cw?

February 27, 2015

Bridenstine
Brooks (AL)
Brooks (IN)
Brown (FL)
Buchanan
Bustos
Butterfield
Byrne
Calvert
Capps
Cardenas
Cartwright
Castro (TX)
Chabot
Chu, Judy
Cicilline
Clark (MA)
Clay
Cole
Collins (NY)
Comstock
Conaway
Conyers
Cook
Cooper
Cramer
Crenshaw
Crowley
Cuellar
Culberson
Davis (CA)
DeGette
DeLauro
DelBene
Dent
DesdJarlais
Deutch
Diaz-Balart
Doggett
Doyle, Michael
F.
Duncan (SC)
Duncan (TN)
Edwards
Emmer (MN)
Engel
Eshoo
Esty
Farr
Fattah
Fincher
Fleischmann
Fortenberry
Foster
Frelinghuysen
Gabbard
Gallego
Goodlatte
Gosar
Gowdy
Graham
Granger
Grayson
Griffith
Grothman
Guinta
Guthrie
Gutiérrez
Hahn
Hardy
Harper

Adams
Aguilar
Amash
Babin
Barletta
Barr
Bass
Beatty
Benishek
Bera
Beyer
Bost
Boyle, Brendan
F.
Brady (PA)
Brownley (CA)
Buck
Bucshon
Burgess
Capuano
Carney
Carson (IN)
Carter (GA)
Carter (TX)
Castor (FL)
Clarke (NY)

Harris
Heck (WA)
Hensarling
Higgins
Himes
Huelskamp
Huffman
Hultgren
Hurd (TX)
Hurt (VA)
Issa
Johnson (GA)
Johnson, Sam
Jolly
Kaptur
Katko
Kelly (PA)
Kennedy
Kildee
King (NY)
Kline
Knight
Kuster
Labrador
LaMalfa
Lamborn
Larsen (WA)
Larson (CT)
Latta
Lieu, Ted
Lipinski
Loebsack
Lofgren
Loudermilk
Lowenthal
Lowey
Lucas
Luetkemeyer
Lujan Grisham
(NM)
Lummis
Maloney,
Carolyn
Marino
Massie
McCarthy
McCaul
MecClintock
McCollum
McHenry
McMorris
Rodgers
McNerney
Meadows
Meng
Messer
Mica
Miller (MI)
Moolenaar
Moore
Moulton
Mullin
Murphy (PA)
Nadler
Napolitano
Neugebauer
Nunes
O’Rourke
Olson
Palmer
Pelosi

NOES—186

Clawson (FL)
Cleaver
Clyburn
Coffman
Cohen
Collins (GA)
Connolly
Costa
Costello (PA)
Crawford
Cummings
Curbelo (FL)
Dayvis, Danny
Davis, Rodney
DeFazio
Delaney
Denham
DeSantis
DeSaulnier
Dingell

Dold
Duckworth
Duffy
Ellison
Ellmers (NC)
Farenthold

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

Pitts
Pocan
Polis
Pompeo
Posey
Price (NC)
Rangel
Ribble
Richmond
Roby
Rogers (KY)
Rokita
Roskam
Ross
Rothfus
Royce
Ruppersberger
Russell
Ryan (WI)
Salmon
Sanford
Scalise
Schrader
Schweikert
Scott (VA)
Scott, Austin
Scott, David
Sensenbrenner
Serrano
Sessions
Sherman
Shimkus
Simpson
Sinema
Smith (NE)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Smith (WA)
Stefanik
Stewart
Stutzman
Takai
Takano
Thornberry
Titus
Tonko
Trott
Tsongas
Upton
Wagner
Walker
Walorski
Walters, Mimi
Walz
Wasserman
Schultz
Waters, Maxine
Webster (FL)
Welch
Westerman
Westmoreland
Whitfield
Williams
Wilson (SC)
Womack
Yarmuth
Yoho
Young (IA)
Young (IN)
Zeldin
Zinke

Fitzpatrick
Fleming
Flores
Forbes

Foxx

Fudge
Garrett
Gibbs

Gibson
Graves (GA)
Graves (LA)
Graves (MO)
Green, Al
Green, Gene
Grijalva
Hanna
Hartzler
Hastings
Heck (NV)
Herrera Beutler
Hice, Jody B.
Hill

Holding
Honda

Hoyer
Huizenga (MI)

Hunter Mulvaney Ryan (OH)
Jackson Lee Murphy (FL) Sanchez, Linda
Jeffries Neal T.
Jenkins (KS) Newhouse Sanchez, Loretta
Jenkins (WV) Noem Sarbanes
Johnson (OH) Nolan Schakowsky
Johnson, E. B. Norcross Schiff
Jones Nugent Schock
Jordan Palazzo Sewell (AL)
Joyce Pallone Shuster
Kelly (IL) Pascrell Sires
Kilmer Paulsen Slaughter
Kind Payne Smith (MO)
Kinzinger (IL) Pearce Stivers
Kirkpatrick Perry Swalwell (CA)
Lance Peters Thompson (CA)
Langevin Peterson Thompson (MS)
Lawrence Pittenger Thompson (PA)
Levin Poe (TX) Tiberi
Lewis Poliquin Torres
LoBiondo Price, Tom Valadao
Love Ratcliffe Van Hollen
Lujan, Ben Ray Reed Vargas

(NM) Reichert Veasey
Lynch Renacci Vela
MacArthur Rice (NY) Velazquez
Maloney, Sean Rice (SC) Visclosky
Marchant Rigell Walberg
Matsui Roe (TN) Walden
McDermott Rogers (AL) Watson Coleman
McGovern Rohrabacher Weber (TX)
McKinley Rooney (FL) Wenstrup
McSally Ros-Lehtinen Wilson (FL)
Meehan Rouzer Wittman
Meeks Roybal-Allard Woodall
Miller (FL) Ruiz Yoder
Mooney (WV) Rush Young (AK)

ANSWERED “PRESENT”—1
Gohmert
NOT VOTING—19
Ashford Hudson Pingree
Chaffetz Israel Quigley
Courtney Keating Speier
Frankel (FL) King (IA) Tipton
Franks (AZ) Lee Turner
Garamendi Long
Hinojosa Perlmutter
[J 1456

So the Journal was approved.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

Stated for:

Mr. KING of lowa. Madam Speaker, on roll-
call No. 103, had | been present, | would have
voted “yes.”

———

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without
objection, a motion to reconsider the
vote on adopting the motion offered by
the gentleman from Texas (Mr. CAR-
TER) is laid on the table.

There was no objection.

———

MOTION TO INSTRUCT CONFEREES
ON H.R. 240, DEPARTMENT OF
HOMELAND SECURITY APPRO-
PRIATIONS ACT, 2015

Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD. Madam
Speaker, I offer a motion to instruct.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Clerk will report the motion.

The Clerk read as follows:

Ms. Roybal-Allard moves that the man-
agers on the part of the House at the con-
ference on the disagreeing votes of the two
Houses on the bill H.R. 240 be instructed to
recede from disagreement with the Senate
amendment.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 7 of rule XXII, the gentle-
woman from California (Ms. ROYBAL-
ALLARD) and the gentleman from Texas
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(Mr. CARTER) each will control 30 min-
utes.

The Chair recognizes the gentle-
woman from California.

O 1500

Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD. Madam
Speaker, I yield myself such time as I
may consume.

Madam Speaker, my motion would
instruct the conferees to recede to the
Senate position, which is the respon-
sible position of providing a full-year
funding for the Homeland Security De-
partment.

Secretary Johnson has warned over
and over again that the Republican
leadership’s refusal to allow a vote on
a clean bipartisan funding bill, such as
the one sent to this House by the Re-
publican-led Senate, is threatening the
national security of our country. With-
out a full-year bill, the Secretary tells
us that he is unable to move forward
on key Homeland Security priorities,
including new investments in border
security technology, more aggressive
ICE investigations related to
transnational criminal organizations
that engage in drug and human smug-
gling and human trafficking, enhanced
preparedness for responding to surges
in illegal migration such as the one ex-
perienced last summer, acquisition of
the Coast Guard’s eighth National Se-
curity Cutter, and the construction of
the National Bio and Agro-Defense Fa-
cility in Manhattan, Kansas, both of
which could potentially be delayed and
lead to associated higher costs.

Also at risk are the badly needed se-
curity upgrades at the White House
complex and the issuing of State and
local terrorism prevention and re-
sponse grants so critical to supporting
our local first responders. These are
just a few of the negative consequences
of not fully funding our Department of
Homeland Security.

Madam Speaker, nothing can be
gained by another stopgap funding
measure, but much can be lost. We
should not allow ourselves or the
American people to be fooled into
thinking that the House can continue
to delay resolving this issue without
undermining the national security of
our Nation, or that the Department of
Homeland Security has been doing just
fine under the continuing resolution
and can operate effectively under the
uncertainty of a continuing resolution
for even another day, much less 3 more
weeks.

The dire consequences of not funding
the Department of Homeland Security
are not the made-up warnings of Demo-
crats. They are the warnings of the
Secretary of Homeland Security and
the heads of his agencies.

Let me again read a portion of a let-
ter sent by Secretary Johnson to the
bipartisan leadership of the House and
Senate regarding the dangers of either
a funding lapse or another short-term
continuing resolution:

A mere extension of a continuing resolu-
tion has many of the same negative impacts
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of a shutdown. It exacerbates the uncer-
tainty for my workforce and puts us back in
the same position on the brink of a shutdown
just days from now.

The Secretary ends his letter by say-
ing: ‘“The American people are count-
ing on us.” Again, Madam Speaker, the
American people are indeed counting
on us, and so far, the House Republican
leadership has let them down.

This stopgap funding measure does
not fully address our national security
needs. It simply represents the com-
plete and utter abdication of our re-
sponsibility as Members of Congress to
protect the American people and our
country. The Senate has acted in the
best interests of our Nation and sent
this House a bipartisan, bicameral
agreement on funding for the Depart-
ment of Homeland Security.

Madam Speaker, our enemies aren’t
waiting around while the Republican
leadership continues to delay a full-
year funding for the Department of
Homeland Security or for Congress to
g0 to conference in the hope that some
time in the future we may have an
agreement.

Let the House, like the Senate, do
the right thing and send this bill to the
President. I urge my colleagues to vote
for this motion to instruct conferees to
bring back a clean, full-year, bipar-
tisan funding bill for this Nation’s
homeland security.

Madam Speaker, I reserve the bal-
ance of my time.

Mr. CARTER of Texas. Madam
Speaker, I yield myself such time as I
may consume.

Madam Speaker, I rise in opposition
to the motion to instruct conferees. As
the House and Senate come together to
find a path forward on funding the De-
partment of Homeland Security, we
must reconcile our profound dif-
ferences over how to handle the Presi-
dent’s executive actions. But the mi-
nority should keep this in mind as we
go to conference: the majority of
American citizens oppose the Presi-
dent’s actions on immigration, and
they have asked us to fight those ac-
tions.

The House has acted decisively to
fulfill that mandate. Six weeks ago,
when the House approved a bill funding
the Department of Homeland Security
until the end of the fiscal year, the
House also by large margins approved
six amendments to stop the President’s
far-reaching actions.

The President himself has said—no
fewer than 22 times—that he does not
have the authority to change our im-
migration laws unilaterally. Now the
courts have weighed in, saying that no
law has given the President the power
to make these sweeping changes to our
immigration policies. The evidence is
overwhelming on this side of the de-
bate. Now, we can vote again, but the
outcome will be the same. The Amer-
ican people have spoken. We must
stand up against the administration’s
overreach on immigration.

While it is clear the President will
not fulfill or act within the bounds of
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the law, we in Congress are here to de-
fend our Constitution, to provide those
checks and balances that our Founding
Fathers put into place to ensure the
President does not act like a king.

Madam Speaker, I urge my col-
leagues to join me in opposing this mo-
tion to instruct, and I reserve the bal-
ance of my time.

Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD. Madam
Speaker, how much time is remaining?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tlewoman from California has 256 min-
utes remaining.

Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD. Madam
Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to the gen-
tlewoman from New York (Mrs.
LOWEY), the ranking member on the
full Appropriations Committee.

Mrs. LOWEY. Madam Speaker, I rise
in support of the motion to instruct
conferees to agree to a clean funding
bill for the Department of Homeland
Security.

Democratic and Republican nego-
tiators reached a deal on 2015 Home-
land Security funding levels and re-
lated policy issues in December. The
Republican leadership made the polit-
ical calculation to hold this funding
hostage to ideological policy riders re-
versing the President’s executive ac-
tions on immigration.

Having failed to extort these policy
concessions, the Senate has done the
right thing and moved forward to pass
a clean Homeland Security funding bill
that does not include poison pill immi-
gration riders. Yet House leadership
continues to dither, keeping alive the
threat of a shutdown affecting the
agencies that protect our ports, bor-
ders, aviation systems, communities,
and more.

This motion to instruct would make
clear the will of the House is for a
clean full-year Homeland Security
funding bill. This motion rejects spend-
ing another 3 weeks failing to give our
critical agency the budget certainty it
needs to hire employees, invest in new
equipment and technologies, and pro-
vide preparedness grants on which our
communities rely.

A $40 billion Cabinet-level depart-
ment must be able to plan more than 3
weeks in advance and must not be
forced to rely on outdated funding lev-
els or policies for 1 day longer than
they already have.

Madam Speaker, enough is enough.
We know that the Senate cannot and
will not pass a bill that irresponsibly
ties Homeland Security funding to im-
migration policy. We know that the
President would never sign such a bill
into law.

This charade is wreaking havoc on
some of the most important agencies in
our Federal Government. It is time, my
colleagues, it is time, my friends, to
move on, and the way to do that is
through a clean, full-year 2015 bipar-
tisan Homeland Security funding bill
that we negotiated, Democrats and Re-
publicans, House and Senate. Let’s do
it.

Mr. CARTER of Texas. Madam
Speaker, at this time, I would like to
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yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from
Florida (Mr. JOLLY), my friend.

Mr. JOLLY. Thank you, Mr. Chair-
man.

Madam Speaker, I am a new member
of the Appropriations Committee. I
fully understand and respect the sig-
nificant place that this committee sits
in, Republicans and Democrats, to keep
the government funded. I know that. I
think the first responsibility of Con-
gress is to keep the government open.
But I take great reservation to my col-
league’s suggestion that somehow this
is an abdication of our constitutional
responsibility. Nothing could be fur-
ther from the truth.

Madam Speaker, I want to make
something clear to the American peo-
ple today. All week I have seen signs
on the House floor saying that Repub-
licans are shutting down the Depart-
ment of Homeland Security, and I have
seen press conferences saying Repub-
licans are shutting down the Depart-
ment of Homeland Security, scaring
the American people about something
that has not happened.

Here is what we have not heard:
Where are the solutions and where is
the compromise? Because I will tell the
American people this today: what my
colleagues on the other side of the aisle
have said is: It is all or nothing.

I understand the interest in a clean
DHS bill. I am very sympathetic to
that. But to take that position when
we know that there are Members of
this body who take grave, grave res-
ervation to the constitutional over-
reach of the President, that is an abdi-
cation of the constitutional responsi-
bility of this body.

All or nothing is not legislating.
Signs are not legislating. Press con-
ferences are not legislating. Legis-
lating is reaching a compromise be-
tween two sides of the aisle with very
different views of this. I will tell you,
this process has not gone how I would
have wished it to go. But I know this:
the Nation is better and the Congress
is better when we have regular order
and when we legislate the way the Con-
stitution has ordained.

Madam Speaker, we cannot abdicate
our constitutional authority to recog-
nize that we have a bicameral, bipar-
tisan Congress with a disagreement,
and what we owe to the United States
Constitution is the opportunity for us
to find a compromise.

So I will ask you this: What if DACA
provisions were removed from the DHS
bill? Does that get us votes? What if we
delayed the President’s executive order
until final disposition by the courts?
Does that get us votes? What gets us
the votes we need as a body of 300
Members? Not 218 Members, but 300
Members. Where is the compromise?
All or nothing is not legislating.

I will tell you it was a remarkable
comment by the majority leader on the
other side of this building this morning
to suggest that going to conference is a
waste of time. That is an abdication of
the constitutional responsibility of
this body.
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All T am asking for, Madam Speaker,
is that we recognize the difference and
we ask my colleagues on the other side
of the aisle: Where is the compromise?
Because all or nothing is not legis-
lating. Signs are not legislating, scare
tactics are not legislating, and press
conferences are not legislating.

Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD. Madam
Speaker, I would just like to point out
that we have a solution, and it is the
bipartisan, bicameral compromise bill
that was sent by the Senate for us to
vote on, and that is what we are asking
for.
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Madam Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to
the gentlewoman from California (Ms.
LOFGREN), the ranking minority mem-
ber of the Homeland Security Sub-
committee on Immigration and Border
Security.

Ms. LOFGREN. Madam Speaker, a
lot of discussion has been that, some-
how, the President has acted unconsti-
tutionally or unlawfully. Nothing
could be further from the truth.

There is ample legal authority for
what the President has done. Prosecu-
torial discretion is a long-established
practice in every area of the law, both
civil and criminal. When a law enforce-
ment agency has only enough resources
to go after a fraction of the individuals
who it suspects of violating the rel-
evant law, it has to make choices.
There is no alternative.

In the case of immigration, not only
do we recognize this, Congress has spe-
cifically directed the head of the De-
partment to set priorities, enforcement
priorities, for removal.

Now, in addition to that, the Su-
preme Court has recognized in many
cases the need—and really the author-
ity of the executive—to make these de-
cisions. In the Arizona case, it said
Federal officials, as an initial matter,
must decide whether it makes sense to
pursue removal at all.

Our own Congressional Research
Service has found that no court ap-
pears to have invalidated a policy of
nonenforcement founded upon prosecu-
torial discretion on the grounds that
the policy violated the take care
clause.

Deferred action is nothing more than
a tentative revocable signal to a non-
citizen that the government does not
intend to initiate removal proceedings
at this time. Not only is that ten-
tative, but the statute at TU.S.C.
1182(a)(9)(B)(ii) authorizes the period of
stay by the Department in such cases.

Congress has expressly recognized de-
ferred action by name repeatedly. In
addition to the statute, the formal reg-
ulations of the Justice Department and
Homeland Security have also expressly
recognized deferred action.

In the Reno v. American-Arab Anti-
Discrimination case, Justice Scalia
said, ‘‘At each stage, the Executive has
discretion to abandon the endeavor’—
referring to the removal process—‘‘and
at the time ITIRIA was enacted, the INS
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had been engaging in a regular practice
(which has come to be known as ’de-
ferred action’) of exercising that dis-
cretion for humanitarian reasons or
simply for its own convenience.”

The arguments that somehow this is
unlawful are so far wrong because
nothing in the recent executive actions
conflicts with either the letter or the
spirit of the Immigration and Nation-
ality Act or any other Federal statute.

I would note that the court in Texas
did not find the President’s action un-
constitutional. It suggested—and I
think wrongly—that the Administra-
tive Procedure Act applies to these ac-
tions. There is nothing in the history
of the Administrative Procedure Act
that suggests that is the case.

I would just suggest that the Repub-
licans fund Homeland Security and let
the process work through the courts.

Mr. CARTER of Texas. Madam
Speaker, I reserve the balance of my
time.

Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD. Madam
Speaker, I yield 30 seconds to the gen-
tlewoman from Florida (Ms. BROWN),
the ranking member on the Veterans’
Affairs Committee.

Ms. BROWN of Florida. Madam
Speaker, let me just be clear—I am
from Florida—the number one respon-
sibility of any Member of Congress is
to defend the American people, and we
don’t do that by punting our responsi-
bility to fund Homeland Security, pe-
riod.

You all need to stop playing games
with the safety of the American people.

Mr. JOLLY. Will the gentlewoman
yield?

Ms. BROWN of Florida. You are the
one that got on this floor and said it is
a political football. If it is a political
football, you are done playing.

Mr. JOLLY. Will the gentlewoman
yield?

Ms. BROWN of Florida. My time has
expired.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Mem-
bers must direct their remarks to the
Chair.

Mr. CARTER of Texas. Madam
Speaker, I yield such time as he may
consume to the gentleman from Geor-
gia (Mr. WOODALL).

Mr. WOODALL. Madam Speaker, 1
thank my friend from Texas not just
for the time, but for the work he is
doing to try to fund the responsibilities
of the government.

I have been in this institution for 4
years, Madam Speaker, and I have
grown to love this institution. I have
grown to love the people who serve in
this institution, and it is disappointing
to me to see some of the tempers that
boil over here and have that on display
for the American people.

The truth is those tempers boil over,
Madam Speaker, because folks here
care. They don’t care a little; they care
a lot.

What I have been grappling with as
we have been going through this proc-
ess—and the Appropriations Com-
mittee has been working so hard—is
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how do we bring our passion to the
President’s desk in a way that can
make a difference for our people back
home.

I look at the chairman of the Appro-
priations Committee here and the
ranking member. For Pete’s sake, they
passed a bill out of committee on this
issue last summer.

To watch this debate, you would
think that the Congress is so derelict
that we put everything off until the
eleventh hour. Not true, Madam Speak-
er. Last summer, the House passed this
out of committee.

Now, of course, the process broke
down last summer. We passed seven
bills across this floor. The Senate had
yet to pass one. I am tired of figuring
out who to blame here. I am in the
business of trying to figure out how to
solve problems.

The Senate is making some progress.
Golly, they have considered more
amendments in the Senate so far in
2015 than they considered all of last
year combined. They are making
progress. We are starting to get this
train back on track.

What is happening here today,
though it seems so controversial, is we
have got a motion to instruct, Madam
Speaker, conferees. Now, I disagree
with the motion to instruct. The mo-
tion says: Let’s just do what the Sen-
ate said we should do.

I don’t actually think that fulfills
my constitutional obligation, but the
fact that we are even in a place today
to instruct conferees, it takes us back.
I would argue if we took a poll outside,
Madam Speaker, we could find folks all
up and down Constitution Avenue, all
up and down Independence Avenue,
who saw that skit on ‘‘Saturday Night
Live” with the bill tumbling down the
stairs as folks tried to remember how a
bill becomes a law.

If we can pass this 3-week continuing
resolution today, we are going to be
able to demonstrate how a bill becomes
a law when the House has a position
and the Senate has a position and they
come together to work out those dif-
ferences before it goes to the Presi-
dent’s desk.

Madam Speaker, I have been here 4
years. I can count on one hand how
many times I have seen that process
work. These issues are too important
to say: The other body took care of it,
I will just defer to them.

The Members of this body are too tal-
ented, they are too committed, they
love this country too much. For the 435
of us to come together and say, We
have nothing to add, let’s just do what
the Senate said—I can’t count the
number of colleagues I have, Madam
Speaker, on the Democratic side of the
aisle who love this country, care about
this country on one hand. I can’t count
them on two hands. I can’t count them
on all of my fingers and toes because it
is every single Member.

The same thing is true on my side of
the aisle. I would just ask my friends,
my committed patriot friends, it is 3
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weeks to have an opportunity to have
our collective voice heard. The Amer-
ican people deserve it; the Nation needs
it. Our leaders on the Appropriations
Committee, Republican and Democrat
alike, have given us an opportunity to
do it.

Let’s take ‘‘yes” for an answer. Let’s
reject this motion to instruct, but let’s
do go to conference. Let’s pass this
continuing resolution, and let’s restore
some pride in a process that has served
this country so well for so long.

Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD. Madam
Speaker, I yield myself such time as I
may consume.

I just want to point out to the gentle-
men that the ranking members and
chairs of the Appropriations Sub-
committees of the House and the Sen-
ate worked together on the bill that we
are trying to bring for a vote, that this
was a negotiated bill by both Houses.

This is not something that we are
just trying to bring from the Senate
without the House having any input.
This was the negotiated, compromised
bill of both Houses.

I now yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Minnesota (Mr. ELLISON),
a member of the Financial Services
Committee.

Mr. ELLISON. Madam Speaker, I
would like to thank the gentlewoman
for yielding.

Madam Speaker, just for people who
are watching this debate, I would like
to take us back to December of 2014
when we passed this thing called the
CR/Omnibus, all these spending bills
together that we spent money for the
American people over the course of a
year to fund our government, except
for the Department of Homeland Secu-
rity bill, which would be funded right
through midnight tonight.

Why did we single this one bill out
for this short term? For one reason and
one reason only: The Republican ma-
jority wanted to pick a fight with the
President over the President’s execu-
tion of his lawful authority to try to
solve problems in the area of immigra-
tion.

Now, a Federal district court judge,
who has a long history of Republican
partisanship, decided that he would
issue an order stopping the execution
of this executive order action; so, now,
why don’t we let the district court han-
dle it, pass a year-long bill, and look
after the public safety of the American
people?

This thing is where it should be. It is
with the courts. People on the Repub-
lican side of the aisle, Madam Speaker,
who say that this is unconstitutional—
which it is not—now have the ball in
the court they say they want it in,
which is in the court’s hands, so let us
get about the business of protecting
the homeland.

Madam Speaker, I am from Min-
neapolis, Minnesota, and I am proud of
that, but I have got a terrorist group in
Somalia talking about what they want
to do to my mall. That is a fact of my
district right now, and I feel very bit-
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ter and resentful that we are holding
up Homeland Security money.

I ask this body to not kick the ball
for 3 weeks, but to get to business now,
so that we can plan and protect our
homeland.

This is serious business, not a polit-
ical football to acquire power.

Mr. CARTER of Texas. Madam
Speaker, I yield as much time as he
may consume to the gentleman from
the great State of Alabama (Mr. ADER-
HOLT), my friend.

Mr. ADERHOLT. Madam Speaker, I
thank the chairman for letting me
speak on this motion.

As a past chairman of this Sub-
committee on Homeland Security, I
know firsthand how important it is for
the funding for Homeland Security to
go forward. The bottom line is the
House has done its job.

Back in December, the House voted
to fund the Federal Government for the
fiscal year. We kept the funding for the
Department of Homeland Security on a
continuing resolution so that it would
not lapse.

By doing so, we were making a prom-
ise to the American people, a promise
that once the Republicans had full con-
trol of the Senate, we would work to-
gether as a Congress to ensure that the
President’s unconstitutional and dan-
gerous actions would not go un-
checked.

Every President takes an oath under
the Constitution that the laws of this
land will be upheld; however, the con-
cern that we have now is the President
is directing Federal employees to take
unlawful actions.

The House position on this bill pro-
vides proper funding. It defends the
President’s unlawful actions. The
House has voted, the Senate has voted,
and—as my colleague from Florida had
said earlier—once that happens when
you don’t agree, you go to conference,
and that is how you legislate.

I urge my fellow House Members to
support the actions laid out by the
Speaker so that we can move forward
with this so that we can go to con-
ference and act like true legislators in
how the Founding Fathers in their wis-
dom meant for this to move forward.

O 1530

Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD. Madam
Speaker, I yield 1 minute to the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania (Mr.
BRENDAN F. BOYLE), a member of the
Committee on Foreign Affairs and the
Committee on Oversight and Govern-
ment Reform.

Mr. BRENDAN F. BOYLE of Pennsyl-
vania. Madam Speaker, I realize that I
haven’t been serving in this body very
long—only 8 weeks—but today is ex-
actly the kind of day that drives most
people nuts about Congress. Even
though we all agree—Senate Repub-
licans, Senate Democrats, in a more
than 2-1 vote; House Democrats and
House Republicans—that we need to
fund the Department of Homeland Se-
curity, yet here we are a few hours be-
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fore the deadline once again playing
around with the security of the United
States.

Madam Speaker, we have a way to
end this. We have the Senate bill in
front of us. Let us adopt the bipartisan
bill, get the Department of Homeland
Security funded, and then we can move
on and have this legitimate debate
about immigration.

Mr. CARTER of Texas. I reserve the
balance of my time.

Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD. Madam
Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Kentucky (Mr. YARMUTH),
a member of the Committee on the
Budget and the Committee on Energy
and Commerce.

Mr. YARMUTH. I thank the gentle-
woman for yielding.

Madam Speaker, I would like to re-
peat some things that I have heard
over the last couple of weeks about
this particular situation:

“I fully believe we should not be
playing politics with a national secu-
rity agency like the Department of
Homeland Security, particularly given
the high threat environment that we
are in right now.”

‘““The political impasse on DHS fund-
ing must end. Responsible members of
both parties must work together to
find some way to fund DHS without
further delay.”

“The worst thing we can do is let our
enemies think we are backing off, that
we are cutting off funding. This in-
volves human lives, and this is too
risky a game to be playing here. This is
no way to run a government.”’

Madam Speaker, those aren’t my
words. Those are words from Repub-
lican Members of this body discussing
the reckless game that their party is
playing with the funding of the Depart-
ment of Homeland Security.

Every rationale I have heard for not
voting for a clean funding bill right
now involves some kind of an ideolog-
ical orientation. We have got a lot of
constitutional lawyers, apparently, in
this body because people are arguing
whether it is constitutional or not.
Meanwhile, we face threats day in and
day out, both here and abroad, that we
are not being able to cope with.

There is a great or legendary con-
servative thinker and writer, William
F. Buckley, Jr. He once said: ‘‘Idealism
is fine, but as it approaches reality, the
costs become prohibitive.” Right now,
the costs to our defense, the security of
our Nation are becoming prohibitive.
Let’s stop this argument. Let’s do what
we both agree on and fund our Nation’s
security apparatus.

Mr. CARTER of Texas. At this time,
I yield such time as he may consume to
the gentleman from Alabama (Mr.
BYRNE).

Mr. BYRNE. Madam Speaker, I rise
to oppose this motion, and I would like
to address the House with the reasons
why.

I have been here for a year and 2
months, and I believe in my time here,
this is the first time that we have actu-
ally been in the position to get a bill
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back from the Senate on which they
disagreed with us and that we have
even the opportunity to go to a con-
ference.

Now, when I took high school civics,
it was my understanding that that is
the way the process works. The bill
starts in one House, goes to another
House; the other House disagrees, and
it comes back to the other House. If
the other House wants to go and dis-
cuss it, we go to conference and discuss
it.

This House took a very important po-
sition back in January to fund the De-
partment of Homeland Security, and
we added some riders. Now we need to
go to conference so that our position,
the House’s position, can be fully dis-
cussed by the conferees for both
Houses. During that discussion, we
don’t know what the outcome will be,
but that discussion could lead to some-
thing that could get us a solution. That
is what the people of America want us
to try to do is to get to a solution. So
far what we have tried hasn’t worked.

Now, I wish the Senate had acted ear-
lier. I wish we could have gotten this
back in time enough for us not to have
to go through some of the gyrations we
are doing now, but we are where we
are. To go to conference and to give
whoever is appointed as the House con-
ferees the opportunity to work with
whoever is appointed from the Senate
as their conferees to try to arrive at
something like a consensus that we can
all vote for—even if we don’t feel 100
percent good about it—seems to be
what I thought we learned in high
school civics class is the way the proc-
ess is supposed to work.

So I hope that we will go forward. I
hope this motion is defeated for that
purpose, so that we can do things in
regular order, which perhaps this Con-
gress has forgotten to do, it has been so
many years since we have done it. Now
that the Senate has acted—and many
of us, including me, have said we want-
ed the Senate to act—let’s take their
action, go to a conference committee
with them, and work on trying to get
this thing worked out.

Now, some people say that this isn’t
going to work, that nothing is going to
come of it. I tell you this: if we don’t
try it, absolutely it is not going to
work; but if we give it a chance, then
we could get something out of it that is
a win not for us in this House or the
Senate, but a win for the people of the
United States of America, the people
we are here to represent.

So I hope that the people in both
Houses and both parties can come to-
gether at least long enough for us to
talk with one another, not at one an-
other, not from an ideology, not from a
partisan standpoint, but from the
standpoint of what is best for the peo-
ple of the United States and for what is
appropriate under the Constitution of
the United States, because we are also
here, as our oath requires, to uphold
the Constitution of our country.

I believe our conferees should have
an opportunity to go in there and do
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the right thing to protect the people of
America through the funding of the De-
partment of Homeland Security and to
do the right thing to defend the Con-
stitution of our country. By defeating
this motion and going forward with the
conference, we give the process a
chance to work, and to work well, in
both of those regards.

So I respect the people on the other
side who think we should just give in;
but I don’t think we should just give
in, because I don’t think the American
people want us to just give in. I think
the American people want us to do our
work, to make sure we protect our
country by appropriately funding the
Department of Homeland Security, but
that we also protect our country by de-
fending the Constitution of the United
States.

I believe the actions taken by the
President are unconstitutional. A
judge has stayed those actions because
he has got some legal issues with them.
I don’t know what is going to happen in
that court proceeding. I am not going
to try to predict that here on the floor
of the House, because a lot of times
you try to predict a court proceeding,
you will find out you are wrong.

In the meantime, we still have an ob-
ligation to do our job, and I think
going forward with this conference
committee is doing our job in the most
important of senses. I appreciate the
opportunity to stand here today and
address this House and to urge my col-
leagues to defeat this motion so that
we can do something we haven’t done
in a number of years, and that is to ful-
fill the obligations given to us by our
forebears, do our job, get this thing
done, get it done right, and make sure
that we have done right by the people
of the United States.

Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD. How much
time is remaining on both sides?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tlewoman from California has 14 min-
utes remaining, and the gentleman
from Texas has 14 minutes remaining.

Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD. Madam
Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tlewoman from Texas (Ms. JACKSON
LEE), ranking member of the Sub-
committee on Crime, Terrorism, Home-
land Security, and Investigations.

Ms. JACKSON LEE. Let me thank
the gentlelady for her excellent work
on the Subcommittee on Homeland Se-
curity of the Committee on Appropria-
tions and the gentleman, Mr. CARTER.

To the statements that have been
made on the floor, might I just chron-
icle a more correct, if I might say, ar-
ticulation of really what happened.

First, it is an applause and apprecia-
tion for the work done by the gentle-
lady from California and the gen-
tleman from Texas, along with the
ranking member and the chairman of
the Committee on Appropriations, be-
cause they had 12 appropriations bills
ready to go forward.

What my good friends have missed on
the other side of the aisle is they de-
bunked the full funding of the Depart-
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ment of Homeland Security because of
their ire against the President’s au-
thorized constitutional executive ac-
tion. That is why we are here today, for
no other reason than, rather than al-
lowing the debate on a clean funding
on the omnibus bills, the 12 that have
come from the House, they took out
the Department of Homeland Security
and left it to the side.

They took it out in the light of
young women, as I indicated. Three
Denver girls played hooky from school
and tried to join ISIS. They took it out
in the light of the FBI Director saying
there is an ISIS cell in every State.
They took it out in the light of the
tragedies that happened in Paris, in
Denmark, and have happened around
the world in Australia. Boko Haram,
they took it out. They took out that
full funding of the Department of
Homeland Security and skewed it by
adding their contempt for the execu-
tive action.

But then, lo and behold, what hap-
pened is a judge didn’t rule it unconsti-
tutional in Texas. That was not the
order of the court. It was that there
were questions that should be decided—
it was actually a stay—and that it
should have gone through an adminis-
trative procedure, the APA. It did not
rule it unconstitutional, but it was an
action that caused, at least for the mo-
ment, a stay in the actions of the
President.

What does that say, Madam Speaker?
It says that today we can come and
give a full funding for the Department
of Homeland Security.

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

Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD. I yield an ad-
ditional 30 seconds to the gentlewoman
from Texas.

Ms. JACKSON LEE. I thank the gen-
tlelady.

Madam Speaker, that order answers
their concern about the executive ac-
tion. In the meantime, we have every
opportunity tonight, today to vote on a
clean full funding of the Department of
Homeland Security until September,
because that is what the Senate did.
They did their work.

But now we are playing games, in
spite of the letter from the Secretary
of Homeland Security, and we are tell-
ing the Customs and Border Protec-
tion, we are telling the TSOs, the FAA,
the ICE officers, all of them, we put a
stop sign and said we no longer want to
secure America.

I ask for support of this motion to in-
struct, and I ask for full funding for
the Department of Homeland Security.
Let’s do our job.

Mr. CARTER of Texas. Madam
Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from North Carolina (Mr.
PITTENGER).

Mr. PITTENGER. I thank the gen-
tleman for yielding me the time.

Madam Speaker, I am here today ab-
solutely in amazement that we are in
this discussion about the Constitution
of the United States. This is an issue of
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the balance of powers. This is an issue
of our liberties. As important as the
Homeland Security bill is, we recognize
today that the Congress has made its
statement, the President of the United
States has made his statement 22 times
that he did not have the right to de-
clare amnesty, the courts have made
their statement, and yet today we are
in this dialogue.

I hope the American people are
watching today and seeing the
miscommunication of truth. The truth
is we are committed to the Constitu-
tion, and we are going to stand by the
Constitution. We are not going to allow
the edict of one person to commit this
country to a direction unchallenged.
We are here committed to that prin-
ciple. We believe that the rights of the
American people are founded in this
Constitution, and we will submit our-
selves to that.

Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD. I reserve the
balance of my time.

Mr. CARTER of Texas. Madam
Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Georgia (Mr. AUSTIN
SCOTT).

Mr. AUSTIN SCOTT of Georgia. I
thank the gentleman for yielding.

Madam Speaker, as I listened to this
debate and watched as some of the peo-
ple talked about what our duty was and
was not as Members of Congress, I
thought I might come down and read
the oath that we as Members of Con-
gress take. It is simple.

“I do solemnly swear or affirm that I
will support and defend the Constitu-
tion of the United States against all
enemies, foreign and domestic; that I
will bear true faith and allegiance to
the same; that I take this obligation
freely, without any mental reservation
or purpose of evasion; and that I will
well and faithfully discharge the duties
of the office on which I am about to
enter, so help me God.”

O 1545
Ladies and gentlemen, this is not
about immigration. This is about

whether or not the President has the
ability to unilaterally run this country
by creating fees and spending those
fees as he sees fit. I would submit to
you that he doesn’t. If the President
can do this and is allowed to get away
with this, then, when we get a pro-life
President, that pro-life President can
create a fee on abortion providers and
use it to fund adoption.

It seems to me that the Democratic
Party, which prefers free cell phones to
taking care of the men and women who
protect our country in uniform, likes
the rules when they are working for
them but doesn’t want to abide by the
rules all the time.

What the President has done vio-
lates, I believe, the separation of pow-
ers. I would suggest to you that this is
a very dangerous precedent, and this is
well worth fighting for in maintaining
our oath as Members of the United
States Congress to defend the Constitu-
tion.
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Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD. Madam
Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from  Massachusetts (Mr.
KEATING).

Mr. KEATING. Madam Speaker, let’s
not lose focus here. We are talking
about our country’s security. We heard
what would happen if the homeland
function were to be eliminated imme-
diately over a shutdown even with the
emergency provisions that are existing.

I want to address an important issue,
and that is the issue of our security
being jeopardized because of these
stopgap budgets. Now, what does that
mean? That means we continue to
work within the constraints of last
year’s priorities, that we can’t move
beyond the funding that is there for
those functions that we said were im-
portant for our security last year. The
trouble with that is the terrorist
threats are changing every single day.
The landscape is changing under our
feet, yet we are in a straightjacket in
dealing with it. We cannot continue
going forward. It has already jeopard-
ized our ability to look at nuclear de-
tection in this country because of these
stopgap budgets.

My State suffered a terrible tragedy
with the Boston Marathon bombing,
but I think all of us agree and all of us
saw the way they organized, the way
they coordinated all the functions—the
State, the local, and the Federal Gov-
ernment, the medical functions, the
emergency service. We all concluded—
rightfully so—that countless lives were
saved because of that. Do you know
why? Because there was training and
preparation for what could come.

We cannot deal successfully in this
country with the threats that are con-
fronting us here today and tomorrow—
terrorist attacks—with last year’s pri-
orities and without being able to shift
and meet those priorities. Let’s stop
the stopgap budgeting. It is hurting
our country. It is hurting our security.
Let’s do what we are supposed to do
under the Constitution—make these
decisions to fund it.

Mr. CARTER of Texas. Madam
Speaker, I reserve the balance of my
time.

Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD. Madam
Speaker, I yield 4 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Maryland (Mr. HOYER),
the Democratic whip of the House.

Mr. HOYER. Madam Speaker, I rise
in support of this motion. I also rise to
lament the fact that we had an oppor-
tunity just a few hours ago, or an hour
ago, to do what the Senate rationally
did. After four opportunities of trying
to adopt the House position, the Senate
failed to do so.

Now, I heard my young friend from
Texas talk about the Constitution. I
have heard a lot of people say we ought
to read the Constitution. I agree with
that. The Constitution has provided for
the resolution of the injury of which
you speak so passionately, and that is
Article IIT of the Constitution.

Marbury v. Madison said that the Su-
preme Court had the authority, wheth-
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er it was the President or the Congress,
to say that that is not constitutional.
Frankly, by our passing a law and say-
ing this is constitutional, as has been
attempted and done in the past by my
Republican friends, to say, ‘‘we say, by
legislative fiat, this is constitutional,”
unfortunately, today, we gave up the
opportunity to act responsibly. My
friend Mr. ROGERS, for whom I have
great respect, and Mrs. LOWEY know we
are going to be back here some 20 days
from today with this same debate be-
cause the Senate has already said they
are not going to conference. When I say
‘““the Senate,” the Democrats are not
going to give 60 votes as the Repub-
licans would not give 60 votes to go to
conference on other bills in past years.

What we did was we reversed the
order of the legislation we are consid-
ering. Had we done the original order,
we would have done this motion to go
to conference and the motion to in-
struct first. As a result, we would have
still had the Senate bill in the House of
Representatives so as to act respon-
sibly, but there apparently was a fear
that we might do that, so that bill was
sent back to the Senate before we con-
sidered the CR for 21 days.

I urge my colleagues to vote ‘‘yes”
on this motion to instruct. Vote ‘‘yes”
to, at some point in time, do what is
the responsible and doable alternative.
It is not a question of whether you like
it or I like it. It is the alternative that
we in the Congress can do, and that is
why 68 Members of the United States
Senate—Republicans and Democrats—
voted to say we have tried for 6 weeks
to do what we all need to do, and that
is to fund the Department of Homeland
Security to keep America safe. We are
going to delay that; but, at a min-
imum, we ought to say to the con-
ferees—and few of us on this floor be-
lieve there will be any conference.
Again, the Senate will not vote to go
to conference. Let us vote at least for
this responsible motion made by the
gentlewoman from California.

Mr. CARTER of Texas. Madam
Speaker, may I inquire as to how much
time I have left.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Texas has 10%2 minutes re-
maining, and the gentlewoman from
California has 5% minutes remaining.

Mr. CARTER of Texas. Madam
Speaker, I would first like to say that
I certainly hope that Mr. HOYER, when
he referred to his young friend from
Texas, was talking about me. That
makes me feel really good. I appreciate
that.

At this time, I yield 3 minutes to my

young friend from Texas (Mr. GOH-
MERT).
Mr. GOHMERT. Madam Speaker, I

appreciated so much my friend Mr.
ScoTT for bringing up that oath. It
does mean a lot—in my case, taking
that oath to serve in the Army for 4
years, taking, basically, the same oath
to be a prosecutor in Texas, to be a
judge in Texas, to be a chief justice in
Texas, and now to be in Congress. It



February 27, 2015

means something. Protecting the Con-
stitution means that, if we don’t pre-
serve the balance of power, then this
little experiment in democracy—or ‘‘a
Republic, madam,”’ as Benjamin
Franklin referred to—will be lost.

I appreciated what my friend from
Maryland said, and I wrote it down be-
cause it was profound: ‘‘we gave up the
opportunity to act responsibly.”

I would humbly submit, Madam
Speaker, that that has been going on
for the last 6 years. Now, some of it
went on during the Bush administra-
tion as the President used executive or-
ders and took powers that probably
shouldn’t have been his. In talking to
people who have been in Congress over
the last 35 years or so, they have told
me that, whether it was Gerald Ford or
Richard Nixon when Goldwater went
down Pennsylvania Avenue, Jimmy
Carter, Ronald Reagan, George H.W.
Bush, Bill Clinton, or George W. Bush,
there was a willingness on both sides of
the aisle to get in a car together and go
down Pennsylvania Avenue and say,
“Mr. President, you have usurped far
too much power. We can’t let you de-
stroy the Constitution any further. We
are taking a stand.” We have missed
that opportunity to act responsibly,
but, fortunately, it is not yet too late.

If you do not know what ‘‘irrespon-
sibility’’ is, then look at Judge Hanen’s
opinion. He spells it out. This Presi-
dent didn’t even have the gumption to
write an executive order and sign it. He
spoke his new amnesty law into being,
and then Jeh Johnson did a memo.
That took the power of Congress away
from us. So the question on acting re-
sponsibly is: Do we make that message
clear that we are not having laws spo-
ken into being in this country and hav-
ing some bureaucrat—unelected—come
around with a memo that undoes laws
by different Congresses all these years
that have been signed by different
Presidents? With a memo? Come on.

It is time to act responsibly. Now is
the time. Please. I know party divi-
sions run deep, but stand with us for
the Constitution.

Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD. Madam
Speaker, I yield 1 minute to the gentle-
woman from California (Ms. PELOSI),
the Democratic leader of the House.

Ms. PELOSI. I thank the gentle-
woman for yielding, and I commend her
and Congresswoman LOWEY for their
very important motion to instruct con-
ferees to accept the Senate language.

Madam Speaker, I want to address
some of what a previous speaker had
mentioned, but I am going to go to the
most recent previous speaker.

If you feel so strongly—because I
don’t know if this is about thinking or
feeling—about the immigration issue
and the executive actions taken by the
President, I respect that; but why are
you jeopardizing the homeland security
of the United States of America by at-
taching your emotions to this bill?

That is what this is about. If you
have an argument about immigration,
have an immigration bill come to the
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floor, and let’s have that debate. You
did say that we have given up the op-
portunity to act responsibly. That is
exactly what you are doing today. Pol-
icy differences about immigration or
the rest are a legitimate debate in this
great marketplace of ideas that is
called the House of Representatives;
but it is not for you to hold hostage the
homeland security of our country, to
jeopardize the opportunity to prepare,
to have what is current and necessary
for the realities of the threats that we
are facing now instead of—3 months
since December until, it would be,
March 19—3-month-old funding carried
over from last year. A lot has happened
since then in Paris, in the Middle East,
with threats in our own country.
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Get a grip on our responsibility. Get
a grip, Madam Speaker. Give us a
chance to vote on a bill that passed by
more than two-thirds in the United
States Senate with strong bipartisan
support.

As far as your criticisms of President
Obama, nobody said ‘‘boo’ over there
when President Reagan used—justifi-
ably so, rightfully so—his executive or-
ders on protecting immigrants in our
country. George Herbert Walker Bush,
the same. President Clinton. George W.
Bush, who was one of the best Presi-
dents on immigration in our country,
wasn’t able to convince his Republican
colleagues to respect immigration as
the invigoration of our country. But,
nonetheless, he led on that subject.

So you have made a mess. We have so
many bills, counter bills, CRs, all the
rest of it coming back, forward, and all
the rest, and every time I ask all of
you what is happening, everybody says:
I don’t know.

It is only 8 hours until the govern-
ment will shut down. That can’t pos-
sibly happen. And I want to address
that point. Someone has said to me,
Well, the President said he won’t let
the government shut down—that he
would sign this 3-week option. That is
a bad choice that we have given the
President—to shut the government
down or extend it for 3 weeks—when
that 3-week extension is as under-
mining to our national security as a
shutdown in government. That is just
not right. It is not responsible on our
part.

So I say to our colleagues, if they
want to go down that path of poor
choices, let the Republicans do that. If
they have got multiagendas here, anti-
Obama agendas here about immigra-
tion and the rest, let them go down
that path. Let them put their 218 votes
on the board without our associating
ourselves with it.

And just because the President’s per-
son says of the two bad choices he
would choose the 3 weeks if it came to
his desk, don’t let that deter you from
voting ‘“‘no” on that and ‘‘yes’” on what
Congresswoman ROYBAL-ALLARD and
Congresswoman LOWEY are putting
forth as well.
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Yes, we do take that oath, as the gen-
tleman said, whether you are a judge,
whether you are in the military,
whether you are in Congress, or the
President of the United States, to pro-
tect and support the Constitution of
the United States. We are not pro-
tecting anything with what you are
doing here. We are not protecting any-
thing. We are dragging it out.

We are sending a message that, for
some historic reason, we are now tak-
ing it out on Barack Obama because we
are angry about what the gentleman on
the Republican side said that Reagan,
Bush, Clinton, and Bush have done.
Bring it wup under another cir-
cumstance. Keep it off the protection
of our country.

Your chairman, Mr. ROGERS, working
with our ranking member, Congress-
woman LOWEY, was able to put to-
gether 12 bills which were a com-
promise—bills that everyone was pre-
pared to support—until you decided
you were going to use immigration to
hold hostage the national homeland se-
curity of our country.

And so kick the can to here. Now you
have kicked the can to here, and now
you are going to kick the can to March
19. What do you think is going to hap-
pen on March 19?7 We have already had
two recesses today in this very day of
congressional deliberation. What do
you think you are going to accomplish
later if you are not willing to grow up,
bite the bullet? You made your point.

Your colleagues, the Republican Sen-
ators, do not agree to drag this out.
They have given you a face-saving
path. The judge in Texas gave you a
face-saving path. “I am Charlie’—‘‘Je
suis Charlie”—gave you a face-saving
path.

The urgency is very, very clear—well,
clear to everyone except if you happen
to exist in this Chamber—when your
negative attitudes toward President
Obama have so overwhelmed you that
you are willing to jeopardize the home-
land security of our country. So wheth-
er it is firefighters, the SAFER Act,
FEMA, or anything where the Federal
Government comes in contact with
people, you are standing in the way
and using immigration as the excuse.
For some of you, it may be a reason.
Maybe it is for some of you, but for
some of you it is an excuse. And for all
of you it is a shame. It is a shame.

One gentleman said: If we accept the
Senate language, we are not living up
to our responsibility to have a bill in
the House. And then you expect them
to accept your language. Doesn’t it
hold true both ways? If you don’t want
to accept their language, why do you
expect them to accept your 3-week lan-
guage?

Do you not understand the legisla-
tive process? This Constitution, which
we value, has the legislative branch.
The first article of government is the
legislature, preeminent. The President
can’t sign what we don’t send him, in
terms of making the law. He can take
executive action, but the law is strong-
er.
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Let us honor our responsibilities and
stop standing in the way of protecting
the American people. It is about the se-
curity of the American people versus
the philosophy that you have going
over there, which is perfectly to be re-
spected in another piece of legislation.
Let’s have that debate separate from
protecting.

It is about time for us to come to-
gether to get the job done. The Senate
did it. We can. Please support Con-
gresswoman ROYBAL-ALLARD’s and
Congresswoman LOWEY’s motion to in-
struct the conferees to accept the Sen-
ate bill.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair reminds Members to please di-
rect their remarks to the Chair and not
to other Members.

Mr. CARTER of Texas. Madam
Speaker, how much time is remaining?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Texas has 7% minutes re-
maining.

Mr. CARTER of Texas. Does the gen-
tlewoman have other speakers?

Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD. No. I am pre-
pared to close.

Mr. CARTER of Texas. Madam
Speaker, I yield myself such time as I
may consume.

Madam Speaker, I have had a lot of
schoolteachers shake their fingers at
me and tell me things. And most of the
times, I have deserved it. I have been
looked right at and told I was wrong
before. Many of those times, I deserved
it.

But I want to make something really
clear. This is not a debate on immigra-
tion. This is not a debate on whether or
not we are going to fund the Depart-
ment. We are funding the Department
for the next 3 weeks, using the same
manner that we funded this Depart-
ment for years at a time when our col-
leagues on the other side of the aisle
were in charge of this House.

The CR was one of the most popular
vehicles that they used in funding our
country during the period of time they
ran this place. So we are not using any-
thing that we don’t all use. It funds the
Department. It keeps the Border Patrol
okay and keeps them paid.

But it also allows us to do something
that—by the way, the gentleman is ab-
solutely right. In what we would call
recent history, going to conference was
so rare—my mother used to say ‘‘rare
as hen’s teeth”—when they ran this
place.

So we are at least doing something
that was designed to be done, and we
are going to conference. When you go
to conference and you have two sides of
the story, you are supposed to go in
there and discuss the two sides of the
story. What they are asking to instruct
here is to just take what the Senate
sent us.

Well, to some extent, I guess we
should reward the Senate. This is
about the first thing they have sent us
in recent history where we have actu-
ally had a bipartisan vote. In fact, last
year we just didn’t have any votes at
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all. In fact, you wondered if they even
knew how.

And so here we are. We are going to
conference and doing it the way it is
supposed to be done. All parties will be
able to participate, and maybe we will
resolve our differences and maybe we
won’t, but the American people also
ask us to try to work in a bipartisan
manner. And here is our opportunity.

The Homeland Security Department
will be funded. They will have a pay-
check. We will address this issue in
conference, and hopefully we will come
to a resolution the way we are designed
to with bipartisan participation.

This is not about immigration. And
after having spent 4 years with some of
my colleagues on the other side of the
aisle and some of the colleagues over
here working on immigration, I am not
anti-immigration policy. This is anti-
stepping on the feet of the Framers of
the Constitution and walking all over
that piece of paper.

And that is why we are here to fight
today. We are fighting for the rights of
this legislative body as we address the
Executive. And we are fighting to fund
the Department.

With that, I yield back the balance of
my time.

Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD. Madam
Speaker, let me just say that regard-
less of what the other side of the aisle
will have us believe, the Secretary of
Homeland Security and the men and
women who put their lives on the front
line every day for us and to protect
this country tell us that a continuing
resolution jeopardizes their ability to
fully and effectively protect this coun-
try.

And so I urge my colleagues to do the
responsible thing and to vote for this
motion to instruct conferees to bring
back a clean, full-year, bipartisan
funding bill that will enable the De-
partment of Homeland Security to
fully and effectively protect our Nation
and the American people.

I yield back the balance of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. All time
for debate has expired.

Without objection, the previous ques-
tion is ordered on the motion to in-
struct.

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion to instruct.

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

Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD. Madam
Speaker, on that I demand the yeas
and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

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

———

FURTHER  CONTINUING APPRO-
PRIATIONS RESOLUTION, 2015

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 1(c) of rule XIX, further
consideration of the joint resolution
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(H.J. Res. 35) making further con-
tinuing appropriations for fiscal year
2015, and for other purposes, will now
resume.

The Clerk read the title of the joint
resolution.

MOTION TO RECOMMIT

Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD. Madam
Speaker, I have a motion to recommit
at the desk.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is the
gentlewoman opposed to the joint reso-
lution?

Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD. Yes.

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

The Clerk read as follows:

Ms. Roybal-Allard moves to recommit the
joint resolution H.J. Res. 35 to the Com-
mittee on Appropriations with instructions
to report the same back to the House forth-
with with the following amendment:

Page 1, line 3, strike ‘“That the Continuing
Appropriations Resolution, 2015 and insert
the following:

SECTION 1. The Continuing Appropriations
Resolution, 2015

Page 1, lines 5 and 6, strike ‘“‘March 19,
2015’ and insert ‘‘September 30, 2015°.

Add at the end the following new section:

SEC. 2. The Continuing Appropriations Res-
olution, 2015 is further amended by inserting
at the end (before the short title) the fol-
lowing:

“SEC. 152. Notwithstanding any other pro-
vision of this joint resolution, funds and
other authorities made available for ac-
counts of the Department of Homeland Secu-
rity shall be available to the extent provided
in, under the authority and conditions pro-
vided in, and at a rate for operations not to
exceed the rate permitted by, H.R. 861, as in-
troduced in the House of Representatives on
February 11, 2015.”.

Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD (during the
reading). Madam Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent to dispense with the
reading.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky. Madam
Speaker, I reserve a point of order on
the gentlewoman’s motion.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. A point
of order is reserved.

Pursuant to the rule, the gentle-
woman from California is recognized
for 5 minutes in support of her motion.
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Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD. Madam
Speaker, this motion to recommit will
not kill the resolution or send it back
to committee. If adopted, the con-
tinuing resolution will immediately
proceed to final passage, as amended.

Adoption of this motion to recommit
will change the date of the continuing
resolution to September 30, 2015, and
will incorporate by reference all the
funding levels and provisions of H.R.
861, the clean, bipartisan, full-year
funding bill for the Department of
Homeland Security.

Once again, I ask my colleagues:
What is gained by further putting off a
resolution to this crisis of Republicans’
own making?
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