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The Senate met at 3 p.m. and was
called to order by the Honorable JAMES
LANKFORD, a Senator from the State of
Oklahoma.

——
PRAYER

The Chaplain, Dr. Barry C. Black, of-
fered the following prayer:

Let us pray.

Eternal God, we praise You for the
privilege of prayer. We confess that we
often neglect this opportunity to find
power in Your presence. Guide our law-
makers with Your wisdom, liberating
them from doubts and uncertainties, as
they remember that their times are in
Your hands. May they seek directions
from You as they strive to honor Your
Name. Lord, undergird them with Your
enabling might and help them to re-
member that without You their striv-
ing would be losing. Give them a
steady faith, a firm hope, and a fervent
charity so that they will stay within
the circle of Your will.

We pray in Your mighty Name.
Amen.

——
PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

The Presiding Officer led the Pledge

of Allegiance, as follows:

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the
United States of America, and to the Repub-
lic for which it stands, one nation under God,
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all.

APPOINTMENT OF ACTING
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will please read a communication
to the Senate from the President pro
tempore (Mr. HATCH).

The legislative clerk read the fol-
lowing letter:

U.S. SENATE,
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE,
Washington, DC, April 18, 2016.
To the Senate:

Under the provisions of rule I, paragraph 3,

of the Standing Rules of the Senate, I hereby

Senate

appoint the Honorable JAMES LANKFORD, a
Senator from the State of Oklahoma, to per-
form the duties of the Chair.
ORRIN G. HATCH,
President pro tempore.
Mr. LANKFORD thereupon assumed
the Chair as Acting President pro tem-
pore.

————

RECOGNITION OF THE MAJORITY
LEADER

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

——————

FAA REAUTHORIZATION BILL

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President,
Americans continue to see the dif-
ference a Republican-led Senate can
make on behalf of our country. We
have passed legislation to combat the
prescription opioid and heroin epi-
demic, to provide a long-term highway
funding solution, and to advance many
other important issues.

Today I am hopeful we will be able to
add to that record of achievement with
the FAA reauthorization and airport
security bill, which aims to keep Amer-
icans safe in our airports and in the
skies. Recent terror attacks across the
world emphasize the importance of en-
suring our airports are secure, and I
am pleased the bill includes a number
of provisions that will help to do so.
From increasing security in
prescreening areas to securing inter-
national flights arriving in the United
States, to ramping up measures aimed
at deterring cyber security attacks,
this legislation contains the most com-
prehensive aviation security reforms in
years.

It also includes a number of pas-
senger-friendly provisions such as re-
funds for lost or delayed bags and ef-
forts to improve travel for those with
disabilities. The bill accomplishes all
this without raising fees or taxes on
passengers and without imposing

heavy-handed regulations that threat-
en consumer choice.

The FAA reauthorization bill is the
product of hard work and deliberation
from Members on both sides of the
aisle. It wouldn’t have been possible
without the leadership of Senator
THUNE, our Commerce Committee
chair, and Senator AYOTTE, the Avia-
tion Subcommittee chair. They worked
to consider amendments from both Re-
publicans and Democrats that Members
thought would make this good bill an
even better one. I also thank their
ranking member counterparts, Senator
NELSON and Senator CANTWELL, for
their efforts to advance this legisla-
tion.

Let’s continue that bipartisan
progress today and move the FAA re-
authorization and airport security bill
across the finish line. It is a win for
passengers. It is a win for national se-
curity. It is another example of com-
monsense legislating under Republican
leadership that is getting the Senate
back to work.

——————

RECOGNITION OF THE MINORITY
LEADER

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

———

THE REPUBLICAN SENATE

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I really
have to smile when I hear the Repub-
lican leader with his ‘‘Senate is Back
to Work” speeches. The Senate Repub-
licans are like the guy who shows up
only half the time for work and then
asks for a raise. They go through the
motions, but they fail to do their job.

They failed to fund opioid legisla-
tion. They failed to do anything about
the water in Flint, MI. They failed to
fix what everyone agrees was an error
on the renewable tax credits. They
have failed to address the Zika virus
and on and on.
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Republicans used to complain all the
time about meeting deadlines for doing
the budget resolution, but this year
they just aren’t doing one. Even dis-
trict court nominations supported by
Republicans seem too hard for this
group to accomplish. It appears the
Senate will fail even to have a hearing
on the President’s Supreme Court nom-
ination. It seems that Senate Repub-
licans still need to learn how to do
their job.

——
MERRICK GARLAND NOMINATION

Mr. REID. Mr. President, the Senate
Republicans are making history but for

all the wrong reasons. The Repub-
licans’ obstruction of President
Obama’s Supreme Court nominee,

Merrick Garland, is the first of its kind
in Senate history. Never before has the
Senate categorically refused to con-
sider a Supreme Court nominee solely
because the vacancy occurred during
an election year. As each day passes,
the Republicans set some new mark for
gridlock.

For example, in the post-World War
IT era, the average time between a Su-
preme Court nomination and the nomi-
nee’s first hearing was 29 days. Today
is the 33rd day since Merrick Garland’s
name was put forward by President
Obama. Already we are 5 days past the
average.

The longest a nominee has been
forced to wait for a hearing was 82
days. That was President Eisenhower’s
nominee, Potter Stewart, who was con-
firmed at a later time. Republicans
vow every day that there will be no
hearing. So they are well on their way
to eclipsing the 82-day mark.

While that achievement may earn
the Republicans a slap on the back
from the Koch brothers and Senator
McCONNELL—who, by the way, is the
proud ‘‘guardian of gridlock,” as he
says—Americans take no pleasure in
this record-setting obstruction. In-
stead, Americans want Republicans in
the Senate to do their job and give
Merrick Garland a hearing.

————
IMMIGRATION

Mr. REID. Mr. President, it has been
almost 3 years since the Senate passed
comprehensive immigration reform.
Senate Democrats worked with a hand-
ful of Republicans to craft a good, fair,
comprehensive immigration reform bill
that passed with strong bipartisan sup-
port. Then we watched as Speaker
Boehner capitulated to the tea party
radicals and refused to allow a vote on
the floor. It would have passed over-
whelmingly.

To his credit, President Obama saw
Republicans’ inertia on immigration
reform and decided to act. He told us in
his State of the Union Address that he
was tired of waiting around for Repub-
licans to do things, so he had to do it
himself, and that is what he has done.

Using his Executive authority under
existing law, he worked to fix the sys-
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tem to prioritize enforcement re-
sources on those who actually pose a
threat to our national security and
public safety. On November 20, 2014,
President Obama ordered a series of
Executive actions that increased bor-
der security and ensured greater ac-
countability throughout our immigra-
tion system.

One aspect of President Obama’s Ex-
ecutive actions was the Deferred Ac-
tion for Parents of Americans and Law-
ful Permanent Residents Program. The
program provided temporary deporta-
tion relief for parents of U.S. citizens
and lawful permanent residents, if they
meet three basic requirements. No. 1,
they have to be in the country for at
least 5 years; No. 2, they must register
with the government; and No. 3, they
must pass a criminal background
check. Today, there are over 5 million
children—all U.S. citizens—who are eli-
gible for this program.

President Obama also expanded the
Deferred Action for Childhood Arrival
Program, helping to protect DREAM-
ers, the undocumented children who
were brought to the United States at a
very young age. To date, over 700,000
DREAMers have been protected—12,000
in Nevada alone. Not only were these
Executive actions the right thing to
do, they were also smart investments.
Nevada will benefit from about a $3.5
million-a-year increase in State and
local tax revenues. Nevadans will see
an increase in earnings of more than $1
billion over 10 years. Together these
programs will help grow America by
$230 billion over the next 10 years, but
now this progress is being threatened.

Shortly after President Obama’s an-
nouncement, a politically motivated
lawsuit was filed by the Texas attorney
general and joined by Republican Gov-
ernors and attorneys—not all of them
but a lot of them. The Texas attorney
general won a preliminary injunction
temporarily blocking both programs.
This came from a single judge.

The U.S. Supreme Court agreed to
consider the case and today it heard
oral arguments. They were good. I
thought it was an extremely sound, de-
liberate argument. I think the Jus-
tices—most of them—had questions
that went to the heart of what the
issues are, standing and other things. A
decision to overturn the President’s ac-
tions would put many families with
U.S. citizen children at risk of deporta-
tion and prevent the Department of
Homeland Security from doing its job
of focusing on criminals and other
threats to national security and public
safety.

In Nevada alone, President Obama’s
Executive actions stand to help 50,000
people. Those are 50,000 Nevadans who
should not be separated from their
families.

The U.S. Supreme Court must do the
right thing and recognize President
Obama’s authority. That is why I
joined 38 other Senate Democrats and
186 House Democrats in filing an ami-
cus brief with the Supreme Court,
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making clear that Congress granted
the Department of Homeland Security
broad discretion in enforcing our coun-
try’s immigration laws. What the
President did was both lawful and it
was necessary. He helped target lim-
ited enforcement resources. It is also
what every other President since Ei-
senhower has done, including Ronald
Reagan and George H.W. Bush. Instead
of litigating the President’s lawful ac-
tions, Republicans should work to fix
the immigration system in Congress.
By working with Democrats to pass
immigration reform, they would render
the President’s Executive actions un-
necessary.

I hope the Supreme Court decides in
the administration’s favor. I think
they will, even though the Court is
short a member. I hope these Executive
orders are implemented to bring hard-
working families out of the shadows,
but our Nation would be far better off
with a permanent solution. Our Nation
would be far better off with a bipar-
tisan, comprehensive overhaul of our
Nation’s immigration laws.

My friend the assistant minority
leader has been at the forefront of
these immigration issues. The DREAM
Act is something he put forward 15
years ago. I admire the work he has
done on this. I think he has kept this
issue alive, when a lot of Republicans
wanted it to go away. He has been help-
ful to the people of Nevada—people who
don’t know his name and will never
ever see him, but we have 12,000
DREAMers whose lives have been
changed forever, and we hope the same
will happen to their parents.

Mr. President, would the Chair an-
nounce the business of the day.

————

RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, the
leadership time is reserved.

————

AMERICA’S SMALL BUSINESS TAX
RELIEF ACT OF 2015

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, the
Senate will resume consideration of
H.R. 636, which the clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

A bill (H.R. 636) to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to permanently extend in-
creased expensing limitations, and for other
purposes.

Pending:

McConnell (for Thune/Nelson) amendment
No. 3679, in the nature of a substitute.

Thune amendment No. 3680 (to amendment
No. 3679), of a perfecting nature.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The minority whip.

IMMIGRATION

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, let me
first thank the minority leader, Sen-
ator REID, for his kind words about the
DREAM Act, which I introduced 15
years ago.
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This was a piece of legislation that
came about because a mother called
my office in Chicago. Here was her
family story.

She brought her two kids to America
from Brazil. They actually started off
in Korea, but they came through Brazil
and came to Chicago—mother, father,
and two kids. The father had the ambi-
tion of starting a church. There are a
lot of Korean churches around Chicago
and around the country, and his dream
was to start a Korean-American
Church. His dream never came true. He
continued to pray and read the Bible,
but he didn’t work much. It was up to
mom to go to work.

She went to work in a dry-cleaning
establishment in Chicago. If you have
been around the great city I am hon-
ored to represent and go into a dry
cleaners, most of the time Korean fam-
ilies are running them. They are work-
ing around-the-clock, and are the hard-
est working people imaginable.

Mom went to work in the dry clean-
ers and the Kkids struggled because
there wasn’t much money coming in.
One of their girls, Tereza, heard about
a program in Chicago called the
MERIT Music Program. It is a program
that is available for low-income fami-
lies of kids in public schools. The lady
who left the money for it said to give
them instruction in musical instru-
ments and help them buy the instru-
ments.

Tereza Lee heard about this when she
was a little girl and decided to sign up
for it and to practice the piano. Well,
guess what. She turned out to be a
prodigy. She was amazing. For her the
MERIT Music Program was like an
opening to another part of the world
she had never seen. She participated in
recitals. Sometimes they told me they
had to give her a key to the Merit
music offices because she wanted to
stay and practice until late at night. It
was tough for her getting through high
school. She tells the story, when she
was interviewed in the local press, that
sometimes she didn’t have a lunch to
take to school or any money to buy
food. She would wait until the other
kids left, and she would go through the
wastebasket and look for food they had
left behind. That is how tough it was.
But because of her skill at playing the
piano, she was given an opportunity.
She was accepted into the Juilliard
School for music in New York and at
the Manhattan School of Music con-
servatory to pursue the piano. She was
that good.

When she and her mom started filling
out the application, they reached that
point where it said this: What is your
nationality? What is your citizenship?

Her mom said: Tereza, I don’t know.
We came here on a visitor’s visa way
back when you were 2 years old, but I
never filed any papers for you.

She said: Mom, what are we going to
do?

Her mom said: We are going to call
DURBIN’s office.

So they called the Senate office. We
looked into it. The law in the United
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States was very clear for 17-year-old
Tereza Lee. She had to leave the
United States for 10 years and apply to
come back in—leave for 10 years. She
came here at the age of 2. She did not
do anything wrong.

She did everything right. She fin-
ished high school, against the odds.
She developed a talent, against the
odds. She was accepted at one of the
best music schools in America, and our
law very clearly said: Leave; we don’t
want you. If you want to try to come
back in 10 years, that is your business.

I don’t think that is right. That is
why 156 years ago I introduced the
DREAM Act. It said: If you are one of
those kids brought here under the age
of 16, have finished high school, and
have no serious criminal issues, we are
going to give you a chance. Go to col-
lege or join the military and we will
give you a path to ultimately getting
to the back of the line but becoming a
citizen of the TUnited States—the
DREAM Act.

When I introduced this bill to solve
Tereza Lee’s problem, I used to give
speeches about it all around Chicago. A
funny thing would happen. When I
would finish the speech and go back to
my car, sometimes at night, there
would be somebody waiting by my car.
As I got closer, it turned out to be a
very young girl, usually, maybe with
her friend.

They would wait to make sure no one
was around. The young girl would say
to me: Senator, I am one of those
DREAMers. I am undocumented. My
mom and dad are scared to death that
they are going to be deported, and then
I will be deported. I hope you can pass
this.

Well, time passed. We called the bill
on the floor and called it in the House.
We have never been able to make it the
law of the land. Sadly, the reality is
that there are probably 2.5 million
young people living in America who
would qualify under the DREAM Act to
be given a chance to become legal—2.5
million.

What happened to Tereza Lee? I have
to finish that story. She ended up
going to the Manhattan School of
Music. Two families stepped forward—
families that had befriended the Merit
music program in Chicago. I know one
of them well. They said: This girl is too
good. We can’t waste her talent. We
will pay for her education.

They did so out of pocket. She did
not qualify for any Federal assistance
because she is undocumented. $So
Tereza finished school and played in
Carnegie Hall. Now she is about to
complete her Ph.D. in music. She is liv-
ing in Brooklyn, NY. She is a mom
with a little girl. She married an
American musician so she is legal—{fi-
nally. That is her story. Thank good-
ness this determined young girl stuck
with it. We have to stick with it too.

The people who want to turn away
these 2.5 million DREAMers ought to
take a minute to meet them—just to
meet them and to understand what it
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is to be a young person in America
going through all the challenges of
adolescence and all of the challenges
that might be brought to you in your
community or by our family and know-
ing in the back of your mind that at
any moment, someone can Kknock on
the door and tell you that you have to
leave this country and that you are not
here legally.

They do it, and they fight every sin-
gle day for a chance and a dream so
that someday they will become part of
the only country they have ever
known. These are kids who, just like
the Senate a few minutes ago, got up
every day in the classroom and pledged
allegiance to that flag, the only flag
they have ever known. They do not
view themselves as Mexican or Korean.
They view themselves as Americans.

The question is this: How do we view
them? Do we view them as an asset to
America or do we view them as a prob-
lem—a problem that should be thrown
away and deported? You are listening
to the Presidential campaign. We all
are. I am not going to go into detail
about some of the terrible things that
have been said, but I just wish some of
the haters, some of the people who
want to turn on these young people,
would meet them. Come and meet
them. Hear their stories.

I think even the hardest, coldest
heart would be moved by them. Across
the street—you can see it through the
window—is the Supreme Court build-
ing. It was about 12 years ago that we
decided to do something in the Senate
that I thought was a great idea. Every
2 years, when there is a new class of
Senators, we have a dinner with the
Justices of the Supreme Court. We do
it at their place. It is right across the
street. We line up in the entryway
there—the beautiful marble entryway.
There are tables set up, each of us sits
at a table with one of the Justices.

I can remember one of the early
times I went over there. I shared the
table with another Senator, Robert C.
Byrd of West Virginia, a legendary
Member of the Senate and former
President pro tempore of the Senate.
He served here for decades and carried
the Constitution around in his breast
pocket. In his great days he could re-
cite poetry nonstop. He was a real be-
liever in the Senate. He wrote the his-
tory of the Senate, one that probably
will never be matched. I shared a table
with him in the Supreme Court for one
of these dinners.

I said: Isn’t this a beautiful building?

He said: It sure is.

I said: How often do you get over
here, Senator Byrd?

He said: This is my first time.

I said: You have been in the Senate
for 40-plus years, and this is your first
time? Why?

He said: Well, it is a separate branch
of government. We must respect them.
They had never asked me to come over.

Well, I see it a little differently. I go
across that street because, yes, it is a
separate branch of government, but it
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is one that we should understand and
respect, as I hope they understand and
respect Congress on this side of the
street. So this morning I did. I went
over for an argument before the Su-
preme Court. There was a huge mob
out in front of the Supreme Court be-
cause the case that was being consid-
ered is one that affects millions of lives
in America—Texas v. United States.

The question is this: What are we
going to do with people like Tereza
Lee, whom I just described earlier. You
see, what happened 6 years ago is that
I joined with Republican Senator Rich-
ard Lugar of Indiana and wrote a letter
to President Obama saying: If the Con-
gress is not going to change the law to
make it possible for these young people
to stay in this country, would you
issue an Executive order that allows
them, at least on a temporary basis, to
stay in the United States?

Within a year or two, the President
agreed to do it. He created what is
known as the DACA Program. It basi-
cally says that young people like
Tereza Lee, whom I described earlier,
can step forward, identify themselves
to our government, submit themselves
for criminal investigation, and pay a
filing fee of around $500, I believe it is.
If they do, they will be given the right
to stay in the United States on a tem-
porary renewable basis for 2 years or 3
years.

That is what DACA is all about—so
that young people can pursue their
lives at least with the understanding
that for a few years, they don’t have to
worry about that knock on the door.
Oh, if they get a job, they have to pay
their taxes. If they go to college, they
are not going to get a penny from this
government. We don’t help them pay
for their college education.

The President did it. I applauded him
for doing it. So far, 700,000 young peo-
ple just like Tereza Lee have signed up
for protection under DACA. We esti-
mate that the total universe of young
people eligible is about 2.5 million. So
the President attempted to extend the
DACA Program. He said: We need to
address the problem with their parents.
Many of these parents have children
who are U.S. citizens and legally in the
United States, but they are undocu-
mented and subject to deportation.

So the President said, in what is
known as DAPA: The parents of these
kids can come forward, submit them-
selves to a criminal background check
with fingerprints and all, pay a filing
fee of around $500, and then they will
be allowed, on a temporary, renewable
basis, if they keep their noses clean, to
work in this country.

If they are going to work in this
country, they have to pay their taxes.
Well, that is what the President sug-
gested. As soon as he made these two
proposals to extend DACA and to cre-
ate this other program for the parents,
a lawsuit was filed. It was led by the
State of Texas, and 25 other States, I
believe, joined. That is the case before
the Supreme Court today.
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Before I get into the details of that
case—and I want to say a word about it
on the floor this afternoon—let me say
one other thing. What Senator Byrd
told me about not going across the
street was not only respect for that in-
stitution of the Supreme Court, but as
a Senator he was basically saying that
we need to respect their right to be
above politics. We want to make cer-
tain that that branch of government is
above politics, that they apply the law
and interpret the Constitution in a
nonpolitical way.

Sometimes I read their decisions and
think they have gone political on us.
But the goal is to make sure they are
preserved from becoming political.
This morning, when I went before the
Supreme Court, I did not face nine Jus-
tices, only eight. Antonin Scalia, who
passed away a few weeks ago, created a
vacancy that has not been filled. Why
has the Senate failed to fill this va-
cancy on the Supreme Court? Because
within hours of the untimely death of
Justice Scalia, the Republican leader,
Senator MCCONNELL, who was here a
few moments ago, announced publicly:
We will not fill this vacancy on the Su-
preme Court.

That is important to remember. It is
the first time in the history of the
United States of America—the first
time in the history of the Senate—that
the Senate is refusing a hearing for a
Presidential nominee to fill a vacancy
on the Supreme Court. It has never
happened before—never.

Oh, the Republicans argue: Well, if
the shoe were on the other foot, I am
sure you Democrats would do exactly
the same thing. I call their attention
to the year 1988. Republican President
Ronald Reagan, with a vacancy on the
Supreme Court, submitted the name of
Anthony Kennedy to the Senate. A Re-
publican President was filling a va-
cancy on the Supreme Court, and he
submitted the name of his nominee.

The Senate, then controlled by the
Democrats, gave Anthony Kennedy a
hearing, a strong vote, and sent him
over to the Supreme Court. So when
the shoe was on the other foot, we did
not play politics. But now we are. So I
faced eight Justices over there as that
argument was made this morning. I
thought to myself: If they end up in a
4-t0-4 tie—and that can happen—it will
be chaos and confusion across America,
with different courts and different dis-
tricts having different interpretations
of the same law.

How did we get into this mess? Be-
cause the Republican majority in the
Senate has decided: We are not going
to appoint anyone to fill this vacancy.
Their argument is this: Let the Amer-
ican people speak to filling this va-
cancy in the Presidential election. Let
them decide whether it will be a Demo-
crat or a Republican President filling
this vacancy.

There might be some value to that
argument if President Obama, in the
last election, when he was running for
reelection in 2012, had been running for

April 18, 2016

a term of 3 years. You can argue then
that this fourth year he was not enti-
tled to be President. But you know
what. It turns out that he was running
for a 4-year term. It turns out he won
by 5 million votes. It turns out that
when it comes to being Commander in
Chief and President of the United
States, he has all the powers vested in
him by the Constitution, even in the
fourth year. Isn’t that amazing—4
years as the President? That is what
the American people decided, but only
to be overruled by the Republican ma-
jority in the Senate.

Sorry, Mr. President, they say, you
only get 3 years. Maybe we give you 3
years and 2 months, but you sure don’t
have the right to try and fill a vacancy
on the Supreme Court, even though the
Constitution explicitly says in article
II, section 2: The President shall ap-
point a nominee to fill a vacancy on
the Supreme Court. Their argument is
that you may think you are President
when it comes to the Supreme Court,
but the Senate Republican majority
thinks otherwise.

I sat down with Merrick Garland. He
is the proposed nominee to fill this va-
cancy. He is chief judge of the D.C. Cir-
cuit Court, which is a high position in
the judiciary. He was born in Illinois,
so I come to his nomination with some
prejudice, but he is an extraordinary
person.

People have said: Well, why didn’t
the President choose a woman? Why
didn’t the President choose an African
American? Why didn’t he choose a His-
panic? Why didn’t he choose someone
from India? Why did he choose this
man?

I think he chose him for an obvious
reason: He is clearly qualified. Even
Republican Senators have said nice
things about him publicly. Many of
them have said they refuse to even
meet with him, will not even sit in the
same room with him. Some have
agreed to, but many have said no. Sen-
ator MCCONNELL said: I won’t meet
with him because he is not going to get
a hearing and he is not going to get a
vote.

It is time for us to fill that vacancy.
It is time for us to accept our constitu-
tional responsibility and show respect
for the document we all swore to up-
hold and defend when we took the oath
of office. It is time to fill that vacancy
and put nine Justices on the Supreme
Court to avoid the uncertainty, confu-
sion, and chaos which might otherwise
emerge.

I wish to say a word about the case
before the Court this morning. This
was a case—United States v. Texas—a
legal challenge, as I mentioned earlier,
to the President’s immigration policy,
filed by 26 Republican Governors. I be-
lieve this lawsuit has no legal merit. It
is driven by political hostility toward
President Obama and his immigration
policy.

I was proud to join an amicus brief
signed by 39 Senators on our side of the
aisle and 186 House Democrats in sup-
port of the administration’s decision
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on immigration. The President is on
very solid ground in this case. I am
hoping and confident that the Supreme
Court will rule in his favor.

As an initial matter before the case
proceeds, the States that filed this law-
suit have to show they will be harmed
by the President’s immigration policy.
Otherwise, they really don’t have any
standing to sue. It turns out that ex-
actly the opposite is true. The Presi-
dent’s policy allowing people to work
here on a temporary basis under his
Executive orders will create a huge
benefit to the American economy.

Over the next 10 years, in the State
of Texas alone—and they brought the
lawsuit; at least started it—the Presi-
dent’s immigration action would in-
crease that State’s gross domestic
product by more than $38 billion and
increase the earnings of all Texas resi-
dents by $17.5 billion. They argue that
the President’s immigration policy
would cost the State of Texas money.
It turns out that exactly the opposite
is true.

Even if the States have standing to
sue, the Supreme Court repeatedly has
held that the Federal Government has
broad authority to decide questions of
immigration. Justice Anthony Ken-
nedy, appointed earlier, wrote the opin-
ion for the Court striking down Arizo-
na’s controversial immigration law.
Listen to what he said:

A principal feature of the removal sys-
tem—

Removal of people who are not eligi-
ble to be in the United States—
is the broad discretion exercised by immigra-
tion officials. . . . Discretion in the enforce-
ment of immigration law embraces imme-
diate human concerns. Unauthorized workers
trying to support their families, for example,
likely pose less danger than alien smugglers
or aliens who commit a serious crime.

This administration’s immigration
policy is not just legal, it is smart and
realistic. The President has said sim-
ply: We should prioritize. We have lim-
ited resources. We can’t deport all
those who are here undocumented. If
we are only going to deport some, let’s
pick those who are a danger to the
United States.

The President has focused on those
who have been convicted of serious
crimes or pose a threat to our security.
And shouldn’t he? As Commander in
Chief, shouldn’t that be his highest pri-
ority, to make sure anyone who is a
danger to the United States is gone? He
knows he can’t deport all even if he
wished to, so he focuses on those who
may be a danger to the United States—
prosecutorial discretion. The Depart-
ment of Homeland Security only has
enough funding to deport a small frac-
tion of undocumented, so the President
wants to focus the limited resources on
those who could do us harm. That is
just common sense.

At the same time, the President said
that we should not waste our resources
on deporting young immigrant stu-
dents who grow up in this country,
such as Tereza Lee, whom I mentioned
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earlier, or tear apart families by de-
porting the parents of U.S. citizens.
The President’s policy is focused on de-
porting felons, not families—criminals,
not children.

In November of 2014, President
Obama  established this program,
DAPA, Deferred Action for Parents of
Americans and Lawful Permanent
Residents. Under DAPA, undocumented
immigrants who have lived in the
United States for more than 5 years
and have American children would be
required to come forward, register with
the government, pay a fee, go through
a criminal background check and a na-
tional security background check, and
pay their taxes.

If the government determines these
parents have not committed any seri-
ous crimes and don’t pose any threat,
this Executive order says: On a tem-
porary, renewable basis, they will not
be targeted for deportation.

President Obama also expanded the
DACA Program for children, as I men-
tioned earlier, at the same time. Why
did he do that? Because for years Re-
publicans in Congress have refused to
consider legislation to fix our broken
immigration system.

On the floor of the Senate on June 27,
2013, I joined a group of seven other
Senators—four Democrats and four Re-
publicans in total. We had worked for
months to construct a bipartisan, com-
prehensive immigration bill. We had to
give a lot. There were things in that
bill which I didn’t like at all and things
which some of the Republican Senators
didn’t like, but it is the nature of legis-
lation and compromise that that hap-
pens.

We brought the bill to the floor for a
vote after a lengthy markup in the
Senate Judiciary Committee, and doz-
ens of amendments had been offered.
The Senate passed comprehensive im-
migration reform legislation on June
27, 2013, 68 to 32—more than 2 to 1. That
bill would have strengthened border se-
curity, protected American workers,
and established a tough but fair path
to citizenship for 11 million undocu-
mented immigrants who were then cur-
rently living in our country.

What happened to the bill after it
passed the Senate? I take you back to
how laws are made and your civics
course. It went across the Rotunda to
the House of Representatives, which
was under Republican control. The ma-
jority in the House of Representatives
refused to call the bill, refused to even
bring it to the floor for a debate, and
refused to offer any substitute. They
did nothing—nothing, despite our bro-
ken immigration system. In the face of
this, the President was left with no
choice.

For the good of the American people,
he used the authority given him as
President to try to make some reforms
to our immigration system. The Center
for American Progress has studied
what the President proposed, and they
say that over the next 10 years, if these
two programs—DACA and DAPA—were
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passed, the gross domestic product for
my home State of Illinois would in-
crease by $15 billion and the earnings
of Illinois residents would increase by
almost $8 billion. Could your State use
that—more economic activity, more
people paying taxes to the Federal
Government and to your State? Vir-
tually every State could use that.

It is unfortunate that these bills
have been blocked by the Senate, and
now they are trying to block them in
the Supreme Court.

I see Senator CORNYN is on the floor,
and I will close by telling a story about
another DREAMer. I have done this
quite a few times. My staff has done a
lot of work on it. I thank them all for
it. These stories really say a lot more
than I ever could in a speech. They tell
us what was at stake before the Su-
preme Court of the United States this
morning.

This attractive young woman is
Vasthy Lamadrid. Her family came to
the United States from Mexico. She
was 5 years old. They came here with
nothing. They moved into a home with
four other families, so a lot of the kids
slept in the same room.

Despite their poverty, Vasthy felt
safe and excelled in school. Math was
her best subject. She had nearly perfect
scores on standardized tests. English
was tough, but then she discovered a
series of books called ‘‘Goosebumps.” If
you have kids or grandkids, I bet you
have heard of that one. She became an
avid reader and mastered the English
language.

By middle school, Vasthy was placed
in the gifted program. That is where
she discovered her love of engineering.
She was a student in the Engineering
Pathway at Bioscience High School,
where she received the Young Entre-
preneurs Award, made the principal’s
list every semester, and played tennis.
She was an active volunteer, working
with such groups as Girls For Change,
CompuGirls, E-Tech, Hospice of the
Valley, and St. Joseph’s Hospital.
Vasthy also helped younger kids in her
neighborhood by tutoring them in
math and tennis.

Vasthy went on to attend Arizona
State University. Because she is un-
documented, she didn’t qualify for a
penny of government assistance, and
she had to pay out-of-State tuition de-
spite the fact that she had lived her en-
tire life in the United States, in Ari-
zona.

Then something extraordinary hap-
pened. Counting on the generosity of
the American people, Vasthy decided
to crowdfund her college education.
She shared her life story online and
asked people to contribute to help her
pay her tuition. Well, it worked. She is
currently in her second year of college.
In the first semester, she made the
dean’s list with a 3.79 GPA in the Ira
Fulton School of Engineering.

Thanks to DACA—the Presidential
Executive order—she is able to support
herself. She has also made time to con-
tinue to volunteer for a club called
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STEM Academy mentoring young chil-
dren. She volunteers with the Arizona
Immigration Refugee Service as an
English teacher. As a result of her vol-
unteer work, she has decided she wants
to become a science teacher. Can we
use more science teachers in America?
You bet.

This is what she said in a letter she
wrote:

DACA signifies to me a chance to show
that I belong here—that inside I am an
American. It represents an opportunity to
show that my parents’ sacrifice was worth it.
I love this country and want to one day be-
come a citizen and continue to give back to
the community. I don’t need that journey to
become a citizen to be easily given to me,
but I'd hope that the journey is fair.

Vasthy and other DREAMers have so
much they can give to America.

I don’t understand the Republican
Party when it comes to the issue of im-
migration. We are a nation of immi-
grants. My mother was an immigrant
to this country. I am a first-generation
American and proud of it. It is my
honor to serve and represent a great
State like Illinois. I know what her
journey was like. She was brought here
at the age of 2 from Lithuania. I know
what her early life was like as she
struggled to try to make sure there
was food on the table, first for her
mom, sister, and brother, and then ul-
timately for her own family. That is
my family’s story, but it is a story that
is repeated over and over again.

There is something in the DNA of im-
migrants who are willing to risk every-
thing in this world to go to a country
where they don’t even speak the lan-
guage because they know they will
have an opportunity here, and they
bring something with them. That is
why they light up the scoreboard in
Silicon Valley with all of these new in-
ventions and new corporations with
thousands of employees that make us
an economic success in many fields.
That is why we should think twice
about those who condemn immigrants
in this Nation of immigrants.

I am confident the Supreme Court
will uphold the President’s immigra-
tion actions. Then I hope, after they
have done this, that the Republicans in
Congress will finally decide to return
to the table and work on a bipartisan
basis for comprehensive immigration
reform.

I yield the floor.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The majority whip is recognized.

Mr. CORNYN. Mr. President, I am al-
ways impressed with the distinguished
Democratic whip and his eloquence,
but he is telling the American people
that we have to choose between being a
nation of immigrants or a nation of
laws. The fact is, we don’t have to
make that choice; we can be both. But
we can’t do it when we have a Presi-
dent who simply believes he can do an
end run around the U.S. Constitution.

In fact, according to Pew, about 3.5
million people could claim the benefits
of the President’s unlawful Executive
action, receiving work permits, driver’s

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

licenses, and Social Security numbers.
While we are a compassionate country,
we are a nation of immigrants, that is
not the kind of decision the Constitu-
tion gives to a single political actor,
even if he is the President of the
United States.

So there is a right way and a wrong
way. And I realize the distinguished
Democratic whip believes that just be-
cause they can’t get what they want
when they want it, the President can
then resort to this end run, but thank-
fully that is not the view of the courts.
The U.S. Federal district court in
Brownsville, TX, issued an injunction
against the President’s Executive ac-
tion. The Fifth Circuit Court of Ap-
peals affirmed that injunction, and now
the Supreme Court of the United
States heard arguments in the case
this afternoon.

This is really more than just about
immigration. This is whether, under
the doctrine of separation of powers,
the Constitution we have lived under
for 1o these many years gives the Presi-
dent unilateral authority without the
approval of Congress, the elected rep-
resentatives of the people, and in fla-
grant disregard for the laws that are
already on the books.

The heart of the case the Court heard
today is about stopping a President
who said: I have a pen and I have a
phone. And even though the American
people have given Republicans a major-
ity in both Houses and obviously forced
the President to deal with a Repub-
lican conference to come up with con-
sensus legislation, the President said:
Forget that. I am not about trying to
achieve bipartisan consensus on any-
thing. If T don’t get what I want, I am
going to jam it through the system and
hope the courts don’t stop me. So it is
not just about immigration, it is about
the Constitution itself.

There are perhaps 22 different times,
by my count, where the President of
the United States acknowledged he
didn’t even have this authority. I re-
member in a speech he gave to La
Raza, an interview he gave on
Univision, the President denied he had
the authority, which now, miracu-
lously, our Democratic friends think is
clear-cut under the law. How can that
be? It cannot be.

I remember specifically being at a
meeting where the President invited
the leadership of both the House and
the Senate to the White House after
the 2014 election. Many may recall that
leading up to that point, there had
been a lot of rumors about the Presi-
dent issuing an Executive action, but
he had not done so. I remember specifi-
cally sitting there in the White House
with some of my colleagues from the
House and the Senate, where then-
Speaker Boehner said to the President:
Please, Mr. President, don’t do this.
Don’t poison the well. Don’t make it
impossible, by such a polarizing action,
for us to build consensus on the build-
ing blocks of immigration reform
where we could actually agree.
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I remember Majority Leader McCAR-
THY making the same comment. I
joined in and reiterated the same
point. The President, defiant, told us
he was going to go ahead and do it.

There are a lot of conversations peo-
ple are having today across the United
States. I had some of those earlier
today during some visits with people
who were just wondering how to ex-
plain the political environment in
America today. What I tell them is
that this seems unprecedented in my
experience. People are so angry. People
are so scared. People are frightened
and worried about the next generation.
And for the first time in my memory,
parents are doubting whether their
children will enjoy the same sorts of
freedom and prosperity that we enjoy
today. That is a tragedy.

My parents were part of the ‘‘great-
est generation.” My dad was a B-17
pilot in the Army Air Corps, even be-
fore the Air Force came into being. On
his 26th bombing mission over Nazi
Germany, while he was flying in the
8th Air Force out of Molesworth, Eng-
land, he was shot down and captured as
a prisoner of war for 4 months. Fortu-
nately, that was toward the tail end of
the war. Even though he was injured in
his parachute jump—not seriously, as
it turned out, although he had some
disability associated with that later in
life—he managed to survive that and
even survived an appendectomy by a
fellow prisoner of war when he had ap-
pendicitis in a POW camp. It is amaz-
ing.

I always thought m