a recent poll that was 
taken by Quinnipiac on some of the 
issues that may come before us this 

week in the U.S. Senate. The American 
people have been listening to this con-
versation, and it comes to some pretty 
interesting conclusions. 

This is a new Quinnipiac poll that 
was just released today. By a margin of 
81 percent to 14 percent, Americans 
want Dreamers to gain citizenship. 
Support is overwhelmingly pro-Dream-
er when respondents were asked if they 
support ‘‘allowing undocumented im-
migrants who were brought to the 
United States as children to remain in 
the country and eventually apply for 
citizenship.’’ 

Support for the Dreamers is over-
whelmingly across party lines—94 per-
cent of Democrats support it, 82 per-
cent of those who are Independents, 
and 68 percent of Republicans support 
citizenship for these Dreamers. I have 
read other polls that say even 61 per-
cent of Donald Trump voters support 
it. Republican voters support citizen-
ship 68 to 24; White men, 75 to 20; and 
voters over 65, 80 to 14. It is hard to 
find any issue in our politically divided 
country that brings so many people to-
gether, but this one does overwhelm-
ingly, both political parties and Inde-
pendents. 

The other side of it is that the Presi-
dent is proposing a border wall. Well, 
we remember that during the cam-
paign, for sure—a big, beautiful wall 
from sea to shining sea, and the Mexi-
cans are going to pay for it. How many 
times did we hear that speech? Many 
times. 

Well, where are the American people 
on this border wall? Interesting what 
the Quinnipiac poll tells us. By ap-
proximately a 2-to-1 margin, the Amer-
ican public opposes a border wall, and 
when you attach the pricetag to it— 
how much it will, $25 billion—the num-
bers change. When first asked if they 
support or oppose a border wall with 
Mexico, the public opposes it 59 to 37 
percent. A followup question, which in-
cludes a reference to the $25 billion 
pricetag President Trump has re-
quested to build the wall, generates 
even more opposition: 65 to 33—2 to 1 
opposed to the border wall. 

Then some on the other side say: We 
should slash legal immigration into the 
United States. Let’s put some numbers 
behind this question. We are a nation 
of approximately 350 million people. 
Each year 1.1 million legal immigrants 
come into the United States. About 70 
percent of them are Members of fami-
lies of those already here. Some of 
them have waited for their chance to 
join up with their families 20 years. So 
75 percent of the legal immigration is 
family reunification. As I mentioned, 
some have waited for a long time. 

Many on the other side want to limit 
legal immigration into the United 
States, want to limit this family reuni-
fication effort and those who come in 
with promises of jobs. So the question 
was asked in the poll as to whether we 
should cut legal immigration levels. 

In the Quinnipiac poll, 78 percent of 
Americans are opposed to cutting legal 

immigration. A majority of Ameri-
cans—54 percent—support keeping 
legal immigration at the same or cur-
rent level. More Americans, 24 percent, 
support increasing it rather than de-
creasing it, 17 percent. Even 71 percent 
of Republican voters want legal immi-
gration levels to stay either the same, 
53 percent, or increase, 18 percent. 

Additional poll questions found sup-
port for maintaining the current policy 
regarding family reunification at 49 to 
43, and the diversity visa lottery, 48 to 
49. Then we asked hot-button issues on 
immigration. Throughout our history 
these are the issues usually raised 
about immigrants. Immigrants, they 
say, take American jobs. Immigrants, 
they say, commit too many crimes. If 
you listened to the President’s State of 
the Union Address a week or two ago, 
he talked about MS–13, a reprehensible 
gang engaged in criminal activities 
overseas and in the United States. I 
don’t know of anyone in either polit-
ical party who endorses that. The 
President used some graphic examples 
of their horrible, violent conduct, but 
when the public was asked about those 
two positions—Are these immigrants 
taking away American jobs? Are they 
committing more crime?—there was an 
interesting result. The American pub-
lic overwhelmingly rejects the idea 
that undocumented immigrants take 
jobs from Americans and are prone to 
commit more crime. 

Despite the transparent, relentless 
scapegoating efforts of some, Ameri-
cans do not believe that undocumented 
immigrants take jobs away from Amer-
icans; by 63 to 33 percent, that was re-
jected. That is because our eyes can 
see. Come to Central Illinois, near my 
hometown of Springfield. Go to the 
local meat processing plant or the 
chicken processing plant, and watch 
who comes out of that plant at quit-
ting time. Hispanics and Africans are 
taking what are pretty tough, dirty, 
rough jobs because others don’t want 
them. Take a look next time you go 
into a nice restaurant in Chicago, 
which is certainly my honor to rep-
resent, and look who just cleaned the 
dishes off the table, and when the door 
swings, take a look at who is in the 
kitchen doing the dishes. By and large, 
it is going to be immigrants who are 
doing those things. Not many of us say 
to our sons and daughters: I am hoping 
the day will come when you decide to 
go and pick fruit for a living. You hard-
ly ever hear that because we know it is 
hard, backbreaking work, and immi-
grants do the work. So many jobs they 
fill are jobs that Americans aren’t 
jumping to fill. 

How about the issue of crime? The 
majority of Americans do not believe 
that undocumented immigrants com-
mit more crimes than American citi-
zens; 72 to 17 percent rejected this idea, 
and that just reflects the reality. The 
incidence of crimes committed by 
those who are immigrants is lower 
than that of those who are native born. 
It is a fact. It is a fact that some like 
to ignore. 
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When it comes down to the fun-

damentals of the debate that faces us 
in the Senate, the American people, by 
overwhelming majority numbers, have 
picked their side on this. The question 
is whether Democrats and Republicans 
here can find a middle ground to agree 
on. It remains to be seen. 

I have been engaged in this debate 
now for 17 years. That is a long time 
even by Senate standards. It was 17 
years ago when I introduced the 
DREAM Act. It was 17 years ago when 
I said: If you were brought here as a 
kid, a baby, an infant, a toddler, even 
a young teenager and you had no voice 
on where your family was headed, it 
shouldn’t be used against you. If you 
have had a good life, gone to school, 
are not a criminal, and offer some 
promise for a job or future in America, 
you deserve a chance to earn your way 
to legal status and to citizenship. 

I come to this with some prejudice. 
My mother came as an immigrant to 
this country. She was brought here at 
the age of 2. She was the first Dreamer 
in my family, and she was brought here 
from Lithuania, where she was born. 
Her mother brought her to this country 
and didn’t speak English, but she 
brought her three kids here in the hope 
that they could find opportunities that 
they couldn’t find back in Lithuania. 
For them, the land of opportunity was 
the city of East St. Louis, IL, which is 
where I was born and I grew up. It of-
fered immigrants a lot of tough jobs 
but opportunities to maybe create a 
better life for their kids. When it came 
to this kid, my mom and her family 
gave me a chance to serve in the U.S. 
Senate. That is my story, that is my 
family’s story, but that is America’s 
story. Time and again, that is Amer-
ica’s story. My grandfather didn’t come 
here with any extraordinary skills. He 
came here with a strong back and a de-
termination to work and feed his fam-
ily, and he did it; my grandmother, the 
same. That is the story of this country. 

We are going to debate this week in 
the U.S. Senate whether it will con-
tinue to be the story of this country. 
Some will argue that we have had 
enough of these immigrants; we don’t 
need any more of them. Others, I hope, 
will realize that we have an oppor-
tunity here—an opportunity not only 
to allow people to come to this country 
and be part of this country’s future but 
to create the kind of diversity that 
makes us unique in the world, the di-
versity of immigration. I think we can 
come up with a reasonable answer to 
this. There will be differences of opin-
ion, strongly held beliefs on one side or 
the other. 

The question is whether this body, 
the U.S. Senate, with 49 Democrats and 
51 Republicans—just about as close as 
you can get—can reach a common, bi-
partisan agreement. Wouldn’t it be a 
headline across America if this Senate 
actually had a debate and this Senate 
actually agreed on something—a bipar-
tisan agreement. I see some heads nod-
ding, and I won’t say where, but it is 

somewhere in this Chamber—people 
who are following this debate. I think 
we can do it. I really believe we can. It 
will be a real test for us, but that is 
what we are sent to do, isn’t it? It is 
not to debate, issue press releases, and 
wave our fists at one another, but to 
actually tackle a problem. 

The President has created a chal-
lenge—a challenge that involves hun-
dreds of thousands of lives. Now it is 
our turn to meet that challenge as a 
Senate and to show we are up to the 
job. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mrs. 

ERNST). The Senator from Texas. 
FOREIGN INVESTMENT RISK REVIEW 

MODERNIZATION ACT 
Mr. CORNYN. Madam President, I 

want to begin my remarks today by 
discussing a piece of bipartisan legisla-
tion that I have sponsored with our 
colleague, the senior Senator from 
California, Mrs. FEINSTEIN. In all like-
lihood, this bill is not something you 
are going to see reported on in the 
evening news. It is rather obscure in its 
origins, but it is extraordinarily impor-
tant, and I will explain that in just a 
moment. It is called the Foreign In-
vestment Risk Review Modernization 
Act, and it concerns another acro-
nym—the Committee on Foreign In-
vestment in the United States, known 
as CFIUS. It is the Committee on For-
eign Investment in the United States. 

CFIUS is a multiagency panel headed 
by the Treasury Department, and Sec-
retary Mnuchin chairs that panel. Its 
job is to vet foreign investments to de-
termine if they pose a threat to our na-
tional security. I am an ardent sup-
porter of free trade, and I strongly sup-
port more foreign, direct investment in 
the United States. Unfortunately, some 
of our adversaries—most notably 
China—have altered the strategic land-
scape and are not playing by the same 
set of rules. China has weaponized in-
vestment in an attempt to vacuum up 
our advanced technologies and simulta-
neously undermine our defense indus-
trial base. 

As it acquires U.S. firms, technology, 
and intellectual property, as well as 
the know-how to put them to use, the 
risk is that the Chinese Government, 
which has its tentacles not only in 
state-owned Chinese companies but 
also in so-called ‘‘private’’ Chinese 
firms, will get its hands on these capa-
bilities and use them against us. This 
has already been shown to have hap-
pened in a number of documented 
cases. 

Standing by and allowing our na-
tional security to be compromised 
through these continued transfers of 
certain dual-use technology and know- 
how to China would be highly irrespon-
sible. That is why the CFIUS—the 
Committee on Foreign Investment in 
the United States—process needs to be 
updated and modernized. At its core, 
the bill I have introduced would expand 
the scope of reviewable transactions to 
more effectively address national secu-
rity concerns. 

CFIUS’s jurisdiction has not been up-
dated in more than 40 years, and since 
that time, global threats like the one 
posed by China have grown in com-
plexity and scope. China has studied 
our laws, and it has found ways to 
game the export control system and to 
evade CFIUS review. 

This bill has strong support, not just 
from the White House but also from 
Treasury Secretary Mnuchin, Com-
merce Secretary Ross, and the Attor-
ney General of the United States, Jeff 
Sessions. It has also been endorsed by 
Secretary of Defense Mattis, as well as 
three of his predecessors, two former 
Directors of National Intelligence, and 
many others. 

In industry, major U.S. companies 
are starting to recognize the risks 
here, as well, and several have stepped 
up and endorsed this bill. However, 
there is a very small group of other 
U.S. firms that are actively opposing 
CFIUS modernization, having decided 
their bottom line is more important 
than our Nation’s security. Unfortu-
nately, they are starting to release 
some of their false claims about this 
legislation into the press that really 
don’t hold water on further examina-
tion. And their own track records, 
when it comes to handing over sophis-
ticated, dual-use technology and know- 
how to China, undercut the credibility 
of their arguments. I would call this a 
patriotism deficit on their part. 

In order to perpetuate the status quo 
and prevent statutory updates that are 
both urgent and necessary, this hand-
ful of firms and their proxies like to 
point to exaggerated, doomsday sce-
narios. These are typified by the words 
of one detractor, who recently stated 
that the new legislation would ‘‘lit-
erally paralyze business.’’ 

I urge all of our colleagues to study 
this legislation more and to resist 
these kinds of scare tactics and 
mischaracterizations. I urge them to 
consider the paralysis we would incur 
by not passing CFIUS reform. Progress 
would be stunted and our security jeop-
ardized. We could see the erosion of our 
defense industrial base and that means 
jobs here in the United States going 
overseas because they are capable then 
of building this cutting-edge, dual-use 
technology in their home country and 
not having it built here in the United 
States. 

Despite the critics’ scare tactics, the 
bill would not sweep up harmless busi-
ness transactions with no ties to na-
tional security. That is not the point. 
But I do want to make that abundantly 
clear. Under the bill, there are reason-
able safeguards to prevent this from 
happening. 

For example, CFIUS would be au-
thorized to create a safe list of certain 
allied countries for which certain 
transactions are exempt from review. 
Under the bill, CFIUS would also be 
granted authority to exempt ordinary, 
routine transactions where other laws 
already address national security risks. 

The Treasury Department, as the 
lead agency for CFIUS, has stated an 
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intent to use this authority to nar-
rowly tailor the implementing regula-
tions. 

The second thing to note is that ex-
isting alternatives, like multilateral 
export controls, are not an adequate 
substitute to what we are proposing in 
this bill. It is true that export controls 
work well in many cases, but they have 
inherent limitations and are not 
enough by themselves. We simply need 
a second line of defense, and that is a 
modernized CFIUS process. The CFIUS 
process and the export control system 
are designed to be interactive and com-
plementary. 

In other words, this bill does not du-
plicate the export control system, and, 
in fact, for pure technology transfers, 
the export control system would re-
main the sole review mechanism. 
CFIUS wouldn’t be involved in that at 
all. 

Finally, there is a concern that our 
bill could flood CFIUS with too much 
work, and they would be overwhelmed 
and would lack the resources and ex-
pertise to do the job. But our bill would 
help provide those additional resources 
and allow CFIUS to both charge a mod-
est fee to help promote its self-sustain-
ability and also submit a unified an-
nual budget request covering all of its 
member agencies. 

Furthermore, the bill’s own provi-
sions guard against an unfunded man-
date, with any expansion taking effect 
only after CFIUS determines on its 
own that the necessary personnel and 
other resources have been provided. 

Finally our bill exempts certain 
transactions that are done through 
‘‘ordinary customer relationships,’’ en-
suring that harmless, day-to-day ac-
tivities don’t have to be reviewed. 

In closing, I will say this: It is cer-
tainly appropriate to consider the po-
tential impacts of this bill on foreign 
investment, but those effects shouldn’t 
be considered in a vacuum. We must 
also ask what the impacts on our long- 
term national security will be if we do 
not take action. For example, in 10 or 
15 years, will our troops still have the 
best equipment in the world? Our mili-
tary superiority is not a birthright, 
and neither is our technological advan-
tage over our adversaries. 

I would urge my colleagues to ad-
vance this bill and to study it and to 
help work with us to improve it. The 
time to modernize CFIUS is now. We 
must not allow ourselves to be the frog 
in the boiling pot of water, so to speak. 
We can’t be blind to the growing risks. 

Madam President, on another mat-
ter, today we will begin to deliver on 
an important promise to the American 
people—debating an immigration solu-
tion for the young adults brought to 
the United States by their parents who 
now find themselves in limbo. 

Several weeks ago, our Democratic 
colleagues recklessly shut down the 
Federal Government to placate the ex-
treme elements in their own party. The 
majority leader disagreed with this ap-
proach. He and the rest of my Repub-

lican colleagues urged them to abandon 
this shutdown ploy before it was too 
late, but they refused to listen, ignor-
ing the majority of the Americans who 
were against this approach. The major-
ity leader then promised what had been 
the plan all along—that would be to 
continue bipartisan discussions that 
would be followed by open debate on 
the floor. 

Shortly, this evening, we will take up 
a vote on a vehicle through which 
Members can offer their ideas on how 
best to solve this problem. It will be a 
process that is fair to both sides. Once 
we vote to adopt a motion to proceed, 
my colleagues and I will have the op-
portunity to have our proposals consid-
ered under regular order. In other 
words, they can offer amendments, de-
bate on the amendments, and vote on 
the amendments. Amendments, as 
usual, will have a 60-vote threshold be-
fore they can be adopted. Sixty votes is 
what we need. 

What I am interested in is solving 
the problem, and that means not only 
a proposal that can get 60 votes but one 
that can pass the House and be signed 
into law by President Trump. That is 
simply critical. This should not be an 
exercise in futility or for political 
grandstanding purposes; this should be 
about getting a bill signed into law, 
which means it has to pass both Houses 
and has to be signed by the President. 

Today, led by Chairman GRASSLEY of 
the Senate Judiciary Committee, a 
group of Members from this side of the 
aisle will put forth a comprehensive 
proposal—including the Presiding Offi-
cer—that centers around the four pil-
lars the President has said he would 
like to see addressed. 

I think most people have been sur-
prised—maybe ‘‘shocked’’ is a better 
word—at the generosity of the Presi-
dent’s offer for the DACA-eligible re-
cipients. Right now, there are 690,000 
who have signed up, but the President’s 
proposal would not only offer them 
legal status, it would offer 1.8 million 
eligible young people a pathway to 
citizenship—far more than President 
Obama ever offered. 

It provides a real opportunity for us 
to keep our commitments when it 
comes to border security—utilizing 
more boots on the ground, better tech-
nology, and additional infrastructure. 
It reallocates visas from the diversity 
lottery system in a way that is fair. It 
continues the existing family-based 
immigration categories until the cur-
rent backlog is cleared and then 
changes to more of a merit-based sys-
tem. 

I am proud to cosponsor this com-
monsense solution, which I think can 
pass the Senate and the House and be 
signed into law by President Trump. I 
know, too, that others have been work-
ing hard on their ideas, and I look for-
ward to reviewing their work product. 

I urge my Democratic colleagues this 
week to remember their predecessors 
when it comes to immigration, which 
includes my fellow Texan Barbara Jor-

dan. One of the great civil rights lead-
ers of our time, she was the first south-
ern Black woman to be elected to the 
U.S. House of Representatives. She also 
served as a chairwoman of the U.S. 
Commission on Immigration Reform. 
While serving in that role, she once 
said: 

For our immigration policy to make sense, 
it is necessary to make distinctions between 
those who obey the law, and those who vio-
late it. 

I think that is a great principle to 
keep in mind as we begin to sort out 
this week’s challenges. 

Although we all recognize the anx-
iety of DACA recipients who came to 
this country through no fault of their 
own and now face uncertain futures, at 
the same time, we must recognize that 
many Americans face certain plights 
too. They are dreamers, too, as the 
President has said. And we need to re-
store our legacy as a nation that be-
lieves in and applies the rule of law— 
indeed, equal justice under the law. 

Here is the bottom line: I am not in-
terested in a futile exercise of games-
manship or political theater or ideas 
that can’t become law. As the Presi-
dent said 2 weeks ago, the ultimate 
proposal must be ‘‘one where nobody 
gets everything they want, but our 
country gets the critical reforms it 
needs.’’ More than 124,000 young people 
in my State hope we can rise to the oc-
casion. Indeed, all 28 million of them 
hope we can work together in a bipar-
tisan fashion not only to provide relief 
to the DACA recipients but also to re-
store our border security and to craft 
immigration laws that serve America’s 
best interests. 

Again, one of the two pillars upon 
which our immigration system has 
been built is that we are a nation of 
immigrants. All of us at some point in 
our family came from somewhere 
else—almost all of us. But we are also 
a nation of laws, which distinguishes 
us from most of the rest of the world. 
It is those two great pillars—a nation 
of immigrants and a nation of laws— 
that need to be restored and need to be 
our focus. 

Madam President, I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Iowa. 
Mr. GRASSLEY. Madam President, 

before the Senator from Texas leaves 
the floor, I think he needs to be com-
plimented because one of the four 
things in the bill which I am talking 
about our introducing and which he is 
going to be one of the cosponsors of is 
border security. He has worked for 
years on border security. He needs to 
be complimented on it. He is chairman 
of the Immigration Subcommittee of 
our Judiciary Committee. And I think 
Senator JOHNSON of Homeland Security 
has some aspects of border security as 
well. I think he and Senator JOHNSON 
ought to be complimented for being in 
the lead of 100 Senators to make sure 
we don’t make the same mistakes we 
made in 1986 when we gave amnesty be-
cause we thought we had border secu-
rity. Quite obviously, the numbers 
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show we didn’t do a very good job on 
border security in 1986. The Senator 
from Texas and the Senator from Wis-
consin are going to make sure we don’t 
make that same mistake again, so I 
thank them very much. 

Madam President, I rise today to an-
nounce the formal introduction of an 
amendment to H.R. 2579. H.R. 2579 is 
the vehicle for immigration. This 
amendment is cosponsored by Senators 
Cornyn, Tillis, Lankford, Perdue, Cot-
ton, and Ernst. It is a product of sev-
eral months of hard work between 
these Senators and including the White 
House. 

Since this past September, I have 
held more than two dozen meetings 
with interested Senators in an attempt 
to craft a fair and permanent solution 
to DACA. I have also met with the 
President on four separate occasions to 
figure out exactly what he needs to see 
in a legislative package so that it can 
be signed into law, because what is the 
point of our working hard if we are not 
going to get something that is going to 
be finalized by a signature from the 
President of the United States? 

I just said I have met with the Presi-
dent on four separate occasions. I 
should have said that this group of in-
troducers of this legislation met with 
the President on those four occasions. 
But most importantly, I have been con-
tinuously listening to what my col-
leagues have said they need in any im-
migration consensus. As a result of our 
meetings and conversations with our 
colleagues, the Senators sponsoring 
this amendment have attempted to de-
velop a simple, commonsense frame-
work that can address everyone’s con-
cerns while also providing necessary 
and critical changes to our Nation’s 
immigration laws. 

What does our amendment do? Work-
ing off the broad bipartisan, bicameral 
framework agreed to on January 9 at 
the White House, our amendment has 
four key pillars. I said bipartisan, bi-
cameral. Members of Congress met 
with the President for an hour and a 
half to boil down all the issues that can 
be brought up, and we ended up with 
these four key pillars. 

First and most importantly, our 
amendment fully funds the President’s 
border security request. Other plans 
that we have heard about claim that 
they fund the President’s border secu-
rity request by—I want to put this 
word in quotes—‘‘authorizing’’ money. 
But anyone who knows Washington 
knows that just an authorization turns 
out to be a gimmick sometimes. It 
turns out to be a promise sometimes or 
an IOU to maybe fund something at 
some later date. Every Member of the 
Senate knows that in this town, Wash-
ington, DC, promises are quite cheap. 

We went down the road in 2006 when 
Congress authorized money for border 
fencing, much of which Congress never 
actually funded. Our amendment re-
jects that approach. Instead, we actu-
ally appropriate $25 billion into a bor-
der security trust fund. This trust fund 

will allow Homeland Security to use 
between $2.5 billion and $3 billion a 
year for infrastructure, technology, 
and personnel recruitment and reten-
tion. 

By setting up a border security trust 
fund, we ensure that the Department of 
Homeland Security will actually have 
the money that it needs every single 
year to secure our borders, while also 
retaining Congress’s ability to exercise 
oversight. 

Unlike other plans, we also recognize 
that real border security is more than 
just throwing money at the border. 
This group of Senators realized that 
real border security means that we 
have to close the legal loopholes in the 
current law that allow dangerous 
criminals to enter and remain at large 
within our country. Our amendment 
ends these dangerous loopholes and 
makes it easier for our law enforce-
ment to apprehend, detain, and speed-
ily remove sex offenders, drug smug-
glers, human traffickers, international 
terrorists, criminal gang members, re-
peat border crossers, drunk drivers, 
and other dangerous people. 

Second, our amendment provides a 
generous and permanent solution for 
DACA and DACA-eligible recipients. 
Our plan contains an earned path to 
citizenship for these young people. Pro-
vided these young men and women 
have no criminal record and either 
serve in the military, attain a college 
or vocational degree, or maintain full- 
time employment, they can eventually 
gain citizenship. This represents a 
major concession for many Repub-
licans, including this Senator, but this 
concession is necessary to provide a 
permanent and fair solution to this 
issue. 

The third pillar of our proposal re-
forms family-based immigration to 
place greater emphasis on the nuclear 
family. Moving forward, we limit fam-
ily-based immigration to the nuclear 
family, meaning the spouses and minor 
children of citizens and lawful, perma-
nent residents. 

This change doesn’t end family-based 
immigration. It simply recognizes that 
extended-family immigration doesn’t 
serve the American people or our coun-
try’s economic interest. It is important 
for all of my colleagues to recognize 
that these family-based changes are 
prospective. This means that all 4 mil-
lion immigrants who are waiting in 
line for a family-based petition will 
continue to have their petitions proc-
essed under the old rules. 

This group of Senators understands 
that we can’t penalize the millions of 
people who actually followed the law 
and, by following the law, did the right 
thing. 

In addition to rewarding those who 
did the right thing by grandfathering 
all pending petitions in the pipeline, it 
will take years—by some estimates, 
more than a decade—for Congress to 
debate and enact merit-based immigra-
tion reform. 

Finally, our plan reallocates the 
55,000 visas and the diversity visa lot-

tery to clearing backlogs in the family- 
based and employment-based backlogs. 
By reallocating these visas, we not 
only promote faster family reunifica-
tion but also speed up the immigration 
of skilled workers in the EB–1, EB–2, 
and EB–3 categories. 

As you can see, this is an eminently 
fair plan that closely mirrors the 
President’s framework. This plan is a 
true compromise, and supporting it 
will require concessions from all Sen-
ators—conservatives, liberals, Demo-
crats, Republicans, and everyone in be-
tween. 

This Senator is ready and willing to 
make a major concession and, once 
again, vote for a path to citizenship. 
Other Senators need to be willing to do 
the same, to make sacrifices when it 
comes to border security and to chain 
migration. 

But at the end of the day, in spite of 
everything else, the simple fact re-
mains that this amendment is the only 
plan that the President supports. This 
plan is the only Senate plan that has 
any possibility of passing the House of 
Representatives and becoming law. 

So I have asked my colleagues who 
oppose this proposal: Are you inter-
ested in actually getting something 
done, in actually providing a path to 
citizenship for these DACA kids, or are 
you interested in a political issue for 
the 2018 elections? If you are actually 
interested in getting something done, 
in getting a bill signed into law, and 
fixing the DACA issue, the choice is ob-
vious: You will vote to support this 
plan. 

But if my colleagues are more inter-
ested in grandstanding, in passing a 
bill that will never become law and 
that will not actually protect DACA 
kids, well, that choice is pretty clear 
as well. 

To all my colleagues, I urge your 
support for this amendment. Let’s fix 
this issue. Let’s demonstrate that we 
can find solutions to the challenging 
problems that Americans are calling on 
us to solve. 

This is a compassionate compromise. 
As for the people who have been advo-
cating for this for years—longer than I 
have been, because I have been at it 
just a short period of time—let them 
accept a compassionate compromise. 
Let them do what they have called on 
to be done for a long period of time— 
settling the DACA issue once and for 
all. Then, let’s show the world that we 
are serious about finding a long-term 
solution, instead of kicking the prob-
lem to a future date. 

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

ator from Arkansas. 
Mr. COTTON. Madam President, I 

wish to thank my colleague Chairman 
GRASSLEY for the excellent work on 
this issue, on which he has helped to 
lead us all. We have a working group. 
The Presiding Officer herself belongs to 
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a small working group. We have intro-
duced legislation this week that trans-
forms the President’s four-pillar frame-
work into an actual bill, and it is the 
one bill that can become a law. 

We have a plan not to pass a bill but 
to pass a law, because twice in the last 
12 years, the Senate has passed a bill 
that hasn’t become a law because the 
House of Representatives couldn’t pass 
it and, therefore, ultimately, the Presi-
dent couldn’t sign it. 

I urge my colleagues: Let’s not sim-
ply signal our virtue to our counter-
parts in the House or to the President 
by passing a bill. Let’s solve this prob-
lem by passing a law. 

This bill is the one bill that can be-
come a law because it is the one bill 
that translates the President’s frame-
work into actual legislation. It pro-
vides legal status and ultimately citi-
zenship for people who were brought 
here through no fault of their own as 
minors, before the age of account-
ability. It provides more money and 
legal authorities to secure our south-
ern border and to help our brave immi-
gration agents. It eliminates the use-
less diversity visa lottery and reallo-
cates those green cards for more pro-
ductive and worthwhile purposes, and 
it puts an end to the practice of ex-
tended-family chain migration, allow-
ing immigrants to bring not just his or 
her spouse and minor children but par-
ents, siblings, and, ultimately, grand-
parents, aunts, uncles, cousins, and on 
down their extended family tree. 

That doesn’t solve every problem 
under the sun we have with immigra-
tion. It doesn’t, for instance, include 
mandatory nationwide E-Verify, which 
I would support. It doesn’t resolve the 
many problems we have with numerous 
temporary guest worker visas. But it is 
consistent with the President’s frame-
work, and it solves the problem in 
front of us of young people who were 
brought here through no fault of their 
own, but also it has the side effect of 
giving those people legal status. 

I know there are a lot of half meas-
ures floating around the Senate right 
now, saying that we should give legal 
status to these 1.8 million people in re-
turn for a small pittance at the south-
ern border, but that simply will not do. 
It is not responsible because if we give 
those people legal status, we will have 
two negative side effects. First, we will 
create more incentives—perverse in-
centives—to encourage illegal immi-
gration with minor children to this 
country. That is dangerous. It is im-
moral, not to mention unwise from our 
national interests. 

Second, if we give legal status to 
these 1.8 million people, we will create 
a whole new pool of legal permanent 
residents and, ultimately, citizens who 
can naturalize their extended family, 
including their parents—the very peo-
ple who created the problem to begin 
with—undermining the rationale for 
the program to begin with. Remember, 
that rationale was that children ought 
not pay for the sins of their parents. 

But, surely, parents can pay for their 
own sins. 

If we do those things—provide legal 
status for the 1.8 million people who 
find themselves in this situation 
through no fault of their own, but con-
trol those negative side effects by se-
curing our border, and ending the prac-
tice of extended-family chain migra-
tion—we will have a bill that can be-
come a law. 

At the same time, we will also grand-
father in every person who is currently 
in the backlog waiting to come to this 
country, who has applied to get a green 
card because they have a parent or 
child or sibling in this country. Some 
of them have been waiting up to 20 
years. So no one will be cut out of that 
waiting line. 

Furthermore, we will continue to 
allow American citizens to get a renew-
able, nonworker visa for their elderly 
parents who live overseas. So if you 
immigrated to this country and still 
have parents back in the home country 
who need your care, who need to live at 
home with you or maybe live down the 
street in a nursing home, this law will 
allow you to have a visa to bring them 
here. 

That is a generous, humane solution, 
but it also is one that handles the prob-
lem responsibly and starts to build the 
kind of immigration system that this 
country needs—a system that focuses 
on the skills that our economy needs, 
not one that is just based on family 
ties or country of origin. 

For that reason, it is immensely pop-
ular. A recent poll showed that 65 per-
cent of Americans support this pro-
posal. Two out of every three Ameri-
cans support it, and they should, since, 
after all, every part of this proposal is 
popular. 

Most of us have seen polls that sug-
gest that fewer than 20 percent of 
Americans want to see these people re-
turn to their country, which in many 
cases they don’t remember. At the 
same time, 72 percent want to end the 
practice of extended-family chain mi-
gration, and securing our southern bor-
der is equally as popular. 

Oftentimes in Congress, we have to 
make a tough choice between some-
thing that is popular and necessary and 
something that is unpopular, but in 
this legislation, we are simply asking 
our colleagues to do the right thing—to 
take the responsible step—which hap-
pens to be popular with the American 
people as well. It should be popular be-
cause it is both generous and humane 
on the one hand but responsible on the 
other hand. It is the only approach 
that will begin to change our immigra-
tion system from one that treats peo-
ple based on where they come from and 
to whom they are related to a system 
that treats them for who they are. 
There is nothing that could be more 
American than that. 

I urge my colleagues to recognize 
that this is the one bill that the House 
of Representatives can pass, can earn 
the President’s signature, and can be-

come a law. So I will simply say again, 
as we go through this exercise, let’s 
have a plan that is going to pass a law, 
not pass a bill. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. COT-

TON). The Senator from Iowa. 
Mrs. ERNST. Mr. President, I would 

like to start by thanking my col-
leagues and especially my friend from 
Iowa, our senior Senator, CHUCK 
GRASSLEY, for his tremendous work on 
this project and all of those who par-
ticipated in the discussions on the Se-
cure and Succeed Act. 

This legislation puts us on the best 
path forward to provide a permanent 
solution for our DACA recipients, all 
while strengthening our borders and 
entry security. Our legislation address-
es the unique challenges faced by the 
DACA population, many of whom were 
brought to America by their parents 
through no fault of their own when 
they were just children. 

In Iowa and across our Nation, DACA 
recipients are an integral part of our 
community. They are our neighbors, 
they are our classmates, and they are 
our fellow churchgoers. 

This last summer, while I was at the 
Clay County Fair in Iowa, I was ap-
proached by a young lady. She came up 
to me and said: Senator ERNST, I would 
like to know where you stand on 
DACA. 

So I explained my position to her. 
Meanwhile, she is pulling out her 

billfold. Out of the billfold, she pulled 
out a small card. She showed it to me, 
and she said: I am a DACA recipient. 

I said: Well, thank you for taking the 
time to come up to me and sharing 
your story with me. 

She was there with her younger sib-
lings at the county fair, just enjoying 
the day, and she explained her situa-
tion to me. She had been brought into 
the country by her parents. They came 
illegally into the country from Mexico. 
Then she pointed at her younger sib-
lings, and she said: They were born 
here. They are citizens, but I am not. I 
am not. 

As we were standing there at the 
Clay County Fair, right by the Iowa 
Army National Guard recruiting 
booth—I was a member of the Iowa 
Army National Guard—she went on to 
explain to me that a while back she 
had actually met with one of the re-
cruiters, and they had told her: We 
can’t accept you. We can’t accept you 
because you are a DACA recipient. 

She expressed to me how dis-
appointed she was. She wanted to join 
our military. She wanted to serve this 
country—the only country she had 
known to be her home, the country she 
loved. Her story and her determination 
and her desire to serve this country 
and to defend our freedoms were abso-
lutely clear to me. This bill would 
allow DACA-eligible recipients to de-
fend the only country they have ever 
known—the country they love. 

That said, I cannot overstate the im-
portance of addressing the legal, eco-
nomic, and security concerns that are 
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ever present in this debate. A huge pri-
ority of mine has been, and remains, to 
provide border security. Our homeland 
and our borders must be secure, period. 
Tragically, human, drug, and sex traf-
ficking are still viable markets in the 
darkest corners around this world. Un-
fortunately, we have those corners of 
the world right here in our own Nation. 
Ensuring the integrity of our immigra-
tion system is essential in working to 
prevent these bad actors from infil-
trating our very own borders. 

This legislation would direct funds 
toward bolstering our border control 
and various degrees of security along 
the border, such as physical and virtual 
fencing, radar, and other technologies. 
It also cuts immigration loopholes and 
ensures that dangerous criminals are 
denied entry. 

This legislation addresses the current 
debate in a humane and thoughtful 
manner, and I urge my colleagues in 
the Senate to support this common-
sense pathway forward. 

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

ator from North Carolina. 
Mr. TILLIS. Mr. President, I wish to 

personally thank the Presiding Officer 
for all the work he has done to come up 
with what I believe is the right frame-
work for fulfilling the promise to solve 
and create a viable solution for the 
DACA population and to deal with the 
other things that are critically impor-
tant as we take this first major step in 
immigration reform after decades of 
failure. 

Last year, I and Senator LANKFORD, 
who will be speaking after I do, decided 
we really wanted to get a discussion 
around a legal path to citizenship for a 
significant portion of the population of 
the illegally present. The deferred ac-
tion program that was implemented by 
President Obama is what we used as 
kind of a baseline for determining how 
we could actually define that popu-
lation and set terms so we could ulti-
mately accept them into this country, 
and they could ultimately get citizen-
ship. 

The proposal we have outlined 
today—and I should also thank Chair-
man GRASSLEY for his leadership. I 
have served on the Judiciary Com-
mittee for 3 years during my first term 
in the Senate and for 3 years on the 
Immigration Subcommittee. Under his 
leadership, we have crafted a frame-
work that is consistent with what the 
President has proposed. 

It is also consistent with what vir-
tually anybody who has been around 
here for any amount of time has voted 
for in one form or another. It is a four- 
pillar framework that first begins with 
a path to citizenship for some 1.8 mil-
lion DACA-eligible persons in the 
United States today. They were young 
when they came into this country. 
Some are adults now, but they came to 
this country through the decision of 
their parents. I, for one—and I believe 
many of my colleagues who support 

this bill—believe they should be given 
an opportunity to be U.S. citizens. 

After the bill is ratified, they will 
have an opportunity, based on a 10-year 
or 12-year timeline, to have the cer-
tainty of having legal status and then 
a path to citizenship that could be 10 to 
12 years. It is fairly straightforward, in 
terms of the requirements to come into 
the program. Some 1.8 million will 
qualify, once we ratify this bill and 
send it to the President’s desk. 

Coupled with this, it is critically im-
portant to not make the mistakes of 
the past. First off, let’s not just come 
in and assume we are going to pass a 
standalone Dream Act. The reason for 
that is, it has failed every single time 
it has been attempted. It has failed 
under a Republican administration. It 
has failed under a Democratic adminis-
tration. It even failed at a time when 
President Obama was in the White 
House, and there were supermajorities 
of Democrats in the Senate and a ma-
jority in the House. So even when not 
a single Republican vote would be nec-
essary, they were unable to produce a 
solution. 

Now, this week, we have an oppor-
tunity to debate one that I think 
works. No. 1, there is broad consensus. 
Even among people who have never 
supported a path to citizenship before, 
there is broad consensus that this is a 
workable, viable, compassionate frame-
work. So 1.8 million DACA-eligible per-
sons qualify for a path to citizenship. 

Then we get into border security. 
Senator ERNST talked about border se-
curity. It is critically important to 
think about border security. It is not 
the wall. The President has said he 
does not see in his vision a wall going 
from the Pacific Ocean to the Gulf of 
Mexico. There are certainly places 
where we need structures, but we also 
need so many other things layered on 
top of it so we actually know who is 
coming to this country, what is coming 
to this country, and if they should try 
to cross the border illegally, we know 
where they are for no other reason 
than for humanitarian reasons. Thou-
sands of people have died crossing the 
border—over the last 20 years, over 
10,000 people and about 1,000 of them, 
young children. 

By putting into place a wall struc-
ture where it makes sense, better tech-
nology and resources at the border, we 
are going to know who is coming into 
this country. We are going to know 
what drugs are coming into this coun-
try. We are going to be able to do a 
much better job of finding and pro-
tecting people who may be trafficked 
to this country for the purposes of the 
sex trade—human trafficking. 

It comes through a commonsense, 10- 
year implementation that was devel-
oped by Homeland Security and Border 
Patrol. This wasn’t something that 
started in the White House; it is some-
thing that has taken a year or two to 
get into place, which is a rational, 
multiphased, multifaceted solution for 
border security. 

Then what we have to take a look at 
is the reality of our broken immigra-
tion system. We have millions of peo-
ple waiting to come into this country, 
some of them as long as 20 years. This 
proposal—the proposal we will intro-
duce this week and hopefully gain the 
support of the Senate, that we know 
the President supports, and we believe 
the House would support—draws down 
a queue that has been out there for al-
most 20 years. So 3.9 million people 
who are in the process right now have 
been petitioned for because of a family 
relationship with some other U.S. cit-
izen. We are proposing actually trying 
to figure out a way to accelerate that, 
to have them move through the natu-
ralization process far sooner than they 
will if we fail to produce a solution this 
week. Then, over time, we can find 
other possible opportunities for immi-
gration. 

Today why don’t we at least look at 
how we fix the broken immigration 
system to make sure those who are in 
the system know we are not turning 
our backs on them. Then, over time, we 
can get on to possibly—in my case, I 
think, at some point, we could actually 
build a case for even more legal immi-
gration than we have today, but, for 
now, let’s at least make sure we have 
an immigration system people can rely 
on and can actually become U.S. citi-
zens. 

The real sticking point—and I think 
what we are going to see this week—is 
we are beginning to see more and more 
consensus on the three pillars I just 
discussed: the DACA population, border 
security, and the visa lottery being 
used in a way that rewards merit and 
also uses green cards to bring more 
people into the country sooner rather 
than the two decades they have been 
waiting. 

The last thing we have to look at is 
chain migration—family unification or 
reunification. We are out of step with 
most other countries in terms of how 
we allow immigration into this coun-
try. I, for one, think it is reasonable to 
continue to have a component to allow 
families to be reunified—people who 
come over on work visas or people who 
are coming through whichever immi-
gration process they may choose, but 
at the end of the day, to have such a 
small number of our immigrant popu-
lation—some 1 million every year— 
come in without regard to merit is ir-
responsible. In fact, I think if we con-
tinue to do it, we do it at the expense 
of maybe future immigration. We want 
more and more skilled people—people 
who can come to this country and con-
tribute immediately, satisfy the needs 
of our society, and we can do that 
through a reasonable, rational discus-
sion about what our immigration pol-
icy should look like over time. 

I will leave my colleagues with this: 
In a country like Canada, 63 percent of 
their legal immigration has a skill re-
quirement associated with it. In a 
country like Australia, it is the same 
thing, but almost three-quarters of all 
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of our immigration has no tie whatso-
ever to the needs of this Nation—our 
economy, our educational institutions, 
our communities. 

All we are saying is, let’s take a look 
at this and maybe change the propor-
tions so we can actually have a pro-
gram that is modernized, that is also 
focused on the needs we have for our 
great country. 

This week, we are going to hear a lot 
of things. I told a group today at lunch 
to be ready for me to vote against 
something they would expect me to 
vote for. I am going to do that. I fully 
expect to have some of my Republican 
colleagues and some of my Democratic 
colleagues offer an amendment that I 
don’t have a problem with the under-
lying policy, but I have a huge problem 
with producing a result in the Senate 
which has virtually no chance of going 
to the President’s desk and becoming 
law. Then, we will ultimately get on 
the Secure and the Succeed Act. It is a 
well-structured, four-pillar solution 
that has been very much instructed by 
my colleagues on the other side of the 
aisle, that I know the President will 
support, and I believe the President 
could convince our colleagues in the 
House to get it to his desk. 

So, again, I thank my colleagues 
Senator LANKFORD and Senator GRASS-
LEY, Senator PERDUE, Senator COTTON, 
all of those who have weighed in—Sen-
ator CORNYN—to try and craft a solu-
tion that is responsive to the Presi-
dent’s framework, responsive to some 
of the concerns our friends on the other 
side of the aisle have, and now it is 
time for us to act. 

Let’s do something different. Let’s 
produce a result. Let’s not get up here 
and talk about it and say: Well, I tried. 
Let’s produce a result. Let’s provide 
certainty to these people waiting for us 
to act, to those DACA recipients. Let’s 
secure our border, and let’s modernize 
our broken immigration system. If we 
do that, we have done a great thing. 

Thank you. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mrs. 

ERNST). The Senator from Utah. 
Mr. HATCH. Madam President, today 

we begin our immigration debate in 
earnest. Senator MCCONNELL has kept 
his promise to bring an immigration 
vehicle to the floor. This week, we will 
be taking a series of votes on DACA, 
border security, and other related sub-
jects. 

I wish to take a few minutes now to 
outline where I am on these issues and 
where I see this week’s debate heading. 

I have made very clear that I believe 
we need a legislative fix for DACA. We 
cannot continue to keep people in our 
country and grant them work author-
ization by Executive fiat. DACA recipi-
ents deserve certainty. So, too, do 
other immigrants who enter our coun-
try legally and have done their best to 
follow the rules. 

We also need better border security 
and interior enforcement. Thirty years 
ago, we granted amnesty to nearly 3 
million illegal immigrants, and the re-

sult over the next two decades was a 
surge in illegal immigration. We need 
to prevent that from happening again. 

I think it is fair and equitable to give 
DACA recipients a pathway to lawful 
status because they came to our coun-
try through no fault of their own, but 
I also believe we need to pair DACA 
legislation with strict border security 
and interior enforcement measures so 
we don’t find ourselves right back here 
again in another 20 or 30 years or even 
sooner. 

I also think legal immigration needs 
to be a part of the discussion; in par-
ticular, high-skilled immigration. I 
have spoken several times on the Sen-
ate floor about how high-skilled immi-
gration is merit-based immigration. It 
is immigration targeted at the best, 
the brightest, and the most highly edu-
cated. It is immigration targeted at in-
dividuals who have the skills employ-
ers need. 

I believe we can find a path forward 
on our current immigration controver-
sies, and I am committed to doing ev-
erything I can to bring both sides to-
gether. But I also want to be clear 
right here at the outset: High-skilled 
or merit-based immigration needs to be 
part of the discussion, especially if we 
start talking about reforms to family- 
based immigration. 

Getting to 60 votes is going to take a 
lot of negotiation. I know that as well 
as anyone. I have passed more bills 
into law than any other Member of 
Congress alive today. I know how this 
process works. 

So I say to my colleagues, as you 
think about how to advance your prior-
ities this week, keep in mind the prior-
ities I have outlined recently. Take a 
look at my I-Squared bill and the 
amendments I will be filing. These are 
indications of what I am hoping to ac-
complish. 

I believe we can get something across 
the finish line. I really do. I think we 
can have a bill we can all be proud of, 
but in order for that to happen, we 
have to be reasonable. We have to con-
sider a broad range of views. It can’t 
just be ‘‘my way or the highway.’’ We 
need a bill that can also pass the House 
and then be signed into law by the 
President. 

I am ready to roll up my sleeves and 
get to work, and I am ready to work 
with my colleagues to find areas of 
compromise and to accommodate com-
peting priorities. I have made my pri-
orities clear. Let’s work together to 
get something done. 

Madam President, I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Florida. 
Mr. NELSON. Madam President, I am 

looking forward to this debate. As Sen-
ator HATCH has indicated, it is going to 
be a robust debate, and it could 
produce the best of what the Senate 
can produce: a bipartisan agreement, 
which it will have to be in order to get 
to 60 votes. 

I am glad to come here to the floor to 
support the Dreamers. Six months ago, 

the President said he was eliminating 
protections for Dreamers, and some of 
them have already lost that status. 
These young people, of course, were 
brought here sometimes as infants, 
they grew up here, and they only know 
America as their country. We owe it to 
them to enact permanent protection 
and a path to citizenship. It is long 
past time for Congress to act and to 
make sure this becomes law. This week 
presents a very good opportunity to do 
that after we have been waiting for al-
most two decades. This Senator is a 
sponsor of the Dream Act, and I have 
supported Senator DURBIN in his efforts 
ever since I came to the Senate. Now, 
this is the third term. 

I have always been inspired by the 
story of Elisha Dawkins. I found out 
about him because I read a news clip 
that he was in jail. Here was a fellow 
who grew up in America, only knowing 
that he was American because he was 
brought to America from the Bahamas 
at age 6 months. He served two tours in 
Iraq. He came back and joined the 
Navy Reserves. He had a top secret 
clearance. His Reserve duty was in 
Guantanamo, with that top secret 
clearance. Then, because of an applica-
tion for a passport, he was suddenly 
swept up and put in jail. 

Fortunately, we found out about it 
and started raising a stink about it. It 
was brought to the attention, in one of 
the court hearings, of a Federal judge, 
and the Federal judge said to the as-
sistant U.S. attorney: What in the 
world are you doing putting a fellow 
like this in jail? 

Of course, after that tongue-lashing 
from a Federal judge, we got involved 
with Elisha. I am happy to report that 
today Elisha is a U.S. citizen. Elisha is 
a productive member of the Jackson-
ville community, he is educated, and 
he is contributing to his community. 

Our country is so much better off 
having the Dreamers. They are our 
people. They are among the best and 
the brightest. 

The Senate has voted overwhelm-
ingly to pass a bipartisan bill that in-
cludes victories and concessions from 
both sides. That was the comprehen-
sive immigration reform in the past, 
about 5 or 6 years ago, but of course 
the House wouldn’t take that up. So 
the only way to achieve a solution to 
the DACA crisis is to keep it simple: on 
one side, a path to citizenship for 
Dreamers, and on the other side, what 
is required by the White House—a path 
for funding for border security. 

I have been working with the next 
Senator who is going to speak in what 
we call a bipartisan group that has 
been carefully trying to put together a 
balanced approach to find a solution. 
Neither side is going to get everything 
they want, but that is why it is called 
a negotiation. 

I urge my colleagues in the Senate to 
come together to achieve a reasonable 
and bipartisan agreement as soon as 
possible—I hope by the end of this 
week. The Dreamers need to know we 
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appreciate them, and now we are going 
to turn that appreciation into law. 

Madam President, I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Oklahoma. 
Mr. LANKFORD. Madam President, 

if we go back over the past 20 years, it 
is hard to find an immigration debate 
that occurred that ended with making 
law. Immigration issues have been con-
tentious over the years—unnecessarily 
so. They have been emotional over the 
years—unnecessarily so. It is con-
nected to families, to people, to real 
lives, and to real stories. I get that. 
But now we are at a point again where 
we will be debating immigration on 
this floor all of this week. 

The DREAM Act was proposed 15 
years ago. Three different times it has 
come up before the House or the Senate 
or both. All three times in 15 years, it 
has failed—just dealing alone with 
those Dreamers. Then a very, very 
large package was tried in 2013. That 
included not just the Dreamers but 
their parents and every other person il-
legally present in the United States— 
wholesale reform of every part of the 
immigration system. That was tried in 
2013; it also failed. Now it is time to 
find that middle ground. Where can we 
find the basic issues here? 

In September, the President of the 
United States challenged the House 
and the Senate to get a legislative so-
lution for the recipients of DACA and 
those who are DACA-eligible. At the 
time, the President was decried as 
throwing people out of the country, but 
he was very clear at that point: He did 
not feel President Obama had the au-
thority to give a wholesale Executive 
answer for those individuals on what 
they called deferred action for child-
hood arrivals. But President Trump 
said: I want a legislative solution. I 
want certainty. I don’t want these indi-
viduals to sign up every 2 years and be 
at the whim of some future Executive 
and go through the process. Let’s get a 
permanent answer to all of this, but 
with that, we have to pick up the 
issues around it at the same time. 

The President actually gave the na-
tion a great gift at that time: a dead-
line. For two decades, immigration has 
been well known to be a problem, but 
there has been no deadline. The Presi-
dent set the deadline of March 5 to 
have this resolved. We are nearing that 
now. It is time to move from just de-
bating it in the hallways and in our of-
fices to debating it on the floor of this 
Chamber and trying to get this re-
solved. 

Here is what I have proposed, along 
with Chairman GRASSLEY, JOHN COR-
NYN, DAVID PERDUE, THOM TILLIS, TOM 
COTTON, and JONI ERNST: to lay out a 
commonsense solution, to say, let’s 
stick to four items—four items that 
the White House has also identified. 
Those things are all connected. 

Those four items begin, obviously, 
with DACA and those who are DACA- 
eligible, about 1.8 million individuals 
who are currently living in the coun-

try, who grew up literally speaking 
English, pledging allegiance to our 
flag, going to our schools, and engaging 
in our commerce. In every way, they 
have lived and functioned as Ameri-
cans, except they are not. They were 
brought into the country illegally. 

So now what do we do about that? 
President Obama set a time period. He 
set a 2007 time period. You had to have 
been in the country by 2007, be under a 
certain age, and then you were eligible. 
We actually advanced that since it has 
been so long now and said: From the 
time President Obama announced 
that—which was June 2012—if you were 
in the country at that time or before 
and you are under that time period and 
that certain age, you are eligible for it. 
Apply. Go through the process. 

We think that is not only entirely 
fair, it is also entirely compassionate. 
But it also sends out a warning to 
those who are going to rush at our bor-
der and say: The easiest way to ille-
gally cross into the United States is to 
bring a child with you. We do not want 
that to occur. That is a dangerous 
crossing in many places, many children 
have died, and individuals have had 
horrible things happen to them on the 
way. We want to discourage that. So 
we set the June 2012 date—that is when 
President Obama first announced the 
program—and said that is a reasonable 
time period. But with that, we said it 
would take 10 years for those individ-
uals to be able to cross into naturaliza-
tion. That is in line with other individ-
uals around the world who are cur-
rently getting in the line right now. 
There is no one jumping ahead of any-
one else but holding those individuals 
harmless who are already here and say-
ing: Let’s start you through the proc-
ess, and 10 years from now, you will get 
naturalization. 

At the same time we put them in 
line, we also put in a process for border 
security. The reason we currently have 
11-plus million individuals in the coun-
try with no legal status is because our 
border security process has been so 
bad. This is no great shock to anyone. 
So what we are doing is taking those 
individuals in DACA and saying: Let’s 
take 10 years to move you into natu-
ralization. During that 10-year time pe-
riod, we also want to set up the basics 
of border security. That gives us time 
to get security first and naturalization 
second for those individuals but both 
with great certainty. 

It is not just a wall, although there 
should be sections of wall. In areas 
where it is highly populated on both 
sides of the border, we need a wall as a 
demarkation. But in most areas of the 
border, it is not highly populated on 
both sides; it is open desert or moun-
tains. We need cameras. We need tech-
nology. We need interaction with our 
National Guard, who can bring re-
sources to the battle as we try to inter-
dict drugs. We need increased ability in 
our laws dealing with terrorism, drug 
smuggling, human smuggling. We need 
consistency in how we handle immigra-

tion. Right now, there is one policy if 
you come from Cuba, another policy if 
you come from Honduras, and another 
policy if you come from Mexico. Why 
don’t we be consistent with our immi-
gration policy? 

We need additional Customs and Bor-
der Patrol agents. We need additional 
ICE agents. My colleagues immediately 
recoil from that and say that is inte-
rior enforcement. Actually, it is not. If 
you have additional Customs and Bor-
der Patrol agents and they pick up 
someone at the border, they are imme-
diately transitioned into ICE custody, 
where they are detained as they go 
through the process. But you can’t just 
detain people. You also have to have 
judges and attorneys. You have to have 
advocates for those individuals. So we 
need to increase the number of judges, 
attorneys, and advocates to be able to 
help. We need to increase the number 
of translators to make sure that we get 
good response from those individuals 
and that they understand what is going 
on. 

Right now, there are 600,000 people in 
a backlog waiting for their day in 
court, for due process—600,000. That is 
absurd. One of the reasons we have 
such an open, porous border is that in-
dividuals know that if they get across 
the border, they will only be detained a 
couple of weeks and then they will be 
released into the United States with 
what is called a notice to appear. Some 
people appear at their court date some-
times 2, 3, 4 years later, and some peo-
ple do not, but they have been released 
into the United States in the mean-
time. We need to accelerate that proc-
ess. 

We have individuals who come across 
the border and they claim asylum, but 
they don’t get an asylum hearing for a 
couple of years. We should have that as 
a rapid process. They should get due 
process, and they should be able to 
make that claim. As we have said over 
and over again, justice delayed is jus-
tice denied. 

We have some interesting things that 
we put out in this dealing with the cost 
to the taxpayers. We put a cap on the 
amount that we can spend per person, 
per day in housing individuals, and we 
set the cap at $500 per day, per person 
to actually do detaining. We think it is 
a reasonable amount, and, honestly, it 
is one of the things I think should be 
universally accepted, both by the tax-
payers and by this body. We put in ad-
ditional penalties for those who are 
doing human smuggling and human 
trafficking and trafficking drugs across 
our border. We deal with some nation- 
states that will not accept criminal 
aliens. 

Many people in this body, and cer-
tainly across the United States, may 
be surprised to know that for countries 
such as Cuba, if there is an individual 
picked up in the United States who was 
convicted of armed robbery and is ille-
gally present in the United States, 
even though they have committed a 
violent offense, typically in other 
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countries, they would have to suffer 
the consequences of being in prison 
here for their offense, and then they 
would be deported back to their coun-
try, but Cuba does not accept them. 
Even though they are illegally present 
in the United States and they commit 
a violent offense, they do their time pe-
riod here, and then they are released 
back into the United States. 

Why would we do that? We need to 
establish a process to resolve this. 
That is basic with border security and 
also dealing with naturalization for 
DACA. We have had individuals who 
have said: Where does the diversity lot-
tery and the issue of family unification 
come into this? 

Let me tell you how it connects—and 
they absolutely do connect. Right now 
we have 4 million people waiting 
through the process to legally come to 
the United States. That is a 20-year 
backlog—20 years. That is irrational. 
What we would like to be able to do is 
to fix the process. Before we add an-
other 2 million people into this and 
take a 20-year process to maybe a 25- 
year or 30-year process, once we get to 
that backlog time period, let’s fix what 
is obvious. 

Quite frankly, this issue of family re-
unification is not a new issue. In 1995, 
Democratic House Member Barbara 
Jordan led a study on what to do on 
immigration and made a major pro-
posal on what to do on what they 
called—at that time, in 1995, in this 
Democratic-led group—chain migra-
tion. It said that adult siblings and 
adult children should come in under 
their own merit, not under their family 
and that we should target skills for in-
dividuals who are coming in, not just 
‘‘It is my brother-in-law; so he gets a 
chance to come as well.’’ 

This would allow us to empty out 
that backlog—the 20-year backlog—to 
come into the United States at a faster 
pace. The diversity lottery is not a 
challenge with diversity—far from it. 
We have people from all over the world 
who come into the United States, and 
we continue to welcome people from all 
over the world. 

I am fascinated watching the Olym-
pics. I watch people march in from 
many countries. Everyone looks the 
same under their flag until you get to 
the United States. When the United 
States marches in, you can’t pick out 
which one looks American. We are 
American. In many countries around 
the world, they all look the same be-
cause you are not welcome if you don’t 
look like them. That is not so with us. 
We welcome people freely from around 
the world, but we also want them to 
bring a set of skills. We believe that we 
can use those same numbers to encour-
age people from around the world and 
bring their skills into the United 
States, to repurpose the diversity lot-
tery and say: Yes, come. Come from ev-
erywhere around the world, but come 
bringing your skills because we need it 
as a nation. You are always welcome to 
come. 

It is far from making the Statue of 
Liberty cry or polishing up her torch. 
It is saying: We are open to the world. 
Come and bring your talents and abili-
ties. We will need it in the days ahead. 

If we want to prevent a 20-year back-
log from getting even worse, we have 
to fix the family migration issue. If we 
want to deal with border security and 
deal with the very real threats that we 
face, as well as just individuals who 
want to come to work, we have to deal 
with the basics of border security, and 
we should address the issue of DACA 
recipients. We can do this. We will 
walk through this journey together. 
Over the course of this week, I hope we 
can keep this civil and open and fact- 
based, rather than charged with emo-
tion and accusations. We all want to 
help the country. Let’s work on help-
ing the country together this week. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

MORAN). The Senator from Iowa. 
Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, we 

have had a chance today to listen to 
my colleagues discuss what we think is 
the only piece of legislation that can 
get through the Senate, through the 
House of Representatives, and, most 
importantly, be signed by the Presi-
dent of the United States. All are co-
sponsors of this bill, except Senator 
HATCH, who spoke on another issue 
that he is very interested in, but it is 
a very important immigration issue as 
well. 

We heard from Senator CORNYN. Then 
I spoke. Senator COTTON spoke and 
Senator ERNST, Senator TILLIS, and 
Senator LANKFORD. Senator PERDUE is 
one of those who is a cosponsor of the 
bill and would have liked to have been 
here to speak, but he is just now re-
turning from his constituency. 

We have tried to lay out a path to 
giving DACA kids certainty, doing it 
from a standpoint of being humani-
tarian for people who were brought to 
this country by their parents. Their 
parents may have broken the law—and 
they did break the law—by coming 
over our borders without documenta-
tion, but we never should hold children 
responsible for what their parents did. 
This legislation takes a compassionate 
and reasonable approach to reforms, in-
cluding a pathway to citizenship for a 
broad population. It grandfathers peo-
ple waiting in line for family-based 
visas, and it expedites clearing that 
backlog. It helps to keep young people 
out of the same legal limbo in the fu-
ture. 

This legislation is a product of com-
promise. The President and many con-
servatives have come a long way to 
offer this plan and especially the part 
of the plan that offers citizenship to 
this group of people. For one example 
of compromise, as chairman of this 
committee, there are a lot of things I 
would have liked to have seen in this 
legislation that can’t be in there, as a 
way of getting a broad base of com-
promise. I am a strong supporter of 
mandatory E-Verify, but that is not in 

this document. I think the other side 
needs to be willing to compromise as 
well. We need to pass something that 
can become law. Several times my col-
leagues have been told that this is the 
only plan the President supports, and 
you have heard him say that on tele-
vision many times since he put out the 
four-pillars program, as we call it, that 
came from his White House. The House 
isn’t going to bring up anything that 
the President will not sign. I think we 
need to stop political posturing and 
pass something that can fix a real 
problem by providing border security 
and certainty for DACA kids. 

This legislation is a reasonable ap-
proach to shielding children illegally 
brought to our country through no 
fault of their own while also taking 
meaningful steps to ensure that nobody 
finds themselves in the same situation 
in the future. This is a rare oppor-
tunity to fix a real problem and protect 
the country in a thoughtful and com-
passionate way. We simply have to cor-
rect the loopholes in current law that 
allow dangerous criminals to enter and 
remain at large in our country. 

Our proposal is supported by the 
President, who has come a long way to 
reach a compromise. Just think of the 
long way from the positions he took 
during his campaign for President. 
This President can be very correct in 
stating that a platform he once ran on 
he wants to serve on. 

In this particular case, I think he has 
come to the same conclusion as a lot of 
us have: These young people are here 
through no fault of their own. They 
may be technically violators of the 
law, but as a practical matter, humani-
tarianism calls for us to make a legal-
ization. This is the only Senate pro-
posal that has any chance of passing 
the House and being signed into law. If 
my colleagues are serious about actu-
ally finding a real and permanent solu-
tion to the DACA crisis, they should be 
ready and willing to support this com-
promise. 

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

ator from Nevada. 
Ms. CORTEZ MASTO. Mr. President, 

I ask unanimous consent that I be per-
mitted to speak for up to 10 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 
Ms. CORTEZ MASTO. Mr. President, 

last September President Trump re-
scinded the DACA Program. Since that 
time, nearly 20,000 DACA recipients 
have lost their status. That number 
continues to grow. I have posted this 
sign outside my office so my colleagues 
can see that 122 Dreamers are losing 
their status every single day. This 
chart cannot begin to tell the story of 
the impact this arbitrary decision has 
had on Dreamers’ lives. 

Over the past year, I have held 
roundtables with Dreamers throughout 
Nevada. I wanted to hear their con-
cerns, listen to their stories, and make 
sure they know their rights. Dreamers 
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are not charts or numbers. They are 
people. They are amazing. They are 
putting themselves through school, 
studying hard, serving in our commu-
nities, our churches, and our military— 
all while working multiple jobs to sup-
port their families. 

In meeting with them, I have learned 
that they are their own best advocates. 
Dreamers deserve the chance to speak 
for themselves. They deserve better 
than to be used as pawns in a cynical 
game. They should not be forced to 
choose between achieving protection in 
the only country they have ever known 
and seeing their families attacked with 
arbitrary and cruel cuts to our family 
reunification and diversity visa pro-
grams. I am tired of seeing the White 
House pit people against one another. 

Tonight and this week, Congress is 
about to determine the future of these 
patriotic young men and women. Be-
fore we begin this debate, we need to 
take a few moments to understand who 
they are, what they are doing for our 
country, and what the consequences 
will be if we fail them. I wish to read a 
few letters they sent me. 

Listen to this letter from Jevi. He is 
a freshman at Nevada State College. 
Jevi said: 

I was born in Mexico in March 1998 and was 
brought to the United States when I was six 
months old. I recently started my freshman 
year at Nevada State College. I am majoring 
in Business Administration in the hope that 
I can open a small family restaurant some-
day. I have grown up in Las Vegas my entire 
life. It’s the city I know, the city that raised 
me. It is my home, my only home. 

Listen to this letter from Maggie. 
She wrote: 

I came to the United States when I was ten 
years old. I faced language barriers when I 
started elementary school, but I quickly 
learned English and excelled as a student. I 
graduated from High School in 2007 with 
$20,000 in academic scholarships, but couldn’t 
use them because I was undocumented. After 
receiving Deferred Action for Childhood Ar-
rivals in June of 2013, I was able to begin 
working as a health care enrollment coun-
selor for Nevada Health Link. In January 
2014, I was accepted to the University of Ne-
vada Reno, where I continued working to 
help people access affordable health care 
while going to school full time. 

That was Maggie. That was her letter 
to me. 

Listen to Francisco. This is his letter 
to me. 

My story is very much like others in this 
country. I am one of the 1.5 million undocu-
mented children that were brought to the 
United States as minors by their parents. On 
September 17th, 2012, I applied for Deferred 
Action, hoping to be granted a work permit. 
Around that same time, I learned that I had 
been admitted to the University of Nevada, 
Las Vegas. On November 5 my work permit 
arrived. My family and I all came to tears 
upon learning the news. I quickly looked for 
a job so that I would be able to enroll and 
start paying for my school. 

That was from Francisco. 
Now hear from Anna, who wrote: 
I came to the United States with my fam-

ily, from the Philippines, at the age of 7. My 
father left our family in 2001, and our visas 
expired soon after. I graduated from Centen-

nial High School in 2008 and started nursing 
school at the College of Southern Nevada. I 
graduated in 2012 and received my DACA ac-
ceptance a year later. I am currently going 
on my third year working at University Med-
ical Center . . . as a pediatric ICU nurse. 

These are only four of the stories 
that I have heard from Dreamers, and 
there are hundreds of thousands more 
just like them. 

I want to point out that just re-
cently, I received a batch of 32 letters 
from seventh graders at Bailey Middle 
School in Las Vegas. To a T, the con-
cern for every single one of these sev-
enth graders was the same thing. 

Clarisa, one of these seventh graders, 
wrote: 

I would like to change Trump’s decision 
and let the DACA program stay so immi-
grants get to have the life they had before. 
My family and friends are all I have in my 
life. I don’t want to see them go because 
they cannot go to school or get a job. Thank 
you. 

That was from Clarisa. 
We also have a letter from Andrea G.: 
President Trump’s decision affects my 

family, the people I know, and the commu-
nity. It affects my family because my two 
older siblings were brought here when they 
were just babies. It affects people I know be-
cause some of my other family members 
were brought here as babies. I hope President 
Trump does not end DACA. Thank you. 

To a T, with regard to all of these 
letters, all of the information, all of 
the people with whom I have met both 
here in the Capitol and in Nevada, 
these Dreamers are incredible people. 
They are incredible individuals who are 
contributing to our communities. 

When you hear these stories, you see 
that this fight is not about charts and 
numbers or political leverage. This 
fight is not even about individuals. It 
is about entire communities. It is not 
just about what will happen to Jevi 
and Maggie and Francisco and Anna 
and all of those families who are con-
nected somehow to those kids at Bailey 
Middle School. It is about what will 
happen to their customers, their stu-
dents, their patients, their employers, 
their parents, their families, and their 
friends. 

You see, Dreamers are our first re-
sponders. They serve in our military. 
They drive our ambulances. They pray 
with us in church. They are on the 
frontlines, teaching our kids and de-
fending our country. What happens 
when they are not here anymore? 

The debate over immigration in this 
country has focused for too long on 
misconceptions and stereotypes. Immi-
grants are not taking our jobs; they are 
creating them. They are not causing 
crime; they are putting their lives on 
the line to fight it. What do we gain by 
deporting them? 

What do we gain when Maggie and 
Francisco are forced to drop out of 
school? How do we gain when Anna 
cannot go back to work in the pedi-
atric ICU? 

Jevi has no memory of the country in 
which he was born. He spent only the 
first 6 months of his life there. What do 
we gain when we send him back? 

Living in a community means de-
pending on the people around you. It 
means having neighbors you can turn 
to in times of need. Dreamers are our 
neighbors. This is their time of need. 

I urge my colleagues to understand 
who Dreamers really are. Don’t pit 
kids against parents or neighbors 
against neighbors. This is bigger than 
partisan politics. It is about human 
lives. It is time to fight for these fami-
lies and for keeping these families to-
gether, who are an integral part of our 
communities. 

I know many of my colleagues sup-
port the Dream Act and reasonable 
border security measures. Let’s get 
through to the finish line. The Amer-
ican people are watching us, and 80 per-
cent of them want us to help Dreamers. 
Dreamers belong here, and Dreamers 
are American. This is our chance to do 
what is right. 

I yield the floor. 
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 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 mo-
tion to proceed to Calendar No. 302, H.R. 
2579, an act to amend the Internal Revenue 
Code of 1986 to allow the premium tax credit 
with respect to unsubsidized COBRA con-
tinuation coverage. 

Mitch McConnell, Mike Crapo, Johnny 
Isakson, Thom Tillis, Cory Gardner, 
James Lankford, Bill Cassidy, Marco 
Rubio, Roy Blunt, Lindsey Graham, 
Mike Rounds, Richard Burr, Tim Scott, 
Jeff Flake, Pat Roberts, John Thune, 
John Hoeven. 

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 motion to 
proceed to H.R. 2579, an act to amend 
the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 to 
allow the premium tax credit with re-
spect to unsubsidized COBRA continu-
ation coverage, shall be brought to a 
close? 

The yeas and nays are mandatory 
under the rule. 

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

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

Mr. DURBIN. I announce that the 
Senator from Vermont (Mr. LEAHY) is 
necessarily absent. 

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

The yeas and nays resulted—yeas 97, 
nays 1, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 32 Leg.] 

YEAS—97 

Alexander 
Baldwin 
Barrasso 

Bennet 
Blumenthal 
Blunt 

Booker 
Boozman 
Brown 
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Burr 
Cantwell 
Capito 
Cardin 
Carper 
Casey 
Cassidy 
Cochran 
Collins 
Coons 
Corker 
Cornyn 
Cortez Masto 
Cotton 
Crapo 
Daines 
Donnelly 
Duckworth 
Durbin 
Enzi 
Ernst 
Feinstein 
Fischer 
Flake 
Gardner 
Gillibrand 
Graham 
Grassley 
Harris 
Hassan 

Hatch 
Heinrich 
Heitkamp 
Heller 
Hirono 
Hoeven 
Inhofe 
Isakson 
Johnson 
Jones 
Kaine 
Kennedy 
King 
Klobuchar 
Lankford 
Lee 
Manchin 
Markey 
McCaskill 
McConnell 
Menendez 
Merkley 
Moran 
Murkowski 
Murphy 
Murray 
Nelson 
Paul 
Perdue 
Peters 

Portman 
Reed 
Risch 
Roberts 
Rounds 
Rubio 
Sanders 
Sasse 
Schatz 
Schumer 
Scott 
Shaheen 
Shelby 
Smith 
Stabenow 
Sullivan 
Tester 
Thune 
Tillis 
Toomey 
Udall 
Van Hollen 
Warner 
Warren 
Whitehouse 
Wicker 
Wyden 
Young 

NAYS—1 

Cruz 

NOT VOTING—2 

Leahy McCain 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. On this 
vote, the yeas are 97, the nays are 1. 

Three-fifths of the Senators duly cho-
sen and sworn having voted in the af-
firmative, the motion is agreed to. 

The majority leader is recognized. 
f 

MORNING BUSINESS 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the Sen-
ate be in a period of morning business, 
with Senators permitted to speak 
therein for up to 10 minutes each. 

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

f 

TRIBUTE TO ANDY CROLEY 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, 
today I wish to pay tribute to Andy 
Croley, who will be honored by Leader-
ship Tri-County, LTC, as the 2018 Lead-
er of the Year. LTC was established in 
1987 to serve Knox, Whitley, and Laurel 
Counties. According to LTC’s board of 
directors, the annual award is given 
‘‘to the individual who has made an 
outstanding contribution to leadership 
in the area and has done a lot to con-
tribute to the growth and development 
of the area.’’ A lifetime resident of 
Whitley County, Andy has served as 
the county coroner since 2002, and he 
began serving as the county’s deputy 
coroner in 1995. Because of his years of 
service to southeastern Kentucky, 
Andy is an ideal choice to receive this 
distinction. 

In addition to his work in Whitley 
County, Andy has responded to na-
tional tragedies such as Hurricane 
Katrina and the terrorist attacks of 
September 11, 2001. As part of a recov-
ery team in New York, Andy spent sev-
eral weeks working in the wreckage of 
the World Trade Center. In apprecia-
tion for his brave efforts, New York of-
ficials gave him a beam from the fallen 

towers. Andy donated the beam to the 
University of the Cumberlands, where 
it was established as part of the 
school’s Patriot Park in 2003. 

Andy is also dedicated to helping 
members of the next generation suc-
ceed. Promoting high school football in 
Kentucky and Tennessee, he has served 
as the chairman of the Border Bowl for 
several years. This nonprofit organiza-
tion hosts a football game in Williams-
burg, KY, featuring top players from 
both States. Andy’s work on the Border 
Bowl has given young athletes in both 
States the chance to hone their skills 
and compete in a popular event. 

I want to congratulate Andy Croley 
on being named the 2018 Leader of the 
Year. I would like to commend him on 
this accomplishment, and I urge my 
colleagues to join me in recognizing his 
work. 

f 

TRIBUTE TO JERRY BLANN 

Mr. BARRASSO. Mr. President, 
today I wish to honor Jerry Blann and 
recognize his extraordinary contribu-
tions to Jackson Hole Mountain Resort 
and the State of Wyoming. Under Jer-
ry’s leadership and vision, Jackson 
Hole Mountain Resort has flourished to 
become the foremost ski resort of 
North America and one of the premier 
destinations in the world. 

After 22 years as President of Jack-
son Hole Mountain Resort, Jerry is 
moving on to new challenges and to 
enjoy the mountain and the commu-
nity he has spent decades to help build. 
Through his passion and knowledge of 
the industry, Jerry is one of the most 
recognized and respected leaders in the 
ski industry today. His vision helped 
revolutionized Jackson Hole Mountain 
Resort and turn it into a year-round 
destination attracting skiers world-
wide to Wyoming. 

From his childhood, Jerry has been 
involved in skiing. His father served as 
the general manager of Mt. Bachelor in 
Bend, OR. Jerry received a ski scholar-
ship to the University of Denver, where 
he was an All-American athlete and 
captain of the team. The team won the 
NCAA championship three of his four 
seasons. After graduation, Jerry moved 
to Aspen to work in the ski industry 
and eventually became the president of 
Aspen Skiing Company. 

In 1995, Jackson Hole Mountain Re-
sort named Jerry president and board 
member. For more than two decades, 
Jerry’s guidance and vision trans-
formed the resort, strengthening busi-
nesses and tourism in Jackson and the 
rest of Wyoming. During his tenure, 
Jerry increased the number of annual 
skier visits from the 200,000s to almost 
600,000. He spearheaded over $200 mil-
lion in capital improvements. He 
oversaw the replacement of the famous 
iconic aerial tram, the longest con-
tinual vertical rise at a ski resort in 
North America. He collaborated with 
community members to create the JH- 
AIR nonprofit to expand service from 
major airlines and bring more nonstop 

flights to Jackson Hole Airport. This 
partnership has proved incredibly suc-
cessful, allowing the resort to flourish 
and help introduce our beautiful State 
to thousands of new visitors every 
year. 

In addition to these achievements, 
Jerry focused always on employees. He 
recognizes people are fundamental to 
success. He considers the quality of his 
staff one of his proudest accomplish-
ments. That focus resulted in one of 
the highest rates of returning employ-
ees in the industry. It is no wonder Ski 
Magazine and Forbes recognize the re-
sort as the No. 1 top destination ski re-
sort. 

Jerry’s impact is not limited to ski-
ing. Jerry serves his community and 
state as vice president of the Jackson 
Hole airport board and serves on the 
Board of Directors for the Wyoming 
Business Council. He oversaw the 
Teton Village Master Plan and became 
the treasurer of the Teton Village As-
sociation, Improvement Service Dis-
trict. 

Jerry also made the wild lands he 
worked in and around a priority. He 
served on the Board of the National 
Ski Area Association, NSAAA, and 
chaired the environmental committee 
for a decade. His commitment to pre-
serving the environment and beauty of 
Jackson has earned the resort multiple 
environmentally focused awards. The 
resort was twice the recipient of the 
Golden Eagle Award, the highest indus-
try environmental honor. 

Jerry’s leadership and the success of 
Jackson Hole Mountain Resort was felt 
statewide. Governor Matt Mead award-
ed him the BIG WYO Award in 2016, 
given to individuals who achieved great 
strides in tourism and business to ad-
vance Wyoming. Governor Mead said 
Jerry’s ‘‘leadership at the Village, in 
the community and across the state is 
as awe-inspiring as the mountain 
itself.’’ 

I spoke to Jerry on the day his retire-
ment was announced. What he told me 
would not surprise those who know him 
well. He said he was looking forward to 
the next challenge and next oppor-
tunity to serve the community he lives 
in and to many more days skiing the 
mountain he loves. 

In the years ahead, Bobbi and I wish 
Jerry, his wife, Rebecca, and his kids 
Brooke and Katie many more days 
serving and experiencing again the spe-
cial place he helped reimagine. 

f 

150TH ANNIVERSARY OF AUBURN, 
MAINE 

Ms. COLLINS. Mr. President, today I 
wish to commemorate the 150th anni-
versary of the city of Auburn, ME. Au-
burn was built with a spirit of deter-
mination and resiliency that still 
guides the community today, and this 
is a time to celebrate the generations 
of hard-working and caring people who 
have made it such a wonderful place to 
live, work, and raise families. 

Auburn was first settled in 1786 and 
incorporated as a town in 1842. The 
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