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other parts of our broken immigration
system is our best chance to produce
legislation that can pass the House,
pass the Senate, and earn the Presi-
dent’s signature. This is why the pro-
posal put forward by Senator GRASSLEY
and others, which draws on the Presi-
dent’s generous framework and which
the President has officially endorsed,
has my support, because presumably
we will actually make a law here.

I have made no effort—none—to tell
Democrats what amendments they
should offer. Of course, they shouldn’t
try to dictate Republican amendments
either.

The longer my colleagues across the
aisle refuse to come to the table, the
longer they are unable to produce any
legislation they actually support, the
lower the odds that we can arrive at a
legislative solution this week.

Yesterday alone, the Senate was open
for 9 hours—yesterday alone, 9 hours.
Nine hours we could have spent proc-
essing amendments and proceeding to
votes. Nine hours down the drain be-
cause Democrats won’t let us start the
debate they have spent months de-
manding.

Now that we can finally proceed to
consider the underlying bill this morn-
ing, I hope my colleagues across the
aisle will come to the table. The Presi-
dent has made clear what principles
must be addressed if we are going to
make a law instead of merely making
political points.

While our Democratic colleagues can
no longer prevent the Senate from
starting the debate, they can continue
to delay votes on amendments. I hope
that won’t happen.

———
INFRASTRUCTURE

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, on
Monday, President Trump unveiled his
proposal to improve America’s infra-
structure. Today he will host com-
mittee chairmen and ranking members
at the White House for a bipartisan, bi-
cameral meeting on that subject. I am
grateful the President is prioritizing
this and reaching across the aisle.

Experts agree that America’s aging
infrastructure needs a lot of help. Na-
tionwide, 9.1 percent of our bridges are
considered structurally deficient, and
13.6 percent are considered functionally
obsolete. One recent study suggests
that road congestion costs us $160 bil-
lion a year—for road congestion. The
answer is not simply to throw new
money at old problems.

It took American workers less time
to build great skyscrapers, start to fin-
ish, than it now takes bureaucrats to
review—not even build, but review—
proposals for new bridges and road-
ways. We need to streamline regula-
tions, reform the permitting process,
and get government out of the way
wherever possible. Once projects are
proposed, they should be reviewed in a
safe but reasonable amount of time and
then completed as quickly and cost ef-
fectively as possible.
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This is a prime opportunity for bipar-
tisan cooperation. Our last three high-
way bills, our last three WRDA bills,
and our last three FAA bills all passed
the Senate easily, averaging more than
80 votes. I hope we can renew that con-
sensus when the time comes.

—————

TAX REFORM

Mr. McCCONNELL. Mr. President, on
one final matter, for 8 years under
President Obama, our economy didn’t
perform as well as it should have.
America’s wages and salaries hardly
grew. Many job creators sat on the
sidelines, wary of new tax increases or
heavy-handed regulations. Washington
had its foot on the brake. Last year, all
that changed.

President Trump and this Republican
Congress set out to make life easier for
workers and for job creators. We cut
regulations and passed tax reform to
give middle-class families immediate
relief and set the stage for more hiring
and more wage growth in the years
ahead.

I recently heard from a small family-
owned inland river shipyard in Ash-
land, KY, along the Ohio River. They
build and repair commercial barges.
Here is what their president wrote. He
said: ‘““Thanks to the tax change and
optimism of our customers, we are at
long last able to replace equipment
which has been used way past [its] life
expectancy and possibly add two more
production workers.”

Last week a Louisville employer
dropped by to tell me how he is using
his tax reform savings: $1,000 bonuses
for more than 100 Kentucky employees.

Small companies and big business
alike are thrilled that they finally
have a 21st-century tax code. It makes
them more competitive with overseas
rivals and frees up more money to in-
vest right here at home, and middle-
class workers are reaping the rewards.
Major national companies like Pfizer
and Home Depot, which together em-
ploy more than half a million Ameri-
cans, have announced hundreds of mil-
lions of dollars in employee bonuses—
again, thanks to tax reform.

Just this week, MetLife announced a
major new investment in 50,000-plus
employees. The company is raising its
minimum wage, enhancing benefits,
boosting retirement contributions, and
creating a skills development fund. In
short, MetLife is betting big on U.S.
workers, and so are the more than 300
other companies that have already an-
nounced major investments in their
employees and in their facilities—right
here in America, right here, thanks to
historic tax reform.

I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The clerk will call the roll.

The senior assistant legislative clerk
proceeded to call the roll.

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

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered.
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CONCLUSION OF MORNING
BUSINESS

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Morning business is closed.

BROADER OPTIONS FOR AMERI-
CANS ACT—MOTION TO PROCEED

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, the
Senate will resume consideration of
the motion to proceed to H.R. 2579,
which the clerk will report.

The senior assistant legislative clerk
read as follows:

Motion to proceed to Calendar No. 302,
H.R. 2579, a bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to allow the premium tax
credit with respect to unsubsidized COBRA
continuation coverage.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. All postcloture time is expired.

The question is on agreeing to the
motion to proceed.

The motion was agreed to.

———

BROADER OPTIONS FOR
AMERICANS ACT

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The clerk will report the bill.

The senior assistant legislative clerk
read as follows:

A Dbill (H.R. 2579) to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1986 to allow the premium
tax credit with respect to unsubsidized
COBRA continuation coverage.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Iowa.

AMENDMENT NO. 1959

(Purpose: In the nature of a substitute.)

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, I call
up amendment No. 1959.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The clerk will report.

The senior assistant legislative clerk
read as follows:

The Senator from Iowa [Mr. GRASSLEY]
proposes an amendment numbered 1959.

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the reading of
the amendment be dispensed with.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

(The amendment is printed in today’s
RECORD under ‘“Text of Amendments.”’)

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The majority leader.

AMENDMENT NO. 1948 TO AMENDMENT NO. 1959

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, I
call up the Toomey amendment No.
1948 to the Grassley amendment No.
1959.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The clerk will report.

The senior assistant legislative clerk
read as follows:

The Senator from Kentucky [Mr. McCON-
NELL], for Mr. TOOMEY, proposes an amend-
ment numbered 1948 to amendment No. 1959.

Mr. MCCONNELL. I ask unanimous
consent that the reading of the amend-
ment be dispensed with.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered.



February 14, 2018

The amendment is as follows:
(Purpose: To ensure that State and local law

enforcement may cooperate with Federal

officials to protect our communities from
violent criminals and suspected terrorists
who are illegally present in the United

States)

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing:

SEC. . STOP DANGEROUS SANCTUARY CITIES
ACT.

(a) SHORT TITLE.—This section may be
cited as the ‘“‘Stop Dangerous Sanctuary Cit-
ies Act”.

(b) ENSURING THAT LOCAL AND FEDERAL
LAW ENFORCEMENT OFFICERS MAY COOPERATE
TO SAFEGUARD OUR COMMUNITIES.—

(1) AUTHORITY TO COOPERATE WITH FEDERAL
OFFICIALS.—A State, a political subdivision
of a State, or an officer, employee, or agent
of such State or political subdivision that
complies with a detainer issued by the De-
partment of Homeland Security under sec-
tion 236 or 287 of the Immigration and Na-
tionality Act (8 U.S.C. 1226 and 1357)—

(A) shall be deemed to be acting as an
agent of the Department of Homeland Secu-
rity; and

(B) with regard to actions taken to comply
with the detainer, shall have all authority
available to officers and employees of the
Department of Homeland Security.

(2) LEGAL PROCEEDINGS.—In any legal pro-
ceeding brought against a State, a political
subdivision of a State, or an officer, em-
ployee, or agent of such State or political
subdivision, which challenges the legality of
the seizure or detention of an individual pur-
suant to a detainer issued by the Depart-
ment of Homeland Security under section 236
or 287 of the Immigration and Nationality
Act (8 U.S.C. 1226 and 1357)—

(A) no liability shall lie against the State
or political subdivision of a State for actions
taken in compliance with the detainer; and

(B) if the actions of the officer, employee,
or agent of the State or political subdivision
were taken in compliance with the de-
tainer—

(i) the officer, employee, or agent shall be
deemed—

(I) to be an employee of the Federal Gov-
ernment and an investigative or law enforce-
ment officer; and

(IT) to have been acting within the scope of
his or her employment under section 1346(b)
and chapter 171 of title 28, United States
Code;

(ii) section 1346(b) of title 28, United States
Code, shall provide the exclusive remedy for
the plaintiff; and

(iii) the United States shall be substituted
as defendant in the proceeding.

(3) RULE OF CONSTRUCTION.—Nothing in this
subsection may be construed to provide im-
munity to any person who knowingly vio-
lates the civil or constitutional rights of an
individual.

(c) SANCTUARY JURISDICTION DEFINED.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided under
paragraph (2), for purposes of this section the
term ‘‘sanctuary jurisdiction” means any
State or political subdivision of a State that
has in effect a statute, ordinance, policy, or
practice that prohibits or restricts any gov-
ernment entity or official from—

(A) sending, receiving, maintaining, or ex-
changing with any Federal, State, or local
government entity information regarding
the citizenship or immigration status (lawful
or unlawful) of any individual; or

(B) complying with a request lawfully
made by the Department of Homeland Secu-
rity under section 236 or 287 of the Immigra-
tion and Nationality Act (8 U.S.C. 1226 and
1357) to comply with a detainer for, or notify
about the release of, an individual.
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(2) EXCEPTION.—A State or political sub-
division of a State shall not be deemed a
sanctuary jurisdiction based solely on its
having a policy whereby its officials will not
share information regarding, or comply with
a request made by the Department of Home-
land Security under section 236 or 287 of the
Immigration and Nationality Act (8 U.S.C.
1226 and 1357) to comply with a detainer re-
garding, an individual who comes forward as
a victim or a witness to a criminal offense.

(d) SANCTUARY JURISDICTIONS INELIGIBLE
FOR CERTAIN FEDERAL FUNDS.—

(1) ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT ADMINISTRATION
GRANTS.—

(A) GRANTS FOR PUBLIC WORKS AND ECO-
NOMIC DEVELOPMENT.—Section 201(b) of the
Public Works and Economic Development
Act of 1965 (42 U.S.C. 3141(b)) is amended—

(i) in paragraph (2), by striking ‘“‘and’ at
the end;

(ii) in paragraph (3)(B), by striking the pe-
riod at the end and inserting ‘‘; and”’; and

(iii) by adding at the end the following:

‘“(4) the area in which the project is to be
carried out is not a sanctuary jurisdiction
(as defined in subsection (c¢) of the Stop Dan-
gerous Sanctuary Cities Act).”.

(B) GRANTS FOR PLANNING AND ADMINISTRA-
TION.—Section 203(a) of the Public Works and
Economic Development Act of 1965 (42 U.S.C.
3143(a)) is amended by adding at the end the
following: ‘A sanctuary jurisdiction (as de-
fined in subsection (c) of the Stop Dangerous
Sanctuary Cities Act) may not be deemed an
eligible recipient under this subsection.”’.

©) SUPPLEMENTARY  GRANTS.—Section
205(a) of the Public Works and Economic De-
velopment Act of 1965 (42 U.S.C. 3145(a)) is
amended—

(i) in paragraph (2), by striking ‘“‘and” at
the end;

(ii) in paragraph (3)(B), by striking the pe-
riod at the end and inserting ‘‘; and’’; and

(iii) by adding at the end the following:

‘“(4) will be carried out in an area that does
not contain a sanctuary jurisdiction (as de-
fined in subsection (c) of the Stop Dangerous
Sanctuary Cities Act).”’.

(D) GRANTS FOR TRAINING, RESEARCH, AND
TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE.—Section 207 of the
Public Works and Economic Development
Act of 1965 (42 U.S.C. 3147) is amended by add-
ing at the end the following:

““(c) INELIGIBILITY OF SANCTUARY JURISDIC-
TIONS.—Grants funds under this section may
not be used to provide assistance to a sanc-
tuary jurisdiction (as defined in subsection
(c) of the Stop Dangerous Sanctuary Cities
Act).”.

2) COMMUNITY  DEVELOPMENT  BLOCK
GRANTS.—Title I of the Housing and Commu-
nity Development Act of 1974 (42 U.S.C. 5301
et seq.) is amended—

(A) in section 102(a) (42 U.S.C. 5302(a)), by
adding at the end the following:

‘4(25) The term ‘sanctuary jurisdiction’ has
the meaning provided in subsection (c) of the
Stop Dangerous Sanctuary Cities Act.”.

(B) in section 104 (42 U.S.C. 5304)—

(i) in subsection (b)—

(I) in paragraph (5), by striking ‘‘and” at
the end;

(IT) by redesignating paragraph (6) as para-
graph (7); and

(III) by inserting after paragraph (5) the
following:

‘(6) the grantee is not a sanctuary juris-
diction and will not become a sanctuary ju-
risdiction during the period for which the
grantee receives a grant under this title;
and”.

(ii) by adding at the end the following:

“(n) PROTECTION OF INDIVIDUALS AGAINST
CRIME.—

‘(1) IN GENERAL.—No funds authorized to
be appropriated to carry out this title may
be obligated or expended for any State or
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unit of general local government that is a
sanctuary jurisdiction.

*“(2) RETURNED AMOUNTS.—

‘“(A) STATE.—If a State is a sanctuary ju-
risdiction during the period for which it re-
ceives amounts under this title, the Sec-
retary—

‘(i) shall direct the State to immediately
return to the Secretary any such amounts
that the State received for that period; and

‘“(ii) shall reallocate amounts returned
under clause (i) for grants under this title to
other States that are not sanctuary jurisdic-
tions.

“(B) UNIT OF GENERAL LOCAL GOVERN-
MENT.—If a unit of general local government
is a sanctuary jurisdiction during the period
for which it receives amounts under this
title, any such amounts that the unit of gen-
eral local government received for that pe-
riod—

‘(i) in the case of a unit of general local
government that is not in a nonentitlement
area, shall be returned to the Secretary for
grants under this title to States and other
units of general local government that are
not sanctuary jurisdictions; and

‘“(ii) in the case of a unit of general local
government that is in a nonentitlement
area, shall be returned to the Governor of
the State for grants under this title to other
units of general local government in the
State that are not sanctuary jurisdictions.

‘(C) REALLOCATION RULES.—In reallocating
amounts under subparagraphs (A) and (B),
the Secretary shall—

‘(i) apply the relevant allocation formula
under subsection (b), with all sanctuary ju-
risdictions excluded; and

‘“(ii) shall not be subject to the rules for re-
allocation under subsection (c).”.

(3) EFFECTIVE DATE.—This subsection and
the amendments made by this subsection
shall take effect on October 1, 2018.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Democratic leader.

AMENDMENT NO. 1958

(Purpose: In the nature of a substitute.)

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. President, I call
up amendment No. 1958 to the language
proposed to be stricken.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The clerk will report.

The senior assistant legislative clerk
read as follows:

The Senator from New York [Mr. SCHUMER]
proposes an amendment numbered 1958 to
the language proposed to be stricken by
amendment No. 1959.

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the reading of
the amendment be dispensed with.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

(The amendment is printed in today’s
RECORD under ‘“‘Text of Amendments.’’)

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Illinois.

AMENDMENT NO. 1955 TO AMENDMENT NO. 1958

(Purpose: To provide relief from removal
and adjustment of status of certain individ-
uals who are long-term United States resi-
dents and who entered the United States be-
fore reaching the age of 18, improve border
security, foster United States engagement in
Central America, and for other purposes.)

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I call up
the Coons amendment No. 1955 to the
Schumer amendment No. 1958.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The clerk will report.

The senior assistant legislative clerk
read as follows:
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The Senator from Illinois [Mr. DURBIN], for
Mr. COONS, proposes an amendment num-
bered 1955 to amendment No. 1958.

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the reading of
the amendment be dispensed with.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

(The amendment is printed in the
RECORD of Tuesday, February 13, 2018,
under ‘“‘Text of Amendments.””)

RECOGNITION OF THE MINORITY LEADER

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Democratic leader is recog-
nized.

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. President, as we
enter the second day of the debate on
immigration, everyone should be fo-
cused on finding a bill to protect the
Dreamers and address border security
that can get 60 votes. That is the ball
game.

The majority leader’s desire to vote
on an unrelated, partisan immigration
bill—legislation that is not only silent
on Dreamers but is silent on border se-
curity as well—is not a productive way
to begin debate.

Let’s get to the crux of the issue. Let
Republicans offer whatever they want
on DACA and border security, and we
will do the same. The leader supports
the proposal by Senator GRASSLEY,
which is, essentially, the President’s
plan. Let’s vote on that first. We will
have several bipartisan bills to offer.
We should vote on those too.

Democrats are focused like a laser on
finding a bipartisan bill that can pass
the Senate to protect the Dreamers.
Several moderate Republicans are
working toward that as well. The one
person who seems most intent on not
getting a deal is President Trump.

President Trump’s contribution to
this debate has been to put forward a
proposal that contains a vast curtail-
ment of legal immigration, far outside
the scope of DACA and border security,
and has demanded that the Democrats
support it. Instead of making a pro-
posal in good faith or working with
Democrats on a compromise, President
Trump is trying to force his unpopular,
hard-line immigration agenda down
the throats of the American people by
calling it a DACA bill.

The President’s proposal, now the
Grassley bill, is so extreme on legal
immigration that several Republicans
have been critical of it, including my
friends from South Carolina and Ari-
zona. Yet President Trump somehow
thinks that Democrats would be to
blame for not getting a deal on DACA
because we didn’t go blindly along with
his partisan plan—extreme as it is and
with no input from Democrats.

That will not happen.

Only in a Kafkaesque, 1984 world
could the Democrats be blamed for the
current predicament on DACA. As
much as the President wants to turn
the world upside down, as much as he
wants everyone to just accept what he
is saying, the American people know
better. Everyone here knows that
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President Trump has stood in the way
of a bipartisan solution to DACA from
the very beginning. Let’s take a quick
look at the history.

First, it was President Trump who
terminated the DACA Program last
August, not the Democrats and not the
Republicans here. Unilaterally, we are
in this pickle—worse than a pickle—in
this bad situation because President
Trump chose to end the DACA Pro-
gram last August. That stands out
above anything else.

Then President Trump turned his
back on not one but two bipartisan im-
migration proposals. I went so far as to
put the wall—the President’s signature
campaign issue—on the table for dis-
cussion. That still did not drive him to
a deal.

Finally, now that we are working
hard in the Senate to come up with a
bipartisan proposal, President Trump
is just trying to gum up the works. Ac-
cording to reports, President Trump
may threaten to veto legislation that
doesn’t match his hard-line demands—
“my way or no way”’ and with no
Democratic input. A statement this
morning from the White House said the
President would oppose even a short-
term bill to protect the Dreamers.

So who is intent on kicking out these
people who know no country but Amer-
ica, who work in our factories and of-
fices, who go to our schools, who serve
in our military? Who is intent on kick-
ing them out? It is not the American
people, as 90 percent want to support
the Dreamers. It is not any Democrat
and not a good number of Republicans
on that side of the aisle. It is just the
President.

On three separate occasions, Presi-
dent Trump has stood in the way of a
bipartisan solution to DACA—a prob-
lem he created in the first place. Yet
the President is in this dream world.
He thinks: Oh, I can blame the Demo-
crats for the impasse.

As I said, only in a 1984 world where
up is down and black is white could
this be true. Only in a 1984 world where
up is down and black is white would
the American public blame the Demo-
crats for this. They know where Trump
stands. They know it. The American
people know what is going on. They
know that this President not only cre-
ated the problem but seems to be
against every solution that might pass
because it is not 100 percent of what he
wants.

If, at the end of this week, we are un-
able to find a bill that can pass—I sin-
cerely hope that is not the case, due to
the good efforts of so many people on
both sides of the aisle—the responsi-
bility will fall on the President’s shoul-
ders and on those in this body who
went along with him.

Bipartisan negotiations are ongoing
and are, perhaps, very close to a con-
clusion. Nothing is ever certain given
the contentious nature of this debate,
but I am hopeful that Senators can put
the President’s hard-line demands to
the side and come up with a deal that

February 14, 2018

works for both parties. If we want to go
beyond border security and the DACA
kids, let’s do comprehensive reform.
We did it once. It worked pretty well in
the Senate, but the House blocked it.
Let’s go back to it. First, the issues at
hand are the DACA kids and border se-
curity. That is the only thing that can
pass this Chamber—the only thing.

We need to push through to the finish
line. There are only 2 days of debate re-
maining this week. Everyone has to
make a final effort to reach consensus.
That doesn’t mean adding new de-
mands or drawing lines in the sand. It
means being willing to compromise and
take yes for an answer. If we pass
something, it might not be everything
that either the Democrats want or ev-
erything that the Republicans want,
but it may get the job done for the
Dreamers and the overwhelming major-
ity of Americans who would like to see
them stay in the country.

REPUBLICAN TAX BILL

Mr. President, on another matter—
taxes—our Republican friends argued
that their massive corporate tax cut
was not such a huge giveaway to cor-
porate America. They predicted that
corporations would spend the tax sav-
ings on benefits for workers. The evi-
dence is already mounting that those
predictions were wrong. Since the pas-
sage of the Republican tax bill, cor-
porations have been pouring billions of
dollars into stock repurchasing pro-
grams, not into significant wage in-
creases or other meaningful invest-
ments in workers.

These stock buybacks—this stock re-
purchasing—which benefit, primarily,
the people at the top have reached a
significant milestone. Since the pas-
sage of the Republican tax bill, there
have been over $100 billion in stock
buybacks. As of last week, corpora-
tions had announced twice the number
of corporate share buybacks as during
a similar period last year. Let me re-
peat that. The number of corporate
share buybacks has doubled since the
Republican tax bill passed.

Why is that so significant?

It is that share buybacks don’t help
the average worker. They inflate the
value of a company’s stock, which pri-
marily benefits shareholders, not work-
ers. It benefits corporate executives,
who are compensated with corporate
stock, not workers, who are paid by
wages and benefits. The money cor-
porations spend on repurchasing their
stock is money that is not being rein-
vested in worker training, equipment,
research, new hires, or higher salaries.

According to analysts at Morgan
Stanley, companies that were surveyed
said they will pass only 13 percent of
the Trump tax cut savings on to work-
ers in comparison to 43 percent that
they will spend on share buybacks. For
manufacturers, it is even worse: 9 per-
cent to go to workers, 47 percent to
share buybacks.

The Republicans made a conscious
decision to give corporations and the
wealthiest Americans the lion’s share
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of the tax cuts and promised it would
trickle down to everyone else. Unfortu-
nately, trickle-down never works, and
it is not what is happening now. Cor-
porate America is doing what is best
for corporate America, and working
America is getting left behind. It goes
to show you just who President Trump
and the Republicans were working for
when they crafted their tax bill. They
gave corporations and the wealthiest
Americans a huge tax cut and cut out
everybody else.

I yield the floor.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Illinois.

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, this is
immigration week in the U.S. Senate,
and we are preparing today’s proce-
dural moves to bring bills to the floor
for consideration as early as today,
perhaps tomorrow at the latest. It is an
unusual time when the Senate is fo-
cused on such an issue and actual bi-
partisan amendments and substitutes
are being offered.

We are at this point at this moment
in time because of a decision by Presi-
dent Trump on September 5 of last
year when he announced he was ending
the DACA Program. DACA was a pro-
gram created by President Obama by
Executive order, which allowed those
who had been brought to the United
States as children, infants, and tod-
dlers to be able to stay legally in the
United States on a temporary visa re-
newable every 2 years. It was called
DACA, and 780,000 young peobple
stepped up and paid the filing fee of al-
most $5600, went through a criminal
background check and an interview
and received DACA protection. They
then went on with their lives, with 90
percent of them going to work or to
school, enlisting in the military—un-
documented in America, willing to
hold up their hands and take an oath
that they would die for America. That
is how much they love this country.
Twenty thousand of them went to work
as school teachers across the United
States of America. Perhaps they are
teaching your children or grand-
children today. They are doing impor-
tant things in this country. But Presi-
dent Trump announced last September
5 that the program that protects them
and allows them to work will end.

Then he challenged us. He said to the
Senate and the House: Do something
about it. Pass a law. Isn’t that what
you are there for? The President is
right. That is our job.

This week we are going to try to pass
a law to end this crisis, which is going
to reach a head on March 5 of this year
when the DACA Program officially
ends and 1,000 young people a day lose
their protection. We have less than 3
weeks. So we are going to move today,
I hope, or tomorrow or this week, at
some point to consider some alter-
natives to solve this problem.

I am sorry to say that there is no
plan in the U.S. House of Representa-
tives to even address the problem—
none. I don’t understand it. They know
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that lives hang in the balance, and
they know that overwhelmingly the
American people want to give DACA
and the Dreamers a chance. The num-
bers come rolling in; 75, 80, 85 percent
of Americans agree that these young
people should be given a chance to earn
their way to legal status and citizen-
ship. Even 60 percent of those who
voted for President Trump agree with
what I just said. It is a popular polit-
ical issue on both sides, and it also is
the right thing to do.

What the President has proposed as
his alternative, from my point of view,
is unacceptable. Let me tell you why.
Two weeks ago the White House re-
leased a one-page framework on immi-
gration reform and border security.
The White House claimed that this is a
compromise because it includes a path
to citizenship for Dreamers—some of
them. That, of course, as I mentioned,
is supported by a majority of Ameri-
cans. The reality is that the Trump
plan would put the administration’s
entire hard-line immigration agenda
on the backs of these young peobple.
These young, DACA-protected people
are being held as political hostages for
President Trump’s hard-line immigra-
tion agenda.

For example, the White House wants
to dramatically reduce legal immigra-
tion by prohibiting American citizens
from sponsoring their parents, siblings,
and children as immigrants. We are
talking about literally millions of rel-
atives of American citizens who en-
tered this system legally and are fol-
lowing our immigration laws. Some
have been waiting for as long as 20
years to immigrate to the TUnited
States.

The conservative Cato Institute says
the following about President Trump’s
proposal:

In the most likely scenario, the new plan
[from the Trump administration] would cut
the number of legal immigrants by up to 44
percent or a half million immigrants annu-
ally—the largest policy-driven immigration
cut since the 1920s. Compared to current law,
it would exclude nearly 22 million people
from the opportunity to immigrate legally
to the United States over the next five dec-
ades.

You have to go back in history to a
time when there was a proposal that
passed on the floor of this Chamber
that cut as many legal immigrants to
the United States. The year was 1924.
Calvin Coolidge was President of the
United States. We had just seen the
end of World War I. There was a grow-
ing fear that because of all of the dam-
age that was done in Europe, Euro-
peans would come to the United States.
There was also a concern that the
wrong people were coming to the
United States, in the eyes of some of
the Members of Congress.

The Immigration Act of 1924 passed,
and it set quotas for countries, and it
set quotas for people. It was expressly
designed to exclude certain people from
around the world from entering the
United States of America. It was a no-
torious piece of legislation. Those who
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were to be excluded from America in-
cluded people from Italy, Eastern Eu-
rope, Japan, Asia, and Jewish people.
That was the immigration policy of the
United States of America because of
that bill in 1924. That is the last time
this Chamber has made such a dra-
matic cut in legal immigration to
America. It was a source of embarrass-
ment for decades. The United States
established quotas and said: We want
America to look a lot different than it
would look if other immigrants came
to this country.

Thankfully, in 1965, it was changed.
Thankfully, we gave up the quotas that
had been criticized roundly as being in-
sensitive to the realities of the world
population and the reality of the popu-
lation of America.

Now the Trump administration
wants to cut legal immigration to the
United States again, by 44 percent, the
biggest cut—as the Cato Institute tells
us—since that horrible bill was passed
in 1924.

Let me tell you what else the Trump
immigration proposal would do. It
would create an unaccountable slush
fund of $25 billion of American tax-
payers’ money for a border wall that,
as I remember correctly, Mexico was
supposed to pay for—$25 billion. I have
to double check, but I think that is al-
most the annual appropriation for the
National Institutes of Health. The
President wants $25 billion and wants
no strings attached. He wants to be
able to spend it where, when, and how
he wants. That is an invitation for
fraud and waste. It is an invitation for
money to be spent for something other
than its purpose. It is an invitation for
taxpayers to be the ultimate losers
with this slush fund for President
Trump’s famous Mexican wall.

The President’s proposal on immigra-
tion, in the midst of the worst refugee
crisis on record in the world, is now
calling for fast-track deportations
without due process of women and chil-
dren fleeing gang and sexual violence. I
can’t tell you how many times we have
had this conversation with members of
the Trump administration. They create
a scenario. The scenario is of a 6-year-
old child who is swooped up in some
Central American country. The parents
give thousands of dollars, their life sav-
ings, to a smuggler who says: I will get
this child to the border of the United
States. The child is then taken off by
the smuggler in a car or truck or bus
to the border. The child then comes out
of the car, is pointed toward one of our
Federal employees with the Border Pa-
trol, and the child walks up and hands
a piece of paper to the Border Patrol
agent with the name of someone in the
United States. That process then
unfolds, and the child ultimately, in
many cases, ends up with that relative
while a decision is made about the sta-
tus of the child.

Is there exploitation in this system?
You bet there is. Is there abuse in this
system? For sure. Is there actual
human trafficking taking place? Yes.
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Are atrocities committed against these
children in the course of this journey?
All true. Should we be dedicated to
cleaning this up? Sign me up, on a bi-
partisan basis.

Let me tell you another scenario, an-
other story that has a different origin
than turning over a child to a smug-
gler. Let me tell you about cases we
know of in Honduras, El Salvador, and
Guatemala where, because of the ramp-
ant crime, gang activity, and violence
that takes place, parents, desperate to
save their children—some of whom
have daughters who have been victims
of rape by these gangs—send them to
the United States in the hope that they
can save their lives. They show up at
the border, having lived in fear of this
violence in their countries, and they
are accepted into the United States to
determine whether that fear can be es-
tablished in a hearing.

These are two different cases—a lit-
tle child being exploited by a smuggler,
a young girl escaping violence and per-
haps death because her parents have
nowhere to turn to save her life.
Should we treat them both the same? I
don’t think so. Historically, we have
said that when it comes to asylum
seekers, who come to this country with
a credible fear for their own lives, the
United States has given them a chance
to be protected. We have said that over
and over again. We said it to the Cu-
bans who were escaping Fidel Castro.
We have said it to the Soviet Jews who
wanted to have freedom of religion and
came to the United States, believing
this was the only chance they had in
the world.

The Trump immigration proposal
does not make a clear distinction on
those two cases. In fact, what it does is
end up with fast-track deportations
without due process. Accepting the
Trump approach will literally return
many of these folks who have come to
our border to harm and in some cases
death.

There are fast-track deportations in
the Trump proposal without due proc-
ess for millions who have overstayed
their visas. An estimated 40 percent of
the 11 million undocumented fit in this
category. So even if they have no
criminal record, without considering
their legal claims to remain in the
United States, they would be deported.
It dramatically cuts immigration from
sub-Saharan African countries.

We have a diversity visa program. It
is far from perfect, but it is a program
that was created years ago, so coun-
tries that do not have an opportunity
to send people to the United States for
legal immigration would have a
chance. Immigrants who come from
these countries are limited in number.
They have to go through the back-
ground checks, criminal background
checks, biometric investigations—all
of the investigations and interviews
that we would expect in order to make
sure we do everything humanly pos-
sible to cull out those who would be
any danger to the United States. They
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face that same scrutiny, and they
should. Many of them are rejected.
They can’t make the case for their
lives and what they have done with
them, and they are not given a chance
to come. The President wants to elimi-
nate the diversity visa program. For
those living in sub-Saharan African
countries, huge countries, about 12,000
to 15,000 come to the United States
each year through this program. By
eliminating this program, the Trump
administration sadly is going to deny
those immigrants from Africa even a
chance to apply for this opportunity.

In the past, many Democrats have
been willing to support some of the
President’s proposals, changes in our
immigration system, eliminating the
diversity visa lottery, but when we
made that offer 5 years ago, it was part
of comprehensive immigration reform
with give and take and compromise
that tried to make sense out of sense-
less immigration laws.

In 2013, a Democratic-led Senate
passed a comprehensive immigration
reform bill with a strong bipartisan
vote of 68 to 32. The bill was a product
of months of negotiations, with com-
mittee and floor debate. Unfortunately,
the Republican leadership in the House
of Representatives refused to even con-
sider the bill. Now we are being asked
to accept the administration’s proposal
with no conditions, no compromise, no
give and take; rather, take it or leave
it.

Democrats have shown they want to
comprehensively fix our broken immi-
gration system, but right now we have
to fix our focus on the DACA crisis cre-
ated by President Trump with his an-
nouncement of September 5. That has
to be our priority.

In the next day or two, we expect the
so-called Grassley proposal, which is
the Trump immigration plan, to come
to the floor. I want to say for the
record, Democrats support comprehen-
sive immigration reform, but we will
not stand by and allow Dreamers to be
held political hostage to the adminis-
tration’s entire immigration agenda.

I yield the floor.

I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The clerk will call the roll.

The senior assistant legislative clerk
proceeded to call the roll.

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

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

Mr. MENENDEZ. Mr. President, I
come to the floor out of great concern
for America’s Dreamers, whose futures
hinge on the ability of this body to
keep its word and get something done.
I want to be clear whom we are talking
about when we talk about Dreamers.
We aren’t talking about criminals. We
aren’t talking about terrorists. We
aren’t talking about ‘‘bad hombres.”
We are talking about kids as American
as apple pie. As I often say, the only
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country they call home is the United
States. The only flag they pledge alle-
giance to is that of the American flag.
The only national anthem they know
how to sing is the ‘‘Star-Spangled Ban-
ner.”

We are talking about 800,000 young
people who were brought to this coun-
try as children and were able to obtain
legal protection under the Deferred Ac-
tion for Childhood Arrivals Program,
known as DACA. These kids put enor-
mous faith in our government. They
came out of the shadows, they passed
background checks, and they reg-
istered with our government—all to get
a 2-year renewable work permit and
protection from deportation.

Even the Cato Institute, which is a
conservative think tank, says that de-
porting Dreamers—91 percent of whom
are gainfully employed—would hurt
America’s economy. At the same time,
we are also talking about thousands of
additional Dreamers who were eligible
for DACA but didn’t apply. Some
couldn’t afford the cost and others
were still working through the lengthy
application process. These are the
Dreamers the White House Chief of
Staff John XKelly called lazy asses.
Well, Mr. Kelly, here is what you don’t
understand: The reason they didn’t
apply is not because they were lazy. In
fact, in many cases, they didn’t apply
because they were afraid—afraid of
people like you. They were afraid that
if they came out of the shadows and
registered with the government, they
would end up on a short list for depor-
tation. What is depressing is that this
administration’s actions have proven
them right. Now DACA recipients and
undocumented Dreamers alike fear
they have a target on their back, and
that is because President Trump put an
expiration date on their dreams when
he decided to end DACA.

Now, let me be clear, DACA was
never perfect, and it was never a re-
placement for truly comprehensive im-
migration reform. Make no mistake,
we still need comprehensive immigra-
tion reform, and I am committed as
ever to that cause—a cause I have
spent the better part of my congres-
sional career trying to achieve. I was a
member of the Gang of 8 in the Senate
back in 2013 when a bipartisan super-
majority in the Senate passed the most
historic reforms to our immigration
system since the days of President
Ronald Reagan, only to die in the
House of Representatives without even
a vote, but that debate is for another
day. That debate is for what President
Trump called phase 2.

This week, we are not here to debate
comprehensive immigration reform.
We are not here to debate the numer-
ous types of visas that exist under U.S.
law. We are not here to debate how
mayors run their cities or how police
officers do their jobs. We are here to
protect Dreamers. We are here to ad-
dress a crisis that President Trump
started last September when he ended
DACA. That is what this week’s debate
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is all about—it is about protecting
hard-working, upstanding Dreamers
across America from being deported to
countries they haven’t stepped foot in
since they were in diapers.

Now, many of my colleagues have
met Dreamers from their States in re-
cent years, and they know the lion’s
share of these kids can’t even remem-
ber coming here—only growing up here.
For the Dreamers who do remember ar-
riving here, they certainly didn’t ar-
rive through any decision of their own.
They were babies, toddlers, and very
young children, and I challenge my col-
leagues to think of any decision of con-
sequence they made when they were
babies, toddlers, and very young chil-
dren. I bet you didn’t decide what town
you lived in, where your parents
worked, or what kind of status you
had.

When we talk about Dreamers, we
are talking about kids who have grown
up American in every sense of the
word. We are talking about 22,000 New
Jerseyans like DParthiv Patel, who
came to New Jersey from India when
he was 5 years old. He gained DACA
status in 2012. He graduated from
Drexel Law School in 2016, and he be-
came the first Dreamer admitted to the
New Jersey Bar in 2018.

We are also talking about students
like Christopher Rios Martine, a con-
stituent of mine who came here from
Colombia at the age of 2. Today he is a
junior at Rutgers University with a 3.74
GPA. He is president of the Manage-
ment Information Systems Associa-
tion, and he is interning at Colgate-
Palmolive. Christopher said: “I am
proud to be a DACA recipient and I
plan on contributing as much to this
country as I possibly can.”

As another Dreamer from New Jer-
sey, Sara Mora, recently wrote: With-
out DACA her life has become ‘‘one big
question mark’—the question of
whether this Congress will act. Will we
protect Dreamers who have become in-
tegral to our communities, many who
are teaching in our schools, who are
treating our patients, who are serving
proudly in the military of the United
States—many are wearing the uniform
of the United States, risking their lives
on behalf of our country, and yet we
talk about deporting them—and many
who are starting families of their own?
That is right. Nearly one-quarter of
DACA recipients are the parents of
U.S.-born American children.

That is whom we are talking about
this week. We are not talking about
criminals. We are not talking about
terrorists. We are not talking about
gangbangers or drug dealers. We are
talking about Dreamers. They are not
undocumented immigrants, from my
perspective; they are undocumented
Americans who have proven themselves
worthy of the American dream. Yet the
administration slapped an arbitrary ex-
piration date on their dream, creating
a crisis that Congress needs to solve.

I took President Trump at his word
when he said he wanted to treat
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Dreamers with heart, just as I took
Leader MCCONNELL at his word when he
said this week would be about pro-
tecting them from deportation.

Now, as I listen to many of my Re-
publican colleagues on the Senate
floor, I am hearing less and less about
Dreamers and more and more about
spending tens of billions of taxpayer
dollars on a wall President Trump
promised Mexico would pay for. Con-
sidering the Trump administration’s
own report noting that illegal border
crossings from Mexico have dropped to
their lowest level in nearly 50 years,
you have to question the wisdom of a
multibillion-dollar wall—a wall be-
tween the United States and a country
that serves as our second largest ex-
port market in the world for American
goods and services, as Mexican con-
sumers and businesses buy American
goods and services that support jobs
created here at home.

Likewise, I am hearing a whole lot
about politically loaded terms like
“merit-based immigration’ and ‘‘chain
migration.”” These aren’t terms you
find in our laws. They are political
catchphrases designed to incite fear
and push policies that forever change
how legal immigration works in the
United States. The more insidious, of
course, is the term ‘‘chain migration.”
I am appalled when I hear my col-
leagues talking about chain migration,
just like I am appalled that the
media—even the so-called liberal
media—has adopted this phrase as if it
is actually a legitimate term, and I
can’t be the only one who thinks the
term ‘‘chain migration” is downright
insulting to the millions of Americans
whose ancestors were actually brought
to this country in chains.

Now, I have heard a lot about family
values from my Republican colleagues
throughout my time in Congress. The
Republican Party has long claimed to
be the party of so-called family values.
Well, ‘‘chain migration” is a term that
dehumanizes families. When we want
to dehumanize something, we create an
inanimate object, but this chain is
about a mother and a father and a son
and a daughter. It is not an inanimate
object, but it is a dehumanizing term.

It is a term designed to make our
system of legal immigration and fam-
ily reunification sound threatening and
illogical, but there is nothing threat-
ening about uniting mothers and fa-
thers, and there is nothing more com-
mon sense than uniting brothers and
sisters and sons and daughters. They
are not linked by chains. They are
bound by blood and held together by
love.

Families are the essence of American
values in our society. Families are the
glue that builds strong communities—
the foundation of our country. Yet
some of my Republican colleagues act
as if the nuclear family is a concept
that has an expiration date. Well, I
loved my daughter since the day she
was born and the day she turned 21 and
the day she turned 30, the same as I do
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my son. I didn’t love them less with
each passing year. I don’t love them
any less now that they have gotten
married; in fact, I love them more.

So Americans need to know that
when Republicans speak of ending
chain migration, they are talking
about ending the legal right of U.S.
citizens to legally sponsor family mem-
bers in our immigration system. It is
not chain migration; it is family reuni-
fication. That is what America is all
about. That is what immigration pol-
icy for the past century has been
about—keeping families together, not
tearing them apart.

The reality is, most Americans are,
in some ways, the beneficiary of family
reunification. Without it, our country
would be a very different place. End
family reunification, and we would
never have seen the leadership of indi-
viduals like Colin Powell, a general
and Secretary of State. That is right.
His parents wouldn’t have been able to
come here without the big bad chain
migration that my colleagues in the
majority decry today.

End family reunification and sud-
denly billion-dollar American tech-
nology companies like Kingston Tech-
nology would have never existed. Be-
fore John Tu was a billion-dollar busi-
nessman, he was a self-described medi-
ocre student from China. He would
have never come to America if it were
not for the sponsorship of his U.S. cit-
izen sister. He wasn’t skilled when he
got here, and yet he Dbuilt a
groundbreaking company.

So let’s get real. When President
Trump professes his support for merit-
based immigration, he doesn’t have a
real plan for allowing a million engi-
neers and inventors from around the
world to come to the United States. He
is talking about cutting legal immigra-
tion by nearly 50 percent. That is a pol-
icy with disastrous implications for the
future of this country when you con-
sider basic economic facts.

Any credible economist will tell you
that without steady immigration,
America’s global competitiveness will
suffer, and we will fall far behind much
larger countries like China, Pakistan,
and India. According to a Forbes maga-
zine article, even President Donald
Trump is a product of chain migration.
That is right. Friedrich Trump, Donald
Trump’s grandfather, was able to come
to the United States from Germany,
with no English-speaking ability and
no merit-based skills. Why? Because
his sister was already in the United
States and claimed him as part of fam-
ily reunification. You get to be Presi-
dent of the United States because of
chain migration.

If Republicans were being honest,
they would call their term of ‘‘chain
migration” what it really is. They
would call it family reunification, but
they don’t want to call it family reuni-
fication because they don’t want to
own up to their intention, which is to
strip U.S. citizens of the right to spon-
sor their brothers and sisters, mothers
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and fathers, and adult children as im-
migrants.

I ask my colleagues to please give it
a rest. If you want to have a debate
about the merits of our immigration
system, we can have that debate, but
that debate over comprehensive immi-
gration reform is not the debate we
should have this week. This debate is
about whether we will do right by
American Dreamers, about whether we
will listen to the voices of the Amer-
ican people who overwhelmingly want
us to solve this crisis.

According to the latest polls out this
week from Quinnipiac University, 81
percent of Americans support giving
Dreamers a path to citizenship. Yet,
week after week, month after month,
Dreamers have languished in uncer-
tainty. Republicans didn’t let us pro-
tect them in September or October or
November or December or January.
Yet, throughout all this time wasted, I
hear my colleagues in the majority say
such nice things about Dreamers—how
talented they are, how hopeful they
are, how important they are.

I say to them today that it is getting
harder and harder to take your com-
mitment to Dreamers seriously when,
at every opportunity you have to do
something, you do nothing. Instead, it
is beginning to look like President
Trump—the person responsible for end-
ing DACA—has enablers in Congress
who have been intent on deporting
Dreamers from day one. If that is not
the case, now is the time to prove it be-
cause March 5 is just around the cor-
ner. Come March, America’s Dreamers
will see their dreams extinguished, re-
placed with deportation orders to na-
tions they have never called home. So
far, there are 19,000 already out of sta-
tus, and after March 5, there will be
1,000 a day.

If my colleagues want to have a de-
bate about comprehensive immigration
reform, we can have that debate some
other time but not today, not this
week, not until we protect Dreamers
living in fear of deportation due to
President Trump’s reckless decisions—
a President who once said about
Dreamers that ‘“‘we’re going to work
something out that is going to make
people happy and proud.” Well, the
polls show deporting Dreamers will not
make Americans happy and proud.

The time for talk is over. The time
for kind words is over. The time for ex-
cuses is over. So, this week, Congress
needs to take action. It is time we let
America see who stands with Dreamers
and who is complicit in their potential
deportation. These young men and
women have shown incredible courage
and strength in the face of adversity
and uncertainty. They were handed a
crisis, and they created a movement.
They shared their stories and their
dreams, and, in doing so, they have
captured the hearts of the American
people.

I urge my colleagues in the Senate
not to break America’s heart because
our hearts are bigger as a country and
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our future is brighter when Dreamers
in this country stay right where they
belong.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. SUL-
LIVAN). The Senator from North Caro-
lina.

VALENTINE’S DAY

Mr. TILLIS. Mr. President, in a mo-
ment, I am going to talk about the im-
migration debate we are going to have
here.

Before I do that, though, I want to
recognize that this is Valentine’s Day.
I happen to be several hundred miles
away from my sweetheart, but I want
to wish my wife a happy Valentine’s
Day. I made her a little card. I am sure
I probably just violated a rule, but I
don’t think anybody can fire me. I
want my wife to know I love her and
wish I was with her.

Now, Mr. President, I want to talk a
little about immigration reform. We
just heard a discussion. I tell you,
sometimes I think I teleport from this
Chamber to the Kennedy Center be-
cause there are more theatrics going
on here than you can find down there
on any given day.

Let me give you one example of that.
The whole indignant position that the
Member from New Jersey just had on
‘“‘chain migration” and somehow that
mean Republicans came up with this
term because we wanted to make a
point. Demographers came up with this
term decades ago. People on the other
side of the aisle even have references to
chain migration in bills they proposed.
End the theatrics. Solve this problem.

Let’s talk about the President’s
framework. I was presiding just before
I got up here. I heard the word ‘‘hard-
line”” used—the hard-line demand of
President Trump. I don’t agree with ev-
erything President Trump has done. In
fact, I said a year and a half ago—and
I got criticized for it—that when you
sit down and talk border patrol and
talk homeland security, you are going
to find out you don’t need a large,
monolithic wall from the Pacific Ocean
to the Gulf of Mexico.

After the President was elected and
after he got into office, he listened to
homeland security and border patrol,
and he came up with a plan that isn’t
a long, monolithic wall across the
southern border. It is a strategic plan
that actually lets us improve the secu-
rity of the homeland along the north-
ern and southern borders. It is a plan
that tries to confiscate tons of drugs
that are poisoning Americans in the
tens of thousands of every year. It is a
plan that makes sure gang members
are more likely to be incarcerated
when they cross the border illegally
and less likely to go into the very com-
munities that many of the people who
immigrate to this country go into. It is
a plan to make those communities
safer.

It is a plan to make sure we know the
thousands of people that cross the bor-
der illegally are not carrying illicit
drugs in a truck or car or a wheel well,
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the way they do it today, because it is
using technology to be able to search
more vehicles to make sure our home-
land is safe.

It is also a plan that shows more
compassion than President Obama’s
DACA plan. Right now, they are say-
ing: Let’s keep DACA going. Well,
there are 690,000 people who are in
DACA. Their future is uncertain be-
cause it is an Executive order. It
doesn’t have the force of law. It could
possibly be challenged by the court.
The President decided on September 15
of last year, Congress do your job. You
have been talking about immigration
reform for two decades. We have an ar-
guably illegal Executive order by
President Obama that President Trump
kept in place for about a year, and then
he said: I am going to give you all 6
months to do your job and come up
with something that has enduring
value.

The DACA proposal only provided the
illegally present persons who came to
this country—through the decisions of
an adult—some certainty that they
wouldn’t be deported. It doesn’t give
them any certainty in terms of a path
to citizenship. People said the Presi-
dent has a hard-line plan. DACA allows
690,000 people who signed up for it to be
here and, hopefully, not have that deci-
sion thrown out by the courts or have
the President rescind it.

What we just heard from three or
four Members on the other side of the
aisle is that the President’s hard-line
plan is to have nearly three times as
many people with a path to citizenship,
not a piece of paper that hopefully will
be in place for the time you spend in
the United States but citizenship. So
the President’s hard-line plan actually
legalizes about two and a half times as
many people, not to just let them be
here present, to have legal status but
have a path to citizenship. That is
hard-line?

I am not sure the President was there
when he was running for office, but he
listened. He recognizes he wants to be
the President who gets something
done, and he is willing to accept the
criticism from people on my side of the
aisle who may not support a path to
citizenship. I do, and the President
does.

I find it remarkable that somebody
would say a President, who has en-
dorsed a bill to provide a path to citi-
zenship to 1.8 million people—two and
a half times more than President
Obama provided a temporary and pass-
ing status to—is hard-line.

Border security. Why is border secu-
rity important? Is it just purely a
hard-line deportation force sending
people out? No. I already talked about,
No. 1, hundreds of millions of doses of
heroin, fentanyl, and other illicit drugs
come across our border every year. We
simply do not have the people, tech-
nology, and infrastructure to interdict
them. Of the $25 billion, about $18 bil-
lion of it would be spent for border se-
curity. About 10 percent to 15 percent
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of that is on the northern border. The
remainder is on the southern border.
Some of that will be spent on wall
structures.

When all is said and done, less than
half of the 2,300 miles will have a wall
structure. The rest will be spent on
training additional personnel. If you
have ever gone to a border crossing,
you know the long lines they have
there. This is actually creating tech-
nology that has low-intensity x rays
where you could drive a vehicle
through. The Border Patrol folks can
identify human smugglers, human traf-
fickers, and drug smugglers without
ever having the person get out of the
car. That is what the border security
plan is focused on as well. There are
wall structures where they make sense.
They don’t make sense along about
half of the border.

Let me tell you about the humani-
tarian case for this, which I find re-
markable no one on the other side of
the aisle will bring up. I went to Texas
last year. I went along the southern
border. I was on the Rio Grande, on the
Border Patrol boats, on horseback, and
at night I took ATVs around. I heard a
lot of stories by a lot of people, includ-
ing property owners. Over the last 20
years, 10,000 people have died trying to
cross our border on U.S. soil. We have
no earthly idea how many tens of thou-
sands of people die just trying to get
there. So 10,000 people died over the
last 20 years because we didn’t know
where they were. They were on Amer-
ican soil, but we didn’t know where
they were. About 1,000 of them were
children. If that is not a case for need-
ing to know who is crossing the border
and where they are—even if they may
get deported if they don’t have a legiti-
mate claim to asylum but have this
threat to their safety—then I don’t
know what else is. I don’t see how bor-
der security is hard-line when you look
at the facts—not the theater but the
facts.

I think that second pillar of the
President’s proposal is balanced. It is
less than what he originally wanted,
but it makes sense, and it shows a lot
of movement on his part. Again, two
and a half times the number of people
are actually getting a path to citizen-
ship—more than the DACA Executive
order proposed—and it has border secu-
rity that makes sense and is no longer
this idea of a monolithic wall.

We heard somebody say there is a
dramatic cut to legal immigration;
that the promise we made to everybody
who is in line because of a family rela-
tionship is going to be broken. That is
utter nonsense. There is no proposal
like that on the table. The fact is,
there are about 3.9 million people in
the backlog who, if the President’s pro-
posal is accepted, will get to this coun-
try in half the time it takes today.
There are about 3.9 million people
waiting to come to this country be-
cause of a family relationship who we
have proposed—that the President has
proposed—should be able to get here
sooner.
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The diversity lottery is also some-
thing, I think, people have been misled
or they are trying to mislead you. I
will leave it to you to decide. The di-
versity lottery is not ending. This ac-
tually comes up with a reasonable way
to use those 50,000 green cards in a way
that lets us draw down the backlog
sooner—instead of having somebody
wait 17 years or 20 years to get into the
country, maybe 8 or 9, but then it is
also with a focus on the underrep-
resented countries. There are many
countries in Africa—about 15,000—that
we would like to make sure they have
an opportunity every year to come to
this country. They are from an under-
represented country. We have already
made proposals that said we are open
to other proposals to make that be a
part of how the diversity lottery gets
settled. So 50,000 will continue to come.
When we say we are ending the diver-
sity lottery, we are not saying we will
end the entry of 50,000 people; we are
talking about modernizing it.

The last time we did any major im-
migration bill, I was 5 years old. I
think it is about time to look at how
the world has changed and maybe open
your eyes and open your hearts to a
better way to do it that benefits the
person trying to come to this country
and benefits our country as a result of
their entry. I think it can be a win-win.

The last thing on chain migration is,
I want to go back and find everybody
who voted for bills in the past, and
they voted for a bill with legislative
language in it that referred to chain
migration. I am sick of that kind of
garbage on the Senate floor. That is
just misleading. Chain migration is
just a process that has been used in the
past—not only by our country but
other countries—to kind of link people
together.

I am absolutely sympathetic with
some of the things the gentleman from
New Jersey said, but to say that this is
some hateful, divisive term is not pay-
ing a whole lot of attention to your
job. I have only been here 3 years.
Many of these people who are here
voted for language that had chain mi-
gration in it, and now they are saying
it is something the hateful folks in our
marketing departments created to be
divisive. That is just untrue.

Now the last thing. When we are
talking about legal immigration in
this country—we immigrate about 1
million to 1.1 million people a year to
this country. I don’t have a problem
with that number. If I had Members on
the other side of the aisle, some of my
colleagues, say, ‘“‘Thom, we want to try
to maintain that same amount of im-
migration over time,” I would say that
I am open to it. Some of my colleagues
I have worked with on this bill may
not be. But the way we go about doing
it needs to be modernized.

How many times have I heard that
when we have a foreign national here
who graduates with an engineering de-
gree or some degree in STEM, that we
should just staple a green card to the

S937

back of their diploma—how many
times have we heard that?—because we
need high-end workers. We need weld-
ers. We mneed -carpenters. We need
plumbers. We need people to come to
this country to fill jobs, or at some
point, our economic growth is going to
be limited by the number of resources
we have for those jobs. Our unemploy-
ment is going down. The demand for
the workers is there. But we have an
immigration system where about
three-fourths of everybody who comes
to this country comes purely because
of a family relationship. I bet that if
we dig into it, many of them actually
could qualify on the basis of merit, but
right now, it is just a random selection
that doesn’t really tie to our needs as
a nation and for our economic growth
or for our economic security.

I believe that if we get the immigra-
tion policy right, over the next 10
years, we will be building a case to
have more legal immigration here,
more than the 1 million or 1.1 million,
but if we don’t fix this, we are not
going to fix the underlying problem
with our immigration system.

I actually didn’t plan on speaking. I
just grabbed a couple of these slides so
that I could talk about it. But it is
very important to me for us to—I don’t
like being a part of an organization
that talks a lot and doesn’t get any-
thing done, and over the last 17 years,
that is all these folks have been doing.
They say: Reelect me. I promise you
that next year, I will get immigration
reform done. Next year, I will file the
Dream Act, and we will get it done.

Well, guess what. It hasn’t gotten
done under a Republican administra-
tion. President Bush was sympathetic
to this issue. He couldn’t get it done.
Congress couldn’t get it done.

President Obama comes in and says:
I am going to fix immigration. Presi-
dent Obama had the votes to pass
ObamaCare. There was a time in this
Chamber when not a single Republican
vote was necessary to pass a bill out of
here, right? So if you don’t need a sin-
gle Republican vote in Congress, on the
House or the Senate side, why didn’t
you get it done? Because I don’t think
you have taken the time to construct
something that makes sense, that is
compassionate, that is responsible, and
that will have the enduring value of
law. So now is the time to get it done,
and the only way we are going to get it
done is with bipartisan cooperation.

If you don’t like some of the ele-
ments of the President’s framework
and you set a hammer to it, fold your
hands, and say: If you will not vote on
mine, I will not vote on yours—look at
this and tell us how we can improve it.
Tell us what we need to do to get a
vote. Tell us what we can do to mod-
erate this. To call this a hardline bill is
absurd. It is theatrics. It is the kind of
stuff that has prevented us from get-
ting things done for the last 17 years.

I hope people will have an honest dis-
cussion and debate. I hope people will
come down here, offer all the amend-
ments they want to, and I hope they
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will be mature enough, if they fail, to
move on to the next one because I, for
one, want to provide certainty to the
DACA population.

I say to the Presiding Officer, you
know better than I because you are in
the Marine Reserves. There are 900 peo-
ple serving in the military today—that
is more than a battalion, right? We
have more than 900 DACA recipients
serving in the military. I want to file
this bill. I want to get this bill to the
President’s desk and say to them: Wel-
come to this country. Thank you for
your service. I can’t wait to go to your
ceremony where you swear the oath as
an American citizen.

That is what we can do this week.
But I guarantee you, anybody who sits
here and says that the President’s pro-
posal 1is unfair and insincere and
hardline is playing politics. It makes
me wonder if some of them would just
as soon have this be the ‘‘if you elect
me next year, I promise I will fix this
problem’ campaign speech versus take
this off the table, provide them cer-
tainty, and do something different for
a change.

Finally, I started by wishing my wife
a happy Valentine’s Day. When I get
into these speeches—I worked in busi-
ness most of my career. I haven’t been
in politics very long. I get very frus-
trated with the lack of production and
with the lack of results. But, Sweetie,
I am not mad. I just get a little bit in-
tense when I talk about an issue where
the solution is within reach. I am not
mad. I am frustrated with the Members
of the U.S. Senate who don’t see the
opportunity to seize this moment and
get it done.

Mr. President, thank you for the op-
portunity. I probably went long, and I
apologize to anybody else who may be
waiting to speak. But this is the week
to get it done. This is the Congress to
get it done. This is the President who
has given us a historic opportunity. I
hope we seize the day.

Thank you, Mr. President.

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. LEAHY. 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. LEAHY. Mr. President, the Sen-
ate is debating the fate of our Nation’s
Dreamers this week. Everywhere I go,
people recognize the uncontestable
truth that underpins our discussion:
We are all a nation of immigrants. Un-
less you are Native American, you
come from a line of people who come
from somewhere else. More than in any
other country on Earth, this simple
fact is a defining characteristic of our
national identity. Throughout our his-
tory, immigrant communities have
greatly enriched our Nation; their indi-
vidual stories have become the Amer-
ican story. Out of many, we have be-
come one.
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My maternal grandparents emigrated
from Italy, began a business, hired a
lot of people, and were pillars of the
community. My wife’s parents emi-
grated from French-speaking Canada
and also owned a business. She was
born in Vermont. Yesterday, we buried
my wife’s uncle, an immigrant from
Canada who started off as an $8-a-week
clerk at a shoe store. He was buried
with honors at the age of 100 yesterday,
and people talked about the $20 million
or $30 million he has given to philan-
thropic causes in Vermont—this $8-a-
week immigrant clerk at a shoe store.

I think sometimes we forget who we
are. In the late 1800s we passed laws ex-
cluding Chinese immigrants. During
World War II, we turned away Jewish
refugees fleeing the Holocaust—turned
them away at the shores of our coun-
try—and many went back to die in the
gas chambers. We know today that
these were tragic mistakes, fueled by
our own ill-informed, xenophobic rhet-
oric. Mistakes were made, but they
must never be repeated.

Yet now, in 2018, I am concerned that
we are hearing echoes of past mistakes.
Anti-immigrant voices, armed with the
same shameful fearmongering, are at-
tempting a comeback in our country.
In recent months, Dreamers have been
regularly disparaged. Some have even
suggested that Dreamers pose a risk of
terrorism or have links to inter-
national drug trafficking.

These absurd depictions would be
laughable if they weren’t so damaging,
especially to those of us who remember
one of the biggest terrorist attacks on
our country, in Oklahoma City by Tim-
othy McVeigh, who was not an immi-
grant; he grew up there and was born
there. Thankfully, most Americans
know better. Dreamers are not threats
to our national security; not a single
one—not a single one—has been sus-
pected of terrorist activities. Nor do
Dreamers present a threat to public
safety. Far from it. By definition,
Dreamers are law-abiding strivers who
seek only to contribute to our country.
Brought here as children, Dreamers are
now our neighbors, our first respond-
ers, our teachers, our medical per-
sonnel. Nearly 1,000 have served in our
Armed Forces, risking their lives to de-
fend the only country they have ever
known as home.

I will never forget one Dreamer who
wrote to me last year. Dr. Juan Conde
is a DACA recipient. He is a resident of
Vermont. He was born in Mexico and
brought to the United States as a
young child by his mother. In 2007,
tragically, his mother died of cancer.
Showing remarkable courage and de-
termination for a young man, Dr.
Conde was motivated by this personal
tragedy to help cancer patients like his
mother. He ultimately obtained a
Ph.D. in cancer research from the Uni-
versity of Texas.

But as accomplished as he already
was, Dr. Conde was not satisfied with
just studying cancer. He wanted to
treat the people suffering with and bat-
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tling the disease. Every one of us in
this Chamber knows somebody who has
suffered from and battled cancer, and
many have died.

But only after he enrolled in DACA
was Dr. Conde able to attend medical
school, and he is currently doing that.
He is studying oncology at the Univer-
sity of Vermont’s Larner College of
Medicine. Dr. Conde hopes to spend his
life in the United States treating can-
cer patients and researching to find a
cure for the disease. This Vermonter—
and I think all Americans would
agree—believes that America is a bet-
ter place with Dr. Conde in it.

There are hundreds of thousands of
Dreamers just like Dr. Conde, all with
the potential to contribute to our com-
munities and to our country. To deny
them these opportunities because they
were brought here as children would be
as senseless as it is cruel.

We are better than that. And this
week, we have an opportunity to prove
it. I am proud of those in the Senate,
both Democrats and Republicans, who
are engaged in good-faith negotiations
over proposals to protect our Dreamers
and improve our border security. I sin-
cerely believe that we can find a path
to 60 votes, and I hope the Republican
leadership will let us.

The Majority Leader’s decision yes-
terday to seek to open up the debate
with a vote on a poison pill amendment
about so-called sanctuary cities—which
has nothing to do with either Dreamers
or border security—was less than a
helpful start. These kinds of attempts
to score political points stand in stark
contrast to the bipartisan search done
by leading Republicans and Democrats
behind the scenes for a solution. As the
most senior Member of this body, it is
my hope that all Senators will focus on
a bipartisan solution, not on just divi-
sive distractions.

I respect this institution as much as
anybody. For 43 years, I have been here
and I have seen—and I hope contrib-
uted to—the good that can be accom-
plished. I have often said that at its
best the Senate can and should serve as
the conscience of the Nation. But it
can only do so when we put aside our
own self-interest, and we work across
the aisle in the spirit of compromise. 1
know we are capable of meeting this
challenge today. We have done it be-
fore.

Five years ago, when I was chairman
of the Senate Judiciary Committee, we
brought together 68 Senators, Demo-
crats and Republicans, and we voted
for an immigration bill that provided
protection for Dreamers, including an
expedited pathway to citizenship. Un-
fortunately, the House, even though
they had the votes to pass it, would not
bring it up. Well, it is time now for the
Senate to do so again and, this time,
for the House to follow suit.

President Trump claims he will treat
Dreamers with great ‘‘heart.” If he
meant what he said, he will certainly
sign our bipartisan compromise that
emerges. So let’s get to work. The fu-
ture of Dreamers—and the fate of the
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American dream
hands.

As I left that funeral yesterday in
Vermont, I thought of my wife’s uncle
and her parents coming from Canada to
make a better life, my grandparents
coming from Italy, and my great
grandparents coming from Ireland, all
to make such a mark on our little
State of Vermont, all for the better. As
a member of that family, how proud I
am to stand here on the floor of the
U.S. Senate, but I want to do more
than just stand here. I want to vote for
a bill to help more people like those
who come to our country and to make
our country better.

I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

Mr. CORNYN. 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. CORNYN. Mr. President, today a
group led by Chairman GRASSLEY of
the Senate Judiciary Committee for-
mally introduced a bill to address the
DACA issue—the Deferred Action for
Childhood Arrivals issue—that we have
heard so much about, as well as border
security. I think it is a good starting
point, and I am proud to be a cosponsor
of the legislation, which is called the
Secure and Succeed Act.

Perhaps the most important thing
about this bill is that it actually has a
good chance of becoming law. That is
because the President supports it. It
encompasses the four pillars the Presi-
dent has laid out for us in any solution
to the DACA challenge.

The Secure and Succeed Act provides
legal status and a pathway to citizen-
ship for an estimated 1.8 million people
who meet the specific criteria of
DACA. This is a far larger number than
the number of individuals covered by
President Obama’s Executive order.
The fact is, this President has not only
said to the 690,000 DACA recipients
“You are going to have a better,
brighter future and a pathway to
American citizenship’’; this President
has also offered all of the young people
eligible but who might not have pre-
viously signed up that same oppor-
tunity. What an extraordinarily gen-
erous offer.

This bill also provides for a real plan
to strengthen border security, utilizing
the three things that Border Patrol has
always told me are essential: more
boots on the ground, better technology,
and, yes, some infrastructure in hard-
to-control locations, along with en-
hanced ports of entry.

I know there has been some confu-
sion about that. The President likes to
talk about the wall. It is true that
back in roughly 2006 or 2007, Congress
called for something called the Secure
Fence Act, which got the support of
then-Senator Obama, then-Senator Hil-
lary Clinton, and, of course, current

itself—lies in our
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Senator CHUCK SCHUMER. They sup-
ported the Secure Fence Act, as did an
overwhelming majority of Senators
from both parties.

When the President has talked about
the wall, he has made pretty clear
what he is really talking about is a
barrier similar to what was supported
on a bipartisan basis. He said that the
Border Patrol is going to have to be
able to see through it. Indeed, as he has
conceded, in many places it doesn’t
make any sense at all to have a phys-
ical barrier. That is why technology
and boots on the ground are so impor-
tant.

This legislation also reallocates visas
from the diversity lottery system in a
way that is fair and continues the ex-
isting, family-based categories until
the current backlog is cleared, which
would take, probably, about 10 years. I
am proud to cosponsor this common-
sense solution. But I know other col-
leagues have been working hard on
their ideas, which I look forward to re-
viewing as the debate continues.

One group I haven’t heard from
much, though, is our Democratic col-
leagues, who literally shut down the
government to force this debate to
occur on their terms and at a time
they chose. We are still trying to figure
out—OK, you won, in a sense. I think
the American people lost when you
shut down the government, but you
made your point. You wanted a time
certain and you wanted a fair process
by which to present your ideas, and we
have been waiting—here it is Wednes-
day, with the clock ticking, still wait-
ing—for that Democratic proposal.
What is their plan? What is their pro-
posal? Do they even have one? And if
they do, why are they leaving the rest
of us, as well as the Nation, in the
dark?

As the majority leader said yester-
day, we need to stop trying to score po-
litical points and start making law.
The way to get this done is to take a
proposal like the President’s and get
started; people can offer amendments
to that. Whatever gets 60 votes in the
Senate passes the Senate, and then it
is up to the House to pass it, and then
it is up to the President to decide
whether to sign it. He has pretty much
given us the outline of what he would
find acceptable. Again, insofar as it
grants a pathway to citizenship for 1.8
million people, that is extraordinary in
and of itself.

The majority leader made a commit-
ment to hold this debate and to hold it
this week. He has lived up to his prom-
ise, and now we can’t let it all go to
waste. As each minute and each hour
clicks off the clock, it looks as if it is
more and more likely to happen—that
all of this will go to waste.

The country is watching. The DACA
recipients in my home State—all
124,000 of them—are watching and wor-
rying, understandably anxious about
what their status is going to be when
this program ends on March 5.

One of those DACA recipients is Julio
Ramos, a biology teacher who is get-
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ting his master’s degree in biomedical
informatics. He is from Brownsville,
TX, right along the U.S.-Mexico bor-
der, and he is a DACA recipient. After
his mother was diagnosed with breast
cancer, he decided he wanted to be a
doctor. He has even been accepted to
Texas medical schools, but he wasn’t
sure whether he would be allowed to
attend. He is waiting and watching,
worried about his future.

Then there is Miriam Santamaria
from Houston, TX. She graduated from
high school in Houston with honors.
She paid her way through community
college, and she works as a manager at
a construction company and owns her
own photography business. She sounds
like quite an entrepreneur to me. Mir-
iam said: “I am not looking for any
kind of recognition or sympathy, [I'm
just] looking to make a difference and
inspire others.”” She is also looking to
live in peace in the only country that
she has ever known and calls home.
She came to the United States when
she was 4 years old.

Finally, there is a man whom I will
just call by the first name of Daniel.
He, too, lives in Texas. He graduated
from the University of North Texas
with a degree in advertising and con-
tributes productively to society. Daniel
came from Mexico at the age of 2, and
he said: ‘“All the choices I make, I
made as an American, because that’s
what I am.”

We need to listen to these stories as
we consider this legislation and as peo-
ple are perhaps tempted into the polit-
ical grandstanding and gamesmanship
that, unfortunately, sometimes over-
whelms our best intentions. These are
real human lives hanging in the bal-
ance. They are important, and they
teach us about the real people behind
the policy.

But their stories are not the only
ones we need to listen to. We need to
listen to the stories of the men and
women who have been waiting pa-
tiently for years to come here in a
legal way through visas and green
cards, waiting patiently to join their
families here in the United States,
doing it the old-fashioned, legal way.
They have had to wait, some for years,
some for decades.

We should listen to the stories of the
border communities, which I am proud
to represent in Texas, from men and
women, many of whom are of Hispanic
origin, who have suffered property
damage from illegal immigration.

Illegal immigration is a pretty ugly
business when you consider that it is in
the hands of drug cartels and
transnational criminal organizations.
Recently, one of the military leaders
who is responsible for Southern Com-
mand, which is Central America south,
said that these transnational criminal
organizations or cartels are ‘‘com-
modity agnostic.”” That is the phrase
he used. He said that they don’t care
whether it is people, drugs, or other
contraband. What they are in it for is
the money, and they are willing to do
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anything for the money. Unfortu-
nately, victims of human trafficking
know exactly what I am talking about.

Despite these hardships, businesses
in many of the communities, like those
along the border, are thriving. But we
need to do everything we can to make
sure that continues to be the case.

Sympathy for DACA recipients is
right and good because, in America, we
do not punish children for the mistakes
of their parents, and we are not going
to punish these young people who are
now adults and have become part of
our communities. But Americans who
live along the border in my State real-
ize that illegal immigration has caused
real, tangible harm in terms of public
safety, property damage, and their way
of life.

When I talk to people like Manny
Padilla, the Border Patrol’s sector
chief for the Rio Grande Valley, it is
hard not to realize just how much is re-
quired and how many more resources
we need to maintain situational aware-
ness and operational control along the
border.

I will say this: The Federal Govern-
ment has failed over the years to live
up to its responsibility to maintain the
security of our border, so taxpayers in
my State have to step up and fill the
gap left by the failure of leadership of
the Federal Government. But we have
an opportunity to fix that in this legis-
lation, following the parameters the
President has laid out for us. That is
why, during this week’s debate, ensur-
ing additional resources for border se-
curity is an essential piece of the puz-
zle. That includes areas other than be-
tween our ports of entry. Mexico is one
of our largest trading partners. We
have legitimate trade and commerce
that flows back and forth across the
border with Mexico and supports 5 mil-
lion American jobs. Unfortunately, the
cartels have figured out how to exploit
that as well. So, because of antiquated
infrastructure and technology at our
ports of entry, many of them are vul-
nerable through the importation of poi-
son—Iliterally, drugs like methamphet-
amine, cocaine, heroin, and the like—
that has taken the lives of so many
Americans. We need to do more and
better when it comes to maintaining
those ports of entry—upgrading the in-
frastructure, improving the tech-
nology—so we can interdict more of
that.

Again, the border is as varied as any-
place in the world, with areas that are
flat and open, areas that have moun-
tains and rolling hills, rivers, obvi-
ously. Technology, as we have come to
see, has transformed our way of life,
and technology can increasingly be the
answer to supplement the boots on the
ground and the infrastructure that the
Border Patrol thinks are necessary.

There is a big difference between de-
tecting illegal immigration in rural
areas and urban ones. In urban areas,
the Border Patrol tells us that you
might have just a few seconds before
someone can cross the border and enter
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into the United States. In large, open
areas, there is more of a lag time, so
perhaps a fence or some infrastructure
is not as important; technology might
be more important, along with the Bor-
der Patrol agents themselves.

My basic point is that border secu-
rity is complex. For those who think it
is as easy as one, two, three, I encour-
age you to do as some of my colleagues
have done; that is, travel to the bor-
der—we will host you—to see firsthand
why it is crucial that we strengthen
our personnel, technology, and infra-
structure. That has to be one of our
priorities, and I am grateful to the
President for making this one of his re-
quirements as well.

We have an opportunity to address
not only the anxiety and plight of
DACA recipients but also to make our
country safer and more secure; to re-
form our legal immigration system in
a way that will help us accelerate the
reunification of families out of the
backlog of people waiting patiently
and legally outside of the country to
come into the country through legal
immigration; and to address the Presi-
dent’s concern about the roll of the
dice in the diversity lottery that
makes little sense, given our need for
people with job-based skills, graduate
degrees, and other merit-based criteria
that would make them valuable to the
United States, in addition to winning
the lottery.

I hope we will take advantage of this
opportunity this week. Time is wast-
ing. It is Wednesday, and we don’t have
any time to waste at all.

I yield the floor.

I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mrs.
ERNST). The clerk will call the roll.

The senior assistant legislative clerk
proceeded to call the roll.

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

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

Mr. PERDUE. Madam President, I
rise to talk about the topic of the
week.

Although some of us have been work-
ing on this for some time, many of us
in this body have actually been ad-
dressing this for over the last 20 years
or so. I am new to this body, as I have
only been here a few years, but, last
yvear I got involved in this. We are deal-
ing with the immigration issue today,
not just the DACA issue.

Our current immigration system is
outdated, threatens our national secu-
rity, and does not meet the needs of
our economy. The issue before the Sen-
ate this week is not just about DACA,
which is but one manifestation of our
broken immigration policies. Rather,
President Trump, while offering a gen-
erous solution for DACA recipients, has
proposed a broader solution to our
legal immigration system that will en-
sure that we are not back here in just
a few short years to deal with this
same problem again. Over the past 11
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years, Congress has failed to fix our
broken immigration system three
times, primarily because it has at-
tempted to solve the entire situation,
the comprehensive problem, which
would be the legal situation, the tem-
porary work visa problems, and then
the illegal situation.

The Secure and Succeed Act only
deals with our legal immigration pol-
icy. From the onset of these negotia-
tions, President Trump has been con-
sistent with what he has wanted as
part of any immigration deal that
deals with the legal immigration sys-
tem. Months ago, he gave us a clean
framework. He said that any plan that
didn’t fit that framework would never
become law. The Secure and Succeed
Act, which we are dealing with this
week, is the only plan that actually
fits that framework. It is the only plan
the President has said he will sign into
law. The framework that has been laid
out by President Trump has four parts.

First, it provides a solution for the
DACA situation and ends the program.
It does so in a compassionate, respon-
sible way that every Senator on the
other side of the aisle should support
and has supported at various times.
President Trump went out of his way
to reach across the aisle to the Demo-
crats when he expanded the population
that was being discussed in the DACA
situation, and he actually talked about
providing long-term certainty for this
population group.

Second, this bill secures our borders
with additional border security and a
wall where required. It puts $25 billion
in a trust fund toward border security
and a wall system. This money would
be spent over the next few years to pro-
vide better national security for our
country’s borders. It ends policies like
catch and release, which encourage
more illegal immigration. It makes
critical changes to the immigration
court system to clear out backlogs, ex-
pedite court hearings, and give law en-
forcement the resources it needs to do
its job properly.

Third, this bill fixes the flaws in the
current immigration system that
spurred this DACA problem in the first
place and incentivized illegal immigra-
tion. It protects the immediate family
of the primary worker. Seventy-two
percent of Americans believe immigra-
tion should include the primary work-
ers, their spouses, and their immediate
children, which is exactly what this
bill does. In addition, two-thirds of
Americans actually believe that the so-
lution here for illegal immigration in-
cludes the DACA fix, an end to chain
migration, border security, and an end
to the diversity lottery—two-thirds.
That is from a Harvard poll that was
put out several weeks ago, and there
are others that actually corroborate
that.

This bill also expedites the backlog,
which is something that was not even
discussed before we brought this bill
forward. This bill ensures that the pri-
mary family of immediate citizens—
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some of them are recent green card re-
cipients and new citizens who are try-
ing to get their families in—will be re-
united. But there is a backlog. We have
that in this bill and have ensured that
the backlog will be taken care of and
that these families will be reunited,
which is what most Americans want.

Fourth, the Secure and Succeed Act
ends the archaic visa lottery program.
This failed program is dangerous, filled
with fraud, and has proven to be an av-
enue for terrorists to enter our coun-
try. We simply must fix these national
security flaws and close the loopholes
in our current immigration system
that incentivize illegal immigration. If
we don’t deal with these problems that
got us here in the first place, we will be
right back here in just a few short
years. This is the President’s objective.
If we are going to deal with it, let’s
deal with it once and for all on the im-
migration side and then move on to the
temporary work visas and solve that as
well.

I don’t think anybody in this body
wants to be back here in a few short
years. Many on the other side and on
our side have been trying to find a
common solution to this for decades. I
believe we have an historic opportunity
right now to do something that people
in this body have wanted to do for a
long time, and that is to solve our legal
immigration system in a very compas-
sionate, fair way that will benefit
every American. That is why we have
to deal with these issues in a respon-
sible and fair way.

Politicians have talked about this for
far too long. I have discovered, now
having been in this body, that it is
easy for some to just kick this down
the road. It is a great pandering oppor-
tunity for one side or the other to
blame this on them. Unfortunately, the
American people deserve better than
that. We have a clean opportunity here
to do what most people in America
want us to do.

Other than politics, there is no rea-
son for the Secure and Succeed Act not
to have widespread, bipartisan support
this week in this body. Each part of the
Secure and Succeed Act has been sup-
ported by many Democrats at various
times over the last 30 years. As a mat-
ter of fact, in 1994, Barbara Jordan pre-
sented the result of her bipartisan im-
migration commission report to then-
President Bill Clinton. The rec-
ommendations at that time were to
change our immigration system from
our current country caps and chain mi-
gration system to more of a skills-
based system like those seen in Canada
and Australia.

They knew then the flaws that were
included in our immigration law that
was written in 1965 that actually
incentivized illegal immigration. Un-
fortunately, it seems that because
these ideas are now being put forward
by President Donald Trump, the Demo-
crats, all of a sudden, disagree with
these principles. President Trump has
crafted a deal that is tough but more
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than generous. Nobody asked him to
expand the number or to even talk
about certainty in the long term. He
has brought that forward because he
wants this done. He wants this solved.
He wants this ended right now.

The Secure and Succeed Act follows
the framework that President Trump
has crafted. Compromises have been
made on both sides of this issue. It
deals with the DACA issue, secures the
border, and fixes critical flaws in our
immigration system that incentivize
illegal immigration today. This is to
ensure that we are not back here in a
few short years to deal with the prob-
lem again of a new wave of young peo-
ple who may be brought here illegally.

Again, the President has said repeat-
edly that the Secure and Succeed Act
is the only bill that he will sign into
law. Leadership in the U.S. House of
Representatives has also been clear
that the only plan it will bring up for
a vote in its body is one that will be
signed into law. The Secure and Suc-
ceed Act is that plan.

We don’t have many opportunities in
this body for common thought and
common positions, but we have one
here. I have seen what most people in
this body have said about these issues,
and it impresses me that there is com-
monality of thought. At the root, this
body wants to solve the DACA issue,
but it also wants to solve the problems
that caused this issue in the first place.

This President called for a compas-
sionate compromise when he met with
Democrats and Republicans several
weeks ago at the White House, and we
all agreed it was time to do that for
the American people. Yet the American
people want to be assured that the bor-
ders will be secure. They want to be as-
sured that the policies that are embed-
ded in our immigration system will not
create another wave of illegal immi-
grants. They also want this archaic di-
versity lottery to end, which has never
worked as was originally intended and
is nothing but a loophole for terrorists
today.

I think there is too much talk about
this bill cutting immigration. That is
not the intent here. The intent is long
term. We have a bill in here called the
RAISE Act that would actually move
us to a merit-based system like those
in Canada and Australia. That is not
included in the Secure and Succeed
Act. What is included here is a first
step toward a long-term solution not
only on our legal immigration side, but
it sets us up to then deal with the tem-
porary work visas and, ultimately,
with the illegal population.

I believe, as I know the Presiding Of-
ficer does, that it is time for those in
this body to put our self-interests and
our partisan interests aside, as we say
so many times, and to do what the
American people want us to do, for
which we now have hard evidence.

I yield the floor.

I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.
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The senior assistant legislative clerk
proceeded to call the roll.

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

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

CONGRATULATING CHLOE KIM ON WINNING A

GOLD MEDAL AT THE WINTER OLYMPICS

Mr. SANDERS. Madam President, let
me begin by congratulating Chloe Kim,
a first-generation American who won
an Olympic Gold Medal for the United
States in the women’s halfpipe
snowboarding event this week.

Her father, Jong Jin Kim emigrated
from South Korea to the United States
in 1982, became a dishwasher at a fast-
food restaurant, studied engineering at
El Camino College after working those
low-skilled jobs, and then became an
engineer. He left his engineering job to
support his daughter’s snowboarding
ambitions so he could drive her 5%
hours to the mountain for training.

Congratulations to Chloe and to her
entire family. You make the United
States proud.

Madam President, the whole debate
we are now undertaking over immigra-
tion and the Dreamers has become
somewhat personal for me because it
has reminded me, in a very strong way,
that I and my brother are first-genera-
tion Americans. We are the sons of an
immigrant who came to this country
at the age of 17 without a nickel in his
pocket, a young man who was a high
school dropout, who did not know one
word of English, and who had no par-
ticular trade.

A few years ago, my brother and I
and our families went to the small
town where he came from, and it just
stunned me, the kind of courage he
showed and millions of other people
show leaving their homeland to come
to a very different world, in many
cases, without money, without knowl-
edge of the language.

My father immigrated to this coun-
try because the town where he lived in
Poland was incredibly poor. There was
no economic opportunity for him. Peo-
ple there struggled to put food on the
table for their families. Hunger was a
real issue in that area. My father came
to this country to avoid the violence
and bloodshed of World War I, which
came to his part of the world in a fero-
cious manner, and he came to this
country to escape the religious bigotry
that existed then because he was Jew-
ish. My father lived in this country
until his death in 1962. He never made
a lot of money. He was a paint sales-
man.

My father was not a political person,
but it turned out that without talking
much about it, he was the proudest
American you ever saw, and he was so
proud of this country because he was
deeply grateful that the United States
had welcomed him in and allowed him
opportunities that would have been ab-
solutely unthinkable from where he
came.

The truth is, immigration is not just
my story. It is not just the story of one
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young man coming from Poland who
managed to see two of his kids go to
college and one of his sons become a
U.S. Senator. It is not just my family’s
story. It is the story of my wife’s fam-
ily who came from Ireland, and it is
the story of tens of millions of Amer-
ican families who came from every sin-
gle part of this world.

In September of 2017, President
Trump precipitated the current crisis
we are dealing with by revoking Presi-
dent Obama’s DACA Executive order. If
President Trump believed that Execu-
tive order was unconstitutional and it
needed legislation, he could have come
to Congress for a legislative solution
without holding 800,000 young people
hostage by revoking their DACA sta-
tus. President Trump chose not to do
that. He chose to provoke the crisis we
are experiencing today. That is a crisis
we have to deal with in the Senate, and
we have to deal with it now.

Let us be very clear about the nature
of this crisis because some people say:
Well, it is really not imminent. It is
not something we have to worry about
now. Those people are wrong. As a re-
sult of Trump’s decision, 122 people
every day are now losing their legal
status, and within a couple of years,
hundreds of thousands of these young
people will have lost their legal protec-
tion and be subject to deportation. The
situation we are in right now, as a re-
sult of Trump’s action, means, if we do
not immediately protect the legal sta-
tus of some 800,000 Dreamers—young
people who were brought to this coun-
try at the age of 1 or 3 or 6—young peo-
ple who have known no other home but
the United States of America—let us be
clear that if we do not act and act
soon, these hundreds of thousands of
young people could be subject to depor-
tation.

That means they could be arrested
outside their home, where they have
lived for virtually their entire life, and
suddenly be placed in a jail. They could
be pulled out of a classroom where they
are teaching, and there are some 20,000
DACA recipients who are now teaching
in schools all over this country. If we
do not act and act now, there could be
agents going into those schools, pulling
those teachers right out and arresting
them and subjecting them to deporta-
tion. Insane as it may sound, I suppose
the 900 DACA recipients who now serve
in the U.S. military today could find
themselves in the position of being ar-
rested and deported from the country
they are putting their lives on the line
to defend. Some people say: Well, that
is far-fetched. Well, I am not so sure. It
could happen. How insane is that? That
is where we are today, and that is what
could happen if we do not do the right
thing and this week pass legislation in
the Senate to protect the Dreamers.

We have a moral responsibility to
stand up for the Dreamers and their
families and to prevent what will be an
indelible moral stain on our country if
we fail to act. I do not want to see
what the history books will be saying
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about this Congress if we allow 800,000
young people to be subjected to depor-
tation, to live in incredible fear and
anxiety.

Here is the very good news for the
Dreamers. It is actually news that a
couple of years ago, I would not have
believed to be possible. The over-
whelming majority of American peo-
ple—Democrats, Republicans, Inde-
pendents—absolutely agree we must
provide legal protection for the Dream-
ers and that we should provide them
with a path toward citizenship. That is
not BERNIE SANDERS talking, that is
what the American people are saying
in poll after poll.

Just recently, a January 20 CBS
News poll found that nearly 9 out of 10
Americans, 87 percent, favor allowing
young immigrants who entered the
United States illegally as children to
remain in the United States—87 per-
cent in Iowa, in Vermont, and in every
State in this country. There is strong
support for legal status for the Dream-
ers and a path toward citizenship.

On January 11, a Quinnipiac poll
found that 86 percent of American vot-
ers, including 76 percent of Repub-
licans, say they want the Dreamers to
remain in this country.

On February 5, in a Monmouth poll,
when asked about Dreamers’ status,
nearly three out of four Americans sup-
port allowing these young people to
automatically become U.S. citizens as
long as they don’t have a criminal
record. In other words, the votes that
are going to be cast hopefully today,
maybe tomorrow, are not profiles in
courage. They are not Members of the
Senate coming up and saying: Against
all the odds, I believe I am going to
vote for what is right. This is what the
overwhelming majority of the Amer-
ican people want.

Maybe, just maybe, it might be ap-
propriate to do what the American peo-
ple want rather than what a handful of
xenophobic extremists want. Maybe we
should listen to the American people—
Democrats, Republicans, and Independ-
ents—who understand it would be a
morally atrocious thing to allow these
young people to be deported. When I
think, from a political perspective,
about 80, 85, 90 percent of the American
people supporting anything in a nation
which is as divided as we are today,
this is really extraordinary. You can’t
get 80 percent of the American people
to agree on what their favorite ice
cream is, but we have 80 percent of the
American people who are saying, do
not turn your back on these young peo-
ple who have lived in this country for
virtually their entire lives.

We have to act and act soon in the
Senate, and there is good legislation
that would allow us to do that. In the
House, the good news is, there is now
bipartisan legislation, sponsored by
Congressman HURD and Congressman
AGUILAR, which will provide protection
for Dreamers and a path toward citi-
zenship. My understanding is, bipar-
tisan legislation now has majority sup-
port.
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I urge, in the strongest terms pos-
sible, that Speaker RYAN allow democ-
racy to prevail in the House, allow the
vote to take place. If you have a major-
ity of Members of the House, in a bi-
partisan way, who support legislation,
allow that legislation to come to the
floor. Let the Members vote their will,
and if that occurs, I think the Dream-
ers legislation will prevail.

Madam President, we all understand
that there is a need for serious debate
and legislation regarding comprehen-
sive immigration reform. This is a dif-
ficult issue, an issue where there are
differences of opinion. There are a
whole lot of aspects to it. How do we
provide a path toward citizenship for
the 11 million people in this country
who are currently undocumented but
who are working hard, who are raising
their kids, who are obeying the law?
What should the overall immigration
policy of our country be? How many
people should be allowed to enter this
country every year? Where should they
come from?

All of this is very, very important
and needs to be seriously debated, but
that debate and that legislation is not
going to be taking place in a 2-day pe-
riod. It is going to need some serious
time, some hearings, some committee
work before the Congress is prepared to
vote on comprehensive immigration re-
form, and it will not and cannot hap-
pen today, tomorrow, or this week.

Our focus now, as a result of Trump’s
decision in September, must be on pro-
tecting the Dreamers and their fami-
lies and on the issue of border security.

There will be important legislation
coming to the floor of the Senate today
or maybe tomorrow, and I would hope
that we could do the right thing, do the
moral thing, and do something that
history will look back on as very posi-
tive legislation. Let’s go forward. Let’s
pass the Dreamers bill. Let’s deal with
border security, and then, in the near
future, let us deal with comprehensive
immigration reform.

I yield the floor.

(The Acting President pro tempore
assumed the Chair.)

The PRESIDING OFFICER
SASSE). The Senator from Oregon.

Mr. MERKLEY. Mr. President, our
Constitution begins with three very
simple and very powerful words: ‘“We
the People.” It is the mission state-
ment for our Nation, for our Constitu-
tion. It is a vision in which decisions
are made of, by, and for the people, not
for the privileged and not for the pow-
erful.

Who wrote those words? Well, it hap-
pened to be a group of White, wealthy
landowners—the powerful and the priv-
ileged. They didn’t choose to build a
nation that would make laws for their
benefit but laws that would be designed
for the entire populous to thrive.

They were descended from immi-
grants. In our country, unless you are
100 percent Native American, unless
you have just arrived as a new immi-
grant, you are descended from immi-
grants yourself. It is part of the fabric

(Mr.
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of our Nation. It is what makes us a
combination of powerful talents and
abilities from around the world.

George Washington himself once
said: ‘‘America is open to receive not
only the Opulent and respected Strang-
er, but the oppressed and persecuted of
all Nations and Religions.”” On another
occasion, he wrote to a friend: ‘I had
always hoped that this land might be-
come a safe and agreeable asylum to
the virtuous and persecuted part of
mankind, to whatever nation they
might belong.”” True to Washington’s
wishes and to his vision, that is the
land we have been. It has been that
land of opportunity, that land that
welcomes others to our shores and
gives them the chance to pursue the vi-
sion of opportunity, to help participate
in the making of our great Nation, and
to do so, each generation brings to-
gether a variety of languages and cul-
tures and backgrounds. That is Amer-
ica.

That is why, a century after our Na-
tion’s founding, the French gave to the
United States the Statue of Liberty.
The Statue of Liberty has stood as a
beacon of hope, welcoming those from
other lands. Inscribed in the pedestal of
that statue are these words:

Give me your tired, your poor, Your
huddled masses yearning to breathe free, The
wretched refuse of your teeming shore. Send
these, the homeless, tempest-tost to me, I
1lift my lamp beside the golden door!

Those are the welcoming words for
hundreds of thousands arriving here in
the United States.

As I speak at this moment, 800,000
young men and women right here in
America are yearning to breathe free
as full participants in the Nation that
they have grown up in. These are our
Dreamers—Dreamers like this group of
Oregonians who visited my office in
December, who came to this country as
very young children, who went to ele-
mentary school here, who went to high
school here, who are our neighbors, our
community members, who have gone
on to college, who have taken jobs, and
who are contributing in every possible
way to our community, studying in
their schools, practicing and working
in our industry. They are now young
adults who are striving to support
their families, building to strengthen
this economy, and building a future for
themselves. They are paramedics sav-
ing lives.

If you stand on a street corner in Or-
egon and look around, there is a pretty
good chance you will see a Dreamer.
You may not know it because they are
full members of our community, and
you will see them contributing. But
they have overcome a lot of obstacles,
which creates a grit of character. It
also helps to build the future of our Na-
tion, just as it did for those of our fore-
fathers and foremothers who arrived 1
or 2 or 3 or 10 generations ago.

We provided a program, the DACA
Program, which struck a deal that
said: If you give us all of your informa-
tion, we will make sure that you are le-
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gally protected. President Trump has
broken that promise. He has broken
that deal, that commitment made by
our executive branch to these Dream-
ers. So it puts them in a terrible spot
of uncertainty and stress and limbo.
Now it is time to set that right. It
could be set right by the President in a
moment.

Several of the courts have weighed in
and said that the President has acted
unconstitutionally in attacking our
young immigrants, our Dreamers. But
let’s not wait for the courts to remedy
this. Let’s take care of it ourselves in
this Chamber, the Senate Chamber.
After months and months of inaction,
after broken promises by President
Trump, let’s finally protect these men
and women who do so much to embody
the American spirit.

As we move forward in this debate,
we must look again to what our Found-
ing Fathers intended for the Nation
they created and ensure that the ‘“‘gold-
en door’ that the poet Emma Lazarus
wrote about in her poem remains an
open door, open to all those who dream
to become an American and to con-
tribute to this Nation. We must re-
main, in President Washington’s words,
“‘open to receive not only the Opulent
and Respected, but the oppressed and
persecuted of all Nations.”

Yet, looking at the plan that Presi-
dent Trump has put forward and simi-
lar plans offered in this Chamber, there
is a real interest in slamming the door
shut by those who have already arrived
as immigrants, who have fled persecu-
tion, who have pursued freedom, who
have pursued opportunity, and who
have escaped from famine to come in
and slam the door on everyone else. It
is not very American to do that, and it
is not a strength to undermine the fu-
ture success of our economy by drain-
ing away the extraordinary talents of
our Dreamer community.

President Johnson made the point.
He said: “The land flourished because
it was fed from so many sources—be-
cause it was nourished by so many cul-
tures and traditions and peoples.”

President Ronald Reagan made the
point. He said: ‘“‘More than any other
country, our strength comes from our
own immigrant heritage and our capac-
ity to welcome those from other
lands.”

The founding President of our coun-
try, a respected Democratic President
of our country, and a respected Repub-
lican President of our country have
said the same thing: The strength of
our country is in the contributions
that have been made by our immi-
grants.

The Founding Fathers wrote those
words, that mission statement, that
this would be a nation of, by, and for
the people, not one to make laws by
and for the powerful and the privileged.
That is the vision we need to continue
to hold on to—to understand that the
strength of this Nation comes from
weaving together the many cultural
threads of the people of the United
States of America.
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Let’s get this Dream Act to this
floor. There is a bipartisan under-
standing around restoring legal status.
There is a bipartisan foundation for
border security. Let’s not give in to
those far-right Breitbart voices that
are so out of sync with the traditions,
the strength, the culture, and the vi-
sion of our Nation. Let’s restore the
legal status for our Dreamers, enhance
our border security, and do the work
that this Chamber should have done
long ago.

Thank you.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Missouri.

Mr. BLUNT. Mr. President, I
pleased to come and talk today.

This is a week where we had all an-
ticipated a return to the Senate, where
ideas are widely debated. I was stand-
ing by the majority leader last week
when he was talking about this, and he
said that we will let a thousand flowers
bloom. It didn’t sound like something
Senator MCCONNELL would normally
use as a reference, but he did, and I am
thinking, well, that would be a good
thing, to see a thousand different ideas
widely debated on the Senate floor.

So far this week, there has not been
any debate because we can’t seem to
agree on who votes on what first. I
think that is a particular level of dys-
function that we should all be con-
cerned about. For the Senate to do its
work, we have to be willing to vote and
we have to be willing to take some
hard votes. My sense of politics today
is, whether you have taken the vote or
not, someone is going to accuse you of
taking that vote. So you might as well
not worry about the vote you take; just
worry about the work we get done and
whatever votes are necessary to be
taken to get that done.

On this topic, it does seem to me that
we have two issues here that should be
solved, two issues on which there is
broad agreement. I have said for a long
time that there are really three ques-
tions in the immigration debate that
need to be answered: No. 1, how do we
secure the border; No. 2, what are the
legitimate workforce needs of the
country; and No. 3, what do we do with
people who came and stayed illegally?

As we think about securing the bor-
der, by the way, half the people who
are in the country illegally came le-
gally and just stayed. So it is not all a
border issue, but it clearly is partly
and significantly a border issue.

One of the things that people expect
a government to be able to do is to se-
cure its own borders. Often, when we
hear a story of a country somewhere in
the world in which the government has
disintegrated and is no longer in con-
trol of the country, one of the first
things that are mentioned by people
talking about that dysfunctional gov-
ernment is that they don’t control
their own borders. It truly is a legiti-
mate expectation of a functioning gov-
ernment that you control your own
borders. It is also a legitimate expecta-
tion of government that you look at

am
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your economy and you look at what
workforce needs you have that aren’t
being met and figure out the best way
to meet those workforce needs.

In this debate, because we haven’t
controlled our borders and because we
haven’t kept track of people who le-
gally crossed our borders and as a re-
sult, we have some number of people—
usually the estimate is about 11 mil-
lion people in the country—who are not
here legally, what do we do with those
people?

My view has always been that if the
government met its primary responsi-
bility, which is an immigration system
that works, the American people would
be very forward-leaning about those
other two issues, because nobody really
argues that if we don’t have people
here to do the work that needs to be
done, whether it is highly skilled or
not highly skilled, we ought to be
thinking about what we need to do to
get people here who can do that work.
Also, what do we need to do to keep
people here who came here to get train-
ing to do highly skilled jobs and grad-
uated from colleges and universities or
other skill-enhancing things that hap-
pened while they were here. If they
want to stay, my view is that if they
didn’t do anything that got them in
trouble while they were here, we
should almost always want them to
stay. If we don’t have that skill set in
our economy, why wouldn’t we come
up with ways to reach out and get it?

Those who are not here legally, gen-
erally, I think if people thought the
problem was solved, if they thought
that the government had truly met its
responsibility to operationally control
the borders and that the government
had met its responsibility to keep
track of who comes in legally and
know if they have left or not—I mean,
there is no retail store in America that
doesn’t have a better sense of its inven-
tory than we do of whether people who
have legally come into the country and
checked in with a Customs officer—we
don’t know if they have left. We
couldn’t tell you in weeks, perhaps,
whether somebody is still here, even if
they did everything exactly the way
they were supposed to do it.

This debate is largely driven by the
most sympathetic of all of those
groups: that group of people who came
here and were brought here by someone
else who entered the country ille-
gally—often by their own parents—but
have grown up in America.

My first response, and I think the re-
sponse of most Americans when they
think about that, is that kids who grew
up here, kids who went to school here,
kids who haven’t gotten in bad trouble
while they were here, kids who have no
real memory or connection with the
country they were brought from—of
course we want them to stay; of course
we want them to be part of our econ-
omy. Because they are an even younger
society than we would be without
them, why wouldn’t we want that to
happen?
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In some respects, we have two sepa-
rate issues here. People who were
raised here, who have done everything
that anybody else would do to accli-
mate as an American in all ways, who
went to school here, who did every-
thing else here—70 or 80 percent of the
American people, and I occasionally
see a number even higher than that,
believe they should be allowed to stay.

More and more, as people think
about that, they also believe that after
they have been here, like any other im-
migrant who came to the country le-
gally, they would eventually be able to
take the test and go through the proc-
ess to become a citizen. That is a wide-
ly accepted premise that this debate
should be built on.

Another widely accepted premise
that this debate should be built on is
that 70 percent or so of the American
people—and it would be a higher per-
centage if people really knew the
facts—believe the government has not
met its responsibility to secure our
own borders.

Let’s assume that number is 70. We
have two 70 percent issues. We would
assume that a working Congress could
take two 70 percent issues and come up
with a solution that makes its way to
the President’s desk and solves both of
these problems.

We are not going to solve these prob-
lems by saying: OK, we are going to
solve the problem for people who are
already here, but we are not going to
do anything to make it harder for oth-
ers to be brought here illegally by
someone who has control of them. We
are not going to solve that? Of course
that is not going to work.

I don’t think whether you signed up
for DACA should be a determiner, and
apparently the President agrees. If you
are here and in the category of those
who were brought here and grew up
here, whether you signed up as a DACA
kid, you could still be part of that
overall discussion of how to stay, and
you still get to stay if we can come up
with a solution for you to do that.

But we are not going to solve that
problem and say: We will have a study
of the other problem to see what is
wrong. If by now we largely don’t know
what is wrong with the other problem,
we are never going to figure out what
is wrong with the other problem.

In 1986, long before the Presiding Of-
ficer or I came to Congress and maybe
long before some of us graduated from
high school, we were going to solve this
problem. Everybody who was here ille-
gally could stay if they wanted to, and
the borders would be made secure. Here
we are, over three decades later, still
debating the same thing.

We need to solve both of these prob-
lems. If we can solve other problems
while we are doing it, that is fine, too,
but we need to come up with a solu-
tion. There are a number of ideas out
there as to how the Senate should
move forward.

On the DACA issue, it is important to
remember that President Trump said: I
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am going to give the Congress 6 more
months to solve this problem—until
March 5. It is also important to know
that the courts have allowed people to
continue to sign up, so really the dead-
line is somewhere beyond March 5. But
the President said: I am going to give
Congress 6 more months.

President Obama didn’t do anything
about this for years—not because he
didn’t want to, I believe, but because
he said he didn’t have the ability to.
President Obama repeatedly said: The
President cannot solve this problem;
Congress has to solve the problem. In
spite of 6 or 7 years of saying that he
couldn’t solve this problem on his own,
he ultimately decided to try to do it
with an Executive order.

The truth is, that Executive order
was never going to do the job. I think
President Obama knew that. When
President Trump did his own order, he
probably also knew he didn’t have the
ability to do that any more than Presi-
dent Obama had to do what he did. But
both of these Presidents in their own
way have tried to drive the Congress
toward making a decision that comes
up with a plan that works—a plan that
works for kids who were brought here
with no choice in the matter and a plan
for seeing to it that kids can’t still be
easily brought here with no choice. We
need to let young people come here be-
cause we need them here as part of our
workforce, as part of our country.

Legal immigration is what made
America great. The rule of law is also
what makes our country what it is. We
can’t continue to let immigration be
an area where we have decided there
are laws that we will not enforce.

The challenge for the Congress right
now is to come up with a solution so
that this problem is not going to con-
tinue to be the same problem it is
today, but as far as the problem today,
we are going to solve it. We are going
to solve it in a way that lets kids who
grew up here become part of the solu-
tion.

I continue to be committed to
strengthening our borders. I continue
to be committed to stemming the tide
of illegal immigration. Frankly, I con-
tinue to be committed to the idea of
legal immigration as part of contin-
ually reinforcing and re-enthusing who
we are. But I am also committed to
finding a permanent solution for young
people in that category who were
brought here, grew up here, haven’t
gotten in trouble while here, and have
every reason to want to be part of the
American dream and part of the Amer-
ican people whom they have been part
of up until now.

I hope we can find common ground on
a bill that does that. I hope we can pass
a bill from the Senate that the House
will also pass. If Senators think they
have done their job by passing a bill
that can’t possibly pass the House, that
is just kicking the can down the road.
We need to find a solution that really
resolves this problem, and we solve this
problem by putting a bill on the Presi-
dent’s desk. To do that, we are going to



February 14, 2018

have to vote. We can’t do that by just
having a quorum call or a vacancy here
on the Senate floor. We have to be will-
ing to vote.

There are some things that I will en-
thusiastically vote for and some things
I will reluctantly not be able to vote
for. But that doesn’t mean that I
should say: If I can’t be for whatever is
brought to the Senate floor, then I
don’t want to vote on it or debate it.

We can’t continue to tune in to a va-
cant screen of the Senate floor. This is
the week that we have all committed
to having a real debate about solving
as many problems as we can that relate
to kids who were brought here and
grew up here and solving that problem
so other kids in these numbers are not
likely to face that problem in the fu-
ture.

As I yield, I hope the floor is filled
over the next couple of days with a vig-
orous debate about the best way to
solve the problem before us in a way
that the people we work for will feel
good about it and the people who are
most impacted by our decision will feel
equally the concern, the warmth, and
the desire of our country to have a vi-
brant economy that has people who
want to be part of it, able to be part of
it, and particularly people who grew up
in the United States of America to be
part of it.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. COT-
TON). The Senator from Wyoming.

TAX REFORM

Mr. BARRASSO. Mr. President, it
seems as though just about every day
we get more good news about the tax
relief law that Republicans passed.
This week, the news is getting even
better for a lot of people all across the
country.

By the end of this month, 90 percent
of workers across the country will see
more money in their take-home pay-
checks. It doesn’t matter where they
are. They can be in Meeteetse, WY, and
they will see an increase in their pay-
checks this week. That is because this
Thursday, February 15, is the deadline
for employers to start using the new
IRS tax withholding tables. The IRS
tells employers how much money to
withhold from people’s paychecks so
that their taxes work out pretty close
at the end of the year. That is the way
it is set up. Well, the IRS looked at the
new tax law and saw that people are
going to be paying lower taxes at the
end of the year, so they put out the
new tax tables. They told businesses to
adjust how much money to withhold
from a person’s paycheck and to do it
by February 15, tomorrow. For 90 per-
cent of Americans, this tax amount is
going to be lower, which means their
paychecks are going to be larger. A tax
cut is the same as a raise. That is what
we are seeing all across the country—
people getting a raise in their pay.

Some people have already gotten a
paycheck with the new, higher wages.
Others are going to get it very soon.
The website Yahoo Finance crunched

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

the numbers. They found that a typical
worker making $60,000 a year will get
an extra $112 in their paychecks every
month because of the tax law. That is
over $1,300 for the year. To me, that is
very good news for American workers.

I was at home in Wyoming this past
weekend, traveling around the State,
and I am hearing about it in all the dif-
ferent communities I go to. People are
saying: This has been better for me and
my family personally.

On top of this, a lot of workers are
getting special bonuses and raises be-
cause of the tax law. So not only are
they getting more money because of
the fact that the tax rates have been
lowered, additionally, they are getting
more money because they have gotten
a raise or a bonus. It seems there are
about 4 million hard-working Ameri-
cans who are getting bonuses of hun-
dreds or even thousands of dollars as a
result of the new tax reform law. They
are also getting extra money in their
retirement plans. They are getting
higher starting wages. We are seeing
many places increasing the starting
wages, some up to $15 an hour. More
than 300 companies have said they are
increasing all of these kinds of com-
pensations as a direct result of the tax
law.

In my home State of Wyoming, peo-
ple across the State are getting bo-
nuses—bonuses. These are people who
work at Home Depot, Lowe’s, Walmart,
Starbucks, Wells Fargo, and other
businesses that have familiar names to
people across the country. They are
also people who are working in smaller
businesses, like the Jonah Bank in Wy-
oming. It has branches in Casper and in
Cheyenne. It is not a nationally known
bank, but it is very important in our
State and in our communities. Every
employee of this bank is getting a
$1,000 bonus. The bank is also increas-
ing its giving in the communities in
which it has branches. Workers benefit,
and the community benefits.

That is what happens when we
change the tax law so Washington gets
less and taxpayers get to keep more.
That is why I voted for this tax law—
to give the kind of tax relief that made
these bonuses and these pay raises pos-
sible. It is good for Wyoming, and it is
good for people all across the country.

It is interesting—it is even good for
people in States whose Senators voted
against the tax law. Ninety percent of
people across the country are seeing
the benefits no matter which State
they are from.

There is a business in Grand Rapids,
MI, called the Mill Steel Company.
They said last week that they are giv-
ing an extra $1,000 to their workers be-
cause of the tax law that every Repub-
lican voted for and every Democrat
voted against. Now, 400 people at that
company are getting a bonus.

Michigan has two Democratic Sen-
ators. They both voted against the tax
relief law. It still led to $1,000 bonuses
for these 400 workers. What do the Sen-
ators have to say about it now? Are
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they proud that they voted against the
tax law? Are they glad they said no to
these sorts of raises that made it pos-
sible for people in their home States to
get the bonuses?

We know what NANCY PELOSI thinks.
She went out and first she talked about
how the tax law was Armageddon, and
then she said it was the end of the
world. Most recently, she said all the
benefits people are getting under the
tax law, in her words, are just
“‘crumbs.” “‘Crumbs,’’ she said. For her,
it may be different, but for a lot of
Americans, a $1,000 bonus—certainly
for the people in my home State of Wy-
oming—is much more than crumbs. An
extra $1,300—I talked about the worker
earlier—in that paycheck is much more
than crumbs. For a person with a start-
ing wage of $15 an hour, that is more
than crumbs.

It is bad enough Democrats tried to
keep people from getting the extra
money—Democrats voted against it be-
cause they didn’t want people to get
the extra money, it seems to me. It is
hard to believe they would continue
this way and take pride in voting
against it, but they did. Now it seems
like Democrats want to insult people
by saying what they are seeing and
what their benefits are, are resulting in
crumbs. It is completely unfair, and I
think it is disrespectful to the Amer-
ican people.

These are just some of the cash bene-
fits workers are getting from the tax
law. Republicans predicted, during the
debate over this law, there would be
other benefits as well. We said busi-
nesses would pay less in taxes, and
some of them would be able to addi-
tionally cut prices for consumers—Ilet
people buy things more cheaply.

Americans are starting to see this
prediction come true as well. One of
the first places they are seeing it is in
their utility bills. Gas, electric, and
water utilities are cutting their rates
because their taxes are going down
under the law. In Vermont, the State’s
only natural gas utility company is
cutting rates by more than 5 percent
because of the tax law. Both of the
Senators from Vermont voted against
the law, but it is the law Republicans
passed that caused these rates to go
down. In fact, people living in at least
23 States and the District of Columbia
are going to be paying lower utility
bills because of the tax relief law. An-
other 26 States are looking into cut-
ting rates. Rates are going down in
California, Maryland, New York, Mas-
sachusetts, Connecticut—States where
every Democratic Senator voted
against the tax law.

What do these Democratic Senators
have to say now? Are they proud of the
fact they voted against the tax cuts
that made it possible for people to have
lower utility bills in their States?
When people’s monthly bills get cut, it
is like a pay hike—more money in
their own pockets. They have more
money to either save or to spend on
other things or to invest.
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The owner of a gym in Cincinnati,
OH, spoke with his local television sta-
tion about what tax relief means for
him. He said:

When people have that extra money to
spend, they spend it.

Some save it.

They go out to eat. They buy gym mem-
berships. And they enjoy themselves.

People have that extra money to
spend now, today, because of the tax
law Republicans passed. They have the
extra money despite every Democrat in
this body voting against tax relief.
Every one of them said no. They all
voted no. Democrats who voted no to
tax relief for American families essen-
tially voted yes to keep the extra
money in Washington so they can de-
cide how to spend it.

I have much more faith in people at
home in Wyoming deciding how to
spend their money than any faith I
have in Washington, DC. For so many
Americans, every dollar helps, and
they are not crumbs. Democrats may
not know the difference, but the Amer-
ican families do. People in every State
of this country know the difference.

The American people understand
what Republicans did with this tax
law. They are seeing more money in
their paychecks, more take-home pay,
more money to decide what to spend
and what to invest and what to save.
They know Republicans promised to
cut people’s taxes. People know Repub-
licans delivered on the promise. They
know the benefits they have gotten al-
ready, and they are confident the econ-
omy will continue to grow stronger day
by day.

People across the country also know
the fact that every Democrat voted
against this law, voted against giving
them a tax break, voted against allow-
ing them to keep more of their hard-
earned money. The American people
know who took their side, who voted
for the American public versus who
said no. Hard-working Americans
asked us to do a job for them. Repub-
licans are doing the job; Democrats in
Washington certainly are not. Repub-
licans are going to keep doing that job
for the American people—a job we have
promised and a job which we have de-
livered.

I yield the floor.

I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

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

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

Ms. HIRONO. Mr. President, it is
time for the Senate to do its job as a
separate branch of government.

This week, we can come together on
a bipartisan basis to resolve the crisis
Donald Trump created when he can-
celed DACA. We can provide hundreds
of thousands of young people in our
country their shot at pursuing the
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American dream without fear of depor-
tation. Right now, these young people
who were brought to this country as
children are terrified they will be sepa-
rated from their families and the lives
they have built here, in the only coun-
try they know and love.

I have met and spoken with so many
Dreamers in the Halls of Congress
these past months. Their focus, deter-
mination, and commitment in this
fight continues to be extraordinary and
inspiring. Each Dreamer has a different
story to tell, but they all share a pro-
foundly simple aspiration—to live,
work, and study in the only country
they have ever called home.

When you sit and listen to their sto-
ries, it is not difficult to understand
why between 80 and 90 percent of Amer-
icans support protecting these Dream-
ers—people like Karen, Maleni, and Be-
atrice, who can attend the University
of Hawaii because of DACA; people like
Victor, from Houston, who aspires to
become a counselor for LGBTQ youth
like him; and people like Getsi, from
Oregon, who works three jobs so she
can pursue her dream of becoming a
nurse practitioner to care for our sen-
iors. These inspiring young people
don’t need to hear any more promises.
They need Members of Congress to put
their votes where their mouths have
been and do the right thing.

Like many of my colleagues, 1
strongly support passing a clean Dream
Act—Ilegislation that already has bi-
partisan support—but it is critical that
we get to the 60 votes we need to pass
a bill. I am open to discussing different
provisions, including some funding for
border security to help us get there. We
can and should have a debate on com-
prehensive immigration reform but
only after we pass legislation this week
to protect the Dreamers. We cannot
and should not use this debate to pro-
vide cover for efforts to dismantle the
family-based immigration system or to
make massive cuts to legal immigra-
tion.

The President and a number of col-
leagues have made it clear they would
like to eliminate family-based immi-
gration in favor of a system that is de-
signed only to recruit immigrants with
advanced degrees and specialized skills.
It is important for the United States to
recruit highly skilled immigrants, and
we have a number of immigration pro-
grams that are designed specifically for
this purpose, but when you restrict im-
migration only to people with highly
specialized skills or advanced degrees,
you lose out on a lot of human poten-
tial that has historically contributed
so much to our country. We don’t have
to look far back into history to prove
why this statement is true.

Over the past week, the Olympics has
captured the excitement and imagina-
tion of people across the country—in
fact, the world. Many of the people we
have been cheering for are either the
children of immigrants or are immi-
grants themselves.

Over the weekend, we saw Mirai
Nagasu, whose parents emigrated from
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Japan, become the first American
woman to land a triple axel in the
Olympics during her appearance in the
team figure skating competition. Yes-
terday, we saw Maame Biney, who im-
migrated to the United States from
Ghana, take to the ice to compete in
the short track speed skating.

Two nights ago, I watched Chloe Kim
throw down a near perfect score in the
women’s snowboard halfpipe to win the
Olympic Gold Medal. After completing
her history-making run, the cameras
panned to her father Jong Jin Kim,
who proudly waved his ““Go Chloe’’ sign
in the audience.

Jong arrived in California in 1982
with $800 in his pocket. He worked for
years at minimum wage jobs to save
for college. While studying at El Ca-
mino College, he worked as a heavy
machinery operator at night. Jong en-
couraged Chloe to begin snowboarding
when she was 4. They would jump off
the lifts together, but because he didn’t
know how to snowboard, they would
tumble to the ground. Jong bought
Chloe her first snowboard on eBay for
$25. When Chloe was 8, Jong quit his
job as an engineer to support her
snowboarding career. He would often
wake up at 2 a.m. in the morning to
drive Chloe over 300 miles to her prac-
tices.

After watching his daughter win the
Olympic Gold, Jong said in Korean,
“When I came to the United States,
this was my American hope. Now, this
is my American dream.”

In reflecting on her father’s sacrifice,
Chloe said, ‘“My dad has definitely sac-
rificed a lot for me, and I don’t know if
I could do it if I was in his shoes, leav-
ing your life behind and chasing your
dream because your kid is passionate
about this sport. I think today I did it
for my family, and I am so grateful to
them.”

Chloe’s story of winning the Olympic
Gold is extraordinary, but her father’s
story speaks to a deep and abiding
foundation of America and to my per-
sonal experience as an immigrant.

My mom also came to this country—
poor and without skills to escape an
abusive marriage—to give her three
children, of which I am one, a chance
at a better life. Like Jong and Chloe,
one generation after my mom came to
this country, I am standing on the
floor of the U.S. Senate, fighting for
humane immigration policies.

These stories speak to the broader
immigrant experience in our country.
We work hard and embrace the oppor-
tunities this country provides, and we
often see the result of this hard work
within a single generation.

I would ask my colleagues: Do you
think the United States would be bet-
ter off if we prevented immigrants like
Jong and me from coming to this coun-
try? Targeting immigrants for dis-
criminatory and harsh treatment is de-
nying our country’s history. With the
exception of our original peoples, ev-
eryone came to our country from some-
where else. We are fighting to preserve
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the spirit of our country—that shining
city on a hill.

I yield the floor.

I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The senior assistant legislative clerk
proceeded to call the roll.

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

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

Ms. CORTEZ MASTO. Mr. President,
like my colleagues from whom we are
hearing today, I also rise to talk about
the importance of protecting the
Dreamers, not just in the State of Ne-
vada but across this country.

I want to talk specifically about a
term that I constantly hear during this
debate on how we need to protect
Dreamers and at the same time address
this issue of ‘‘chain migration.” I call
on my colleagues and President Trump
to really stop using that term and to
abandon the offensive and misleading
term of ‘‘chain migration’ because it
paints a picture that does not reflect
reality.

Immigrants cannot sponsor their en-
tire families to come here. Our system
of family-based immigration allows
American citizens and green card hold-
ers to petition for some of their imme-
diate family members to join them in
the United States. There are numerous
steps families must take to legally im-
migrate to the United States. It is a
long and arduous process that leaves
husbands, wives, parents, brothers, and
sisters waiting for decades. This sys-
tem is so broken and slow that many
people die before they ever have the
chance to be reunited with their loved
ones again.

So this image of immigrants coming
in endless chains across our borders
couldn’t be further from the truth. For
instance, the U.S. Citizenship and Im-
migration Services is currently proc-
essing visa applications for the siblings
of U.S. citizens from 1994. That is 24
years ago. This backlog is painful for
many American families, like Fely.
Fely is an immigrant from the Phil-
ippines who arrived in the TUnited
States with her husband and her
youngest son back in 1989. Her father
was a veteran who served in World War
II, earned his citizenship, and peti-
tioned to have Fely join him in the
U.S.

In the almost three decades since
then, Fely has worked tirelessly to re-
unite with her other children. Now at
80 years old, she is still waiting and
hoping that three of her children will
make it through the backlog to join
her at home. Her story shows us that
sponsoring even your closest family
members is a lengthy and difficult
process. Tragically, Fely’s struggle is
not uncommon. Thousands of Filipino
veterans all across this country are in
the same situation.

As a daughter and granddaughter of
veterans, I know firsthand that when
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someone answers the call of duty, fam-
ily members make sacrifices too. I sup-
port Senator HIRONO’s Filipino Vet-
erans Family Reunification Act, a bill
that would expedite the visa process
for Filipino World War II veterans’ im-
mediate relatives. We should honor the
sacrifices that veterans and their fami-
lies make by passing this bill, not by
forcing them to wait in perpetual
limbo.

Our immigration system reflects our
national commitment to the strength
and importance of the family unit.
Families are support systems. They
pull each other up when someone is in
need and pull together their resources.
Strong families build strong commu-
nities.

Karl is a 20-year-old Filipino-Amer-
ican community organizer born and
raised in North Las Vegas. Karl’s whole
family is committed to community
service. While attending high school,
Karl’s brother volunteers at an organi-
zation that serves the homeless. Karl’s
mother teaches special education in
North Las Vegas to low-income chil-
dren. Karl’s dad is a mechanic and a
military veteran, having served this
country in multiple branches of the
armed services. None of them would be
here if not for our family-based, legal
immigration system.

Some of my Republican colleagues
claim to be champions of strong, nu-
clear families and family values. Yet
here we are today, considering a meas-
ure that would tear apart families like
Karl’s, that would leave parents with-
out children, sisters without brothers,
and husbands without wives. Why does
the party of family values think that is
acceptable?

The problem is that the party of Don-
ald Trump is not the party of family
values. Donald Trump doesn’t care
about families. He wants to be able to
pick and choose which families get to
come in and which have to stay out.
The White House immigration plan we
are considering would cut legal immi-
gration by up to 44 percent. That is
half a million more immigrants who
would be banned each year. This is one
of the largest xenophobic-driven cuts
to legal immigration since the 1920s. It
would affect nearly 22 million people
over the next five decades. What is
going on here? What are they so afraid
of?

I recently sat down with immigrant
workers in the Senate and the Pen-
tagon who are about to lose their pro-
tections from deportation. One of them
told me that she left El Salvador after
seeing her husband brutally murdered
in front of her and her son. She has
been working for the Federal Govern-
ment for the past two decades, serving
the very men and women who are pre-
paring to vote to send her back to the
country she fled with her children.

I also spoke with a Dreamer who
works right here in the Senate cafe-
teria. She is the sole provider for her
three American-citizen children, and
she, too, is afraid that under Donald
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Trump’s deportation policy, she is
going to be ripped apart from her chil-
dren and sent back to a country that
she fled.

These are the people Donald Trump
wants to throw out of their homes.
They are not asking for special treat-
ment or handouts or giveaways. They
just want to be allowed to stay and
work hard and provide for their fami-
lies. They don’t want to have to go
back to a place where they will have to
live every day in fear for their lives
and for their children’s lives.

This President will tell you that im-
migrants are taking jobs. That is a
myth. It is a lie that has been spread
about every immigrant group in Amer-
ican history, and it has been repeatedly
debunked by economic research. Ac-
cording to the National Academy of
Sciences National Research Council, a
typical immigrant family will pay an
estimated $80,000 more in taxes than
they receive in public benefits over
their lifetime.

Immigrant families bring long-term
economic benefits to our country by
starting businesses, purchasing prop-
erty, and supporting the education and
achievement of their children. Re-
search shows that immigrants drive
growth. They generate new patents at
twice the rate of native-born Ameri-
cans. In 2014, they earned $1.3 trillion
and contributed $105 billion in State
and local taxes and nearly $224 billion
in Federal taxes. Immigrants are 30
percent more likely to start a business
in the United States than non-
immigrants, and 18 percent of small
business owners in the United States
are immigrants. They create jobs right
here in the United States. Jobs are not
the problem here.

The problem is the color of immi-
grants’ skin. We have a President of
the United States who has wondered
out loud why we can’t have more
Whites come to this country. President
Trump denies being a racist. For a non-
racist, he has done a shockingly good
job of cultivating support among White
supremacists.

This is not about the color of people’s
skin, but this is about family. This is
about strong nuclear families and fam-
ily values. I am proud of who I am,
where I came from, and I am a descend-
ant of immigrants. But I also learned
and believe in strong values and strong
family values, and we lead with those
values. So our immigration system
should reflect our national commit-
ment to the strength and the impor-
tance of that family unit and those
family values.

It makes no sense to me that we are
fighting today to protect these kids
and keep them in this country and
then take their parents and rip them
out of their homes and send them back
to a country that they do not want to
go to, that they do not call home, and
where their safety is called into ques-
tion. I don’t understand that as a fam-
ily value or as an American value.

So I ask my colleagues, when we are
talking about the immigration system
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and protecting Dreamers, let’s imple-
ment commonsense immigration re-
form. Let’s make sure that when we
are protecting Dreamers, we are also
protecting their family unit and those
family values. This is not about pitting
parents against their kids or having
kids decide whether they should stay
here or their parents should.

No child should have to go to school
concerned that when they come home,
their parents may not be there. I don’t
know about you, but I went through
the public school system in the State
of Nevada, and I was always, always
comforted with the thought that when
I walked through that door, my mother
and father would be there. Any other
way to treat these children and their
families, to me, is inhumane. They are
not values that we stand for as Ameri-
cans, and they are not values that we
lead with when we are talking about
commonsense reforms to immigration.

So I ask my colleagues: Please, as we
go through this debate, remember who
we are talking about. There are faces,
there are families, there are people be-
hind the very decisions that we make
this week.

Thank you.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Mexico.

Mr. HEINRICH. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to speak as in
morning business.

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

Mr. HEINRICH. Mr. President, as the
Senate takes to the floor to debate a
long-overdue, bipartisan solution for
Dreamers—young immigrants who
came to our country as children—I
would like to tell you a story about
one Dreamer in my home State of New
Mexico to illustrate what is at stake
here this week.

Immigrants have long helped to write
the economic, social, and cultural
story of my home State of New Mexico
and, for that matter, our entire Nation.
We are, after all, a nation of immi-
grants. Over the last centuries, our Na-
tion’s foundation and the enduring
American spirit were built by the hard
work and the dreams of so many striv-
ing young immigrants.

When President Trump made the out-
rageous decision last fall to end the De-
ferred Action for Childhood Arrivals
Program—DACA—he threw hundreds of
thousands of Dreamers deep into fear
and uncertainty. Two weeks ago, I was
proud to welcome Ivonne Orozco-
Acosta, one of the estimated 7,000
Dreamers from New Mexico, as my
guest at the State of the Union Ad-
dress.

Ivonne’s family immigrated to the
United States when she was 12 years
old. She learned English through mid-
dle school and graduated from high
school in Hstancia, NM. It was during
these challenging years of learning
that Ivonne was encouraged by her
teachers to grow and to learn. Ivonne
knows the power that educators hold
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to create positive change in students’
perspective of themselves.

Ivonne attended the University of
New Mexico, where she earned her BA
in secondary education with a con-
centration in Spanish. It is estimated
that somewhere between 500 and 1,000
students at the University of New Mex-
ico right now are Dreamers like
Ivonne. These are some of our brightest
students, and they are our future lead-
ers. Since she graduated from UNM 4
years ago, Ivonne has been teaching
Spanish at the Public Academy for
Performing Arts, a charter school in
Albuquerque, NM.

Ivonne told me what DACA has
meant for her. DACA allowed her to
get a work permit, to follow her pas-
sion for education. It made it possible
for her to buy a home and her first car.
It has also given her an opportunity to
impact the lives of her students each
day and to contribute to our State’s
economy as a teacher and as a tax-
payer. DACA gave Ivonne, in her
words, ‘‘a sliver of hope’—hope that
she will finally be able to have a per-
manent home and a place in the only
country that she knows how to call
home.

Because of her excellent teaching in
the classroom and her incredible pas-
sion for her students, Ivonne was just
selected as the 2018 New Mexico Teach-
er of the Year by the New Mexico Pub-
lic Education Department. That is
right; Ivonne has been recognized as
the teacher of the year for our entire
State.

Ivonne’s commitment to education
and to giving back to her community is
truly inspiring, and it reminds us just
how much is at stake for New Mexico
and our country in this debate. Our
State already struggles to keep schools
filled with teachers and has one of the
highest teacher turnover rates in the
Nation. Dreamers across the country,
like Ivonne, are stepping up to serve
our communities, to teach our stu-
dents.

Nearly 9,000 of the Dreamers who re-
ceived temporary legal status and work
permits through the DACA Program
are teachers like Ivonne. Many more
are firefighters; they are police offi-
cers; they are scientists; they are doc-
tors; they are members of our military.
These inspiring young people are
Americans in every sense of the word,
except for a piece of paper, and they
want nothing more than to be produc-
tive members of their communities.
But until Congress passes the Dream
Act, these young people like Ivonne
will continue to worry about whether
they will be able to stay in school,
keep working, contributing to our
economy, or remain even in their
homes and their neighborhoods.

I have to ask: Why would we even
consider threatening to deport the
teacher of the year from my State? I
simply cannot accept that as living up
to all that our Nation stands for.

The Santa Fe New Mexican covered
Ivonne’s visit to Washington. The New
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Mexican’s editorial board said: ‘It is
no exaggeration to state that as the
immigration debate goes, so does her
future.”

They went on to call the immigra-
tion debate we are engaging here in
Congress as a fight ‘“‘for the soul of this
country, founded and strengthened by
immigrants throughout our history.”

I, for one, hope that we can learn
from the best and most challenging
parts of our Nation’s history of immi-
gration and understand that Dreamers
like Ivonne are part of the immigra-
tion story that has always made our
Nation great. Deporting these young
people who grew up in America and
want to contribute to their Nation is
not what the America that I know and
love would do. Dreamers deserve com-
monsense, compassionate, and respon-
sible policy.

Two weeks ago, while President
Trump was taking cheap shots at im-
migrants during his State of the Union
Address and insinuating that all immi-
grants and asylum seekers pose an ex-
istential danger to our children and
our families, I couldn’t help but think
of the impacts of his words on Ivonne
as she sat in the Gallery. There are
hundreds of thousands of Dreamers like
her. They are truly bright spots and
rising stars in our communities and in
our country, and the time has come for
us to stop playing politics with their
lives. Let’s stop stirring up fear and di-
vision when we should be working to
find a real path forward.

This week, I believe we have a path
forward here in the Senate in this de-
bate, and we must pass a bipartisan im-
migration bill that includes the Dream
Act in the Senate and in the House. I
will do everything I can to pass a solu-
tion for Dreamers, to create rational
border security policies, and to make
the investments that our border region
and its communities actually need.

I will stand with New Mexicans
against President Trump’s fear-based
and un-American views, frankly, on
immigration and his offensive and
wasteful border wall that have no place
in this debate.

I hope that each of us in this body
recognizes our moral responsibility and
our obligation to live up to our Na-
tion’s ideals and its values. We must
act with a sense of urgency to find a
way forward for these Dreamers. Every
day that passes without our passing
the Dream Act is another day of des-
peration and limbo for young people
like Ivonne who only know America as
their home. Now is the time to give
these young Americans a permanent
place and an earned path to citizenship
in our Nation. I will do everything I
can every step of the way to make that
happen.

Thank you, Mr. President.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
TOOMEY). The Senator from Con-
necticut.

SOUTH FLORIDA SCHOOL SHOOTING
Mr. MURPHY. Mr. President, as we
speak, there is a horrific scene playing
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out in a high school in South Florida.
Turn on your television right now, and
you will see scenes of children running
for their lives—what looks to be the
19th school shooting in this country,
and we have not even hit March.

I am coming to the floor to talk
about something else, but let me note
once again for my colleagues that this
happens nowhere else other than the
United States of America, this epi-
demic of mass slaughter, this scourge
of school shooting after school shoot-
ing. It only happens here, not because
of coincidence, not because of bad luck,
but as a consequence of our inaction.
We are responsible for the level of mass
atrocity that happens in this country
with zero parallel anywhere else.

As a parent, it scares me to death
that this body doesn’t take seriously
the safety of my children, and it seems
as though a lot of parents in South
Florida are going to be asking that
same question later today.

We pray for the families and for the
victims. We hope for the best.

Mr. President, I came to the floor
today to talk about immigration. I
want to make a specific case to you
today, but before I do, I want to talk a
little about process.

I heard a lot of my friends on the Re-
publican side of the aisle say on this
floor and in the Halls of Congress that
President Trump has made an immi-
gration proposal and Democrats have
been asking for an immigration pro-
posal, so we should just accept his first
and only offer. What is the big deal?
President Trump gave you something
that says ‘‘immigration’ on it. Why
aren’t you accepting it?

It is a terrible proposal. It is bad for
America. To his credit, President
Trump does attempt to try to deal with
these Dreamer kids, but there are 3
million potentially eligible individuals
in this country, and it only allows
about 1.8 million of them to get
through the process.

But that is really not the worst part.
The worst part is that it cuts legal im-
migration by 40 percent. It basically
abandons this country’s commitment
to family-based immigration. I
wouldn’t be here if we only had skills-
based immigration. Most Members of
this body wouldn’t be here if the only
way that your parents or grandparents
or great-grandparents could have come
here is because of a Ph.D. or a degree
or a certificate. Most of the people in
this Chamber, I would imagine, are
here because their parents or great-
grandparents or great-great-grand-
parents came here because they had
friends or family here. Let’s not re-
imagine the history of this country.

Democrats aren’t obligated to accept
the first offer from this President if it
is not good for America. Negotiation
still has to be part of the legislative
process, and I am glad there are Mem-
bers of the Republican and Democratic
caucuses who have been trying to do
that. We will see where that goes.

The President has put this proposal
on the table that dramatically cuts im-
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migration into this country because he
sees immigration as a core weakness of
this country. He views new entrants to
America as an economic drain. That is
why he wants to potentially kick out 3
million Dreamer kids next month if we
don’t act. That is why he wants to dra-
matically cut down the number of peo-
ple who are allowed to legally immi-
grate to America. He views immigrants
as a problem that needs to be dealt
with. And he is not alone. Many Ameri-
cans agree. I, frankly, hear from them
regularly in Connecticut.

Frankly, one could also argue that
there is nothing more American than
being scared of immigrants. Every sin-
gle new wave of immigrants to our
shores has been met with some degree
of fear and derision and prejudice. Like
clockwork, every generation or two,
American politicians denounce immi-
grants as a threat to the American-
born worker.

In the 1850s, growing numbers of
Catholic immigrants from Ireland—as
the Murphys came—and from Germany
led to an anti-immigrant party arising
in this country that elected more than
100 Congressmen, eight Governors, and
thousands of local politicians. They
claimed that Catholics could never be
Americans because they owed alle-
giance to the Pope.

Starting in the 1880s, hundreds of
thousands of Chinese immigrants
began to immigrate to the west coast,
causing a spike in anti-Chinese senti-
ment that eventually resulted in the
passage of something called the Chi-
nese Exclusion Act.

Fearing those who are different from
us in skin color or religion or national
origin or language is an unmistakable
facet of American history, but over and
over again, we have overcome these
base instincts because our better an-
gels prevail but also because of this
bright, straight 1line that connects
America’s liberal immigration policy
with our economic greatness.

I want to take just a couple of min-
utes to make for you a compact but ir-
refutable case for the correlation be-
tween economic power and American
immigrants.

From 1870 to 1910, it is no coincidence
that America’s transformation into a
global economic powerhouse occurred
during a period of massive influx of
human capital. During that time, near-
ly 15 percent of all Americans were for-
eign-born. That is a share that our
country has never reached since then.
This period of unprecedented growth
forever dispelled the myth that we still
labor under today that the number of
American jobs is fixed. Immigrants in-
crease demand, and that increased de-
mand creates jobs.

Organizations from the National
Academy of Sciences to the conserv-
ative Cato Institute have done their
own studies on this question and have
come to the same conclusion.

Cato recently said this:

Immigrants add jobs, in part by raising
consumer demand. So getting rid of immi-
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grants, such as by deporting unauthorized
workers, would most likely destroy jobs and
raise native unemployment.

That makes sense, right? But if you
don’t believe that immigrants create
growth, there is another, even simpler
explanation as to why we need robust
immigration. At present birth rates,
we don’t have enough people born here
to fill all the jobs that are going to be
created in the next 20 years. It is esti-
mated that, accounting for growth,
America is going to need 83 million
new workers to enter the workforce in
the next 20 years. But here is the prob-
lem. Only 51 million new workers will
be native-born. That leaves us 32 mil-
lion short. Unless folks start churning
out a lot more babies, immigration is
the only way to fix that deficit.

Not convinced? Well, think about
how the Federal budget works. Most of
our budget is social insurance—work-
ing-age Americans paying into ac-
counts that pay benefits to older, non-
working Americans. You need a bal-
ance between the two in order to not
go bankrupt. Many of our competitor
nations around the world are spiraling
toward this demographic cataclysm.
By 2030, the median age in Japan, with
strict immigration policies, is going to
be over 50. It is extraordinary. Do you
want to know why Germany is so inter-
ested in bringing refugees into their
country? Because without them, their
median age in 2030 will be 48. Budgets
simply can’t work with that many re-
tirees and that few workers. Because of
America’s liberal immigration policy,
our average age, which today is 38, will
increase in 2030 to just 39. During that
time, China—another country that
doesn’t really allow immigration—will
go from having a median age that is 2
years younger than that of the United
States to 3 years older.

In 2010, undocumented immigrants
and their employers sent $13 billion to
Social Security. Without them, the
trust fund would be out of money
today.

You are not there yet? Let’s talk
jobs. Just ask your farmers in your
State how important lower skilled im-
migration is to keeping their farms
afloat. But let’s talk about high-skilled
jobs. Would it shock you to know that
31 percent of Ph.D. holders in this
country are immigrants? It is amazing.
And more than one-quarter of all high-
quality patents in the United States
are being granted to immigrants.

How about a study from 3 years ago
that Senator CORTEZ MASTO referred to
that found that immigrants are twice
as likely as native-born Americans to
start a business. That is not good
enough for you? Here is a mind blower:
43 percent of Fortune 500 companies in
the United States were founded or co-
founded by an immigrant or a child of
an immigrant. You know who they are.
The founder of eBay came to the
United States from France, where he
was born to Iranian parents. Google’s
cofounder, Sergey Brin, emigrated with
his family from Russia when he was 6.
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Elon Musk, who started SpaceX, which
has 4,000 employees, came from South
Africa. Daniel Aaron, who cofounded
Comecast, was a refugee of Nazi Ger-
many. Henry Ford was an Irish immi-
grant. Estee Lauder’s family was Hun-
garian. Herman Hollerith, one of the
founders of IBM, had German parents.
You don’t want Ford or IBM or Google
to be part of the American story? Then
keep saying immigrants are an eco-
nomic drain.

Margaret Thatcher once marveled of
America: ‘“No other nation has so suc-
cessfully combined people of different
races and nations within a single cul-
ture.”” This combination is our defini-
tion as a nation, but it is also the story
of our economic greatness, of our
sprawling leap in under two short cen-
turies from an idea to the biggest,
most dynamic economy on the face of
the planet. To deny that history or to
misremember it would be perhaps an
irreversible error.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Iowa.

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, some
of what I just heard, I can readily agree
to. Certain things, such as that we are
a nation of immigrants—mo doubt
about that. We need immigrants. We
take roughly 800,000 to 1 million legal
immigrants a year. They are welcomed.
We also, though, are a nation of laws,
and as a nation of laws, we want people
to come here according to our laws and
abide by the laws.

We are working with a group of peo-
ple. If you call them DACAs, it would
be about 800,000. If you refer to them as
Dreamers, it is maybe 1.8 million. We
obviously have sympathy for them be-
cause as a baby brought here in diapers
by a person or family who crossed our
border without papers, hence entering
our country illegally—we don’t at-
tribute the sin and the unlawfulness of
the parent to the baby. A lot of that
has happened.

There is a general agreement—maybe
not everybody in my political party
agrees with this, but I think 80 percent
of them do—that we need to deal with
people who are here through no fault of
their own and give them legal status.
That is the compassion we are showing
for people who broke our laws by their
parents doing it but not the kids doing
it.

I also didn’t ever think we would be
here today debating this because 1
went through the 2013 debate on immi-
gration. The Senate passed a bill; the
House of Representatives didn’t take it
up. I was in the minority at that time,
both in the caucus that was in the mi-
nority as well as in the minority that
voted against that bill, because I didn’t
think it did things the way I would do
them. Everything died in the House of
Representatives. Then, 2 years later, 1
became chairman of the Judiciary
Committee. We have jurisdiction over
immigration legislation. I could have
spent 3 months on immigration during
2015 or 2016 and sent a bill to the House
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of Representatives that probably would
have died, but I made up my mind
early in my chairmanship that I want-
ed to do things that we could get
passed. So over the period of the last
Congress, my committee voted out 31
bills, all bipartisan, and 18 of them got
to a Democratic President. In 2015 and
2016, I felt, why go through that proc-
ess if it is going to die in the House of
Representatives?

Now, a year later, after the election
of a President who campaigned so
much against anything dealing with
immigration and legalization of people
who are here—even young people,
whom he has now come to the conclu-
sion we ought to legalize—I didn’t
think we would be having this debate,
and somehow I think Members of the
Democratic Party didn’t think we
would be having this debate. I think
they probably were shocked 2 or 3
weeks ago when the government shut
down and when the majority leader de-
cided to make an agreement to bring
up this issue. But here we are, debating
an immigration bill that, quite frank-
ly, I didn’t think we would be debating.
Here we are.

Then, of course, we didn’t do any-
thing Monday. We didn’t do anything
on this issue Tuesday. I don’t know
whether we are going to have any votes
today, but here we are debating immi-
gration. We have a chance to do what
Members of the other political party,
as advocates for Dreamers and DACA
kids—and we have them on this side
but maybe not as vocal or as loyal as
Democrats are on this issue. Somehow,
we are now having a difficult time get-
ting the issue up and getting some-
thing passed.

I offer to my 99 colleagues something
the President said he would sign.
Maybe you don’t like exactly what is
in that proposal. Then get it up and
amend it, and let’s see what sort of
compromise we can accomplish. But we
are here because the leader said that
we are going to work on this issue. It
was something that the minority de-
manded. We ought to reach a conclu-
sion on it and get something to the
President of the United States.

Once we knew that this issue was
going to come up—and we knew that
on September 5 when the President
said that he was not going to continue
the illegal approach to the DACA kids
that President Obama did. We have
reason to believe this from court deci-
sions on older people where they ruled
that the President didn’t have the au-
thority to do what he did with the
DACA kids. In fact, at least a dozen
times before he made that decision, he
was telling the entire country he didn’t
have the authority to do it, and then
he went ahead and did it.

So this President comes in, takes an
oath to uphold the Constitution and
the laws of this country, and he decides
that he can’t continue what was con-
sidered illegal activity by the previous
President. This is a congressional deci-
sion that needs to be made, and Con-
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gress ought to make it. We were told
on September 5 to do something by
March 5, and here we are.

I heard from the previous speaker—
and maybe a lot of speakers—that this
is the President’s plan. Yes, this is
something that the President said that
he is going to support and will sign,
but I want to say to you that the work
that a group of us Senators have put
into this issue over a period of the last
3 months, with about 18 meetings, 4
meetings with the President of the
United States to discuss the issue—
most of what is in the proposal that is
put before you are things that a group
of Senators put together. I would say
that as our group met, we probably had
subgroups of three who had different
views, and some of them felt strongly
about their positions, but everyone
came together in a compromise that
you see here before us in my amend-
ment.

In some of those meetings, we dis-
cussed these things with the President,
and I want to give the President credit.
In a January 9 meeting that he had
where he called together 23 of us—bi-
partisan and bicameral—we were able
to dial down all the things that we
would be discussing on immigration,
and we came to the conclusion that
there were four main points that we
ought to be dealing with. You have
heard of these as the four pillars, but
let me repeat them.

No. 1 was legalization of these chil-
dren who were brought here by their
parents; No. 2 was border security; No.
3 was chain migration; and No. 4, diver-
sity visa. We discussed these things
with the President, and I suppose the
President probably emphasized citizen-
ship to a greater extent than maybe we
did in our deliberations, but we have
something that has been put together
by Members of this body who have
compromised, with none of us getting
everything we wanted. We are fortu-
nate enough to have the President’s
backing on this.

So I hope that you see this, not as we
have heard from the other side as the
President’s plan—as if seven of us who
introduced this proposal somehow just
took something from the White House
and put our names on it, and it is here
before the U.S. Senate—because that
isn’t how it worked.

I want to address some of the issues
that have been put before us by people
on the other side. I want to express—as
you probably have seen me expressing
already in my remarks so far—my frus-
tration with the current status of the
immigration debate here in the U.S.
Senate. It amazes me that my col-
leagues on the other side of the aisle
simply aren’t ready to have a serious
immigration debate. They have been
demanding to have this debate for
months. They have even shut the gov-
ernment down to get to this point, and
now we are actually on this issue that
they have been demanding that we de-
bate for months during this Congress—
some on the other side of the aisle for
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years—and now when it is time to put
up or shut up, they have come up emp-
tyhanded. Despite having weeks to pre-
pare, Senate Democrats are still rush-
ing to put some plan together.

Let that sink in. Think about this
just for a moment. The Senate Demo-
crats recklessly shut down the Federal
Government over immigration, and
they did it over plans that they still
largely haven’t drafted. That should be
very frustrating, not only to this Sen-
ator but to most of my colleagues, and
it is exactly why the American people
seem to have less faith in this process
in Washington, DC. Even more frus-
trating is that for 2 valuable days, they
have refused to allow the Senate to de-
bate immigration measures.

I do understand why the Democrats
are afraid to vote on ending sanctuary
cities. Those policies of sanctuary cit-
ies are massively unpopular with the
American people. In other words, the
American people feel that when the
Constitution says that immigration
law is one of the 18 powers of the
United States, then no local or State
government should be able to interfere
with what the Constitution says is the
supreme law of the land.

I can’t understand why, for 2 days,
Democrats have refused to allow us a
debate on an issue like sanctuary cit-
ies. That amendment would help us
keep our communities safe from dan-
gerous criminals, besides carrying out
the intent of the Constitution that the
Federal Government has complete au-
thority over immigration.

Who could be against an approach to
send a signal that sanctuary cities
aren’t justified when that is how to
protect the American people from the
criminal elements that some sanctuary
cities protect? Apparently, the Demo-
crats are, since they don’t seem to be
for outlawing sanctuary cities.

I guess another way to say it is that
they could do more to protect hard-
working Americans from the criminal
element that is, albeit, a small part of
the immigration community we are
talking about, but it still creates havoc
for people like the Steinle family, for
example, where Kate was murdered by
an alien who was a felon who had re-
turned to this country not once but
five times.

In other words, I have to ask my col-
leagues whether enforcement issues are
legitimately a part of the immigration
debate, and that is what the sanctuary
city situation is all about. Isn’t border
security more than just throwing
money at infrastructure? Shouldn’t we
be discussing how to reform our Na-
tion’s laws so that dangerous criminal
elements can’t inflict harm on inno-
cent families?

I am pretty sure—I am actually 100
percent confident—the answer to those
questions is yes. Those are important
issues to the American people. Those
issues used to be discussed here.

I have already mentioned the name
of Kate Steinle, who was murdered by
one of these people. I could add the
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names of Sarah Root and Jamel Shaw.
These people all had dreams, too, but
they had their lives ended by felons
who had been deported but had come
back into this country.

If my colleagues were actually seri-
ous about debating this issue, we would
be discussing border enforcement.
Sadly, it seems as though the plans
that I have seen so far from my col-
leagues fall short of that goal.

Legalizing Dreamers—yes, who is
going to argue with that? A little bit of
money for border security—there is a
lot to argue about there. But not doing
something about criminal aliens who
are a threat to law enforcement in this
country and to the safety of our coun-
try—it seems to me that ought to be a
part of it.

So we get all the people in this room
who say they want to do something
about border security by throwing
money at it; yet they refuse to actu-
ally give our law enforcement the legal
tools that they need to protect Ameri-
cans. Just a wall or whatever you want
to call it—electric surveillance, more
border patrol—it is all border security,
but it is more than a wall. It takes
more than just those things to protect
the American people.

I am here to tell you that it is a trag-
edy that some people in this body just
want to legalize some people for 1 year,
2 years, or 3 years and put maybe a lit-
tle bit of money into border security
with no commitment to the future.
Then all we have done is kick the can
down the road.

Worse still, none of my colleagues’
proposals are being developed in a way
that they can actually become law.
Maybe for them, simply passing a par-
tisan bill is enough. Leader SCHUMER
said that this morning, and I was here
listening to him. But that is not
enough for this Senator. This Senator
actually wants to see something passed
into law that will provide real protec-
tion for DACA Kkids.

That is why I have offered an amend-
ment that could actually pass the
House of Representatives, and we know
the President would sign it. Polls show
that the framework a number of us de-
veloped, along with the President’s
input, is overwhelmingly popular. A
Harvard Harris poll showed that 65 per-
cent of the voters agreed with our plan,
including 64 percent of Democratic vot-
ers. So despite the hyperbole we hear
from our colleagues, the plan that the
President said he would sign is not
only popular, but, again, it is the only
plan that has any chance of becoming
law.

It is time for all of my colleagues to
get serious about fixing DACA. It is
time to stop posturing, to stop show-
boating, and to stop simply trying to
pass a bill out of the Senate that will
not get considered in the other body
and will not be signed by the President
of the United States.

The focus ought to be on making ac-
tual law. If all of us here in the Senate,
particularly those who are in the
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Democratic Caucus, focus on those
things, then the choice for them will be
very clear. They will vote for the
amendment that the seven of us have
put before the Senate called the Grass-
ley amendment, they will back the
President, and they will provide real
security and real certainty to the
DACA recipients and the American
people.

In fact, it is so simple for some on
the other side who have been promising
DACA certainty for years and some for
a few months, but, more importantly,
really strongly over the last three or
four months. It is an opportunity for
everything you have told those Kkids,
including that you are going to get
them legal and even give them a path
to citizenship that you can deliver.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Pennsylvania.

Mr. CASEY. Mr. President, I rise to
speak about the issue that we are deal-
ing with on the floor, and I am grateful
for this opportunity.

I wanted to first of all stress the crit-
ical urgency that we act to protect
America’s Dreamers. The TUnited
States is a proud Nation of immi-
grants. Yet in September the adminis-
tration insulted our values by an-
nouncing a decision to end the Deferred
Action for Childhood Arrivals Pro-
gram, which we know by the acronym
DACA.

Dreamers are young people who have
lived in our country since they were
children. They are law-abiding resi-
dents who have learned English. They
have paid taxes, and they have secured
jobs to support themselves and their
families. Our government promised
them that they would be protected if
they came forward, and now the admin-
istration, at least so far, has broken
that promise.

Democrats have been fighting for
something on the Dream Act since the
administration first announced its de-
cision on DACA more than 5 months
ago. We have yet to vote on a single
piece of bipartisan legislation to pro-
tect Dreamers. I do, however, commend
the bipartisan work of a number of my
colleagues in both parties who have
come to the table to draft legislation
that protects Dreamers and secures our
border.

With hundreds—soon to be thou-
sands—of Dreamers losing protection
every day, it is critical that we come
together to pass bipartisan legislation
that will provide permanent protec-
tions for these remarkable young peo-
ple. Dreamers are deeply integrated
into communities across Pennsylvania,
as well as in a lot of other States and
across our country, of course. Dream-
ers work as nurses, caring for our fami-
lies. They work as teachers, educating
our children, and as servicemen and
servicewomen in our military, working
to keep us safe.

Take a young Pennsylvania Dreamer
whom I met a few months ago—way
back, I guess, in September. She was
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studying to be a nurse. Talking about
her own life, she said:

All T want to do is heal people. All I want
to do is be a nurse.

Then she became very upset thinking
about whether or not she might have
that opportunity because of what had
not happened in Washington—no legis-
lation passed to protect her.

Another Dreamer from Lancaster,
PA—the Presiding Officer knows that
part of our State well—is Audrey
Lopez. Audrey was brought to the
United States from Peru when she was
just 11 years old. Audrey spent most of
her childhood in Pennsylvania, and her
parents instilled in her the value of
hard work and education. Like so
many Dreamers, Audrey only learned
that she was undocumented when she
was applying to college and learned
that she did not have a Social Security
number. Despite not having access to
financial aid, Audrey worked hard, and
she graduated from college.

After graduation, she took a job in
public service working at Church World
Services, assisting refugees with reset-
tlement. This past fall, Audrey accept-
ed a nearly full scholarship to Amer-
ican University, where she will obtain
a master’s degree in international de-
velopment.

Audrey is an American in every way
but not on paper. She is continuing to
work hard, despite not knowing if she
will have a future in the country she
calls home.

We should be supporting young, hard-
working people like Audrey who want
to work in the service of others and our
Nation. Instead, some, but not all—not
all—Republicans are threatening her
future—mot only her future, but our
Nation’s future—by making us less safe
and, frankly, damaging our economy.
Protecting Dreamers is not only the
right thing to do, but it is also good for
the American economy, and it is in our
national security interests.

DACA has enabled almost 800,000
young people to grow and thrive in
America, including about 5,900 in Penn-
sylvania. As part of the fabric of our
community, these impressive young
people, like Audrey, provide an enor-
mous contribution to our society, in-
cluding paying an estimated $2 billion
each year in State and local taxes.

By contrast, repealing DACA would
amount to a loss of $460.3 billion from
the national GDP over the next decade.
So if you want to do it by year, it is
roughly $46 billion a year for each of
the 10 years.

In Pennsylvania, ending DACA would
result in an annual loss of $357.1 mil-
lion to the State GDP, according to the
Center for American Progress.

Currently, about 900 Dreamers are
serving in the U.S. military and more
than one out of every seven DACA-eli-
gible immigrants has language skills
that are currently in short supply in
the U.S. military. It makes no sense to
remove these Dreamers from a country
they call home. I believe it is both
wrong and dangerous.
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The American people overwhelm-
ingly support allowing Dreamers to
stay in the United States. It is about
time Congress listened to the nearly 80
percent of Americans who want to pass
protections for Dreamers, along with
increased border security so we can
prevent this situation in the future.

So it is time for action. We need a
real compromise solution that will get
60 votes in the Senate and, of course,
218 votes in the House, and a signature
from the President of the United
States.

While I have advocated in the past
for a clean vote on the bipartisan
Dream Act, which is what I would pre-
fer, compromise will be critical to en-
suring we get something done and sent
to the President’s desk.

In 2013, I and many others—67 other
Senators—voted for a bipartisan immi-
gration bill that would have doubled
the number of Border Patrol agents.
That bill also would have mandated 24-
hour surveillance of the border using
advanced technology, like drones, and
it would have provided a pathway to
citizenship for law-abiding immigrants.

There are a number of bipartisan pro-
posals to pair Dreamer protections
with data-driven, sensible border secu-
rity that focuses on public safety.

I look forward to finally voting on
these issues, and I hope my Republican
colleagues will continue to work with
us to secure our border and ensure that
Dreamers like Audrey Lopez have a fu-
ture they can count on.

I yield the floor.

I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

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

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

Mr. TOOMEY. Mr. President, I want
to speak about our immigration debate
and my amendment in particular, but
first let me say we are going to find
out just how serious our colleagues are
about granting not just legal status to
the Dreamers—people who came to this
country or were brought here illegally
when they were children and couldn’t
and shouldn’t be held accountable for
that action. The proposal that will be
available for a vote later this week will
not just grant legal status but will ac-
tually grant a path to citizenship.

It goes well beyond the illegal Execu-
tive order President Obama issued, and
it will be available to far more people
than those who took up President
Obama’s illegal Executive order. It is
really going to be an extraordinary mo-
ment. I hope we are able to reach an
agreement on this because I think this
needs to get done.

Mr. President, I want to first address
an amendment I have offered that is
now up and pending—and I think we
will be voting on it at some point this
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week—which is all about keeping our
communities safer by addressing the
terrible problem of sanctuary cities.
This is a problem that one father in
particular knows all too well.

On July 1 of 2015, Jim Steinle was
walking arm in arm with his daughter
Kate on a pier in San Francisco. Sud-
denly, a gunman sprang out and opened
fire, hitting Kate. She pleaded, ‘‘Help
me, Dad,” as she bled to death in her
father’s arms.

Now, any murder is appalling, but
one of the things that makes this even
more appalling is that the shooter
should never have been on the pier that
day. The fact is, he was an illegal im-
migrant who had been convicted of
seven felonies and had been deported
five times, but even more galling is, 3
months before the day he murdered
Kate Steinle, this murderer was in the
custody of the San Francisco Police
Department. They had him. He was in
custody. They had him on an old war-
rant for a previous crime.

When the Department of Homeland
Security found out that the San Fran-
cisco Police Department had this guy
in custody, they immediately reached
out and said: Hold this guy until we
can get someone there to take him into
custody. We know he is dangerous, we
know he is here illegally, and we want
to get him out of this country, but the
San Francisco Police couldn’t provide
that minimal cooperation. Instead,
they released this man back onto the
streets from which, 3 months later, he
murdered young Kate Steinle.

Why would the police of San Fran-
cisco do a thing like that? Why in the
world would they refuse to provide this
minimal cooperation with immigration
authorities with respect to a dangerous
individual? The reason is because San
Francisco is a sanctuary city. That
means it has as its explicit legal policy
a prohibition that forbids their police
from cooperating with Federal immi-
gration officials, even if the police
want to. It extends to other law en-
forcement, like sheriffs and deputy
sheriffs.

This is the case even when local law
enforcement authorities believe the
person is dangerous, and the local law
enforcement folks wish to cooperate
with the Federal authorities because
they know this person is a threat to
the security of their community, but
local politicians override the police
and decide this will be a sanctuary
city.

Such is the case with San Francisco,
and so the San Francisco Police had no
choice. They were required by local
laws to release this man onto the
streets.

One of the many ironies about sanc-
tuary cities is if Federal officials had
called the San Francisco Police about
any number of other crimes—robbery,
car theft, violating a trademark, coun-
terfeiting—any number of other Fed-
eral crimes, then the San Francisco
Police would have been allowed to co-
operate. They would have been happy
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to cooperate. They would have been
able to cooperate, but because the
crime was committed by an illegal im-
migrant, the police’s hands were tied.
The police were forced to release Kate
Steinle’s killer.

It is just unbelievable to me that we
have communities across the country
that wish to provide this special privi-
lege—this special protection—for even
dangerous criminals because they are
here illegally. It is unbelievable, but
that is the case.

Sadly, the Steinles are not alone.
They are not the only family who has
been affected this way because, of
course, San Francisco is not our Na-
tion’s only sanctuary city. Philadel-
phia—the fifth largest city in America,
the largest city in my home State—has
an extreme sanctuary city policy, and
it has had appalling consequences al-
ready.

Maybe the most heartbreaking of
these is the case of Ramon Aguirre-
Ochoa. Ochoa was a Honduran national
in the United States illegally. He was
deported in 2009, but he illegally reen-
tered the United States, which is itself
a felony. He found his way to Philadel-
phia, and in 2015 the Philadelphia Po-
lice arrested him on charges of aggra-
vated assault and various other crimes.
When the background check went
through, the Department of Homeland
Security saw that the Philadelphia Po-
lice had this guy. They knew who this
guy was. They knew he was here ille-
gally, they knew he had been deported,
and they believed him to be the dan-
gerous criminal that he was. So they
asked the Philadelphia Police: Could
you hold this guy for 24, 48 hours, until
we can get an agent there to take him
into custody and begin deportation
proceedings? We know he is a bad guy.
We want him out of the country.

Unfortunately, Philadelphia Police
had to refuse. Instead, they released
him onto the city streets in January
2015. The Philadelphia D.A. didn’t feel
like he had enough evidence to pros-
ecute the case. He dropped the charges,
and rather than cooperate with the De-
partment of Homeland Security, they
released Ochoa back onto the streets of
Philadelphia.

That was January of 2015. In July of
2016, Ochoa was arrested for raping a
child under the age of 13. This brutal
attack on the child was only possible
because Philadelphia is a sanctuary
city. It is these appalling cases—like
the Steinle case or this case in Phila-
delphia—that make it so important
that we end these sanctuary cities if it
is at all possible to do so.

My amendment is a bipartisan
amendment. It is identical to a bill I
introduced and the Senate voted to
consider in 2016. I reintroduced it in
2017. It does two things: It tackles a
legal liability for localities that wish
to cooperate with the Department of
Homeland Security, and, with that
legal liability problem solved, it im-
poses penalties on communities that
choose nevertheless to be sanctuary
cities.
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We don’t have the authority as a
Federal Government to dictate the pol-
icy that a local community must fol-
low. There is a constitutional separa-
tion that gives them the power to do
what they will, but we don’t have to
subsidize their behavior when it endan-
gers all of us, and that is what my leg-
islation goes after. So let me discuss
first the legal liability issue.

There are now at least two court de-
cisions that have put pressure on mu-
nicipalities, localities, to be sanctuary
cities. Over a dozen Pennsylvania coun-
ties have done so. One is a Third Cir-
cuit decision; the second is a Federal
district court in Oregon. They have
held that if the Department of Home-
land Security makes a mistake and
they make a detainer request—Ilet’s say
it is a case of wrongful identity. They
ask a local police force to hold some-
one who, in fact, is an American cit-
izen, should be here and is here legally,
and so it is therefore an erroneous de-
tention. If that happens and the local
law enforcement folks comply with
that request, under these court deci-
sions, the local municipality can be
held liable for the ensuing litigation on
the part of the person who is wrongly
detained.

My bill addresses this problem by
simply saying that when a local law
enforcement officer complies with an
immigration detainer request from
DHS that is a duly issued and bona fide
request, then the local officer has the
same authority as a DHS official. In a
way, the officer would be considered an
agent of the Department of Homeland
Security for this purpose, and the enti-
ty the person would then sue in the
event that a person is wrongly detained
and their civil rights are violated
would be the Federal Government. The
responsibility should be on the Federal
Government, since it was, after all, a
request that initiated with the Federal
Government.

My legislation does not in any way
curb an individual’s ability to file a
suit if their civil or constitutional
rights are violated, whether it is inten-
tional or accidental. There is no curb
on an individual’s ability to redress
that if they were wrongfully detained.
It simply transfers the liability from
the municipality to the origination of
the detainer request, which is the De-
partment of Homeland Security.

So that is the first part: solve the
legal liability problem which has some
municipalities across America—cer-
tainly in my State of Pennsylvania—
choosing to be sanctuary cities, even
though they would rather not be.

Now, having addressed that, if our
legislation is adopted, and we have
thereby solved this legal liability prob-
lem, if a community nevertheless de-
cides it is going to endanger all the
rest of us by conferring this special
protection on somebody just because
they came here illegally—despite the
fact that they may well be a dangerous
criminal—in that case, under my
amendment, that community will be
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deemed a sanctuary city, and under my
amendment several types of Federal
funding would be withheld from it. Spe-
cifically, we would withhold from the
sanctuary cities community develop-
ment block grants and certain grants
from the Economic Development Ad-
ministration.

I think this is eminently reasonable.
Sanctuary cities impose costs on all of
us. They raise the cost to the Federal
Government of enforcing immigration
law, but by far outweighing that is the
cost to the American people of more
crime and the unbelievable, staggering
cost to families like Jim Steinle and
his family, who lost their daughter. I
think it is extremely reasonable to
have as a policy that if a community
chooses to impose those costs on the
rest of us, the Federal Government will
not be subsidizing it.

Let me debunk some of the misin-
formation that is occasionally dissemi-
nated about my amendment. One is
that it is somehow anti-immigrant.
This is not anti-immigrant at all; this
is pro-immigrant.

The fact is, the vast, overwhelming
majority of immigrants in America,
legal and illegal, would never commit
these terrible crimes; there is no ques-
tion about that. It is also obviously the
case that any very large number of
people will include some criminals
among them.

There are roughly 11 million people
who are here illegally—11 million ille-
gal immigrants in the United States.
Some of them are certainly violent
criminals. It makes no sense to insu-
late those violent criminals, however
few they may be, from capture by law
enforcement. It would be absurd to al-
lege that this is somehow anti-immi-
grant when quite likely some of their
victims will be other immigrants. Im-
migrants want to live in safe commu-
nities too. I am positive of that. They
don’t want dangerous criminals to be
able to walk the streets just because
they came here illegally.

The second point I want to stress is
that this amendment does not discour-
age or punish illegal immigrants for
coming forward to report a crime. This
is important because folks who want to
keep sanctuary cities sometimes
charge that if my Ilegislation were
passed, victims and witnesses to
crimes, if they are here illegally,
wouldn’t come forward. That is not so.
My amendment in this underlying law
explicitly states that a locality will
not be labeled a sanctuary jurisdiction
for this purpose, and therefore will not
lose any Federal funds, if it has a pol-
icy stating that if a person comes for-
ward as a victim or a witness to a
crime, local law enforcement will not
share information with DHS.

Let me be clear and explicit about
this. We have an explicit carve-out in
the legislation. If a locality chooses to
provide sanctuary status to a victim of
a crime or a witness to a crime, such a
community would not lose any Federal
funds whatsoever. We think that
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makes sense because we do want to en-
courage victims and witnesses of
crimes to come forward. We get it. We
don’t want to create a worry that there
would be deportation consequences for
them.

A third point which some have al-
leged and which I want to be very clear
about is that the penalties my amend-
ment has for a community that choos-
es to be a sanctuary city do not include
the loss of any funds whatsoever re-
lated to law enforcement or security.
That is simply not the case. The list of
categories that we include in lost fund-
ing is economic development in its na-
ture. It is not at all law enforcement.

Another point that some on the other
side have made is that somehow this
legislation, my amendment, would im-
pose an unmanageable burden on law
enforcement. One simple fact to con-
sider is, if that is the case, then why
has it been endorsed by law enforce-
ment groups? The National Association
of Police Organizations has endorsed
my amendment. The International
Union of Police Associations, a division
of AFL-CIO, has endorsed my amend-
ment. The Federal Law Enforcement
Officers Association has endorsed my
amendment. Would these groups en-
dorse a bill that imposed an unwork-
able burden on their own members? I
rather doubt it. I think they under-
stand that this amendment encourages
local law enforcement to share infor-
mation with the Department of Home-
land Security and in some cases to
temporarily and briefly hold people in
custody until the Department of Home-
land Security can get there.

This is a bipartisan amendment. In
2016, when the Senate voted on this
very same amendment in the form of a
freestanding bill, it received a major-
ity, and it had bipartisan support. Un-
fortunately, a minority filibustered it
and blocked it. But the fact is, it is a
bipartisan piece of legislation with ma-
jority support. I don’t think it should
even be controversial.

I think we will have a vote on this
relatively soon, in the coming days. I
hope it will have very broad support.
This is common sense. It stands for the
principle that the safety of the Amer-
ican people matters, that the lives of
Kate Steinle and other victims of vio-
lent crime matter, and that all of our
communities should be as safe as they
can be.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Connecticut.

PARKLAND, FLORIDA, SCHOOL SHOOTING

Mr. BLUMENTHAL. Mr. President,
watching the pictures today as I came
to the floor was deeply moving. Even
though there is much that we don’t
know and a lot of information that we
lack about what is happening at Mar-
jory Stoneman Douglas High School in
Parkland, FL, the images of emergency
vehicles and emergency responders and
of young people and children evacu-
ating a school after another tragic in-
cident of gun violence brings back
memories that are searing and
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harrowing. Once again, we feel that
churning in our stomach, that sense of
gut-punch, and a wrenching of hearts
that reminds us of how we felt the day
of violence in Newtown. Yet another
school is victimized by gun violence.
We are waiting to learn more of the
details, but certainly our hearts and
prayers go to the victims and their
loved ones. Our gratitude goes to the
courageous first responders who are on
the scene now apprehending the shoot-
er and administering to the victims
and survivors. My thoughts and pray-
ers are with those students, emergency

responders, parents, loved ones, and
the community of Parkland.
Again, gun violence respects no

boundaries. It spares no communities.
It victimizes all of us, wherever it hap-
pens and whenever, including the gun
violence that kills people every day in-
dividually, often unpublicized and in-
visible.

My heart breaks to hear that one
more school is facing this unthinkable
horror, that again this harrowing scene
plays before the people of America, lit-
erally unfolding in real-time. I know
that I and all of the Members of this
Chamber share the grief and sympathy
and heartbreak that community is ex-
periencing today.

Mr. President, I want to talk about
the Connecticut Dreamers and share
their stories and call for this Chamber
to take narrow and focused action to
prevent their draconian mass deporta-
tion and protect them from that kind
of very unfortunate outcome.

The Dreamers who would be covered
under legislation, which I hope will
pass in the next 24 hours, came here as
children. They grew up as Americans.
This country is the only one they
know. English is the only language
many of them speak. They go to our
schools. They serve in our military.
They support our economy. They be-
lieve in the American dream. All of us
believe in the American dream, but so
do they. They work hard and give back.

Deporting the Dreamers would be
cruel, irrational, and inhumane—un-
worthy of a great country. It would
break our promise to the Dreamers
who came forward when they were told
they would be given protected status
and would be a violation not only of
the American dream but of the promise
made by a great nation.

Gabriela Valdiglesias came to the
United States in 2001 from Lima, Peru.
She has lived in Connecticut for 17
years. She works for Connecticut Stu-
dents for a Dream, advocating for her
fellow Dreamers. For those workers,
she has been working on securing their
right to safety, to higher education, to
healthcare, and to live in a country
without fear and discrimination.

She shared with me some of the dif-
ficulties her family had while she was
growing up. She and her five siblings
are supported by their parents, who
work in minimum-wage jobs. She hopes
that if the Dream Act passes, she will
be able to take on some of the eco-
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nomic burden her parents now carry.
She hopes she will be able to make
enough money to support herself and
her family.

She is currently in her first year of
college, at a community college, where
she has faced many financial chal-
lenges. Not being able to get a job at 18
years old is frustrating and sometimes
devastating. If the Dream Act is
passed, she could finish her 2 years at
community college and transfer to a 4-
year institution, and she could pursue
her dream of working as a lawyer or in
the field of law.

There are countless other stories of
Connecticut Dreamers, some wanting
to Kkeep their identities confidential.
There is a young man in Bridgeport
who was brought to Connecticut at the
age of 5. He was educated in the Bridge-
port public schools. He majored in
chemistry and now attends Fairfield
University. He has excelled there. He
finished his first degree and was ac-
cepted at the University of California,
Berkeley’s physical chemistry pro-
gram. He had to live under the threat
of deportation because he had no way
to apply for permanent lawful status.
While he was continuing his studies
here, he lived with the threat of depor-
tation.

There is a New Britain woman who
was born in Mexico and brought to
America when she was 6 years old. The
journey was terrifying. She could bare-
ly understand what was happening. She
had no idea at 6 years old that she was
entering America in a way that would
affect her for the rest of her life. It was
not her choice to come here or to come
here in that way, but it has affected
her. In fact, despite her attending
school and then going to college out of
State at Bay Path University and earn-
ing a great many leadership positions
there, she remains in the limbo of un-
certainty and anguish and anxiety cre-
ated by the threat of deportation. She
dreams about helping people, making
sure that families with low incomes
can have access to occupational ther-
apy. She is pursuing a master’s degree
in occupational therapy.

Finally, there is a woman I know
who came here from Venezuela. She
was brought here when she was 11 years
old. She remembers her mother telling
her that she was going to America to
learn English. When they settled in
Norwalk, CT, her mother also told her
that she could be successful if she were
bilingual. She began to go to school
right away. Life was difficult at the be-
ginning, and there was a lot to learn.
By the time she was a junior in high
school, she stopped trying to get per-
fect grades because she feared colleges
would not accept her, and even if they
accepted her, she could not be eligible
for financial assistance because she
was undocumented.

But she persevered, and she attended
community college. She went on to
Western Connecticut State University,
and she overcame obstacles that for
many Americans born here would be
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insuperable. Now facing deportation,
she fears all of those dreams and all of
that work will be for naught.

These Dreamers, in fact, have trusted
America. They believed in America’s
promise to them. Coming forward, pro-
viding facts about their residence,
their family, their job, and Social Se-
curity number, they believed in Amer-
ica. It wasn’t a dream. America is to be
trusted. America is the land of oppor-
tunity. America is the greatest Nation
in the history of the world. They have
a dream that is American, which is
that they will have the opportunity to
pursue their full potential as human
beings to give back, to educate them-
selves, and to better their lives. That is
the American dream.

In Dr. Martin Luther King’s ‘I Have
a Dream’’ speech, he said:

When the architects of our republic wrote
the magnificent words of the Constitution
and the Declaration of Independence, they
were signing a promissory note . . . a prom-
ise that all men—

And he might have added women—
would be guaranteed the inalienable rights of
life, liberty, and the pursuit of happiness.

The time has long since come for us
to help the Dreamers. The time is
today for us to protect them against
mass draconian deportation, a viola-
tion of a promise that would be unwor-
thy of America.

The promissory note of this Amer-
ican dream can be made a reality by
this Chamber today and tomorrow.

I understand that some of my col-
leagues may want to change the immi-
gration system. It is truly a broken
system in need of comprehensive re-
form. That task is for another day.
Today, we must make sure that we pro-
vide these Dreamers with legal status
and a path to citizenship. That is our
moral obligation. That is our job. Let’s
get it done.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oklahoma.

Mr. LANKFORD. Mr. President, the
Senate is probably interested in the
status of the debate on immigration.
This debate started in September in
hallways, committee rooms, and in our
offices—opportunities for us to talk
about these issues now for months.

Several weeks ago, there was a gov-
ernment shutdown demanding that we
actually have a vote on immigration
right now or that we don’t reopen the
government. After 3 days of govern-
ment shutdown, the government was
reopened, demanding that we move the
immigration debate earlier to make
sure we would get this done earlier.
Now it is Wednesday of the week that
it was supposed to occur, and the pro-
posals are not out on the table. It has
been a frustrating journey.

I can’t even begin to count the num-
ber of hours I have spent in bipartisan
conversations trying to circle around a
simple set of issues. How do we resolve
a small group of issues related to im-
migration?

I thought this was resolved in some
ways. Back in early January, there was
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a large bipartisan meeting with the
House and Senate to discuss what was
widely televised as the scope for immi-
gration and the Kkey issues we were
going to address. It came down to four
issues, and there was agreement among
the leaders, among those in the room,
that these are the only four issues we
are going to deal with: DACA and those
DACA-eligible and how we move them
toward citizenship, border security and
all the things around border security,
diversity visa lottery, and family re-
unification. All of those have been
dealt with in legislation before—in
fact, for decades, in one version or an-
other—except for the issue of DACA.
That one is new. That is the only one
that hasn’t been done with legislation
before. The others all have.

The Gang of 8 bill in 2013 had border
security and all Kkinds of different
issues related to both construction of
walls, technology, and legal loopholes.
It had diversity lottery. It had chain
migration in it. If you want to go back
to an immigration study during the
Clinton administration, in 1995, there
was a proposal put out by Barbara Jor-
dan, the Democratic House Member
from Texas, who led that particular
study during the Clinton administra-
tion dealing with chain migration,
dealing with how we transition to
merit-based immigration.

This has been dealt with literally in
hearings for decades, but what I have
heard for the past several months is
that there is no time to do any of those
things. The only time that we have is
to deal with DACA. We can’t even dis-
cuss anything else. Meeting after meet-
ing after meeting since early Novem-
ber, I have heard the same thing: There
is no time. There is no time. There is
no time.

Now we are getting down to the day,
and there is still a conversation about
how we deal with these four simple
issues that we have talked about for
months, that the House and Senate
have debated for decades, and on which
we have had an untold number of hear-
ings for decades to try to actually land
them, to get legislation ready, and to
get this resolved.

Let me just focus on a few things, be-
cause a few of us have put out a pro-
posal that covers those four areas that
was a middle-ground proposal. It is cer-
tainly not everything that I would like
to have in border security, and it is
certainly not everything that Demo-
crats would like to have, but it is a
middle ground between all of those. It
is one the White House has already an-
nounced that they will certainly sign.
It has 1.8 million people moving into
naturalization, or citizenship. These
are the individuals whose parents
brought them illegally, but they were
children at the time. Those individuals
came into the country. They have now
lived here for years. They Kknow no
other country, on the whole. Those in-
dividuals are offered an opportunity to
become citizens of the United States 10
years from now.
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Why 10 years from now? That gives a
time period of 10 years, which is com-
monly agreed that it will take to be
able to secure the border. In that 10-
year time period, the border security
could be put in place to make sure we
have a secure border. It is not an un-
reasonable thing. In that same 10-year
time period, about 2 million people are
going to move, actually, into citizen-
ship.

How does that affect the rest of our
process? Well, let me tell you first how
it affects it. Right now we have a 20-
year backlog to be able to come into
the United States legally—20 years to
be able to come through that process.
Once we add another 2 million people
in that process and all the family that
will be connected to them, in all likeli-
hood, that backlog moves from 20 years
to 25 years. It is ridiculous at 20 years,
and it is even worse at 25.

We all know that this issue of family
migration and the broad allowance of
people coming in, not based on what
skills they have but based on being
someone’s brother-in-law, is not the
best way to do immigration, and we are
the only country that does it like this.
Seventy percent of the people who
come into our country legally come
through a family connection—being
someone’s brother, being someone’s sis-
ter, being a relative in some way that
they are able to come into the country.

Canada, just to our north, is exactly
the opposite. Sixty-three percent of the
people who come into Canada legally
through their immigration system
come because they are bringing a work
skill. Now, I don’t want to oppose any-
one coming from anywhere in the
world. There is a uniqueness to the
United States and how we handle im-
migration, and we allow people from
all over the world, from every country,
to come. That should remain the same,
but we should have one simple require-
ment: They come to bring something
to the Nation. I don’t think that is too
hard of a hill to climb.

It is not a matter of who you are re-
lated to. You certainly should be able
to bring in your spouse and your chil-
dren, but brothers and sisters and other
adults and such that would be in your
family, maybe, should come based on
their own merit, as well, for them to be
able to come and be a part of our great
culture, as well, or they are able to
come Vvisit and come stay long periods
of time but not necessarily come for
citizenship, unless you are coming to
bring them. Again, that doesn’t seem
too difficult.

The diversity lottery hasn’t been the
challenging issue. Quite frankly, that
has been an issue that was in the 2013
Gang of 8 bill, saying: Why do we have
50,000 visas for individuals from any-
where, from around the world, who can
come who don’t necessarily bring a
skill at all? Why don’t we just add a
skill requirement or an educational re-
quirement? We could say that you are
welcome to come from anywhere, but
at least we should know that those who
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are coming from anywhere and every-
where bring something to the Amer-
ican economy. Again, that hasn’t been
controversial nor partisan in the past,
and now, suddenly, it has become that.

The border security part of it has
been the most confusing part of the de-
bate for me on this thing. Months ago,
some of my Democratic colleagues over
and over said: The wall will do nothing.
There is no benefit in the wall. If you
put up a 20-foot wall, there will be a 21-
foot ladder. It will do absolutely noth-
ing.

Now, the conversation is this: Well,
we will give citizenship to DACA, and
we will give you some money to build
a wall, and we will call it even. That
has never been the request, and every-
one knows it.

The request has been border security,
not just a wall. I am very aware that
the President has talked about a big
beautiful wall a lot. I get that. But it
has always been about border security,
not just about putting up a wall in cer-
tain places. There has never been an
emphasis to build 2,000 miles of wall.
There isn’t a need for a wall in certain
urban areas, but what is really needed
is border security and everyone knows
it. I don’t understand why border secu-
rity has suddenly become a controver-
sial issue.

What we have asked for and what we
have laid out in a proposal seems to be
a very middle-ground proposal. It
doesn’t do interior enforcement. Quite
frankly, our Democratic colleagues
have said: Absolutely no additional in-
terior enforcement—we are open to
border security, but nothing that se-
cures the interior of the country.

So we have said: OK, that will be a
future bill dealing with interior en-
forcement, but we do feel like border
security is very important.

So they have said: OK, we will give
you some money to build a wall in sec-
tions.

Can I say what they are trying to ex-
clude? Border security, when you lay it
out, is also the legal loopholes. So here
are just a few of the things that we
have laid out, which I don’t think
should be that controversial, that we
have included in our language and said:
If we are going to do border security,
let’s be serious about it. For instance,
we have asked for additional penalties
for people who do human smuggling.
Right now, it is a slap on the wrist if
you do human smuggling into the
country. So coyotes and others are able
to do human smuggling into the coun-
try in transit.

There are also people who are indi-
viduals in our country watching out for
Border Patrol agents, radioing other
people saying: Hey, Border Patrol is
here. Go a different direction. They are
actually helping to divert people away.
We think we should increase the pen-
alties. Our Democratic colleagues have
pushed back and said no on that. It
doesn’t seem unreasonable to increase
the penalties for human smuggling and
the same for drug smuggling. To in-
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crease the penalties for those who are
spying out and redirecting people who
are doing drug smuggling doesn’t seem
too hard to be able to accomplish.

We would like to allow an individual
State and their National Guard to be
able to participate with Border Patrol.
Now the National Guard is not law en-
forcement. What does the National
Guard bring, though? They bring heli-
copters that have infrared technology.
They are able to fly over sections of
the border to be able to see the area
below and to help direct Border Patrol
to it. To participate with the National
Guard and allow them to bring some of
those resources those States already
have shouldn’t be that difficult. That is
just a part of border security, but our
Democratic colleagues are pushing
back on that.

We would like to do an initiative to
be able to work with Mexico and pro-
vide Mexico some additional funding
and support and consultation on their
border between Guatemala and Mexico,
the southern border of Mexico—what is
literally kind of our first border. It is
their southern border. We have been
pushed back, though, to say that is not
border security. It is slowing down peo-
ple illegally trafficking through Cen-
tral America into Mexico. We think
that is part of it.

How about this one? All along the
Rio Grande in Texas, there is Carrizo
cane that are there—this large cane
that grows in the river in that area. In
that area, you are able to hide people,
drugs—whatever it may be—in this tall
cane because you just disappear in it.
It is on both sides of the border. We
think we should do an eradication of
that cane so that you can actually see
through it. It hasn’t been controversial
in the past, but suddenly it is con-
troversial: No, we don’t want to eradi-
cate the cane.

That cane is only there because it is
hiding people and contraband. We
think we should be able to do that.

We think we should be able to add an
electromagnetic spectrum at our bor-
der ports of entry so you can look
through a vehicle, looking for chemical
parts of the spectrum and to be able to
see if we can eradicate drugs that are
being trafficked into our country. I
don’t think that should be that con-
troversial.

There is getting secure communica-
tions so that our individuals and the
Border Patrol can talk to each other
and can interact with other law en-
forcement to make sure no one from a
transnational criminal organization is
listening in.

We should have license plate readers
at the port of entry to be able to help
track that and speed it up.

Doing biometrics at the entry and
exit is something that has been re-
quired since the 9/11 Commission. So
we can accelerate that process that as
people come in and out of our country
we know when they come in legally,
but we also know when they depart le-
gally.
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There is dealing with what is some-
times called catch and release. Individ-
uals who come into the country and
cross illegally into the country are
held in detention for a short period of
time until they get due process, and
every individual gets due process. This
is not trying to remove due process
from anyone. But as they cross into the
country illegally, we are able to pick
them up, detain them, and make sure
they have due process. Some of them
make claims for asylum or make
claims of credible fear or other things.
Instead of doing a hearing on that, we
actually give them a piece of paper
that is called a notice to appear and re-
lease them into the country and say:
We will see you in about 2 years for
your hearing date—instead of actually
doing the hearing right then. Nothing
has changed. No facts have changed. No
information has changed. Nothing has
changed during that time of delay. We
just release them because we don’t
have enough judges or enough courts or
enough attorneys or enough advocates
to be able to accomplish that. So they
are released for years in the country.
You may be surprised to know that
most of the individuals never show up
for that hearing. They are just released
into the country.

There is also a statement saying:
Well, what about unaccompanied mi-
nors? Again, you might be interested
to know that three-fourths of the unac-
companied minors who cross into the
country are actually 14 years old or up.
These are not 6-year-olds who are
crossing in and b5-year-olds who are
crossing in. Most of them are older
teenagers. Two-thirds of the people
who are coming in as unaccompanied
minors are actually teenage boys, and
most of them come in to be able to
work. So the question is this: How do
we handle that?

I think we do fair detention. I think
we go through the due process and
make a decision right then. Again, you
will be interested to know that for in-
dividuals who actually do show up for
their court hearing, which is a small
group, about 30 percent of those who go
to the court hearing do get asylum
once they finally get to the court hear-
ing. But we are not getting to the court
hearing for most of those individuals.
That shouldn’t be that controversial.
We should be able to handle how we go
through that process in an equitable
and fair way.

I would like us to be able to deal with
the cost, quite frankly, of detention.
We have asked for a simple part of this
process on border security, to honor
the taxpayer, to say that we will not
spend more than $500 a night on hous-
ing individuals whom we have in deten-
tion. Now, I think most Americans—
certainly most Oklahomans—would
like to stay in a hotel that costs $500 a
night. Putting a cap on how much we
spend on that per person per night, I
think, is a reasonable thing to be able
to put into it, but we have had
pushback.
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We have asked for emergency immi-
gration judges. Right now there are al-
most 700,000 people in a backlog in our
immigration courts—almost 700,000. We
don’t think it is unreasonable to ask
for emergency judges to come in to
help us with the backlog. We are not
talking about untrained judges. We are
talking about judges who are in the
Federal system who are knowledgeable
of these issues and to do a surge of
judges to help us get caught up.

We should be able to do all of these
things. None of these issues should be
controversial. This is what it means
when you start talking about real bor-
der security, not just adding a wall in
some places, not just adding a couple of
additional agents but actually putting
the things around them that they need
to actually be able to enforce the law.

I think people lose track of the fact
that ICE folks and Customs and Border
Patrol are not enemies of our State.
They are American law enforcement.
They work for our country to keep us
safe and to enforce the laws of our Na-
tion. I am appalled at the way they are
spoken of on this floor and treated in
conversations. They are American law
enforcement enforcing American laws.
If there is a problem with what they
are enforcing, this body should vote on
it and fix the law, not beat up on the
people who are enforcing the law and
doing what we have asked them to do
as a Congress.

I hope in the days ahead we can actu-
ally get this passed. I hope we can ac-
tually move toward citizenship for 1.8
million people, which the President has
asked for, and I think it is a reasonable
thing to be able to do for those individ-
uals who came into our country as
children. But I also hope that this time
we don’t say that we are going to do
citizenship and not do border security.
I hope we don’t just throw some money
and pretend we are doing it. I hope we,
as a body, can have a serious conversa-
tion and say: Let’s actually do border
security and help us as a nation to es-
tablish a secure border. I hope we actu-
ally deal with some of the biggest
issues on immigration and can walk
through this debate in a reasonable
way without the emotion and heat, but
thinking this through because this af-
fects the future of our country for a
very long time.

With that, I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. LEE).
The Senator from Delaware.

Mr. COONS. Mr. President, I come to
the floor to talk about an issue that
has occupied this floor, this body, this
Congress for some time now: the chal-
lenge of how to fix our broken immi-
gration system. As many of us have de-
bated and talked and tried to find com-
mon ground and a bipartisan path for-
ward, I wanted to speak about why I
have optimism that we can find a bi-
partisan solution to this challenge.

I know I am not alone in my opti-
mism about this. One of my very dear-
est friends in the Senate, someone I re-
spect and admire deeply, someone who
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knows more about sacrifice and patri-
otism than anyone I have ever met, be-
lieves the same thing. This friend of
mine is not just any Senator. It is Mr.
JOHN MCCAIN, the senior Senator from
Arizona, who also happens to be an
American hero and someone who has
literally fought for this country and its
values throughout his entire life. He is
someone whom our mutual friend,
former Vice President Joe Biden, calls
a “man of . . . deep conviction, and un-
matched character.”

JOHN MCcCAIN is exactly the person
the Senate and this country needs in
times like this, when the way forward
is unclear, when our disagreements
seem too wide, when our instincts are
to argue rather than listen. This Cham-
ber and this country need someone who
is able to show us a way forward and
lead us out of our stubborn, sometimes
too partisan fights—someone like Sen-
ator McCAIN.

As this debate has progressed in re-
cent days, I have been reminded of
something I heard Senator MCCAIN say
late last year when he accepted the
Liberty Medal from the National Con-
stitution Center in Philadelphia. When
speaking about our country and when
speaking about the opportunity he has
had here, he said:

What a privilege it is to serve this big,
boisterous, brawling, intemperate, striving,
daring, beautiful, bountiful, brave, magnifi-
cent country. With all our flaws, all our mis-
takes, with all the frailties of human nature
as much on display as our virtues, with all
the rancor and anger of our politics, we are
blessed. We are living in the land of the free,
the land where anything is possible. The land
of the immigrants’ dream, the land with the
storied past forgotten in the rush to an
imagined future.

What a country, indeed. Beautiful,
brave, and magnificent, as JOHN said,
but also challenged by occasional frail-
ty, rancor, and anger that we have seen
too much of in this sustained debate
over immigration.

The point Senator MCCAIN made that
night in Philadelphia—and the point he
has made every day serving our Nation
for more than six decades—is that
working through our disagreements,
our divisions is worth it, not just as
Senators but as citizens.

The whole point is, we may be bois-
terous and intemperate, which JOHN
has certainly also been accused of
being a time or two, but we don’t stop
striving for our ideals, believing in our
future, and respecting one another.
That is often difficult—especially here
in politics—but it is the challenge that
comes with the blessings of living and
serving this great country.

So I was honored when Senator
McCAIN reached out to me a week ago
to say: Let’s work together to intro-
duce in the Senate legislation that
could help solve our most pressing im-
migration issues and keep our country
moving forward.

The bipartisan bill we have intro-
duced—the McCain-Coons bill—in the
Senate doesn’t solve every immigra-
tion issue we face, and it doesn’t try
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to. What our bill does is focus on two
issues right in front of us that I believe
we can address and resolve. It is an at-
tempt to break through what have
been messy and divisive political de-
bates and to address, through a com-
promise, legitimate, substantive issues
in front of us.

Our bill would do two things: secure
our border and finally give Dreamers
the pathway to citizenship they have
long awaited for, and they deserve.

First, to address border security, our
bill would ensure we gain operational
control of the border by 2020 with new
technology, new resources for Federal,
State, and local law enforcement, and
new infrastructure.

It would reduce the existing immi-
gration case backlogs by funding new
judges and new attorneys, while also
addressing one of the root causes of mi-
gration into our country from Central
America.

Our legislation would give certainty
to 1.8 million Dreamers brought here as
children through no fault of their own,
who are American in every way but the
paperwork. Dreamers who continue to
play by the rules by going to school,
serving in the military, or being con-
sistently employed can become lawful,
permanent residents and, at least 5
years later, U.S. citizens.

Senator MCCAIN and I aren’t the only
ones who think this bipartisan solution
makes sense. In fact, the reason we
filed it here was because of the
strength of its development in the
other Chamber, the people’s House, the
House of Representatives. This bill was
crafted by Republican Congressman
WILL HURD of El Paso, TX, whose dis-
trict has more than 800 miles of the
U.S.-Mexico border—more than any
district in our country with a U.S.-
Mexico border—and his partner, Demo-
cratic Congressman PETE AGUILAR,
who is from Southern California. The
two of them put this bill together after
a lot of consultation and meetings with
their colleagues in the House. Today, it
enjoys 27 Republican cosponsors and 27
Democratic cosponsors. I often hear we
shouldn’t take up and consider any-
thing that can’t pass the House, but a
bill that has 54 bipartisan cosponsors
in the House is certainly on the right
track.

Now, I am clear-eyed about the fact
that this McCain-Coons bill is not per-
fect, and I understand some of my col-
leagues may want to make changes to
it. Some of my Republican friends I
have met with and heard from and
talked to in recent days have suggested
it needs more investments in border se-
curity to win their support, and that is
fine because our bill is more than just
a set of policies. It is a way to provide
a framework for us to agree and not let
our disagreements prevent us from
moving forward.

So my message is simple about this
bill: We may not be able to fix our en-
tire immigration system this week—in
fact, I am certain we can’t—but we
can, over the next few days, perhaps
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even over the next few hours, take im-
portant, even historic steps forward.
We can lay the groundwork for secur-
ing our border with new investments,
new technology, and new manpower.
We can help Dreamers succeed in
American schools, serve in our Amer-
ican military, and enrich American
communities without living in con-
stant fear of imminent deportation.

These are tough issues, but the solu-
tion can be fairly simple. I think our
legislation offers a real solution for
right now. There have been develop-
ments in recent days.

I have been proud to participate in a
large bipartisan effort by the Common
Sense Coalition, and as it has, as a
group, tried to hammer out a bipar-
tisan deal, I have been honored to have
started this discussion, this debate,
with Senator MCCAIN by filing our bill
that we brought over from the House.
It is a bipartisan bill that I believe is
the most bipartisan bill currently be-
fore this Chamber on this issue. If we
can make more progress, if we can at-
tract more bipartisan support through
some amendments or revisions, I wel-
come that.

I believe this week, this day, this
opening on our Senate floor is not only
a challenge but an incredible oppor-
tunity to do the right thing. We don’t
have to agree on everything. We just
have to agree on some things, and we
can find a way forward together.

It is an enormous honor to have the
opportunity to partner with Senator
MCcCAIN in this legislative effort. While
he is not with us today, I know he is
with us in spirit and watching our de-
liberations, and he is someone who has
shown not just courage on the battle-
field but courage in American poli-
tics—a determined willingness to com-
promise and to work tirelessly to ad-
vance the interests of the American
people. I can only hope my colleagues,
when we get a chance to vote on this
bill—which I hope we will later today—
will join me in supporting it in recogni-
tion of his lifetime of service to our
Nation and his commitment to biparti-
sanship.

It is my hope that as this day and to-
morrow unfolds, we will have the open
and fair process that has been prom-
ised, and that all of us, together, can
do what we were sent to do: listen to
each other, trust each other, work to-
gether, and find a path through com-
promise that can solve these two most
important and pressing issues in the
field of immigration.

Thank you.

I yield the floor.

(The Acting President pro tempore
assumed the Chair.)

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

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

PARKLAND, FLORIDA, SCHOOL SHOOTING

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, every
day in America we face the devastating
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reminder of the toll of gun violence.
Today, we are watching the horrific
scenes at Marjory Stoneman Douglas
High School in Parkland, FL, where
yvet another school shooting has taken
place. It is gut-wrenching. We know
that so many families have just had
their worlds and lives changed forever
by senseless gun violence. Ironically,
this is the 10th anniversary of a similar
shooting at Northern Illinois Univer-
sity in DeKalb, IL. Our prayers go out
to the victims, to the families, to the
first responders, and, of course, to the
Parkland community.
HONORING COMMANDER PAUL BAUER

Yesterday, Mr. President, in the city
of Chicago, which I am honored to rep-
resent, we lost one of our finest, Com-
mander Paul Bauer of the Chicago Po-
lice Department. He was shot and
killed by a gunman in the Chicago
Loop.

Commander Bauer was a 3l-year vet-
eran of the CPD and the commander of
the 18th police district in the Near
North Side. He was a pillar of that
community. He was well-known in his
district. He had been commended by
the city council last year for a charity
holiday party he helped to host for un-
derprivileged kids.

He was a husband to his wife Erin
and a father to a 13-year-old daughter
named Grace. Commander Bauer was
at a training session yesterday in the
Loop, but he didn’t hesitate to help out
his fellow officers when they were pur-
suing a fleeing suspect. Commander
Bauer was shot several times by the
suspect, and he died from his wounds.

Chicago police superintendent Eddie
Johnson said this was an extremely dif-
ficult day for the Chicago police fam-
ily. Commander Bauer was a hero in
life. He made the ultimate sacrifice to
help protect the city he served and the
city he loved. His loss is a tragedy.

Our prayers go out to the com-
mander’s friends, colleagues, his loved
ones, and, of course, his family and
daughter.

10TH ANNIVERSARY OF NORTHERN ILLINOIS

UNIVERSITY SHOOTING

As I mentioned, Mr. President, today
marks the 10th anniversary of one of
the most devastating shootings ever to
occur on a college campus in America.
On February 14, 2008, a gunman with a
history of mental instability walked
into a lecture hall at Northern Illinois
University in DeKalb and opened fire.
His bullets killed five students and
wounded 17 more. It was a horrific
mass murder, and it shocked the entire
Nation.

The five young Illinoisans we lost
that day all had bright futures ahead of
them: Gayle Dubowski, 20 years old,
from Carol Stream, who worked as a
camp counselor and was a talented
singer in her church choir; Catalina
Garcia, of Cicero, 20 years old, a smil-
ing, outgoing young woman who
planned to be a teacher; Julianna
Gehant, of Mendota, 32 years old, who
served our country in the U.S. Army
and Army Reserve and who went to
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NIU to study to be a teacher; Ryanne
Mace, of Carpentersville, a 19-year-old,
who was funny and fun to be with and
who aspired to work as a counselor;
and Daniel Parmenter, 20 years old,
from Westchester, a rugby player, who
lost his life because he shielded his
girlfriend from the shooter.

It is heartbreaking to think what
these five young people could have ac-
complished in the 10 years since that
horrible day. We mourn their loss and,
again, our hearts go out to their fami-
lies.

We remember and honor the wounded
who still bear the scars of that terrible
day. We renew our thanks over and
over to the law enforcement officers
and first responders who headed toward
the sound of gunfire that day and who
treated the victims as they were
wounded.

We commend the many members of
the NIU community who stepped up in
the days that followed, working to per-
severe through this tragedy, with
heavy hearts but unbroken spirits and
moving ‘‘forward, together forward,” in
the words of that Northern Illinois
University Huskie fight song.

It is devastating to think that in this
great country, students and educators
could be gunned down in our schools.
But it happens so often that I am
afraid a numbness is setting in.

Just in the last few months, we have
had fatal shootings of students at
Aztec High School in Aztec, NM; Wake
Forest University in North Carolina;
Marshall County High School in Ben-
ton, KY; and then, today, in Florida.

Other tragedies have been narrowly
averted because of well-trained staff.
At Mattoon High School in Illinois, a
heroic teacher named Angela McQueen
stopped a student gunman from caus-
ing a massacre there last September.

The threat of shootings in our
schools is ever present. According to a
tally kept by the group Everytown,
there have been at least 18 incidents so
far this year where a gun has been fired
on a school or college campus.

Schools and colleges are doing the
best they can to prepare and protect
their students. I salute the educators
and administrators who are working
hard, but is Congress doing all that it
can to keep our Nation’s students safe
from gun violence? Not even close.

Of course, there is no single reform
that could stop every shooting in
America, but we know there are big
gaps in our laws that make it easy for
criminals, abusers, and mentally un-
stable people to get their hands on
guns that hurt innocent people. Con-
gress has done nothing—nothing—in
recent years to close those gaps and
make America safer.

Congress hasn’t even closed the gun
show loophole that the 1999 Columbine,
CO, killers used to buy their weapons,
and we did nothing in response to the
murder of 20 first graders and 6 edu-
cators at Sandy Hook Elementary
School in Connecticut.

In fact, the only vote taken by the
Senate on gun laws in this current



February 14, 2018

Congress was to weaken gun law safety
provisions on the books. That was a
vote that Senate Republicans brought
up last year that prevented the Social

Security Administration from alerting

the FBI's gun background check sys-

tem about people with mental illness.

It is likely that before this year is
over, the Republican majority will call
up more bills to weaken gun safety
laws. That is the wrong response to the
epidemic of gun violence in America.

I am not going to give up on trying
to close the loopholes in our gun laws.
I am going to keep fighting for uni-
versal background checks, tougher
straw purchasing laws, and better laws
to prevent gun theft. I am not going to
give up because of people like Patrick
Korellis, who was shot in the head 10
years ago at the tragedy at Northern
Illinois University. Luckily, Patrick
survived, and since that day, he has
been a leader in Illinois, fighting for
commonsense gun reform. I have come
to know and admire him for his efforts.

No one should have to go through
what Patrick went through and so
many others went through on that day
in DeKalb, IL, 10 years ago. We owe it
to Patrick, to the other NIU victims
and families and community members,
and to the hundreds of thousands more
across America who have been killed
and wounded by guns this past decade
to keep trying to reduce the toll of gun
violence.

Maybe we can’t stop every shooting,
but if we do our best to keep guns out
of dangerous hands, we will save lives.
I intend to keep doing my best to
achieve that goal.

I yield the floor.

I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The senior assistant 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.

AMENDMENT NO. 1958, AS MODIFIED

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. President, I mod-
ify my amendment No. 1958 with the
text at the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has that right.

The amendment, as modified, is as
follows:

In lieu of the matter proposed to be strick-
en, insert the following:

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘“‘Immigration
Security and Opportunity Act’.

SEC. 2. CANCELLATION OF REMOVAL AND AD-
JUSTMENT OF STATUS FOR CERTAIN
LONG-TERM RESIDENTS WHO EN-
TERED THE UNITED STATES AS
CHILDREN.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Chapter 4 of title II of the
Immigration and Nationality Act (8 U.S.C.
1221 et seq.) is amended by adding at the end
the following:

“SEC. 244A. CANCELLATION OF REMOVAL FOR
CERTAIN LONG-TERM RESIDENTS
WHO ENTERED THE UNITED STATES
AS CHILDREN.

‘‘(a) DEFINITIONS.—In this section:
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‘(1) APPLICABLE FEDERAL TAX LIABILITY.—
The term ‘applicable Federal tax liability’
means liability for Federal taxes imposed
under the Internal Revenue Code of 1986, in-
cluding any penalties and interest on Fed-
eral taxes imposed under that Code.

‘(20 ARMED FORCES.—The term ‘Armed
Forces’ has the meaning given the term
‘armed forces’ in section 101 of title 10,
United States Code.

‘“(3) DACA.—The term ‘DACA’ means the
deferred action for childhood arrivals policy
described in the memorandum issued by the
Secretary dated June 15, 2012 (rescinded on
September 5, 2017).

““(4) DACA RECIPIENT.—The term ‘DACA re-
cipient’ means an alien who was granted and
remained in deferred action status under
DACA.

‘“(5) DISABILITY.—The term ‘disability’ has
the meaning given the term in section 3(1) of
the Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990
(42 U.S.C. 12102(1)).

‘(6) EARLY CHILDHOOD EDUCATION PRO-
GRAM.—The term ‘early childhood education
program’ has the meaning given the term in
section 103 of the Higher Education Act of
1965 (20 U.S.C. 1003).

‘(7Y ELEMENTARY SCHOOL.—The term ‘ele-
mentary school’ has the meaning given the
term in section 8101 of the Elementary and
Secondary Education Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C.
7801).

““(8) FELONY.—

‘“(A) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘felony’ means
a Federal, State, or local criminal offense
punishable by imprisonment for a term that
exceeds 1 year.

‘(B) EXCLUSION.—The term ‘felony’ does
not include a State or local criminal offense
for which an essential element is the immi-
gration status of an alien.

‘“(9) HIGH sCHOOL.—The term ‘high school’
has the meaning given the term in section
8101 of the Elementary and Secondary Edu-
cation Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 7801).

““(10) INSTITUTION OF HIGHER EDUCATION.—

‘“(A) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in
subparagraph (B), the term ‘institution of
higher education’ has the meaning given the
term in section 102 of the Higher Education
Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 1002).

‘(B) EXCLUSION.—The term ‘institution of
higher education’ does not include an insti-
tution of higher education outside the
United States.

¢(11) MISDEMEANOR.—

‘“(A) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘misdemeanor’
means a Federal, State, or local criminal of-
fense for which—

‘(i) the maximum term of imprisonment
is—

“(I) greater than 5 days; and

‘“(IT) not greater than 1 year; and

‘“(ii) the individual was sentenced to time
in custody of 90 days or less.

‘(B) EXCLUSION.—The term ‘misdemeanor’
does not include a State or local offense for
which an essential element is—

‘(i) the immigration status of the alien;

‘“(ii) a significant misdemeanor; or

‘‘(iii) a minor traffic offense.

‘(12) PERMANENT RESIDENT STATUS ON A
CONDITIONAL BASIS.—The term ‘permanent
resident status on a conditional basis’ means
status as an alien lawfully admitted for per-
manent residence on a conditional basis
under this section.

‘“(13) POVERTY LINE.—The term ‘poverty
line’ has the meaning given the term in sec-
tion 673 of the Community Services Block
Grant Act (42 U.S.C. 9902).

‘“(14) SECONDARY SCHOOL.—The term ‘sec-
ondary school’ has the meaning given the
term in section 8101 of the Elementary and
Secondary Education Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C.
7801).
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‘(16) SECRETARY.—The term ‘Secretary’
means the Secretary of Homeland Security.

¢‘(16) SIGNIFICANT MISDEMEANOR.—

‘““(A) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘significant
misdemeanor’ means a Federal, State, or
local criminal offense—

‘(i) for which the maximum term of im-
prisonment is—

“(I) more than 5 days; and

‘“(IT) not more than 1 year; and

“(ii)(TI) that, regardless of the sentence im-
posed, is—

‘“‘(aa) a crime of domestic violence (as de-
fined in section 237(a)(2)(E)(i)); or

‘“(bb) an offense of—

““(AA) sexual abuse or exploitation;

‘(BB) burglary;

“(CC) unlawful possession or use of a fire-
arm;

‘(DD) drug distribution or trafficking; or

‘“(EE) driving under the influence, if the
applicable State law requires, as elements of
the offense, the operation of a motor vehicle
and a finding of impairment or a blood alco-
hol content equal to or greater than .08; or

“(IT) that resulted in a sentence of time in
custody of more than 90 days.

‘“(B) EXCLUSION.—The term ‘significant
misdemeanor’ does not include a State or
local offense for which an essential element
is the immigration status of an alien.

¢(17) UNIFORMED SERVICES.—The term ‘Uni-
formed Services’ has the meaning given the
term ‘uniformed services’ in section 101(a) of
title 10, United States Code.

‘“(b) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding any
other provision of law, the Secretary shall
cancel the removal of, and adjust to the sta-
tus of an alien lawfully admitted for perma-
nent residence on a conditional basis, an
alien who is inadmissible to, or deportable
from, the United States if—

‘(1) the alien is a DACA recipient; or

“(2)(A) the alien has been continuously
physically present in the United States since
June 15, 2012;

‘“(B) the alien was younger than 18 years of
age on the date on which the alien initially
entered the United States;

‘(C) subject to subsections (c) and (d), the
alien—

‘(i) is not inadmissible under paragraph
(2), 3), B)E), 6)(G), (8), (10)(A), (10)(C), or
(10)(D) of section 212(a);

‘‘(ii) has not ordered, incited, assisted, or
otherwise participated in the persecution of
any person on account of race, religion, na-
tionality, membership in a particular social
group, or political opinion; and

‘“(iii) has not been convicted of—

“(I) a felony;

““(IT) a significant misdemeanor; or

““(IIT) 3 or more misdemeanors—

‘‘(aa) not occurring on the same date; and

““(bb) not arising out of the same act, omis-
sion, or scheme of misconduct;

‘(D) the alien—

‘(i) has been admitted to an institution of
higher education;

“(ii)(I) has earned a high school diploma or
a commensurate alternative award from a
public or private high school; or

“(IT) has obtained—

‘‘(aa) a general education development cer-
tificate recognized under State law; or

““(bb) a high school equivalency diploma in
the United States;

¢“(iii) is enrolled in—

“(I) secondary school; or

““(IT) an education program assisting stu-
dent in—

‘‘(aa) obtaining—

‘“(AA) a regular high school diploma; or

‘‘(BB) the recognized equivalent of a reg-
ular high school diploma; or

““(bb) passing—

‘““(AA) a general educational development
exam,;
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‘“(BB) a high school equivalence diploma
examination; or

‘(CC) any other similar State-authorized
exam; or

“(iv)(I) has served, is serving, or has en-
listed in the Armed Forces; or

‘(IT) in the case of an alien who has been
discharged from the Armed Forces, has re-
ceived an honorable discharge;

‘““(E)(1) the alien has paid any applicable
Federal tax liability incurred by the alien
during the entire period for which the alien
was authorized to work in the United States;
or

‘‘(ii) the alien has entered into an agree-
ment to pay, through a payment installment
plan approved by the Commissioner of Inter-
nal Revenue, any applicable Federal tax li-
ability incurred by the alien during the en-
tire period for which the alien was author-
ized to work in the United States; and

‘(F') the alien was under the age of 38 years
on June 15, 2012.

““(c) WAIVER.—

‘(1) IN GENERAL.—With respect to any ben-
efit under this section, the Secretary may,
on a case-by-case basis, waive a ground of in-
admissibility under paragraph (2), (6)(E),
(6)(G), or (10)(D) of section 212(a)—

““(A) for humanitarian purposes; or

“(B) if the waiver is otherwise in the public
interest.

‘‘(2) QUARTERLY REPORT.—Not later than
180 days after the date of enactment of this
section, and quarterly thereafter, the Sec-
retary shall submit to Congress a report that
identifies, for the preceding quarter—

‘“(A) the number of waivers requested by
aliens under paragraph (1);

‘(B) the number of waiver requests granted
by the Secretary under that paragraph; and

“(C) the number of waiver requests denied
by the Secretary under that paragraph.

‘‘(d) TREATMENT OF EXPUNGED CONVIC-
TIONS.—

‘(1) IN GENERAL.—An expunged conviction
shall not automatically be treated as a con-
viction referred to in subsection (b)(2)(C)(iii),
(0)(3)(A)(iii), or (P)(1)(A)(DIII).

‘“(2) CASE-BY-CASE EVALUATION.—The Sec-
retary shall evaluate an expunged conviction
on a case-by-case basis according to the na-
ture and severity of the offense underlying
the expunged conviction, based on the record
of conviction, to determine whether, under
the particular circumstances, the alien is el-
igible for cancellation of removal, adjust-
ment to permanent resident status on a con-
ditional basis, or other adjustment of status.

‘“(e) DACA RECIPIENTS.—With respect to a
DACA recipient, the Secretary shall cancel
the removal of the DACA recipient and ad-
just the status of the DACA recipient to the
status of an alien lawfully admitted for per-
manent residence on a conditional basis un-
less, since the date on which the DACA re-
cipient was granted deferred action status
under DACA, the DACA recipient has en-
gaged in conduct that would render an alien
ineligible for deferred action status under
DACA.

““(f) APPLICATION FEE.—

‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary may re-
quire an alien applying for permanent resi-
dent status on a conditional basis to pay a
reasonable fee that is commensurate with
the cost of processing the application.

‘‘(2) EXEMPTION.—AnN applicant may be ex-
empted from paying the fee required under
paragraph (1) only if the alien—

““(A)({) is younger than 18 years of age;

‘‘(ii) received total income, during the 1-
year period immediately preceding the date
on which the alien files an application under
this section, that is less than 150 percent of
the poverty line; and

‘“(iii) is in foster care or otherwise lacking
any parental or other familial support;
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‘“(B) is younger than 18 years of age and is
homeless;

“(C)(d) cannot care for himself or herself
because of a serious, chronic disability; and

‘“(ii) received total income, during the 1-
year period immediately preceding the date
on which the alien files an application under
this section, that is less than 150 percent of
the poverty line; or

‘“(D)(i) during the 1l-year period imme-
diately preceding the date on which the alien
files an application under this section, accu-
mulated $10,000 or more in debt as a result of
unreimbursed medical expenses incurred by
the alien or an immediate family member of
the alien; and

‘“(ii) received total income, during the 1-
year period immediately preceding the date
on which the alien files an application under
this section, that is less than 150 percent of
the poverty line.

‘(g) SUBMISSION OF BIOMETRIC AND BIO-
GRAPHIC DATA.—

‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary may not
grant an alien permanent resident status on
a conditional basis under this section unless
the alien submits biometric and biographic
data, in accordance with procedures estab-
lished by the Secretary.

“(2) ALTERNATIVE PROCEDURE.—The Sec-
retary shall provide an alternative procedure
for any alien who is unable to provide the bi-
ometric or biographic data referred to in
paragraph (1) due to of a physical impair-
ment.

““(h) BACKGROUND CHECKS.—

“ REQUIREMENT FOR  BACKGROUND
CHECKS.—The Secretary shall use biometric,
biographic, and other data that the Sec-
retary determines appropriate—

“(A) to conduct security and law enforce-
ment background checks of an alien seeking
permanent resident status on a conditional
basis; and

“(B) to determine whether there is any
criminal, national security, or other factor
that would render the alien ineligible for
permanent resident status on a conditional
basis.

¢“(2) COMPLETION OF BACKGROUND CHECKS.—
The security and law enforcement back-
ground checks of an alien required under
paragraph (1) shall be completed, to the sat-
isfaction of the Secretary, before the date on
which the Secretary grants the alien perma-
nent resident status on a conditional basis.

““(3) CRIMINAL RECORD REQUESTS.—With re-
spect to an alien seeking permanent resident
status on a conditional basis, the Secretary,
in cooperation with the Secretary of State,
shall seek to obtain from INTERPOL,
EUROPOL, or any other international or na-
tional law enforcement agency of the coun-
try of nationality, country of citizenship, or
country of last habitual residence of the
alien information about any criminal activ-
ity—

‘“(A) in which the alien engaged in the
country of nationality, country of citizen-
ship, or country of last habitual residence of
the alien; or

“(B) for which the alien was convicted in
the country of nationality, country of citi-
zenship, or country of last habitual residence
of the alien.

‘(i) MEDICAL EXAMINATION.—

‘(1) REQUIREMENT.—An alien applying for
permanent resident status on a conditional
basis shall undergo a medical examination.

‘(2) POLICIES AND PROCEDURES.—The Sec-
retary, with the concurrence of the Sec-
retary of Health and Human Services, shall
prescribe policies and procedures for the na-
ture and timing of the examination required
under paragraph (1).

“(j) MILITARY SELECTIVE SERVICE.—An
alien applying for permanent resident status
on a conditional basis under this section
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shall establish that the alien has registered
under the Military Selective Service Act (50
U.S.C. 3801 et seq.), if the alien is subject to
registration under that Act.

“(k) DETERMINATION OF CONTINUOUS PRES-
ENCE.—

‘(1) TERMINATION OF CONTINUOUS PERIOD.—
Any period of continuous physical presence
in the United States of an alien who applies
for permanent resident status on a condi-
tional basis under this section shall not ter-
minate on the date on which the alien is
served a notice to appear under section
239(a).

‘(2) TREATMENT OF CERTAIN BREAKS IN
PRESENCE.—

‘““(A) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in
subparagraphs (B) and (C), an alien shall be
considered to have failed to maintain contin-
uous physical presence in the United States
if the alien has departed from the United
States for any period greater than 90 days or
for any periods, in the aggregate, greater
than 180 days.

‘“(B) EXTENSIONS FOR EXTENUATING CIR-
CUMSTANCES.—The Secretary may extend the
time periods described in subparagraph (A)
for an alien who demonstrates that the fail-
ure to timely return to the United States
was due to extenuating circumstances be-
yond the control of the alien, including the
serious illness of the alien, or death or seri-
ous illness of a parent, grandparent, sibling,
or child of the alien.

‘(C) TRAVEL AUTHORIZED BY THE SEC-
RETARY.—Any period of travel outside of the
United States by an alien that was author-
ized by the Secretary may not be counted to-
ward any period of departure from the
United States under subparagraph (A).

(1) LIMITATION ON REMOVAL OF CERTAIN
ALIENS.—

‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary or the At-
torney General may not remove an alien who
appears prima facie eligible for relief under
this section.

¢“(2) ALIENS SUBJECT TO REMOVAL.—With re-
spect to an alien who is in removal pro-
ceedings, the subject of a final removal
order, or the subject of a voluntary depar-
ture order, the Attorney General shall pro-
vide the alien with a reasonable opportunity
to apply for relief under this section.

“(m) CERTAIN ALIENS ENROLLED IN ELEMEN-
TARY OR SECONDARY SCHOOL.—

‘(1) STAY OF REMOVAL.—The Attorney Gen-
eral shall stay the removal proceedings of an
alien who—

‘“(A) meets all the requirements described
in subparagraphs (A) through (C) of sub-
section (b)(2), subject to subsections (c) and
(@

‘“(B) is at least 5 years of age; and

‘(C) is enrolled in an elementary school, a
secondary school, or an early childhood edu-
cation program.

‘(2) COMMENCEMENT OF REMOVAL PRO-
CEEDINGS.—The Secretary may not com-
mence removal proceedings for an alien de-
scribed in paragraph (1).

‘“(3) EMPLOYMENT.—An alien whose re-
moval is stayed pursuant to paragraph (1) or
who may not be placed in removal pro-
ceedings pursuant to paragraph (2) shall, on
application to the Secretary, be granted an
employment authorization document.

‘“(4) LIFT OF STAY.—The Secretary or At-
torney General may not lift the stay granted
to an alien under paragraph (1) unless the
alien ceases to meet the requirements under
that paragraph.

“(n) EXEMPTION FROM NUMERICAL LIMITA-
TIONS.—Nothing in this section or in any
other law applies a numerical limitation on
the number of aliens who may be granted
permanent resident status on a conditional
basis.
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‘“(0) TERMS OF PERMANENT RESIDENT STA-
TUS ON A CONDITIONAL BASIS.—

(1) PERIOD OF STATUS.—

‘“(A) IN GENERAL.—Permanent resident sta-
tus on a conditional basis is—

‘(i) subject to subparagraph (B), valid for a
period of 7 years; and

‘‘(ii) subject to termination under para-
graph (3).

‘“‘(B) EXTENSION AUTHORIZED.—The Sec-
retary may extend the period described in
subparagraph (A)(i).

¢“(2) NOTICE OF REQUIREMENTS.—At the time
an alien obtains permanent resident status
on a conditional basis, the Secretary shall
provide notice to the alien regarding the pro-
visions of this section and the requirements
to have the conditional basis of that status
removed.

‘(3) TERMINATION OF STATUS.—The Sec-
retary may terminate the permanent resi-
dent status on a conditional basis of an alien
only if the Secretary—

‘“‘(A) subject to subsections (c) and (d), de-
termines that the alien—

‘(i) is inadmissible under paragraph (2), (3),
(6)(E), (6)(G), (8), (10)(A), (10)(C), or (10)(D) of
section 212(a);

‘“(ii) has ordered, incited, assisted, or oth-
erwise participated in the persecution of any
person on account of race, religion, nation-
ality, membership in a particular social
group, or political opinion; or

¢‘(iii) has been convicted of—

“(D a felony;

“(I1) a significant misdemeanor; or

¢(III) 3 or more misdemeanors—

‘‘(aa) not occurring on the same date; and

““(bb) not arising out of the same act, omis-
sion, or scheme of misconduct; and

‘(B) prior to the termination, provides the
alien—

‘(i) notice of the proposed termination;
and

¢‘(ii) the opportunity for a hearing to pro-
vide evidence that the alien meets the re-
quirements or otherwise contest the termi-
nation.

‘“(4) RETURN TO PREVIOUS IMMIGRATION STA-
TUS.—The immigration status of an alien
whose permanent resident status on a condi-
tional basis expires under paragraph (1)(A)()
or is terminated under paragraph (3) or
whose application for permanent resident
status on a conditional basis is denied shall
return to the immigration status of the alien
on the day before the date on which the alien
received permanent resident status on a con-
ditional basis or applied for permanent resi-
dent status on a conditional basis, as appro-
priate.

‘“(p) REMOVAL OF CONDITIONAL BASIS OF
PERMANENT RESIDENT STATUS.—

‘(1) ELIGIBILITY FOR REMOVAL OF CONDI-
TIONAL BASIS.—

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—Subject to subparagraph
(B), the Secretary shall remove the condi-
tional basis of the permanent resident status
of an alien granted under this section and
grant the alien status as an alien lawfully
admitted for permanent residence if the
alien—

‘(i) subject to subsections (¢) and (d)—

“(I) is not inadmissible under paragraph
(2), (3), (6)(E), (6)(G), (8), (10)(A), (10)(C), or
(10)(D) of section 212(a);

‘“(IT) has not ordered, incited, assisted, or
otherwise participated in the persecution of
any person on account of race, religion, na-
tionality, membership in a particular social
group, or political opinion; and

“(IIT) has not been convicted of—

‘‘(aa) a felony;

““(bb) a significant misdemeanor; or

‘‘(ce) 3 or more misdemeanors—

‘““(AA) not occurring on the same date; and

‘(BB) not arising out of the same act,
omission, or scheme of misconduct;
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“(ii) has not abandoned the residence of
the alien in the United States;

‘(iii)(I) has acquired a degree from an in-
stitution of higher education or has com-
pleted at least 2 years, in good standing, in
a program for a bachelor’s degree or higher
degree in the United States;

‘“(IT)(aa) has served in the Uniformed Serv-
ices for at least 2 years; or

‘“(bb) in the case of an alien who has been
discharged from the Uniformed Services, has
received an honorable discharge; or

‘“(IIT) has been employed for periods total-
ing at least 3 years and at least 75 percent of
the time that the alien has had a valid em-
ployment authorization, except that any pe-
riod during which the alien is not employed
while having a valid employment authoriza-
tion and is enrolled in an institution of high-
er education, a secondary school, or an edu-
cation program described in subsection
(b)(2)(D)(ii), shall not count toward the time
requirements under this clause;

‘“(iv)(I) has paid any applicable Federal tax
liability incurred by the alien during the en-
tire period for which the alien has been in
permanent resident status on a conditional
basis; or

‘(IT) has entered into an agreement to pay
the applicable Federal tax liability through
a payment installment plan approved by the
Commissioner of Internal Revenue; and

‘“(v) has demonstrated good moral char-
acter during the entire period for which the
alien has been in permanent resident status
on a conditional basis.

‘(B) CITIZENSHIP REQUIREMENT.—The condi-
tional basis of the permanent resident status
granted to an alien under this section may
not be removed unless the alien dem-
onstrates that the alien satisfies the require-
ments of section 312(a).

¢“(C) APPLICATION FEE.—

‘(i) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary may re-
quire an alien applying for lawful permanent
resident status under this subsection to pay
a reasonable fee that is commensurate with
the cost of processing the application.

‘“(ii) EXEMPTION.—An applicant may be ex-
empted from paying the fee required under
clause (i) only if the alien—

“(D(aa) is younger than 18 years of age;

‘“(bb) received total income, during the 1-
year period immediately preceding the date
on which the alien files an application under
this section, that is less than 150 percent of
the poverty line; and

‘“(ce) is in foster care or otherwise lacking
any parental or other familial support;

‘“(IT) is younger than 18 years of age and is
homeless;

‘“(IIT)(aa) cannot care for himself or herself
because of a serious, chronic disability; and

““(bb) received total income, during the 1-
year period immediately preceding the date
on which the alien files an application under
this section, that is less than 150 percent of
the poverty line; or

“(IV)(aa) during the 1l-year period imme-
diately preceding the date on which the alien
files an application under this section, the
alien accumulated $10,000 or more in debt as
a result of unreimbursed medical expenses
incurred by the alien or an immediate family
member of the alien; and

““(bb) received total income, during the 1-
year period immediately preceding the date
on which the alien files an application under
this section, that is less than 150 percent of
the poverty line.

‘(D) SUBMISSION OF BIOMETRIC AND BIO-
GRAPHIC DATA.—

‘(i) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary may not
remove the conditional basis of the perma-
nent resident status of an alien unless the
alien submits biometric and biographic data,
in accordance with procedures established by
the Secretary.
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‘“(ii) ALTERNATIVE PROCEDURE.—The Sec-
retary shall provide an alternative procedure
for any applicant who is unable to provide
the biometric or biographic data referred to
in clause (i) due to physical impairment.

‘“(E) BACKGROUND CHECKS.—

(1) REQUIREMENT FOR BACKGROUND
CHECKS.—The Secretary shall use biometric,
biographic, and other data that the Sec-
retary determines to be appropriate—

““(I) to conduct security and law enforce-
ment background checks of an alien apply-
ing for removal of the conditional basis of
the permanent resident status of the alien;
and

“(II) to determine whether there is any
criminal, national security, or other factor
that would render the alien ineligible for re-
moval of the conditional basis of the perma-
nent resident status of the alien.

¢“(ii) COMPLETION OF BACKGROUND CHECKS.—
The security and law enforcement back-
ground checks of an alien required under
clause (i) shall be completed, to the satisfac-
tion of the Secretary, before the date on
which the Secretary removes the conditional
basis of the permanent resident status of the
alien.

¢“(2) NATURALIZATION.—

‘“(A) IN GENERAL.—For purposes of title III,
an alien granted permanent resident status
on a conditional basis shall be considered to
have been admitted to the United States,
and to be present in the United States, as an
alien lawfully admitted for permanent resi-
dence.

¢(B) LIMITATIONS ON APPLICATION FOR NATU-
RALIZATION.—

‘(i) IN GENERAL.—An alien shall not be nat-
uralized—

“(I) on any date on which the alien is in
permanent resident status on a conditional
basis; or

““(IT) subject to clause (iii), before the date
that is 12 years after the date on which the
alien was granted permanent resident status
on a conditional basis.

‘(i) ADVANCED FILING DATE.—Subject to
clause (iii), with respect to an alien granted
permanent resident status on a conditional
basis, the alien may file an application for
naturalization not more than 90 days before
the date that is 12 years after the date on
which the alien was granted permanent resi-
dent status on a conditional basis.

¢‘(iii) REDUCTION IN PERIOD.—

“(I) IN GENERAL.—Subject to subclause (II),
the 12-year period referred to in clause (i)(II)
and clause (ii) may be reduced by the number
of days on which the alien was a DACA re-
cipient, if applicable.

“(II) LIMITATION.—Notwithstanding sub-
clause (I), the reduction in the 12-year period
referred to in clause (i)(II) and clause (ii)
shall be not more than 2 years.

¢“(3) LIMITATION ON CERTAIN PARENTS.—An
alien shall not be eligible to adjust status to
that of an alien lawfully admitted for perma-
nent residence based on a petition filed by a
child or a son or daughter of the alien if—

‘“(A) the child or son or daughter was
granted permanent resident status on a con-
ditional basis; and

‘(B) the alien knowingly assisted the child
or son or daughter to enter the United States
unlawfully.

*“(q) DOCUMENTATION REQUIREMENTS.—

‘(1) DOCUMENTS ESTABLISHING IDENTITY.—
An alien’s application for permanent resi-
dent status on a conditional basis may in-
clude, as proof of identity—

“‘(A) a passport or national identity docu-
ment from the alien’s country of origin that
includes the alien’s name and the alien’s
photograph or fingerprint;

‘“(B) the alien’s birth certificate and an
identity card that includes the alien’s name
and photograph;
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“(C) a school identification card that in-
cludes the alien’s name and photograph, and
school records showing the alien’s name and
that the alien is or was enrolled at the
school;

‘(D) a Uniformed Services identification
card issued by the Department of Defense;

‘“(E) any immigration or other document
issued by the United States Government
bearing the alien’s name and photograph; or

‘“(F) a State-issued identification card
bearing the alien’s name and photograph.

¢“(2) DOCUMENTS ESTABLISHING CONTINUOUS
PHYSICAL PRESENCE IN THE UNITED STATES.—
To establish that an alien has been continu-
ously physically present in the TUnited
States, as required under subsection
(b)(2)(A), or to establish that an alien has
not abandoned residence in the United
States, as required under subsection
(p)(1)(A)(ii), the alien may submit documents
to the Secretary, including—

““(A) employment records that include the
employer’s name and contact information;

‘(B) records from any educational institu-
tion the alien has attended in the United
States;

““(C) records of service from the Uniformed
Services;

‘(D) official records from a religious entity
confirming the alien’s participation in a reli-
gious ceremony;

‘(E) passport entries;

‘“(F) a birth certificate for a child of the
alien who was born in the United States;

“(G) automobile license receipts or reg-
istration;

‘‘(H) deeds, mortgages, or rental agreement
contracts;

(D tax receipts;

“(J) insurance policies;

“(K) remittance records;

‘(L) rent receipts or utility bills bearing
the alien’s name or the name of an imme-
diate family member of the alien, and the
alien’s address;

‘(M) copies of money order receipts for
money sent in or out of the United States;

‘“(N) dated bank transactions; or

¢“(0) 2 or more sworn affidavits from indi-
viduals who are not related to the alien who
have direct knowledge of the alien’s contin-
uous physical presence in the United States,
that contain—

‘(i) the name, address, and telephone num-
ber of the affiant; and

‘“(ii) the nature and duration of the rela-
tionship between the affiant and the alien.

“(3) DOCUMENTS ESTABLISHING INITIAL
ENTRY INTO THE UNITED STATES.—To establish
under subsection (b)(2)(B) that an alien was
younger than 18 years of age on the date on
which the alien initially entered the United
States, an alien may submit documents to
the Secretary, including—

‘““(A) an admission stamp on the alien’s
passport;

‘(B) records from any educational institu-
tion the alien has attended in the United
States;

‘(C) any document from the Department of
Justice or the Department of Homeland Se-
curity stating the alien’s date of entry into
the United States;

‘(D) hospital or medical records showing
medical treatment or hospitalization, the
name of the medical facility or physician,
and the date of the treatment or hospitaliza-
tion;

‘““(E) rent receipts or utility bills bearing
the alien’s name or the name of an imme-
diate family member of the alien, and the
alien’s address;

‘“(F) employment records that include the
employer’s name and contact information;

“(G) official records from a religious entity
confirming the alien’s participation in a reli-
gious ceremony;
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‘“(H) a birth certificate for a child of the
alien who was born in the United States;

‘“(I) automobile license receipts or reg-
istration;

‘“(J) deeds, mortgages, or rental agreement
contracts;

‘“(K) tax receipts;

‘(L) travel records;

‘(M) copies of money order receipts sent in
or out of the country;

‘“(N) dated bank transactions;

‘“(0) remittance records; or

‘(P) insurance policies.

¢‘(4) DOCUMENTS ESTABLISHING ADMISSION TO
AN INSTITUTION OF HIGHER EDUCATION.—To es-
tablish that an alien has been admitted to an
institution of higher education, the alien
shall submit to the Secretary a document
from the institution of higher education cer-
tifying that the alien—

““(A) has been admitted to the institution;
or

‘(B) is currently enrolled in the institu-
tion as a student.

¢“(5) DOCUMENTS ESTABLISHING RECEIPT OF A
DEGREE FROM AN INSTITUTION OF HIGHER EDU-
CATION.—To establish that an alien has ac-
quired a degree from an institution of higher
education in the United States, the alien
shall submit to the Secretary a diploma or
other document from the institution stating
that the alien has received such a degree.

‘“(6) DOCUMENTS ESTABLISHING RECEIPT OF
HIGH SCHOOL DIPLOMA, GENERAL EDUCATIONAL
DEVELOPMENT CERTIFICATE, OR A RECOGNIZED
EQUIVALENT.—To establish that an alien has
earned a high school diploma or a commen-
surate alternative award from a public or
private high school, or has obtained a gen-
eral educational development certificate rec-
ognized under State law or a high school
equivalency diploma in the United States,
the alien shall submit to the Secretary—

‘““(A) a high school diploma, certificate of
completion, or other alternate award;

‘“(B) a high school equivalency diploma or
certificate recognized under State law; or

‘“(C) evidence that the alien passed a State-
authorized exam, including the general edu-
cational development exam, in the United
States.

“(7) DOCUMENTS ESTABLISHING ENROLLMENT
IN AN EDUCATIONAL PROGRAM.—To establish
that an alien is enrolled in any school or
education program described in subsection
)(2)(D)(dii), (m)(1)(C), or (p)(1)(A)(iii)(IID),
the alien shall submit school records from
the United States school that the alien is
currently attending that include—

“‘(A) the name of the school; and

‘(B) the alien’s name, periods of attend-
ance, and current grade or educational level.

‘“(8) DOCUMENTS ESTABLISHING EXEMPTION
FROM APPLICATION FEES.—To establish that
an alien is exempt from an application fee
under subsection ()(2) or (p)(1)(C)(ii), the
alien shall submit to the Secretary the fol-
lowing relevant documents:

‘‘(A) DOCUMENTS TO ESTABLISH AGE.—To es-
tablish that an alien meets an age require-
ment, the alien shall provide proof of iden-
tity, as described in paragraph (1), that es-
tablishes that the alien is younger than 18
years of age.

‘(B) DOCUMENTS TO ESTABLISH INCOME.—To
establish the alien’s income, the alien shall
provide—

‘(i) employment records that have been
maintained by the Social Security Adminis-
tration, the Internal Revenue Service, or any
other Federal, State, or local government
agency;

‘“(ii) bank records; or

‘(iii) at least 2 sworn affidavits from indi-
viduals who are not related to the alien and
who have direct knowledge of the alien’s
work and income that contain—
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“(I) the name, address, and telephone num-
ber of the affiant; and

“(II) the nature and duration of the rela-
tionship between the affiant and the alien.

“(C) DOCUMENTS TO ESTABLISH FOSTER
CARE, LACK OF FAMILIAL SUPPORT, HOMELESS-
NESS, OR SERIOUS, CHRONIC DISABILITY.—To
establish that the alien was in foster care,
lacks parental or familial support, is home-
less, or has a serious, chronic disability, the
alien shall provide at least 2 sworn affidavits
from individuals who are not related to the
alien and who have direct knowledge of the
circumstances that contain—

‘(i) a statement that the alien is in foster
care, otherwise lacks any parental or other
familiar support, is homeless, or has a seri-
ous, chronic disability, as appropriate;

‘(ii) the name, address, and telephone
number of the affiant; and

‘“(iii) the nature and duration of the rela-
tionship between the affiant and the alien.

‘(D) DOCUMENTS TO ESTABLISH UNPAID MED-
ICAL EXPENSE.—To establish that the alien
has debt as a result of unreimbursed medical
expenses, the alien shall provide receipts or
other documentation from a medical pro-
vider that—

‘(i) bear the provider’s name and address;

‘(i) bear the name of the individual re-
ceiving treatment; and

‘“(iii) document that the alien has accumu-
lated $10,000 or more in debt in the past 12
months as a result of unreimbursed medical
expenses incurred by the alien or an imme-
diate family member of the alien.

‘“(9) DOCUMENTS ESTABLISHING SERVICE IN
THE UNIFORMED SERVICES.—To establish that
an alien has served in the Uniformed Serv-
ices for at least 2 years and, if discharged, re-
ceived an honorable discharge, the alien
shall submit to the Secretary—

‘“(A) a Department of Defense form DD-214;

‘“(B) a National Guard Report of Separa-
tion and Record of Service form 22;

‘(C) personnel records for such service
from the appropriate Uniformed Service; or

‘(D) health records from the appropriate
Uniformed Service.

‘(10) DOCUMENTS ESTABLISHING EMPLOY-
MENT.—

‘“‘(A) IN GENERAL.—AnN alien may satisfy the

employment requirement under section
(P)D(A)({iDAII) by submitting records
that—

‘(i) establish compliance with such em-
ployment requirement; and

‘(ii) have been maintained by the Social
Security Administration, the Internal Rev-
enue Service, or any other Federal, State, or
local government agency.

‘(B) OTHER DOCUMENTS.—An alien who is
unable to submit the records described in
subparagraph (A) may satisfy the employ-
ment requirement by submitting at least 2
types of reliable documents that provide evi-
dence of employment, including—

‘(i) bank records;

¢“(ii) business records;

‘‘(iii) employer records;

‘(iv) records of a labor union, day labor
center, or organization that assists workers
in employment;

‘“(v) sworn affidavits from individuals who
are not related to the alien and who have di-
rect knowledge of the alien’s work, that con-
tain—

‘() the name, address, and telephone num-
ber of the affiant; and

‘“(IT) the nature and duration of the rela-
tionship between the affiant and the alien;
and

‘“(vi) remittance records.

“(11) AUTHORITY TO PROHIBIT USE OF CER-
TAIN DOCUMENTS.—If the Secretary deter-
mines, after publication in the Federal Reg-
ister and an opportunity for public comment,
that any document or class of documents
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does not reliably establish identity or that
permanent resident status on a conditional
basis is being obtained fraudulently to an
unacceptable degree, the Secretary may pro-
hibit or restrict the use of such document or
class of documents.

“(r) RULEMAKING.—

‘(1) INITIAL PUBLICATION.—

‘“‘(A) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 90 days
after the date of enactment of this section,
the Secretary shall publish in the Federal
Register regulations implementing this sec-
tion.

‘(B) AFFIRMATIVE APPLICATION.—The regu-
lations published under subparagraph (A)
shall allow any eligible individual to imme-
diately apply affirmatively for the relief
available under subsection (b) without being
placed in removal proceedings.

“(2) INTERIM REGULATIONS.—Notwith-
standing section 553 of title 5, United States
Code, the regulations published pursuant to
paragraph (1)(A) shall be effective, on an in-
terim basis, immediately on publication in
the Federal Register, but may be subject to
change and revision after public notice and
opportunity for a period of public comment.

‘“(3) FINAL REGULATIONS.—Not later than
180 days after the date on which interim reg-
ulations are published under this subsection,
the Secretary shall publish final regulations
implementing this section.

‘“(4) PAPERWORK REDUCTION ACT.—The re-
quirements under chapter 35 of title 44,
United States Code, (commonly known as
the ‘Paperwork Reduction Act’) shall not
apply to any action to implement this sub-
section.

‘‘(s) CONFIDENTIALITY OF INFORMATION.—

‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary may not
disclose or use for the purpose of immigra-
tion enforcement any information provided
in—

‘““(A) an application filed under this sec-
tion; or

“(B) a request for deferred action status
under DACA.

‘(2) REFERRALS PROHIBITED.—The Sec-
retary may not refer to U.S. Immigration
and Customs Enforcement, U.S. Customs and
Border Protection, or any designee of U.S.
Immigration and Customs Enforcement or
U.S. Customs and Border Protection any in-
dividual who—

““(A) has been granted permanent resident
status on a conditional basis; or

‘“(B) was granted deferred action status
under DACA.

‘(3) LIMITED EXCEPTION.—Notwithstanding
paragraphs (1) and (2), information provided
in an application for permanent resident sta-
tus on a conditional basis or a request for de-
ferred action status under DACA may be
shared with a Federal security or law en-
forcement agency—

‘“(A) for assistance in the consideration of
an application for permanent resident status
on a conditional basis;

‘“(B) to identify or prevent fraudulent
claims;

‘“(C) for national security purposes; or

‘(D) for the investigation or prosecution of
any felony not related to immigration sta-
tus.

‘‘(4) PENALTY.—Any person who knowingly
uses, publishes, or permits information to be
examined in violation of this subsection
shall be fined not more than $10,000.”".

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—The table of
contents of the Immigration and Nationality
Act (8 U.S.C. 1101 note) is amended by insert-
ing after the item relating to section 244 the
following:

‘“‘Sec. 244A. Cancellation of removal for cer-
tain long-term residents who
entered the United States as
children.”.
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SEC. 3. REDUCTION OF FAMILY-SPONSORED IM-
MIGRANT VISAS.

(a) PROHIBITION AGAINST THE SPONSOR OF
UNMARRIED CHILDREN OLDER THAN 21 YEARS
OF AGE BY LAWFUL PERMANENT RESIDENTS.—
Section 203(a) of the Immigration and Na-
tionality Act (8 U.S.C. 1153(a)) is amended by
striking paragraph (2) and inserting the fol-
lowing:

¢‘(2) SPOUSES AND CHILDREN OF ALIENS LAW-
FULLY ADMITTED FOR PERMANENT RESI-
DENCE.—

““(A) IN GENERAL.—Qualified immigrants
who are the spouse or child of an alien law-
fully admitted for permanent residence shall
be allocated visas in a number not to exceed
the sum of—

‘(1) 114,200;

“(ii) the number (if any) by which such
worldwide level exceeds 226,000; and

‘‘(iii) the number of visas not required for
the class described in paragraph (1).

¢“(B) TRANSITION PERIOD.—

‘(i) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of State
shall not allocate a visa based on a petition
filed by an alien lawfully admitted for per-
manent residence on behalf of an unmarried
son or daughter under subparagraph (B) (as
in effect on the day before the date of enact-
ment of this Act) after December 31, 2018.

‘(i) SAVINGS CLAUSE.—The Secretary of
State shall allocate a visa to a principal or
derivative beneficiary of an approved peti-
tion filed by an alien lawfully admitted for
permanent residence on behalf of a spouse or
an unmarried son or daughter under subpara-
graph (B) (as in effect on the day before the
date of enactment of this Act) before Janu-
ary 1, 2019, in accordance with that subpara-
graph (as in effect on the day before the date
of enactment of this Act), if the principal or
derivative beneficiary is otherwise eligible
for the visa.

¢“(C) RETENTION OF PRIORITY DATE.—In the
case of an alien child who is the principal or
derivative beneficiary of a petition filed
under subparagraph (A) who turns 21 years
old before the date on which a visa becomes
available, the alien may retain the priority
date assigned to the alien under that sub-
paragraph for a petition filed under this sub-
section.”.

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—The Immi-
gration and Nationality Act (8 U.S.C. 1101 et
seq.) is amended—

(1) in section 101(a)(15)(V) (8 U.S.C.
1101(a)(15)(V)), by striking “‘section
203(a)(2)(A)”’ each place such term appears
and inserting ‘‘section 203(a)(2)"’;

(2) in section 201(f)(2) (8 U.S.C. 1151(f)(2)),
by striking ‘‘section 203(2)(2)(A)”’ and insert-
ing ‘“‘section 203(a)(2)’;

(3) in section 202—

(A) in subsection (a)(8 U.S.C. 1152(a))—

(i) in paragraph (2), by striking ‘(3), (4),
and (5)” and inserting ““(3) and (4)”’

(ii) by striking paragraph (4); and

(iii) by redesignating paragraph (b) as para-
graph (4); and

(B) in subsection (e), by striking ‘‘, or as
limiting the number of visas that may be
issued under section 203(a)(2)(A) pursuant to
subsection (a)(4)(A)”’;

(4) in section 203(h)—

(A) in paragraph (3), by striking ‘‘sub-
sections (a)(2)(A) and (d)” and inserting
‘‘subsection (d)’’; and

(B) by striking ‘‘(a)(2)(A)”’ each place such
term appears and inserting ‘‘(a)(2)’’;

(5) in section 204—

(A) in subsection (a)(1)(B)—

(i) in clause (ii)—

(I) in subclause (I), by striking ‘‘if such a
child has not been classified under clause
(iii) of section 203(a)(2)(A) and’’; and

(IT) in subclause (II)(cc), by striking ‘‘sec-
tion 203(a)(2)(A)” and inserting ‘‘section
203(a)(2)’; and
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‘“‘section
“‘section

(ii) in clause (iii), by striking
203(a)(2)(A)”’ and inserting
203(a)(2)”’; and

(B) in subsection (k)(1)—

(i) by striking ‘‘alien unmarried son or
daughter’s classification as a family-spon-
sored immigrant under section 203(a)(2)(B)”’
and inserting ‘‘alien child’s classification as
a family-sponsored immigrant under section
203(a)(2)”’;

(ii) by striking ‘‘son or daughter’ and in-
serting ‘‘child”’; and

(iii) by striking ‘‘unmarried son or daugh-
ter as a family-sponsored immigrant under
section 203(a)(1)”’ and inserting ‘‘child as an
immediate relative under section 201(b)(2)’;
and

(6) in section 214(q)(1)(B)(i), by striking
“(a)(2)(A)”’ each place such term appears and
inserting ‘‘(a)(2)”.

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this section shall take effect on the
date on which—

(1) the Secretary of Homeland Security has
adjudicated each petition that is filed under
section 203(a)(2)(B) (as in effect on the day
before the date of enactment of this Act) be-
fore January 1, 2019; and

(2) the Secretary of State has allocated to
each eligible alien a visa based on a petition
described in paragraph (1).

SEC. 4. BORDER SECURITY.

(a) DEFINITION OF SECRETARY.—In this sec-
tion, the term ‘‘Secretary’ means the Sec-
retary of Homeland Security.

(b) APPROPRIATIONS FOR BORDER SECU-
RITY.—The following sum is appropriated,
out of any money in the Treasury not other-
wise appropriated, for U.S. Customs and Bor-
der Protection, namely $25,000,000,000 for—

(1) the construction of physical barriers;

(2) border security technologies;

(3) tactical infrastructure;

(4) marine vessels;

(5) aircraft;

(6) unmanned aerial systems;

(7) facilities; and

(8) equipment.

() AVAILABILITY FOR FISCAL YEAR 2018.—Of
the amount appropriated by subsection (b),
amounts shall be available for fiscal year
2018 as follows:

(1) For impedance and denial, $1,571,000,000.

(2) For domain awareness, $658,000,000.

(3) For access and mobility, $143,000,000.

(4) For the retention, recruitment, and re-
location of officers of Border Patrol Agents,
Customs Officers, and Air and Marine per-
sonnel, $148,000,000, including for not fewer
than 615 officers of U.S. Customs and Border
Protection.

(5) To hire 615 U.S. Customs and Border
Protection Officers for deployment to ports
of entry, $75,000,000.

(d) AVAILABILITY FOR FISCAL YEARS 2019
THROUGH 2027.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Subject to subsection (f),
of the amount appropriated by subsection
(b), the amount available for each of fiscal
years 2019 through 2027 shall be $2,500,000,000.

(2) LIMITATION.—Amounts appropriated
under subsection (b) for fiscal years 2018 and
2019 shall only be available for operationally
effective designs deployed as of the date of
the Consolidated Appropriations Act, 2017
(Public Law 115-31), such as currently de-
ployed steel bollard designs, that prioritize
agent safety.

(e) REPORT ON PLAN FOR IMPROVEMENT OF
BORDER SECURITY.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 180 days
after the date of the enactment of this Act,
the Secretary shall submit to the Commit-
tees on Appropriations of the Senate and the
House of Representatives and the Commit-
tees of jurisdiction of the Senate and the
House of Representatives a risk-based plan
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for improving security along the borders of
the United States, including the use of per-
sonnel, fencing, other forms of tactical infra-
structure, and technology.

(2) ELEMENTS.—The report required by this
subsection shall include the following:

(A) A statement of goals, objectives, ac-
tivities, and milestones for the plan.

(B) A detailed implementation schedule for
the plan with estimates for the planned obli-
gation of funds for fiscal years 2019 through
2027 that are linked to the milestone-based
delivery of specific—

(i) capabilities and services;

(ii) mission benefits and outcomes;

(iii) program management capabilities; and

(iv) lifecycle cost estimates.

(C) A description of the manner in which
specific projects under the plan will enhance
border security goals and objectives and ad-
dress the highest priority border security
needs.

(D) An identification of the planned loca-
tions, quantities, and types of resources,
such as fencing, other physical barriers, or
other tactical infrastructure and technology,
under the plan.

(E) A description of the methodology and
analyses used to select specific resources for
deployment to particular locations under the
plan that includes—

(i) analyses of alternatives, including com-
parative costs and benefits;

(ii) an assessment of effects on commu-
nities and property owners near areas of in-
frastructure deployment; and

(iii) a description of other factors critical
to the decision-making process.

(F) An identification of staffing require-
ments under the plan, including full-time
equivalents, contractors, and detailed per-
sonnel, by activity.

(G) A description of performance metrics
for the plan for assessing and reporting on
the contributions of border security capabili-
ties realized from current and future invest-
ments.

(H) A description of the status of the ac-
tions of the Department of Homeland Secu-
rity to address open recommendations by the
Office of Inspector General and the Govern-
ment Accountability Office relating to bor-
der security, including plans, schedules, and
associated milestones for fully addressing
such recommendations.

(I) A comprehensive plan to consult State
and local elected officials on the eminent do-
main and construction process relating to
physical barriers;

(J) A comprehensive analysis, following
consultation with the Secretary of Interior
and the Administrator of the Environmental
Protection Agency, of the environmental im-
pacts of the construction and placement of
physical barriers planned along the South-
west border, including barriers in the Santa
Ana National Wildlife Refuge;

(K) Certifications by the Under Secretary
of Homeland Security for Management, in-
cluding all documents, memoranda, and a de-
scription of the investment review and infor-
mation technology management oversight
and processes supporting such certifications,
that—

(i) the plan has been reviewed and approved
in accordance with an acquisition review
management process that complies with cap-
ital planning and investment control and re-
view requirements established by the Office
of Management and Budget, including as pro-
vided in Circular A-11, part 7; and

(ii) all activities under the plan comply
with Federal acquisition rules, requirements,
guidelines, and practices.

(f) LIMITATION ON AVAILABILITY FOR FISCAL
YEARS 2019 THROUGH 2027.—

(1) LIMITATION.—The amount specified in
subsection (d) for each of fiscal years 2019
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through 2027 shall not be available for such
fiscal year unless—

(A) the Secretary submits to Congress, not
later than 60 days before the beginning of
such fiscal year, a report setting forth—

(i) a description of every planned expendi-
ture in such fiscal year under the plan re-
quired by subsection (e) in an amount in ex-
cess of $50,000,000;

(ii) a description of the total number of
miles of security fencing or barriers that will
be constructed in such fiscal year under the
plan;

(iii) a statement of the number of new U.S.
Customs and Border Protection Officers to
be hired in such fiscal year under the plan
and the intended location of deployment;

(iv) a description of the new roads to be in-
stalled in such fiscal year under the plan;

(v) a description of the land to be acquired
in such fiscal year under the plan, includ-
ing—

(I) all necessary land acquisitions;

(IT) the total number of necessary con-
demnation actions; and

(III) the precise number of landowners that
will be affected by the construction of such
physical barriers;

(vi) a description of the amount and types
of technology to be acquired for each of the
northern border and the southern border in
such fiscal year under the plan; and

(vii) a statement of the percentage of each
of the northern border and the southern bor-
der for which the Department of Homeland
Security will obtain full situational aware-
ness in such fiscal year under the plan; and

(B) not later than October 1 of such fiscal
year, the Secretary certifies to Congress
that the Department of Homeland achieved
not less than 75 percent of the goals of the
Department under the plan (other than for
land acquisition) for the prior fiscal year.

(2) AVAILABILITY WITHOUT CERTIFICATION.—
If the Secretary is unable to make the cer-
tification described in paragraph (1)(B) with
respect to a fiscal year as of October 1 of the
succeeding fiscal year, the amount specified
in subsection (d) for such succeeding fiscal
year shall not be available except pursuant
to an Act of Congress specifically making
such amount available for such succeeding
fiscal year that is enacted into law in such
succeeding fiscal year.

(g) AVAILABILITY.—If amounts described in
subsection (d) are available for a fiscal year,
such amounts shall remain available for 5
years.

(h) LIMITATION.—Notwithstanding any
other provision of law, none of the amounts
appropriated under this section may be re-
programmed for or transferred to any other
component of the Department of Homeland
Security.

(i) BUDGET REQUEST.—An expenditure plan
for amounts made available pursuant to sub-
section (b)—

(1) shall be included in each budget for a
fiscal year submitted by the President under
section 1105 of title 31, United States Code;
and

(2) shall describe planned obligations by
program, project, and activity in the receiv-
ing account at the same level of detail pro-
vided for in the request for other appropria-
tions in that account.

(j) BUDGETARY EFFECTS.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—The budgetary effects of
this section shall not be entered on either
PAYGO scorecard maintained pursuant to
section 4(d) of the Statutory Pay-As-You-Go
Act of 2010.

(2) SENATE PAYGO SCORECARDS.—The budg-
etary effects of this section shall not be en-
tered on any PAYGO scorecard maintained
for purposes of section 4106 of H.Con.Res. 71
(115th Congress).

(k) POINT OF ORDER.—
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(1) DEFINITION.—In this subsection, the
term ‘‘covered appropriation amount’ means
the amount appropriated for border security
for a fiscal year under subsection (b).

(2) POINT OF ORDER IN THE SENATE.—

(A) POINT OF ORDER.—

(i) IN GENERAL.—In the Senate, it shall not
be in order to consider a provision in a bill,
joint  resolution, motion, amendment,
amendment between the Houses, or con-
ference report that would reduce the covered
appropriation amount for a fiscal year.

(ii) POINT OF ORDER SUSTAINED.—If a point
of order is made by a Senator against a pro-
vision described in clause (i), and the point
of order is sustained by the Chair, that pro-
vision shall be stricken from the measure
and may not be offered as an amendment
from the floor.

(B) FORM OF THE POINT OF ORDER.—A point
of order under subparagraph (A) may be
raised by a Senator as provided in section
313(e) of the Congressional Budget Act of 1974
(2 U.S.C. 644(e)).

(C) CONFERENCE REPORTS.—When the Sen-
ate is considering a conference report on, or
an amendment between the Houses in rela-
tion to, a bill or joint resolution, upon a
point of order being made by any Senator
pursuant to subparagraph (A), and such point
of order being sustained, such material con-
tained in such conference report or House
amendment shall be stricken, and the Senate
shall proceed to consider the question of
whether the Senate shall recede from its
amendment and concur with a further
amendment, or concur in the House amend-
ment with a further amendment, as the case
may be, which further amendment shall con-
sist of only that portion of the conference re-
port or House amendment, as the case may
be, not so stricken. Any such motion in the
Senate shall be debatable. In any case in
which such point of order is sustained
against a conference report (or Senate
amendment derived from such conference re-
port by operation of this subsection), no fur-
ther amendment shall be in order.

(D) SUPERMAJORITY WAIVER AND APPEAL.—
In the Senate, this paragraph may be waived
or suspended only by an affirmative vote of
three-fifths of the Members, duly chosen and
sworn. An affirmative vote of three-fifths of
Members of the Senate, duly chosen and
sworn shall be required to sustain an appeal
of the ruling of the Chair on a point of order
raised under this paragraph.

(1) ENFORCEMENT PRIORITIES.—

(1) DEFINITIONS.—In this subsection:

(A) FELONY.—

(i) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘‘felony’ means
a Federal, State, or local criminal offense
punishable by imprisonment for a term that
exceeds 1 year.

(ii) EXCLUSION.—The term ‘‘felony’ does
not include a State or local criminal offense
for which an essential element is the immi-
gration status of an alien.

(B) MISDEMEANOR.—

(i) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘‘misdemeanor’’
means a Federal, State, or local criminal of-
fense for which—

(I) the maximum term of imprisonment
is—

(aa) greater than 5 days; and

(bb) not greater than 1 year; and

(IT) the individual was sentenced to time in
custody of 90 days or less.

(ii) EXCLUSION.—The term ‘‘misdemeanor’’
does not include a State or local offense for
which an essential element is—

(I) the immigration status of the alien;

(IT) a significant misdemeanor; or

(III) a minor traffic offense.

(C) SIGNIFICANT MISDEMEANOR.—

(i) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘‘significant
misdemeanor’” means a Federal, State, or
local criminal offense—
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(I) for which the maximum term of impris-
onment is—

(aa) more than 5 days; and

(bb) not more than 1 year; and

(IT)(aa) that, regardless of the sentence im-
posed, is—

(AA) a crime of domestic violence (as de-
fined in section 237(a)(2)(E)(i)) of the Immi-
gration and Nationality Act (8 U.S.C.
1227(a)(2)(E)(1)); or

(BB) an offense of—

(CC) sexual abuse or exploitation;

(DD) burglary;

(EE) unlawful possession or use of a fire-
arm;

(FF) drug distribution or trafficking; or

(GG) driving under the influence, if the ap-
plicable State law requires, as elements of
the offense, the operation of a motor vehicle
and a finding of impairment or a blood alco-
hol content equal to or greater than .08; or

(bb) that resulted in a sentence of time in
custody of more than 90 days.

(ii) EXCLUSION.—The term ‘‘significant
misdemeanor’” does not include a State or
local offense for which an essential element
is the immigration status of an alien.

(2) PRIORITIES.—In carrying out immigra-
tion enforcement activities, the Secretary
shall prioritize available immigration en-
forcement resources to aliens who—

(A) have been convicted of—

(i) a felony;

(ii) a significant misdemeanor; or

(iii) 3 or more misdemeanor offenses;

(B) pose a threat to national security or
public safety; or

(C)(i) are unlawfully present in the United
States; and

(ii) arrived in the United States after June
30, 2018.

SEC. 5. OFFICE OF PROFESSIONAL RESPONSI-
BILITY.

Not later than September 30, 2021, the
Commissioner of U.S. Customs and Border
Protection shall hire, train, and assign suffi-
cient special agents at the Office of Profes-
sional Responsibility.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-
jority leader.

CLOTURE MOTION

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I
send a cloture motion to the desk for
amendment No. 1955.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clo-
ture motion having been presented
under rule XXII, the Chair directs the
clerk to read the motion.

The senior assistant legislative clerk
read as follows:

CLOTURE MOTION

We, the undersigned Senators, in accord-
ance with the provisions of rule XXII of the
Standing Rules of the Senate, do hereby
move to bring to a close debate on amend-
ment No. 1955 to H.R. 2579, an act to amend
the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 to allow
the premium tax credit with respect to un-
subsidized COBRA continuation coverage.

Angus S. King, Jr., Christopher A. Coons,
Heidi Heitkamp, Joe Donnelly, Tim
Kaine, Mark R. Warner, Sheldon
Whitehouse, Debbie Stabenow, Mar-
garet Wood Hassan, Jeanne Shaheen,
Jack Reed, Tammy Baldwin, Patty
Murray, Edward J. Markey, Amy Klo-
buchar, Richard J. Durbin, Brian
Schatz, Charles E. Schumer.

CLOTURE MOTION

Mr. McCCONNELL. Mr. President, I
send a cloture motion to the desk for
amendment No. 1948.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clo-
ture motion having been presented
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under rule XXII, the Chair directs the
clerk to read the motion.

The senior assistant legislative clerk
read as follows:

CLOTURE MOTION

We, the undersigned Senators, in accord-
ance with the provisions of rule XXII of the
Standing Rules of the Senate, do hereby
move to bring to a close debate on Senate
amendment No. 1948 to H.R. 25679, an act to
amend the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 to
allow the premium tax credit with respect to
unsubsidized COBRA continuation coverage.

Mitch McConnell, Thom Tillis, Chuck
Grassley, John Cornyn, David Perdue,
John Thune, Cory Gardner, Lindsey
Graham, Bob Corker, James Lankford,
John Hoeven, Rob Portman, Lamar
Alexander, Steve Daines, Shelley
Moore Capito, Dan Sullivan.

CLOTURE MOTION

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I
send a cloture motion to the desk for
amendment No. 1958, as modified.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clo-
ture motion having been presented
under rule XXII, the Chair directs the
clerk to read the motion.

The senior assistant legislative clerk
read as follows:

CLOTURE MOTION

We, the undersigned Senators, in accord-
ance with the provisions of rule XXII of the
Standing Rules of the Senate, do hereby
move to bring to a close debate on Senate
amendment No. 1958, as modified, to H.R.
25679, 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, Thom Tillis, Chuck
Grassley, John Cornyn, David Perdue,
John Thune, Cory Gardner, Lindsey
Graham, Bob Corker, James Lankford,
Lisa Murkowski, John Hoeven, Rob
Portman, Lamar Alexander, Steve
Daines, Shelley Moore Capito.

CLOTURE MOTION

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I
send a cloture amendment to the desk
for amendment No. 1959.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clo-
ture motion having been presented
under rule XXII, the Chair directs the
clerk to read the motion.

The senior assistant legislative clerk
read as follows:

CLOTURE MOTION

We, the undersigned Senators, in accord-
ance with the provisions of rule XXII of the
Standing Rules of the Senate, do hereby
move to bring to a close debate on Senate
amendment No. 1959 to H.R. 2579, an act to
amend the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 to
allow the premium tax credit with respect to
unsubsidized COBRA continuation coverage.

Mitch McConnell, Thom Tillis, Chuck
Grassley, John Cornyn, David Perdue,
John Thune, Cory Gardner, Lindsey
Graham, Bob Corker, James Lankford,
John Hoeven, Rob Portman, Lamar
Alexander, Steve Daines, Shelley
Moore Capito, Dan Sullivan.

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the man-
datory quorum calls for the cloture
motions be waived.

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

S965
EXECUTIVE SESSION

EXECUTIVE CALENDAR

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the Sen-
ate proceed to executive session for the
consideration of the following nomina-
tion: Executive Calendar No. 586.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Without objection, it is so ordered.

The clerk will report the nomination.

The senior assistant legislative clerk
read the nomination of Margaret
Weichert, of Georgia, to be Deputy Di-
rector for Management, Office of Man-
agement and Budget.

Thereupon, the Senate proceeded to
consider the nomination.

Mr. McCONNELL. I ask unanimous
consent that the Senate vote on the
nomination with no intervening action
or debate; that if confirmed, the mo-
tion to reconsider be considered made
and laid upon the table; that the Presi-
dent be immediately notified of the
Senate’s action; that no further mo-
tions be in order; and that any state-
ments relating to the nomination be
printed in the RECORD.

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

The question is, Will the Senate ad-
vise and consent to the Weichert nomi-
nation?

The nomination was confirmed.

————

NOMINATIONS DISCHARGED

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on Commerce, Science, and
Transportation be discharged from and
the Senate proceed to the consider-
ation of PN474-2; that the nominations
be confirmed, the motions to recon-
sider be considered made and laid upon
the table with no intervening action or
debate; that no further motions be in
order; that any statements related to
the nominations be printed in the
RECORD; that the President be imme-
diately notified of the Senate’s action,
and the Senate then resume legislative
session.

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

The nominations considered and con-
firmed are as follows:

IN THE COAST GUARD

The following named officers for appoint-
ment in the United States Coast Guard to
the grade indicated under title 14, U.S.C.,
section 271(d):

To be rear admiral
Rear Adm. (1h) Steven J. Andersen
Rear Adm. (1h) Keith M. Smith

————
LEGISLATIVE SESSION

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ate will now resume legislative session.

————
MORNING BUSINESS

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the Sen-
ate be in a period of morning business,
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