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she impacted. May my colleagues join 
me in celebrating the exemplary life of 
Mrs. Burroughs today and honor her 
great contributions to this Nation, the 
State of Alabama, and to the civil 
rights and voting rights movements. 

f 

REMEMBERING JAKELIN CAAL 
MAQUIN 

(Mr. RUIZ asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. RUIZ. Mr. Speaker, I rise today 
in memory of Jakelin Caal Maquin, a 7- 
year-old Guatemalan girl, who died in 
December while in the custody of our 
Federal Government. 

Seven months ago, Jakelin joined her 
father in fleeing the extreme danger 
and poverty of her village in Guate-
mala. They fled from violence. How-
ever, Jakelin’s life was cut short in De-
cember when she died of sepsis while 
under the responsibility of our Federal 
Government. 

As a physician, I know that the inhu-
mane conditions at our Border Patrol 
facilities risk the lives of children 
when under CBP custody. That is why, 
this week, I am introducing the Hu-
manitarian Standards for Individuals 
in CBP Act, legislation requiring CBP 
to meet the humanitarian needs of 
children and families in their custody. 

My bill will require health screenings 
and improved access to lifesaving 
equipment and medications, and it will 
set minimum standards to ensure ac-
cess to food, water, and shelter. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to 
support this commonsense bill to help 
prevent future deaths of children at the 
border and restore humanity to our 
treatment of asylum seekers and fami-
lies. 

f 

PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION 
OF H.R. 2740, DEPARTMENTS OF 
LABOR, HEALTH AND HUMAN 
SERVICES, AND EDUCATION, AND 
RELATED AGENCIES APPROPRIA-
TIONS ACT, 2020, AND PROVIDING 
FOR CONSIDERATION OF H. RES. 
430, AUTHORIZING COMMITTEE 
ON THE JUDICIARY TO INITIATE 
OR INTERVENE IN JUDICIAL 
PROCEEDINGS TO ENFORCE CER-
TAIN SUBPOENAS 

Mr. RASKIN. Mr. Speaker, by direc-
tion of the Committee on Rules, I call 
up House Resolution 431 and ask for its 
immediate consideration. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows: 

H. RES. 431 

Resolved, That at any time after adoption 
of this resolution the Speaker may, pursuant 
to clause 2(b) of rule XVIII, declare the 
House resolved into the Committee of the 
Whole House on the state of the Union for 
consideration of the bill (H.R. 2740) making 
appropriations for the Departments of Labor, 
Health and Human Services, and Education, 
and related agencies for the fiscal year end-
ing September 30, 2020, and for other pur-

poses. The first reading of the bill shall be 
dispensed with. All points of order against 
consideration of the bill are waived. General 
debate shall be confined to the bill and shall 
not exceed one hour equally divided and con-
trolled by the chair and ranking minority 
member of the Committee on Appropria-
tions. After general debate the bill shall be 
considered for amendment under the five- 
minute rule. An amendment in the nature of 
a substitute consisting of the text of Rules 
Committee Print 116-17, modified by the 
amendment printed in part A of the report of 
the Committee on Rules accompanying this 
resolution, shall be considered as adopted in 
the House and in the Committee of the 
Whole. The bill, as amended, shall be consid-
ered as the original bill for the purpose of 
further amendment under the five-minute 
rule and shall be considered as read. Points 
of order against provisions in the bill, as 
amended, for failure to comply with clause 2 
of rule XXI are waived. 

SEC. 2. (a) No further amendment to the 
bill, as amended, shall be in order except 
those printed in part B of the report of the 
Committee on Rules accompanying this res-
olution, amendments en bloc described in 
section 3 of this resolution, and pro forma 
amendments described in section 4 of this 
resolution. 

(b) Each further amendment printed in 
part B of the report of the Committee on 
Rules shall be considered only in the order 
printed in the report, may be offered only by 
a Member designated in the report, shall be 
considered as read, shall be debatable for the 
time specified in the report equally divided 
and controlled by the proponent and an op-
ponent, may be withdrawn by the proponent 
at any time before action thereon, shall not 
be subject to amendment except as provided 
by section 4 of this resolution, and shall not 
be subject to a demand for division of the 
question in the House or in the Committee of 
the Whole. 

(c) All points of order against further 
amendments printed in part B of the report 
of the Committee on Rules or against 
amendments en bloc described in section 3 of 
this resolution are waived. 

SEC. 3. It shall be in order at any time for 
the chair of the Committee on Appropria-
tions or her designee to offer amendments en 
bloc consisting of further amendments print-
ed in part B of the report of the Committee 
on Rules accompanying this resolution not 
earlier disposed of. Amendments en bloc of-
fered pursuant to this section shall be con-
sidered as read, shall be debatable for 20 min-
utes equally divided and controlled by the 
chair and ranking minority member of the 
Committee on Appropriations or their re-
spective designees, shall not be subject to 
amendment except as provided by section 4 
of this resolution, and shall not be subject to 
a demand for division of the question in the 
House or in the Committee of the Whole. 

SEC. 4. During consideration of the bill for 
amendment, the chair and ranking minority 
member of the Committee on Appropriations 
or their respective designees may offer up to 
15 pro forma amendments each at any point 
for the purpose of debate. 

SEC. 5. At the conclusion of consideration 
of the bill for amendment pursuant to this 
resolution, the Committee of the Whole shall 
rise without motion. No further consider-
ation of the bill shall be in order except pur-
suant to a subsequent order of the House. 

SEC. 6. (a) During consideration of H.R. 
2740, it shall not be in order to consider an 
amendment proposing both a decrease in an 
appropriation designated pursuant to section 
251(b)(2)(A)(ii) of the Balanced Budget and 
Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985 and an 
increase in an appropriation not so des-
ignated, or vice versa. 

(b) This section shall not apply to an 
amendment between the Houses. 

SEC. 7. Upon adoption of this resolution it 
shall be in order without intervention of any 
point of order to consider in the House the 
resolution (H. Res. 430) authorizing the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary to initiate or inter-
vene in judicial proceedings to enforce cer-
tain subpoenas and for other purposes. The 
amendment in the nature of a substitute rec-
ommended by the Committee on Rules now 
printed in the resolution shall be considered 
as adopted. The resolution, as amended, shall 
be considered as read. The previous question 
shall be considered as ordered on the resolu-
tion, as amended, to adoption without inter-
vening motion or demand for division of the 
question except one hour of debate equally 
divided and controlled by the chair and rank-
ing minority member of the Committee on 
Rules. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Maryland is recognized 
for 1 hour. 

Mr. RASKIN. Mr. Speaker, for the 
purpose of debate only, I yield the cus-
tomary 30 minutes to the gentleman 
from Oklahoma (Mr. COLE), pending 
which I yield myself such time as I 
may consume. During consideration of 
this resolution, all time yielded is for 
the purpose of debate only. 

b 1230 
GENERAL LEAVE 

Mr. RASKIN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that all Members 
be given 5 legislative days within 
which to revise and extend their re-
marks. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Maryland? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. RASKIN. Mr. Speaker, on Mon-

day, the Rules Committee met and re-
ported a rule, H.R. 431, providing for 
consideration of H.R. 2740, making ap-
propriations for the Departments of 
Labor, Health and Human Services, 
and Education, and related agencies for 
the fiscal year ending September 30, 
2020, and for other purposes, and H. 
Res. 430, authorizing the Committee on 
the Judiciary to initiate or intervene 
in judicial proceedings to enforce cer-
tain subpoenas and, also, for other pur-
poses. 

The rule provides for consideration of 
H.R. 2740 under a structured rule, self- 
executes Chairwoman LOWEY’s man-
ager’s amendment, and makes in order 
106 different amendments. 

The rule provides 1 hour of general 
debate, equally and divided and con-
trolled by the chair and ranking mem-
ber of the Appropriations Committee, 
and provides that they may offer up to 
15 pro forma amendments, each for the 
purposes of debate. 

The chair of the Appropriations Com-
mittee may also offer amendments en 
bloc consisting of amendments made in 
order by the rule and not earlier dis-
posed of. 

Additionally, the rule provides for 
consideration of H. Res. 430 under a 
closed rule, with 1 hour of debate 
equally and divided and controlled by 
the chair and ranking member of the 
Rules Committee. 
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Mr. Speaker, this rule pairs two bills 

which demonstrate the commitment of 
the House majority both to making 
strong progress for the American peo-
ple in the areas of health, labor, and 
education, at the same time that we 
defend the Constitution of the United 
States and the rule of law against the 
obstructionism and the lawlessness of 
the executive branch of government. 

Let’s start with H.R. 2740, which is 
designed to make government work for 
our people. It provides $189.9 billion in 
discretionary funding for the Depart-
ment of Labor, the Department of Edu-
cation, and the Department of Health 
and Human Services. 

It increases investment in the Na-
tional Institutes of Health, our coun-
try’s preeminent medical research 
agency, a national treasure, which is 
headquartered in Bethesda, Maryland, 
in my district, to support research for 
Alzheimer’s disease, HIV/Aids, breast 
cancer, colon cancer, cystic fibrosis, 
multiple sclerosis, childhood cancer, 
heart disease, stroke, diabetes, mental 
health, suicide prevention, and the 
Cancer Moonshot initiative. 

The people of NIH and their network 
of allied entities and agencies and sup-
ported universities and research labs 
across the country are making pro-
found progress in the struggle to uplift 
the health of the people against all of 
the killer diseases of our time. 

And for the first time in more than 20 
years, this bill contains funding to sup-
port gun violence and firearm injury 
prevention research, and we are proud 
of that. 

This legislation increases funding for 
Department of Education programs to 
help America’s children succeed, pro-
viding critical resources for elemen-
tary and secondary schools, special ed 
programs, and Federal student aid. Im-
portantly, the bill increases the max-
imum Pell grant to help America’s col-
lege and graduate students keep pace 
with inflation and the high cost of liv-
ing. 

H.R. 2740 also provides $56.4 billion in 
funding for the State Department, 
USAID, and the U.S. Institute of 
Peace. We are making major strategic 
investments in diplomacy, global 
health, and international basic edu-
cation, the crucial ingredients for 
maintaining peace and security around 
the world. 

This legislation provides essential 
humanitarian assistance and critical 
funding to improve maternal and child 
health, to fight diseases like malaria, 
and to support women’s reproductive 
health and literacy across the globe. 
We know that the key to improving so-
cial and economic development around 
the world is the education of women 
and the investment in family planning 
programs and literacy about 
procreation. 

This legislation renews our Nation’s 
commitment to addressing the climate 
crisis by investing in directives on 
adaption and renewable energy. It also 
prohibits the use of any government 

funds to withdraw from the Paris cli-
mate agreement. 

Now, on the other legislation, which 
deals with contempt, Mr. Speaker, we 
know from Special Counsel Mueller’s 
report that there was a sweeping and 
systematic assault on America’s elec-
tions in 2016. There was a conscious ef-
fort and plan by Vladimir Putin and 
the GRU to undermine and destabilize 
the American elections by interfering 
and hacking into the Democratic Na-
tional Committee, the Democratic 
Congressional Campaign Committee, 
Hillary Clinton’s offices to inject poi-
sonous ideological propaganda into the 
body politic of America through 
Facebook, through Twitter, through 
YouTube and other social media enti-
ties and then to directly hack into the 
State boards of election. 

The Department of Justice launched 
a special counsel inquiry. It was a Re-
publican Attorney General who named 
a Republican special counsel, Mr. 
Mueller, to do it. 

The President of the United States, 
according to Special Counsel Mueller’s 
report, engaged in at least 10 different 
episodes of efforts to interfere with 
that investigation, to obstruct justice. 
We received that report a couple of 
months ago from the special counsel. 

In the aftermath of it, President 
Trump said, ‘‘We are fighting all sub-
poenas,’’ and declared that there would 
be no cooperation from the executive 
branch with legislative branch sub-
poenas, with our demands for docu-
ments, with our demands for witnesses, 
with our demands for testimony from 
the executive branch. He said: ‘‘I don’t 
want people testifying,’’ and, ‘‘There is 
no reason to go any further.’’ And since 
then, they have drawn a curtain down 
over the executive branch of govern-
ment and defied the lawful orders of 
the Congress of the United States. 

The Trump administration is 
stonewalling, from pillar to post, con-
gressional investigations, defying val-
idly issued congressional subpoenas. 
So, for example, Attorney General Barr 
is refusing to produce the full 
unredacted Mueller report and the re-
lated underlying evidence to the House 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

Every other independent special 
counsel had simply turned their report 
over to Congress and Congress did the 
redactions, but Attorney General Barr 
engaged in a series of games with the 
Congress of the United States and con-
fused the American public, as Special 
Counsel Mueller complained in a letter 
that he sent to the Attorney General. 

He is also defying a House Intel-
ligence Committee subpoena directing 
him to turn over documents and mate-
rials related to Special Counsel 
Mueller’s investigation, including all 
counterintelligence and foreign intel-
ligence materials produced during the 
investigation. 

Don McGahn, the former White 
House counsel, has defied a subpoena 
issued by the House Committee on the 
Judiciary without any substantial 
legal basis at all. 

Treasury Secretary Steve Mnuchin is 
defying a subpoena from the House 
Ways and Means Committee directing 
him to produce the President’s tax re-
turns under a statute that makes it 
crystal clear that Congress has a right 
to obtain the tax returns of the Presi-
dent or any other citizen of the United 
States. 

Commerce Secretary Ross and Attor-
ney General William Barr are refusing 
to comply with duly authorized bipar-
tisan subpoenas from the House Over-
sight and Reform Committee, which is 
investigating the administration’s 
shadowy and illicit efforts to add an il-
legitimate citizenship question to the 
2020 Census completely outside of the 
Administrative Procedures Act proc-
ess. Several District Courts have 
struck that down. But, in any event, 
the administration is refusing to turn 
over evidence, relevant evidence, to 
Congress about this effort to impose 
the citizenship question on the census. 

The administration is refusing to 
turn over documents, witnesses, and 
testimony relating to the corruption of 
the security clearance process in the 
White House personnel office. 

There were 25 different individuals 
who were denied a security clearance 
by the professional staff in the White 
House personnel office, who were then 
overruled by President Trump or polit-
ical appointees. We are trying to get 
information as to what was the basis 
for the original denial. It was, likely, 
conflict with foreign governments or 
financial conflicts of interest. It might 
also have been drug or alcohol prob-
lems. But we want to get the details of 
each one, and then we want to know if 
there is any written documentation of 
why the President and his subordinates 
overturned those. 

In all of these cases, Mr. Speaker, the 
executive branch of government has 
followed President Trump’s orders to 
say, simply: We are not going to turn 
anything over to Congress. 

Now, understand, the Supreme Court 
of the United States has held that it is 
an essential and integral aspect of leg-
islative power to engage in investiga-
tion and factfinding. That is how the 
people’s Representatives are able to 
legislate: We are able to get informa-
tion. But if you shut down our ability 
to get information, we cannot engage 
in lawmaking. For that reason, we 
have begun to win in all of these Fed-
eral District Court cases where we are 
going out to try to get this informa-
tion. 

But, Mr. Speaker, we cannot tie up 
the floor of the House of Representa-
tives every time the executive branch 
decides to follow the order of the Presi-
dent and simply deny us the informa-
tion that we seek. 

My friends across the aisle know 
from the Fast and Furious investiga-
tion, the Hillary Clinton email inves-
tigation, the Benghazi investigation it 
is Congress’ right to investigate and to 
obtain the documents that it wants. 
They obtained millions of documents 
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in those investigations. We had a right 
to get them then, and we have a right 
to get all of these documents now. 

Mr. Speaker, this legislation will 
give the power, first of all, to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary to follow 
through on the subpoenas that it has 
issued. It will also empower and au-
thorize each chair of the House of Rep-
resentatives to enforce their lawful 
subpoenas that are being dishonored 
and violated by the executive branch of 
government. 

So we are very proud to bring for-
ward these two pieces of legislation, 
one which makes good on our commit-
ment to the American people to con-
tinue to make progress in the fields of 
education, healthcare, labor, and sci-
entific and medical research while, at 
the same time, we defend the Constitu-
tion, the rule of law, the prerogatives 
and powers of Congress against the 
lawlessness and the obstructionism of 
this administration. 

We are the preeminent and primary 
branch of government. The very first 
sentence of the Constitution, Mr. 
Speaker: ‘‘We the people of the United 
States, in order to form a more perfect 
Union, establish justice, insure domes-
tic tranquility, provide for the common 
defense, promote the general welfare, 
and secure the blessings of liberty to 
ourselves and our posterity, do ordain 
and establish this Constitution for the 
United States of America.’’ 

The second sentence that follows is 
all legislative power is vested in the 
Congress of the United States. 

b 1245 
The sovereign power of the people 

comes right through the preamble into 
Article I, establishing us as the rep-
resentatives of the people. Then you 
get dozens of paragraphs setting forth 
all the powers of Congress: to declare 
war, to raise revenues, to write budg-
ets, to impeach the President or other 
executive branch officials who commit 
high crimes and misdemeanors and to 
remove them in the Senate, to set up a 
post office, to govern the seat of gov-
ernment, and to establish a capital 
city. Those are the prerogatives and 
powers of Congress. 

Then you get to Article II, and Arti-
cle II fixes the powers of the President. 
What are the President’s core respon-
sibilities? To take care that the laws 
are faithfully executed. That is the 
President’s job: to take care that the 
laws are faithfully executed. 

It is even in Article II that the Presi-
dent can be impeached, in Section 4. 

Just to make it clear, the President 
works for the Congress; the Congress 
doesn’t work for the President. And we, 
the Congress, work for the people. 

That is what it means to have a rep-
resentative democracy. We work for 
the people. 

Now, we have a President who is in 
an unprecedented, wholesale, categor-
ical defiance of the powers of Congress 
by denying us the information that we 
seek to obtain, which is our right and 
which is our need. 

We are going to get it, and we are 
going to get it by empowering Congress 
to go to court to enforce our sub-
poenas. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Mem-
bers are reminded to refrain from en-
gaging in personalities toward the 
President. 

Mr. COLE. Mr. Speaker, I thank my 
good friend, the gentleman from Mary-
land (Mr. RASKIN), for yielding me the 
customary 30 minutes, and I yield my-
self such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, I hadn’t had this in the 
opening, but I want to disagree with 
my friend right off the top. The Presi-
dent of the United States does not 
work for the Congress of the United 
States. He works for the American peo-
ple, and he heads up a branch of gov-
ernment that is a coequal branch of 
government. So, on that, we will have 
a long discussion. 

Mr. Speaker, it has been a very 
eventful week in the Rules Committee, 
and it is only Tuesday. Last night, the 
committee met and reported out a rule 
that covers two drastically different 
measures. H.R. 2740 is an appropria-
tions package that covered first 5 and 
then 4 of the 12 appropriations bills for 
fiscal year 2020. We also considered H. 
Res. 430, a resolution that gives author-
ity to the Office of the General Counsel 
of the House of Representatives to seek 
to enforce certain subpoenas for docu-
ments through litigation. 

Shortly after we finish here, the com-
mittee will again convene to consider 
the remainder of the appropriations 
package, which will be on the floor as 
part of a separate rule tomorrow. 

Meanwhile, our Members will at-
tempt the miracle of being in two 
places at once as we continue to debate 
H. Res. 430, which falls into our origi-
nal jurisdiction here on the floor. 

Mr. Speaker, H. Res. 430 comes from 
a dispute over documents relating to 
the special counsel’s investigation into 
Russian interference in the 2016 Presi-
dential election. The dispute also 
stems from the inherent oversight au-
thority of Congress and our ability to 
perform oversight functions over the 
executive branch. It falls into the fuzzy 
boundaries between the branches of 
governments as to when and how we 
may compel the executive branch to 
turn over documents to the legislative 
branch. 

I lay out that framework because 
there is an important point here that is 
being lost. The Democratic majority 
clearly wants to make this dispute en-
tirely about this President, this Attor-
ney General, this White House counsel, 
this investigation, this subpoena of 
documents. The Democrats want to 
focus attention there because they 
think it helps them politically to do so. 
But this dispute really shouldn’t be 
about just that. It should, rather, be 
about the difficult and thorny ques-
tions that emerge in a system like ours 
with three branches of government 
with checks and balances. 

In a sense, what the majority is seek-
ing to do here today is completely un-
precedented, both in its intent and in 
its execution. Consider the only other 
times the House has filed a lawsuit to 
seek to enforce a subpoena for docu-
ments. It has happened twice before, 
Mr. Speaker, once in 2007, to seek docu-
ments from former White House Coun-
sel Harriet Miers, and again in 2012, to 
seek documents from then-Attorney 
General Eric Holder as a result of the 
congressional investigation into the 
Fast and Furious scandal. 

In both of these cases, the House had 
already voted to hold both Miers and 
Holder in contempt of Congress before 
filing suit, which has not yet happened 
in this case. In the Miers case, 138 days 
elapsed from the first document re-
quest to the Judiciary Committee vot-
ing to hold her in contempt. In the 
Holder case, it was significantly 
longer, in that 464 days elapsed from 
the first document request to the com-
mittee voting to hold him in contempt. 
That was well over a year. 

Here, the majority is forcing us to 
rush forward at a much faster pace. 
Just 44 days elapsed from the date of 
the first document request to the At-
torney General until the Judiciary 
Committee voted to hold him in con-
tempt. James Holzhauer has been 
champion of ‘‘Jeopardy!’’ for longer 
than that. 

I don’t understand the majority’s 
haste here. Without exhausting all 
other options—continuing negotiation, 
discussion, compromise, and turning to 
a vote on contempt as the last resort— 
the majority is, instead, pushing this 
forward into litigation with the execu-
tive branch. In doing so, they may well 
be placing the House in a position that 
causes significant long-term damage to 
the institution. 

When this matter goes before the 
courts, it will do so as a case of first 
impression and under an untested legal 
theory. In both the Miers and Holder 
cases, the House previously voted to 
hold those two individuals in contempt 
of Congress. Nothing like that has been 
done here. Using untested tactics like 
this could set a dangerous precedent 
that harms us all, Republicans and 
Democrats, in the long run. 

Finally, I would also note that it is 
not clear what this resolution will ulti-
mately accomplish. Since the House 
has not yet exercised all the tools in 
its tool kit, and since it is not clear 
that the negotiations with the Justice 
Department and the White House over 
the documents at issue are at an end, 
this whole thing may be nothing more 
than sound and fury. Indeed, given how 
quickly the majority is rushing into 
things, it seems unlikely that the only 
course of action left in the House is to 
file a lawsuit. 

I strongly urge the majority to con-
tinue working with the Justice Depart-
ment and the White House to find a 
resolution to these issues without re-
sorting to knee-jerk lawsuits that may 
ultimately damage the House as an in-
stitution. 
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Today, we are also beginning consid-

eration of H.R. 2740, an appropriations 
package covering 5 of 12 appropriations 
bills: Labor, Health and Human Serv-
ices, and Education; Legislative 
Branch; Defense; State and Foreign Op-
erations; and Energy and Water Devel-
opment. These five bills cover over 70 
percent of our total discretionary 
spending for fiscal year 2020. 

To be precise, Mr. Speaker, we were 
to do five bills. At the last moment, 
the majority pulled the Legislative 
Branch appropriations bill. I will let 
them explain why at their leisure. 

As a longtime member of the Appro-
priations Committee, I am pleased that 
we are beginning to move the appro-
priations bills to the floor. Unfortu-
nately, the bills before us have numer-
ous flaws, most notably that they are 
marked to allocation levels that aren’t 
realistic. 

As we move forward through the ap-
propriations process, I think we need 
to be clear about the challenges we 
face this year. 

At the end of September, fiscal year 
2019 expires, and sequestration cuts 
contained in the Budget Control Act of 
2011 will automatically take effect for 
fiscal year 2020. In order to prevent 
that, we need to come to a bipartisan, 
bicameral budget deal that the House, 
the Senate, and the President can all 
agree on. If we don’t, then it doesn’t 
really matter what fake number the 
House marks to. Sequestration will hit, 
and our defense budget will automati-
cally be slashed by 11 percent and our 
nondefense budget by 9 percent below 
the allocations of 2019. 

The spending levels in these appro-
priations bills are not just ambitious; 
they are unrealistic. Not only are the 
funding levels for many of these bills 
too high, so high that the Senate and 
the President will never agree to them, 
but the allocations the Appropriations 
Committee used reflect the misguided 
notion that any increase in defense 
spending must be matched by an in-
crease in nondefense spending that is 
more than twice as high. 

That is simply not a realistic assess-
ment of our national priorities or the 
fiscal limitations imposed on us by our 
rising national debt. The defense provi-
sion of this bill, for example, comes in 
at $8 billion less than the President 
told us was needed to adequately fund 
the military, maintain readiness, and 
be prepared to confront international 
threats. 

After years of severe underfunding of 
our Armed Forces and at a time when 
threats are emerging everywhere 
around the globe, spending less than 
the administration asks for on defense 
in order to push more money into do-
mestic programs is not a wise course of 
action. 

I am disappointed that the majority 
chose to strip out pro-life provisions 
that have been carried in appropria-
tions bills for years. Instead, they 
added controversial pro-abortion riders 
that virtually guarantee no Republican 
support whatsoever for this package. 

As the former chair and current 
ranking member of the Labor, Health 
and Human Services, Education, and 
Related Agencies Subcommittee, I am 
familiar with the need for compromise 
on that particular piece of legislation. 
But by pushing forward with blatantly 
partisan riders like these, the majority 
is guaranteeing the outcome of these 
bills: dead on arrival in a Republican- 
led Senate and no chance of getting a 
Republican President’s signature. 

In the coming months, I hope we 
work through these problems, as we did 
last year, frankly. If the majority in-
tends to move forward with unrealistic 
spending levels and insists on main-
taining partisan riders, then we are 
simply guaranteeing a failed appropria-
tions process. 

Make no mistake, Mr. Speaker, our 
failure has consequences. A best-case 
scenario is a yearlong continuing reso-
lution that funds the government at 
the exact same level as the current 
year. That is the best scenario if we 
fail. The worst-case scenario is another 
government shutdown or sequestration 
that automatically cuts all govern-
ment funding levels. Neither of these is 
a good outcome for the House as an in-
stitution, for the Federal Government, 
or more importantly, for the American 
people. 

Mr. Speaker, although I cannot sup-
port either bill before us today, I am 
hopeful that, eventually, we will reach 
a bipartisan, bicameral compromise on 
spending that the vast majority of 
Members in this House can support. 
That requires realistic funding levels 
and elimination of partisan riders from 
this package. The spending package be-
fore us today may be a worthy starting 
point, but it will take hard work and 
compromise to move the final bill that 
can become law. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge opposition to the 
rule, and I reserve the balance of my 
time. 

Mr. RASKIN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, I am delighted to hear 
from my friend from Oklahoma about 
both of these bills. We were here to-
gether last night until around mid-
night, working on the rules for these 
bills. 

On H.R. 2740, the appropriations 
package that we have together, we 
have authorized more than 100—I think 
the number is 112—bipartisan amend-
ments. In fact, I think the first amend-
ment is one that is from the gentleman 
from Oklahoma. We have made that 
first. 

I won’t be voting for it. I won’t be 
supporting it, but he has the oppor-
tunity to make his case on the floor of 
the House of Representatives and to 
present it to colleagues. 

We are proud of the fact that there 
are more than 100 amendments. In fact, 
I think we are meeting again this 
afternoon, and we might adopt dozens 
more amendments, for the consider-
ation of the full House. 

But on the question of H. Res. 430, 
which is to empower the Judiciary 

Committee and the other committees 
in Congress to enforce our right to ob-
tain information that we seek, I think 
that this should be an overriding, bi-
partisan commitment within the Arti-
cle I branch, within the Congress of the 
United States. 

We simply cannot tolerate a posture 
from the President of the United 
States—and it is hard for me to think 
of any other Congress that would tol-
erate it from any other President—of 
noncooperation and absolute, com-
prehensive, and wholesale defiance of 
the will of Congress in trying to seek 
information. 

My good friend from Oklahoma says 
that the President does not work to en-
force the laws of Congress; he works for 
the people. Well, we all work for the 
people. That was my point. His job is 
to take care that the laws passed by 
Congress are faithfully executed. We 
work directly for the people. 

At least until we get a national pop-
ular vote for President, the President 
is not elected by the people, as we 
know from the 2016 election itself 
where the popular vote winner, who 
gained several million more votes than 
Donald Trump did, lost the election be-
cause of the workings of the electoral 
college. 

b 1300 
The Presidency was set up as an indi-

rect mechanism, and that is something 
that I think that we should be replac-
ing. But I think it is not appropriate to 
claim a popular mandate for the Presi-
dent when the President emerges from 
the electoral college. 

In any event, the President’s job is to 
take care that the laws are faithfully 
executed and also to be the Commander 
in Chief in times of actual conflict, but 
it is up to Congress to legislate. That is 
what we do. That is why it is so prob-
lematic when the President of the 
United States says: 

I will not accept a bipartisan congressional 
rejection of billions of dollars in funding for 
my border wall; I am going to declare a na-
tional emergency and then reprogram money 
from other lawfully appropriated purposes. 

That is a violation of the spending 
power of the Congress of the United 
States. It is just like the President re-
jecting a bipartisan repudiation of his 
involvement with the Saudi Govern-
ment in the Yemeni civil war. We have 
not declared war with Saudi Arabia 
against Iran or anybody else in the 
Yemeni conflict, and so we don’t want 
to be involved in it. We don’t want our 
money going to that bloody humani-
tarian catastrophe, and yet the Presi-
dent simply rejects the majority will of 
both Houses of Congress. That is a de-
cisive rejection in defiance of Congress’ 
power to declare war. 

Now what we are getting is this com-
plete defiance of our ability to get the 
information that we need. The Presi-
dent said it very clearly. He basically 
said: No subpoenas, no witnesses— 
enough—and no do-overs. 

So he is not going to allow us to in-
vestigate the compromised security 
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clearance process and the White House 
is not going to allow us to investigate 
the completely suspect corruption and 
distortion of the constitutional man-
date for a Census which we have got to 
do by virtue of the Constitution every 
10 years, and he is not going to cooper-
ate with any investigation into the 
matters that were covered by Special 
Counsel Mueller; the organized, sys-
tematic comprehensive, sweeping at-
tack on our elections by the GRU and 
Russian agents or the more than 100 
contacts they had with the Trump 
campaign or the 10 different episodes of 
Presidential obstruction of justice that 
were set forth by Special Counsel 
Mueller in his report. 

We can’t accept that. So this legisla-
tion in H.R. 430 will give us the oppor-
tunity to go to court right away to en-
force our subpoenas against this un-
precedented defiance of congressional 
power by the President of the United 
States. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. COLE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from the 
great State of Oklahoma (Mr. KEVIN 
HERN). 

Mr. KEVIN HERN of Oklahoma. Mr. 
Speaker, I thank my friend and col-
league from Oklahoma, and I thank my 
friend from Maryland who reminds us 
that our President was constitu-
tionally elected and that our President 
was elected by the way our Constitu-
tion describes and outlines, and we 
thank our President for the work he is 
doing. 

Mr. Speaker, I cosponsored an 
amendment with Congressman COLE to 
remove a dangerous poison pill in the 
appropriations bill that would block 
the free exercise of rights for the 
American people. Congress has long 
supported robust protections for rights 
of conscience. The right to follow your 
conscience on deeply held religious and 
moral beliefs is a foundational value of 
our country. In a free society like ours, 
adherence to one’s convictions should 
not be just tolerated but encouraged. 
Our forefathers fought like hell to lib-
erate our country from a monarchy 
that mandated what to believe and how 
to behave. 

How soon we have forgotten. It hap-
pens in small increments, with small, 
minor changes here and there, but they 
grow larger and more invasive. Some-
day you will find yourself back under 
the yoke, with an oppressive govern-
ment telling you what to believe and 
how to behave. 

This conscience rule is absolutely 
necessary to preserve the freedom of 
expression that we hold dear in our 
country. The rider in the Labor HHS 
bill eliminating this rule is a poison 
pill and does not belong in an appro-
priations package. 

The Trump administration has vigor-
ously supported the right for our peo-
ple to act on their religious and moral 
convictions. President Trump’s leader-
ship on this issue has encouraged mil-

lions of Americans who have seen these 
protections start to slip away in the 
past decade. 

Who are we to force people to act 
against their convictions and religious 
beliefs? 

It is a slippery slope to despotism, 
but I think some of our colleagues 
would have us go down that road in 
pursuit of some greater good. I can as-
sure you that forcing the American 
people to work against their convic-
tions and beliefs will lead us to nothing 
but destruction, and I guarantee that 
this bill will never be signed into law if 
this language remains. 

This amendment must be made in 
order so that we can debate it and re-
move the poison pill from the final bill. 
Otherwise, the time my colleagues 
have spent on the Labor HHS bill is a 
giant waste of time because it will 
never make it to the President’s desk. 

Mr. RASKIN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, all of us, of course, em-
brace and uphold the First Amendment 
and the rights of religious freedom, the 
right to not have government establish 
a religion and to participate in the free 
exercise of religion and to worship or 
to not worship exactly as you please. 
There is nothing in any of our legisla-
tion that would interfere with any-
body’s right to exercise precisely their 
religious preference to worship exactly 
as they please and to belong to what-
ever religious faith or denomination 
they want. 

I am not quite sure exactly what the 
gentleman was referring to. We know 
that the idea of a religious freedom to 
discriminate has been asserted ever 
since the 1960s with the Civil Rights 
Act of 1964 where the hotel and motel, 
lunch counter and department store 
owners said that they had a religious 
right to only serve the customers that 
they wanted and that it violated their 
religious faith to have interracial par-
ties seated in restaurants or at the 
lunch counter. Our Supreme Court re-
jected that, and this Congress has re-
jected that. 

There have been similar efforts to 
say we have a constitutional right not 
to serve gay and lesbian customers. 
That has been rejected, and I hope that 
this Congress will also reject it. 

We passed the Equality Act very 
proudly to add protection for LGBT 
people to the Civil Rights Act of 1964, 
and I hope that the Senate will go 
along with it. 

In any event, there is nothing in any 
of the legislation before us and none 
has been cited which violates any of 
the free exercise rights of the people. 
So with that, unless I hear anything 
further, I am not moved by how any-
body is affected by this appropriation 
negatively. 

My other good friend from Oklahoma 
referenced the phrase checks and bal-
ances, and that does appear in the Fed-
eralist Papers. I think it is in Fed-
eralist 51. It actually refers to the rela-
tionship between the House and the 

Senate. That was the design of the 
Framers of the Constitution that the 
House and the Senate would check and 
balance each other. But the Framers 
were very clear that we were over-
throwing monarchy. We didn’t want 
monarchy. That is why we got rid of 
the king. The revolutionaries and the 
rebels who gave us America and who 
wrote the Constitution were trying to 
institute a new form of government 
representing We the People. That is 
why we are so proud to be able to serve 
in the people’s House here along with 
our friends in the Senate. 

But the President’s core job is to 
take care that our laws are faithfully 
executed. We have no kings here; we 
have no monarchs here. That is why we 
have the Emoluments Clause in the 
Constitution which says that none of 
us who serves in Washington can ac-
cept any present—any emoluments, 
which just means a payment—any of-
fice or title from a prince, a king, or a 
foreign government without the con-
sent of Congress. 

That is a cardinal principle in the 
Constitution. It is our original anti- 
corruption principle because the Fram-
ers did not want the President or Mem-
bers of Congress selling out the coun-
try. They wanted complete, undivided 
loyalty by those of us who come to 
Washington, who aspire and obtain the 
public office to have complete, undi-
vided loyalty to the American people 
and not to lobbyists for foreign govern-
ments, agents, and saboteurs. 

So that is another real problem that 
this President seems not to recognize. 
That provision obligates him whenever 
he receives any money from a foreign 
government through his hotel or his of-
fice towers or any of his going busi-
nesses that he has kept going in the 
course of his tenure, whenever he re-
ceives any of that money, he has got to 
come to Congress to ask for our per-
mission and for our consent. 

Mr. Speaker, we can show you 
records from lots of prior Presidents 
who came to Congress to ask for a con-
sent because they received a Persian 
rug, or a shawl, or cufflinks. Yet—at 
least according to court reports and 
media reports—this President has been 
receiving hundreds of thousands of dol-
lars or millions of dollars from foreign 
governments. In fact, the President I 
think made a voluntary deposit he said 
of the profits from foreign government 
receipts of $350,000 to the U.S. Treasury 
without any accounting to us, without 
any receipts, and without asking for 
our consent. 

So even if the Constitution says that 
you can’t accept the profits from for-
eign payments, which it doesn’t, it 
says you can’t accept foreign pay-
ments. That would be insufficient be-
cause Congress has got to offer its con-
sent. 

Look, we need to lay down the law 
about all of these matters. When we 
ask for a document, we want the docu-
ment. When we issue a subpoena from 
the United States Congress, you com-
ply with the subpoena. When we ask for 
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a witness, the witness arrives. That is 
what H.R. 430 is all about. We have got 
to empower Congress to enforce its 
will. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. COLE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from New Jersey (Mr. SMITH). 
My good friend is the most eloquent 
advocate for life in this Chamber. 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. 
Speaker, I rise in opposition to the 
rule. 

Earlier this year, Mr. Speaker, Presi-
dent Trump made it clear in a letter 
that he will veto any piece of legisla-
tion that undermines or nullifies any 
pro-life policy, regulation, or rule. 

The bill facilitated by this rule re-
verses several life-affirming pro-life 
policies, including conscience protec-
tion, Title X reform, the protecting life 
in global health assistance, and more. 

No one, Mr. Speaker—including doc-
tors, nurses, and LPNs—and no entity 
like a hospital or a health insurance 
plan should ever be compelled against 
their will into performing, facilitating, 
or subsidizing abortion. 

First, the approps bill overturns the 
conscience protection final rule, leav-
ing many at risk of pressure, harass-
ment and coercion. 

Second, in late February, HHS pro-
mulgated the Protect Life Rule to re-
assert portions of President Ronald 
Reagan’s Title X rule, including ending 
co-location of abortion clinics with 
family planning clinics subsidized by 
Title X. 

Third, H.R. 2740, the underlying bill, 
repeals and bans future promulgation 
by any President of protecting life in 
global health assistance, a significant 
reiteration and expansion of President 
Reagan’s Mexico City policy, a policy 
designed to ensure that U.S. taxpayers 
are not funding foreign NGOs that per-
form or promote abortion as a method 
of family planning. 

Mr. Speaker, why is this so impor-
tant? Because women and children, 
both home and abroad, deserve better 
than the violence of abortion. 

The humanity of the unborn child is 
beyond doubt, yet the pro-abortion 
movement, like some kind of modern- 
day flat Earth society, continues to 
cling to outdated, indefensible argu-
ments cloaked in euphemism. Even the 
seemingly benign word ‘‘choice’’ with-
ers under scrutiny. 

Choice to do what? 
Dismember a baby? 
Take pills to starve a child to death 

and then forcibly expel her or him from 
the womb? 

Inject chemical poisons that kill the 
baby? 

At the end of this process, Mr. Speak-
er, important policies embedded in the 
approps bill will be signed into law, but 
reversal of pro-life policies will be ve-
toed. This legislation will be vetoed 
and the veto will be sustained by this 
Congress. 

Mr. RASKIN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

I still have not heard a single in-
stance offered from anybody whose re-
ligious freedoms under the Constitu-
tion of the United States are threat-
ened by any of the legislation here. 

I do know that the ultimate logic of 
the argument that we just heard here 
is to support legislation like what was 
just passed in the State of Alabama. In 
Alabama today—please read an article 
in the Washington Post this morning, 
Mr. Speaker—in Alabama today if this 
legislation is signed into law, a 15-year- 
old girl who is raped by her step-uncle 
not only would not be able to obtain an 
abortion, because there is no exception 
for rape or incest in the ban that the 
legislature just passed, but she would 
be compelled to have him involved in 
the raising of the child because Ala-
bama protects the paternity rights of 
the rapist. So it is one of only two 
States in the country where a rapist 
continues to have parenthood rights in 
the child. 

So get this straight. If what we are 
hearing is actually enacted into law— 
and I understand my colleagues to be 
encouraging legislation like this 
around the country, like the law in 
Alabama—we will have a situation 
where girls who are 15 or 14 or 13 or 16 
years old who are raped by their step-
fathers or step-uncles must carry a 
child to term, have the baby, and in 
some States be forced to raise the baby 
with the rapist. 

So I don’t think that is where we are 
today in America under Planned Par-
enthood v. Casey and Roe v. Wade, and 
certainly the majority is going to 
stand very strong for healthcare for 
women and reproductive freedom for 
women and men to make their own de-
cisions. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to the 
gentlewoman from Texas (Ms. JACKSON 
LEE). 

Ms. JACKSON LEE. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman from Maryland 
for his courtesy. 

Mr. Speaker, there is a document 
that I hold in my hand that covers the 
epidemic apparently that is taking 
siege over America. It contains the 
Declaration of Independence and the 
Constitution of the United States. 

The Declaration of Independence 
paraphrases we are all created equal 
with certain inalienable rights of life, 
liberty, and the pursuit of happiness. 

b 1315 
I am honored to serve in this body 

and, with honor, walk through the 
halls and look at the historical depic-
tions of the early years. 

Just coming back from D-Day in Nor-
mandy, I am reminded of the brave 
men and, certainly, women who served 
in the United States military, sup-
porters in World War II, but, in par-
ticular, the men who stormed the Nor-
mandy beach. 

I am reminded, I am sure, of the 
words of General Dwight D. Eisen-
hower, who said: The world is watch-
ing, and they will join you in marching 
to victory. 

This Constitution has the Ninth 
Amendment, the right to privacy. It 
has the right to freedom of religion and 
freedom of access and freedom of 
speech. And all that is being done here 
today is to acknowledge not only the 
poor 15-year-old, 13-year-old, and 14- 
year-old that my good friend from 
Maryland talked about, but, all over 
the country, denying poor women ac-
cess to health services that should 
really be based upon their faith, their 
God, their family, and their medical 
provider. 

In some of the bills in Missouri and 
in some of the bills that are being pro-
posed in Georgia, Alabama, and in my 
own State of Texas, it is litigation that 
would get you healthcare. It is no re-
spect of the individual human being, 
the person, who may have to go back 
to the antics of yesteryear, dealing 
with the tactics of coat hangers of 
which many of us are aware. 

Let me also say that underlying in 
this rule is the opportunity for the 
force of the authority of the Article I 
Congress to enforce individuals to 
come before congressional committees, 
such as the Committee on the Judici-
ary, which we will debate later. 

It is invested in this Constitution, 
because of Article I authority and the 
collegial response that the Founding 
Fathers wanted us to have, that there 
are no unequal branches—there is a 
number one branch—and one branch 
should not ignore and disrespect the 
other branch. 

Therefore, if Article I branch, which 
we are in, asks for witnesses and then 
is blocked by another branch that has 
no greater status—read the Constitu-
tion. 

In this rule, we have tried to correct 
the imbalance and inappropriateness 
that is occurring in this body and in 
this process, and so I ask my col-
leagues to support the rule and the un-
derlying legislation to restore the Con-
stitution. 

Mr. COLE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 
minute to the distinguished gentleman 
from Ohio (Mr. GONZALEZ). 

Mr. GONZALEZ of Ohio. Mr. Speak-
er, I thank the gentleman from Okla-
homa for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise today in opposi-
tion to the rule that would provide for 
consideration of H.R. 2740. This pack-
age provides funding for several items 
that would benefit my district in 
northeast Ohio, but it falls short in 
several key regards, including funding 
for key programs that would help keep 
our children safe. 

In particular, Mr. Speaker, this pack-
age fails to provide adequate funding 
for the School Safety National Activi-
ties program, which gives grants to 
schools to support safe learning envi-
ronments, including programs to com-
bat substance abuse and cultivate aca-
demic success. 

This bill provides $80 million less in 
funding than what the administration 
requested. I offered an amendment to 
raise that number by $10 million, but 
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my colleagues in the majority blocked 
it from consideration. 

I think we can all agree that school 
safety is of the utmost importance and 
an area that is vital for Congress to in-
vest in. I hope my colleagues on both 
sides of the aisle will work with me to 
assure that programs to protect our 
children, like the School Safety Na-
tional Activities program, remain a 
congressional priority. 

Mr. RASKIN. Mr. Speaker, I reserve 
the balance of my time. 

Mr. COLE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania (Mr. SMUCKER). 

Mr. SMUCKER. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
my friend from Oklahoma for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise today to strongly 
oppose the rule and spending package 
being debated before us. Not only does 
this massive spending package blow 
our budget caps by nearly $200 billion, 
but this flawed legislation severely un-
dermines critical protections for the 
lives of the unborn. 

I am very proud of the work that the 
Trump administration has been doing 
to finally make Title X about family 
planning and not a way of using tax-
payer money to fund abortions. The ad-
ministration’s new Title X provisions 
draw a bright line between abortion 
and family planning, while ensuring 
taxpayer dollars are put towards com-
prehensive, preventive, and primary 
care for women. 

These new regulations will also make 
it easier for faith-based clinics to pro-
vide care through the Title X program, 
which will expand access to care for 
families. Yet, under this partisan piece 
of legislation, these protections are 
stripped and taxpayer funding for abor-
tion clinics is increased. This is unac-
ceptable. 

The fight to give a voice to the un-
born will not be swayed by partisan 
poison pills. I urge my colleagues to 
oppose this rule and the underlying 
bill. 

Mr. COLE. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, if we defeat the pre-
vious question, I will offer an amend-
ment to the rule immediately to bring 
up H.R. 3056 for consideration under an 
open rule. 

The bill provides $4.5 billion of fund-
ing to address the immediate humani-
tarian crisis on the southern border. 
This is a crisis of significant propor-
tions, Mr. Speaker. 

Our facilities for holding new arriv-
als, particularly children and the vul-
nerable unaccompanied minors, are al-
ready at the breaking point. Simply 
put, we need more resources, and we 
need them today. 

This is not the first time we have 
needed to provide supplemental appro-
priations for this purpose. Back in 2014, 
then-President Barack Obama asked us 
for $3.7 billion in supplemental re-
sources for precisely the same purpose. 
He got it. At the time, we had 60,000 
unaccompanied minors who arrived in 
2014. We face a similar and, frankly, 
larger humanitarian crisis today. 

President Obama was right to re-
quest supplemental funds to deal with 
the crisis then. We would be right to 
appropriate supplemental funds to ad-
dress that similar crisis now. 

Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous con-
sent to insert the text of my amend-
ment in the RECORD, along with extra-
neous material, immediately prior to 
the vote on the previous question. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Oklahoma? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. COLE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 

minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Alabama (Mr. ROGERS). 

Mr. ROGERS of Alabama. Mr. Speak-
er, I rise in strong opposition to this 
rule. The rule demonstrates once again 
that the Democrat majority refuses to 
acknowledge, accept, or address the 
very real crisis at our southern border. 

New numbers recently came out il-
lustrating the magnitude of the crisis. 
CBP detained more than 144,000 mi-
grants in the month of May. This was 
the third consecutive month when we 
had in excess of 100,000 migrants de-
tained at the border: 101,000 in March, 
109,000 in April, and 144,000 in May. We 
are on track to apprehend over 1 mil-
lion migrants this fiscal year, approxi-
mately the population of Austin, 
Texas. 

Smugglers and cartels continue to 
preach that now is the time to come to 
the United States. They call children 
‘‘permisos,’’ or permits, and exploit 
them to get scores of adults unrelated 
to the children across the border. 

These criminal organizations run an 
international smuggling operation 
filled with misery and abuse. Migrants 
who survive the smugglers often arrive 
in poor health, physically exhausted, 
and in need of urgent medical care. 

The men and women of CBP are 
doing the best they can to respond to 
this humanitarian crisis, but they have 
run out of space to safely house and 
process the unprecedented numbers of 
family units seeking entry into the 
United States. In the next couple of 
weeks, Health and Human Services will 
run out of funds to feed and shelter the 
vulnerable unaccompanied children. 

Four weeks ago, the President and 
Congress sent an urgent request for 
supplemental appropriations to address 
this crisis. Ranking Member GRANGER 
and I filed an amendment to the mini-
bus which would have provided the $4.5 
billion requested by the President. 

It would have replenished critical 
funds needed to feed and shelter mi-
grant families and unaccompanied chil-
dren. It would have provided urgent 
medical care and transportation serv-
ices, and it would pay the growing cost 
of overtime for the men and women of 
DHS working on the front lines of this 
crisis. 

Unfortunately, for the third time in 
the last month, the majority refused to 
make our amendment in order. Demo-
crats haven’t approved a dime for this 
crisis. 

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

Mr. COLE. Mr. Speaker, I yield the 
gentleman an additional 30 seconds. 

Mr. ROGERS of Alabama. Because of 
the political dysfunction in their own 
Caucus, they stubbornly refuse to put 
forward any solutions. It has gotten to 
the point where editorial boards in 
some of the Nation’s most liberal cities 
are now calling Democrats out for 
their inaction. 

Democrats need to stop denying the 
facts and blaming the President for 
this crisis. The time has come to face 
reality and work with the President 
and Republicans in Congress to imme-
diately resolve this humanitarian cri-
sis. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge all Members to 
defeat the previous question on this 
rule. If we do that, we can finally bring 
this critically needed supplemental 
funding to the House for a vote. 

Mr. RASKIN. Mr. Speaker, I reserve 
the balance of my time to close. 

Mr. COLE. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, my friend made ref-
erence a little bit earlier to amend-
ments. He talked about the total num-
ber of amendments, but he left out the 
distribution of amendments. So, as the 
House considers this rule, I think we 
ought to take a look at how the Rules 
Committee has handled making 
amendments in order so far this Con-
gress. 

The rule on the floor today is making 
106 amendments in order, out of 540 
submitted, with hopefully more to 
come with tomorrow’s rule. 

Today’s rule includes 22 amendments 
sponsored solely by Republicans. 
Sadly, this is considered an improve-
ment over the majority’s previous ef-
forts. 

With today’s rule, in total, this Con-
gress, 73 percent of all amendments 
made in order have been sponsored 
solely by Democrats—73 percent. Just 
16 percent are sponsored by Repub-
licans, with 11 percent bipartisan. 

How does this compare with the last 
Congress? When Republicans were the 
majority party, 45 percent of all 
amendments made in order were spon-
sored solely by Democrats. Only 38 per-
cent were sponsored solely by Repub-
licans, with another 17 percent being 
bipartisan. 

At the beginning of this Congress, 
the Democratic majority repeatedly 
promised a new, robust, and open proc-
ess at the Rules Committee. They 
pledged that good ideas would be wel-
comed, no matter where they came 
from, and that thoughtful amendments 
would not be blocked. 

Unfortunately, they have a long way 
to go to keep that promise. I think the 
numbers speak volumes. 

We are 5 months into the 116th Con-
gress. Should we expect this trend of 
shutting out minority party ideas to 
continue? Should we expect the same 
course of action in our rule tomorrow 
and in our rule on the second appro-
priations package next week and in 
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other rules in the weeks and months to 
come? 

When will the promises made by the 
Democratic majority be kept? If not 
now, when? 

Mr. Speaker, in closing, I urge oppo-
sition to the rule. The rule will make 
in order two measures: H. Res. 430 and 
H.R. 2740. 

H. Res. 430 is a premature and inef-
fective resolution that will push the 
House forward into untested and ill- 
timed litigation with the executive 
branch over the subpoena of docu-
ments. While the House has an impor-
tant oversight role to play, we must be 
careful to exercise that role wisely and 
carefully, lest we cause long-term dam-
age to the institution. 

H.R. 2740 is a package of 5 of the 12 
outstanding appropriations bills that 
use unrealistic allocation levels and 
eliminate longstanding pro-life protec-
tions that must be restored before 
these bills can garner any Republican 
support. 

I actually look forward to working 
with my colleagues in the House and 
the Senate as we move forward in the 
appropriations process, and I urge the 
majority to compromise with the Sen-
ate and the White House in order to 
achieve a final spending deal that 
avoids drastic sequestration cuts or, 
worse yet, another government shut-
down. 

I think that is actually the great les-
son of the appropriations process, Mr. 
Speaker. We know we can do this. We 
did it last year, and we did it pretty 
well together. 

But my friends have to get past the 
idea that they can impose their will on 
a Republican Senate and a Republican 
President. They are simply not going 
to be able to do that. They are going to 
have to bargain to a middle ground and 
compromise. 

In the Appropriations Committee, as 
a rule, we do that, and we do it pretty 
well. I am hopeful that we can continue 
going forward on that front. 

I am concerned, however, that the 
vitriol, if you will, that we see in the 
investigative and oversight efforts of 
our friends will spill into that process 
and lead us into a very difficult situa-
tion in September. 

So, as we move forward on the appro-
priations front, again, I hope all of us 
relearn the virtues of compromise, un-
derstand that we were all sent here by 
the American people, that we have to 
work with one another to accomplish 
something, and that none of us can im-
pose their will on the other. 

With that, I look forward to working 
with my friend and with his colleagues 
and, certainly, through the appropria-
tions process to making sure that the 
government is appropriately funded 
and well governed. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance 
of my time. 

b 1330 

Mr. RASKIN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself the balance of my time. 

It is a pleasure to work with the gen-
tleman from Oklahoma (Mr. COLE) on 
H.R. 2740 and H.R. 4340, and I do urge 
all of our colleagues to support this 
rule for this legislation. 

I do hope my friend from Oklahoma 
will tutor some of his colleagues, like 
the last speaker, who referred to the 
‘‘Democrat majority.’’ Democrat is the 
noun. Democratic is the adjective for 
our party, and I think that would be a 
basic gesture of interparty civility if 
they would follow that fairly easy 
grammatical device. 

Mr. Speaker, one of the other Mem-
bers from the other side, I think from 
Oklahoma, talked about some edu-
cation matters, so I want to go to some 
statistics that actually mean some-
thing to the American people. I think 
we can refute all of the statistics that 
were advanced by my friend from Okla-
homa, as I said. 

There are more than 100 amendments 
that we are going to be bringing up 
today, and we are going to be adding 
more of them, and we certainly don’t 
want to endure lectures from people 
who belong to the caucus that ran the 
most closed Congress in the history of 
the United States. 

But here are some figures that actu-
ally mean something to the American 
people. Our bill provides a total of $75.9 
billion in appropriations for the Edu-
cation Department, which is $4.5 bil-
lion above the 2019-enacted level, and 
$11.9 billion beyond what the President 
asked for. So that means dramatic in-
creases in everything from IDEA spe-
cial education spending, to education, 
innovation, and research programs, to 
spending for teacher professional devel-
opment evidence-based models and so 
on. 

We are also increasing money for stu-
dent financial assistance for Pell 
Grants for higher education, because it 
has become too difficult for our young 
people to make their way through col-
lege, and they are graduating, basi-
cally, with a mortgage of 100 or 
$150,000, but they don’t have a house to 
go with it. So this majority is com-
mitted to alleviating the burden on 
America’s college students. 

Mr. Speaker, we are trying to make 
progress, under very difficult cir-
cumstances with this President, for the 
American people in the realm of edu-
cation, healthcare, scientific and med-
ical research. We are making that 
progress, and I urge all of my col-
leagues to support this legislation. 

I urge a ‘‘yes’’ vote on the rule and 
the previous question. 

The material previously referred to 
by Mr. COLE is as follows: 

AMENDMENT TO HOUSE RESOLUTION 431 
At the end of the resolution, add the fol-

lowing: 
SEC. 8. That immediately upon adoption of 

this resolution, the House shall resolve into 
the Committee of the Whole House on the 
state of the Union for consideration of the 
bill (H.R. 3056) to provide supplemental ap-
propriations relating to border security, and 
for other purposes. The first reading of the 
bill shall be dispensed with. All points of 

order against consideration of the bill are 
waived. General debate shall be confined to 
the bill and shall not exceed one hour equal-
ly divided and controlled by the chair and 
ranking minority member of the Committee 
on Appropriations. After general debate the 
bill shall be considered for amendment under 
the five-minute rule. Points of order against 
provisions in the bill for failure to comply 
with clause 2 of rule XXI are waived. Clause 
2(e) of rule XXI shall not apply during con-
sideration of the bill. When the committee 
rises and reports the bill back to the House 
with a recommendation that the bill do pass, 
the previous question shall be considered as 
ordered on the bill and amendments thereto 
to final passage without intervening motion 
except one motion to recommit with or with-
out instructions. If the Committee of the 
Whole rises and reports that it has come to 
no resolution on the bill, then on the next 
legislative day the House shall, immediately 
after the third daily order of business under 
clause 1 of rule XIV, resolve into the Com-
mittee of the Whole for further consideration 
of the bill. 

SEC 9. Clause 1(c) of rule XIX shall not 
apply to the consideration of H.R. 3056. 

Mr. RASKIN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
back the balance of my time, and I 
move the previous question on the res-
olution. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on ordering the previous 
question. 

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

Mr. COLE. Mr. Speaker, on that I de-
mand the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-

ant to clause 9 of rule XX, this 15- 
minute vote on ordering the previous 
question will be followed by 5-minute 
votes on: 

Adoption of the resolution, if or-
dered; and 

Agreeing to the Speaker’s approval of 
the Journal, if ordered. 

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 227, nays 
190, not voting 15, as follows: 

[Roll No. 245] 

YEAS—227 

Adams 
Aguilar 
Allred 
Barragán 
Bass 
Beatty 
Bera 
Beyer 
Bishop (GA) 
Blumenauer 
Blunt Rochester 
Bonamici 
Boyle, Brendan 

F. 
Brindisi 
Brown (MD) 
Brownley (CA) 
Bustos 
Butterfield 
Carbajal 
Cárdenas 
Carson (IN) 
Cartwright 
Case 
Casten (IL) 
Castor (FL) 
Castro (TX) 
Chu, Judy 
Cicilline 
Cisneros 
Clark (MA) 
Clarke (NY) 

Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Cohen 
Connolly 
Cooper 
Correa 
Costa 
Courtney 
Cox (CA) 
Craig 
Crist 
Crow 
Cuellar 
Cummings 
Cunningham 
Davids (KS) 
Davis, Danny K. 
Dean 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
DeLauro 
DelBene 
Delgado 
Demings 
DeSaulnier 
Deutch 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Doyle, Michael 

F. 
Engel 
Escobar 

Eshoo 
Espaillat 
Evans 
Finkenauer 
Fletcher 
Foster 
Frankel 
Fudge 
Gabbard 
Gallego 
Garamendi 
Garcı́a (IL) 
Garcia (TX) 
Golden 
Gomez 
Gonzalez (TX) 
Green (TX) 
Grijalva 
Haaland 
Harder (CA) 
Hayes 
Heck 
Higgins (NY) 
Hill (CA) 
Himes 
Horn, Kendra S. 
Horsford 
Houlahan 
Hoyer 
Huffman 
Jackson Lee 
Jayapal 
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Jeffries 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson (TX) 
Kaptur 
Keating 
Kelly (IL) 
Kennedy 
Khanna 
Kildee 
Kilmer 
Kim 
Kind 
Kirkpatrick 
Krishnamoorthi 
Lamb 
Langevin 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Lawrence 
Lawson (FL) 
Lee (CA) 
Lee (NV) 
Levin (CA) 
Levin (MI) 
Lewis 
Lieu, Ted 
Lipinski 
Loebsack 
Lofgren 
Lowenthal 
Lowey 
Luján 
Luria 
Lynch 
Malinowski 
Maloney, 

Carolyn B. 
Maloney, Sean 
Matsui 
McAdams 
McBath 
McCollum 
McEachin 
McGovern 
McNerney 
Meeks 

Meng 
Moore 
Morelle 
Moulton 
Mucarsel-Powell 
Murphy 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal 
Neguse 
Norcross 
O’Halleran 
Ocasio-Cortez 
Omar 
Pallone 
Panetta 
Pappas 
Pascrell 
Payne 
Perlmutter 
Peters 
Peterson 
Phillips 
Pingree 
Pocan 
Porter 
Pressley 
Price (NC) 
Quigley 
Raskin 
Rice (NY) 
Richmond 
Rose (NY) 
Rouda 
Roybal-Allard 
Ruiz 
Ruppersberger 
Rush 
Sánchez 
Sarbanes 
Scanlon 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Schneider 
Schrader 
Schrier 

Scott (VA) 
Scott, David 
Serrano 
Sewell (AL) 
Shalala 
Sherman 
Sherrill 
Sires 
Slotkin 
Smith (WA) 
Soto 
Spanberger 
Speier 
Stanton 
Stevens 
Suozzi 
Swalwell (CA) 
Takano 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Titus 
Tlaib 
Tonko 
Torres (CA) 
Torres Small 

(NM) 
Trahan 
Trone 
Underwood 
Van Drew 
Vargas 
Veasey 
Vela 
Velázquez 
Visclosky 
Wasserman 

Schultz 
Waters 
Watson Coleman 
Welch 
Wexton 
Wild 
Wilson (FL) 
Yarmuth 

NAYS—190 

Abraham 
Aderholt 
Allen 
Amash 
Amodei 
Armstrong 
Arrington 
Babin 
Bacon 
Baird 
Balderson 
Banks 
Barr 
Bergman 
Biggs 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (UT) 
Brady 
Brooks (AL) 
Brooks (IN) 
Buchanan 
Bucshon 
Budd 
Burchett 
Burgess 
Byrne 
Calvert 
Carter (GA) 
Carter (TX) 
Chabot 
Cheney 
Cline 
Cloud 
Cole 
Collins (GA) 
Collins (NY) 
Comer 
Conaway 
Cook 
Crawford 
Crenshaw 
Curtis 
Davidson (OH) 
Davis, Rodney 
DesJarlais 
Diaz-Balart 
Duffy 
Duncan 
Dunn 
Emmer 
Estes 

Ferguson 
Fitzpatrick 
Fleischmann 
Flores 
Fortenberry 
Foxx (NC) 
Fulcher 
Gaetz 
Gallagher 
Gianforte 
Gibbs 
Gohmert 
Gonzalez (OH) 
Gooden 
Gosar 
Granger 
Graves (GA) 
Graves (LA) 
Graves (MO) 
Grothman 
Guest 
Guthrie 
Hagedorn 
Harris 
Hartzler 
Hern, Kevin 
Hice (GA) 
Higgins (LA) 
Hill (AR) 
Holding 
Hollingsworth 
Hudson 
Huizenga 
Hunter 
Hurd (TX) 
Johnson (LA) 
Johnson (OH) 
Johnson (SD) 
Jordan 
Joyce (OH) 
Joyce (PA) 
Katko 
Keller 
Kelly (MS) 
Kelly (PA) 
King (NY) 
Kinzinger 
Kustoff (TN) 
LaHood 
LaMalfa 
Lamborn 

Latta 
Lesko 
Loudermilk 
Lucas 
Luetkemeyer 
Marchant 
Marshall 
Massie 
Mast 
McCarthy 
McCaul 
McClintock 
McHenry 
McKinley 
Meadows 
Meuser 
Miller 
Mitchell 
Moolenaar 
Mooney (WV) 
Mullin 
Newhouse 
Norman 
Nunes 
Olson 
Palazzo 
Palmer 
Pence 
Perry 
Posey 
Ratcliffe 
Reed 
Reschenthaler 
Rice (SC) 
Riggleman 
Roby 
Rodgers (WA) 
Roe, David P. 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rooney (FL) 
Rose, John W. 
Rouzer 
Roy 
Rutherford 
Scalise 
Schweikert 
Scott, Austin 
Sensenbrenner 
Shimkus 
Simpson 

Smith (MO) 
Smith (NE) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smucker 
Spano 
Stauber 
Stefanik 
Steil 
Steube 
Stewart 
Stivers 
Taylor 
Thompson (PA) 

Thornberry 
Timmons 
Tipton 
Turner 
Upton 
Wagner 
Walberg 
Walden 
Walker 
Walorski 
Waltz 
Watkins 
Weber (TX) 

Webster (FL) 
Wenstrup 
Westerman 
Williams 
Wilson (SC) 
Wittman 
Womack 
Woodall 
Yoho 
Young 
Zeldin 

NOT VOTING—15 

Axne 
Bost 
Buck 
Clay 
Davis (CA) 

Gottheimer 
Green (TN) 
Griffith 
Hastings 
Herrera Beutler 

King (IA) 
Kuster (NH) 
Long 
Ryan 
Wright 

b 1402 

Messrs. JOHN W. ROSE of Tennessee, 
BILIRAKIS, and FORTENBERRY 
changed their vote from ‘‘yea’’ to 
‘‘nay.’’ 

Mr. LANGEVIN changed his vote 
from ‘‘nay’’ to ‘‘yea.’’ 

So the previous question was ordered. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

question is on the resolution. 
The question was taken; and the 

Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the ayes appeared to have it. 

Mr. COLE. Mr. Speaker, on that I de-
mand the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. This is a 

5-minute vote. 
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—yeas 227, nays 
190, not voting 15, as follows: 

[Roll No. 246] 

YEAS—227 

Adams 
Aguilar 
Allred 
Barragán 
Bass 
Beatty 
Bera 
Beyer 
Bishop (GA) 
Blumenauer 
Blunt Rochester 
Bonamici 
Boyle, Brendan 

F. 
Brindisi 
Brown (MD) 
Brownley (CA) 
Bustos 
Butterfield 
Carbajal 
Cárdenas 
Carson (IN) 
Cartwright 
Case 
Casten (IL) 
Castor (FL) 
Castro (TX) 
Chu, Judy 
Cicilline 
Cisneros 
Clark (MA) 
Clarke (NY) 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Cohen 
Connolly 
Cooper 
Correa 
Costa 
Courtney 
Cox (CA) 
Craig 
Crist 
Crow 
Cuellar 

Cummings 
Cunningham 
Davids (KS) 
Davis, Danny K. 
Dean 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
DeLauro 
DelBene 
Delgado 
Demings 
DeSaulnier 
Deutch 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Doyle, Michael 

F. 
Engel 
Escobar 
Eshoo 
Espaillat 
Evans 
Finkenauer 
Fletcher 
Foster 
Frankel 
Fudge 
Gabbard 
Gallego 
Garamendi 
Garcı́a (IL) 
Garcia (TX) 
Golden 
Gomez 
Gonzalez (TX) 
Green (TX) 
Grijalva 
Haaland 
Harder (CA) 
Hayes 
Heck 
Higgins (NY) 
Hill (CA) 
Himes 
Horn, Kendra S. 

Horsford 
Houlahan 
Hoyer 
Huffman 
Jackson Lee 
Jayapal 
Jeffries 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson (TX) 
Kaptur 
Keating 
Kelly (IL) 
Kennedy 
Khanna 
Kildee 
Kilmer 
Kim 
Kind 
Kirkpatrick 
Krishnamoorthi 
Lamb 
Langevin 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Lawrence 
Lawson (FL) 
Lee (CA) 
Lee (NV) 
Levin (CA) 
Levin (MI) 
Lewis 
Lieu, Ted 
Lipinski 
Loebsack 
Lofgren 
Lowenthal 
Lowey 
Luján 
Luria 
Lynch 
Malinowski 
Maloney, 

Carolyn B. 
Maloney, Sean 
Matsui 

McAdams 
McBath 
McCollum 
McEachin 
McGovern 
McNerney 
Meeks 
Meng 
Moore 
Morelle 
Moulton 
Mucarsel-Powell 
Murphy 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal 
Neguse 
Norcross 
O’Halleran 
Ocasio-Cortez 
Omar 
Pallone 
Panetta 
Pappas 
Pascrell 
Payne 
Perlmutter 
Peters 
Peterson 
Phillips 
Pingree 
Pocan 
Porter 

Pressley 
Price (NC) 
Quigley 
Raskin 
Rice (NY) 
Richmond 
Rose (NY) 
Rouda 
Roybal-Allard 
Ruiz 
Ruppersberger 
Rush 
Sánchez 
Sarbanes 
Scanlon 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Schneider 
Schrader 
Schrier 
Scott (VA) 
Scott, David 
Serrano 
Sewell (AL) 
Shalala 
Sherman 
Sherrill 
Sires 
Slotkin 
Smith (WA) 
Soto 
Spanberger 
Speier 

Stanton 
Stevens 
Suozzi 
Swalwell (CA) 
Takano 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Titus 
Tlaib 
Tonko 
Torres (CA) 
Torres Small 

(NM) 
Trahan 
Trone 
Underwood 
Van Drew 
Vargas 
Veasey 
Vela 
Velázquez 
Visclosky 
Wasserman 

Schultz 
Waters 
Watson Coleman 
Welch 
Wexton 
Wild 
Wilson (FL) 
Yarmuth 

NAYS—190 

Abraham 
Aderholt 
Allen 
Amash 
Amodei 
Armstrong 
Arrington 
Babin 
Bacon 
Baird 
Balderson 
Banks 
Barr 
Bergman 
Biggs 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (UT) 
Brady 
Brooks (AL) 
Brooks (IN) 
Buchanan 
Bucshon 
Budd 
Burchett 
Burgess 
Byrne 
Calvert 
Carter (GA) 
Carter (TX) 
Chabot 
Cheney 
Cline 
Cloud 
Cole 
Collins (GA) 
Collins (NY) 
Comer 
Conaway 
Cook 
Crawford 
Crenshaw 
Curtis 
Davidson (OH) 
Davis, Rodney 
DesJarlais 
Diaz-Balart 
Duffy 
Duncan 
Dunn 
Emmer 
Estes 
Ferguson 
Fitzpatrick 
Fleischmann 
Flores 
Fortenberry 
Foxx (NC) 
Fulcher 
Gaetz 
Gallagher 
Gianforte 
Gibbs 
Gohmert 
Gonzalez (OH) 

Gooden 
Gosar 
Granger 
Graves (GA) 
Graves (LA) 
Graves (MO) 
Grothman 
Guest 
Guthrie 
Hagedorn 
Harris 
Hartzler 
Hern, Kevin 
Hice (GA) 
Higgins (LA) 
Hill (AR) 
Holding 
Hollingsworth 
Hudson 
Huizenga 
Hunter 
Hurd (TX) 
Johnson (LA) 
Johnson (OH) 
Johnson (SD) 
Jordan 
Joyce (OH) 
Joyce (PA) 
Katko 
Keller 
Kelly (MS) 
Kelly (PA) 
King (NY) 
Kinzinger 
Kustoff (TN) 
LaHood 
LaMalfa 
Lamborn 
Latta 
Lesko 
Loudermilk 
Lucas 
Luetkemeyer 
Marchant 
Marshall 
Massie 
Mast 
McCarthy 
McCaul 
McClintock 
McHenry 
McKinley 
Meadows 
Meuser 
Miller 
Mitchell 
Moolenaar 
Mooney (WV) 
Mullin 
Newhouse 
Norman 
Nunes 
Olson 
Palazzo 

Palmer 
Pence 
Perry 
Posey 
Ratcliffe 
Reed 
Reschenthaler 
Rice (SC) 
Riggleman 
Roby 
Rodgers (WA) 
Roe, David P. 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rooney (FL) 
Rose, John W. 
Rouzer 
Roy 
Rutherford 
Scalise 
Schweikert 
Scott, Austin 
Sensenbrenner 
Shimkus 
Simpson 
Smith (MO) 
Smith (NE) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smucker 
Spano 
Stauber 
Stefanik 
Steil 
Steube 
Stewart 
Stivers 
Taylor 
Thompson (PA) 
Thornberry 
Timmons 
Tipton 
Turner 
Upton 
Wagner 
Walberg 
Walden 
Walker 
Walorski 
Waltz 
Watkins 
Weber (TX) 
Webster (FL) 
Wenstrup 
Westerman 
Williams 
Wilson (SC) 
Wittman 
Womack 
Woodall 
Yoho 
Young 
Zeldin 
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NOT VOTING—15 

Axne 
Bost 
Buck 
Clay 
Davis (CA) 

Gottheimer 
Green (TN) 
Griffith 
Hastings 
Herrera Beutler 

King (IA) 
Kuster (NH) 
Long 
Ryan 
Wright 

b 1412 

So the resolution was agreed to. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 

the table. 
f 

THE JOURNAL 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
BUTTERFIELD). Pursuant to clause 8 of 
rule XX, the unfinished business is the 
question on agreeing to the Speaker’s 
approval of the Journal, which the 
Chair will put de novo. 

The question is on the Speaker’s ap-
proval of the Journal. 

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the Jour-
nal stands approved. 

f 

REQUEST TO CONSIDER H.R. 962, 
BORN-ALIVE ABORTION SUR-
VIVORS PROTECTION ACT 

Mr. BUDD. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that the Committee on 
the Judiciary be discharged from fur-
ther consideration of H.R. 962, the 
Born-Alive Abortion Survivors Protec-
tion Act, and ask for its immediate 
consideration in the House. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
guidelines consistently issued by suc-
cessive Speakers, as recorded in sec-
tion 956 of the House Rules and Man-
ual, the Chair is constrained not to en-
tertain the request unless it has been 
cleared by the bipartisan floor and 
committee leaderships. 

Mr. BUDD. Mr. Speaker, I urge the 
Speaker to immediately schedule this 
important bill. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman is not recognized for debate. 

f 

AUTHORIZING THE COMMITTEE ON 
THE JUDICIARY TO INITIATE OR 
INTERVENE IN JUDICIAL PRO-
CEEDINGS TO ENFORCE CERTAIN 
SUBPOENAS 

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, pursu-
ant to House Resolution 431, I call up 
the resolution (H. Res. 430) authorizing 
the Committee on the Judiciary to ini-
tiate or intervene in judicial pro-
ceedings to enforce certain subpoenas 
and for other purposes, and ask for its 
immediate consideration. 

The Clerk read the title of the resolu-
tion. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 431, the 
amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute recommended by the Com-
mittee on Rules, printed in the resolu-
tion, is adopted, and the resolution, as 
amended, is considered read. 

The text of the resolution, as amend-
ed, is as follows: 

H. RES. 430 
That the chair of the Committee on the Judici-

ary of the House of Representatives is author-

ized, on behalf of such Committee, to initiate or 
intervene in any judicial proceeding before a 
Federal court— 

(1) to seek declaratory judgments and any and 
all ancillary relief, including injunctive relief, 
affirming the duty of— 

(A) William P. Barr, Attorney General, to 
comply with the subpoena that is the subject of 
the resolution accompanying House Report 116- 
105; and 

(B) Donald F. McGahn, II, former White 
House Counsel, to comply with the subpoena 
issued to him on April 22, 2019; and 

(2) to petition for disclosure of information re-
garding any matters identified in or relating to 
the subpoenas referred to in paragraph (1) or 
any accompanying report, pursuant to Federal 
Rule of Criminal Procedure 6(e), including Rule 
6(e)(3)(E) (providing that the court may author-
ize disclosure of a grand-jury matter ‘‘prelimi-
narily to... a judicial proceeding’’). 

Resolved, That the chair of each standing and 
permanent select committee, when authorized by 
the Bipartisan Legal Advisory Group, retains 
the ability to initiate or intervene in any judi-
cial proceeding before a Federal court on behalf 
of such committee, to seek declaratory judg-
ments and any and all ancillary relief, includ-
ing injunctive relief, affirming the duty of the 
recipient of any subpoena duly issued by that 
committee to comply with that subpoena. Con-
sistent with the Congressional Record statement 
on January 3, 2019, by the chair of the Com-
mittee on Rules regarding the civil enforcement 
of subpoenas pursuant to clause 8(b) of rule II, 
a vote of the Bipartisan Legal Advisory Group 
to authorize litigation and to articulate the in-
stitutional position of the House in that litiga-
tion is the equivalent of a vote of the full House 
of Representatives. 

Resolved, That in connection with any judi-
cial proceeding brought under the first or sec-
ond resolving clauses, the chair of any standing 
or permanent select committee exercising au-
thority thereunder has any and all necessary 
authority under Article I of the Constitution. 

Resolved, That the chair of any standing or 
permanent select committee exercising authority 
described in the first or second resolving clause 
shall notify the House of Representatives, with 
respect to the commencement of any judicial 
proceeding thereunder. 

Resolved, That the Office of General Counsel 
of the House of Representatives shall, with the 
authorization of the Speaker, represent any 
standing or permanent select committee in any 
judicial proceeding initiated or intervened in 
pursuant to the authority described in the first 
or second resolving clause. 

Resolved, That the Office of General Counsel 
of the House of Representatives is authorized to 
retain private counsel, either for pay or pro 
bono, to assist in the representation of any 
standing or permanent select committee in any 
judicial proceeding initiated or intervened in 
pursuant to the authority described in the first 
or second resolving clause. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The res-
olution, as amended, shall be debatable 
for 1 hour, equally divided and con-
trolled by the chair and ranking minor-
ity member of the Committee on Rules. 

The gentleman from Massachusetts 
(Mr. MCGOVERN) and the gentlewoman 
from Arizona (Mrs. LESKO) each will 
control 30 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Massachusetts. 

GENERAL LEAVE 

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that all Members 
have 5 legislative days in which to re-
vise and extend their remarks and in-
sert extraneous material on H. Res. 430. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 

myself such time as I may consume. 
Mr. Speaker, this is a dark time. This 

Congress is being tested—in this case, 
not by a foreign adversary but by our 
own President, a President who is un-
dertaking a relentless campaign of ob-
struction and stonewalling. 

We have never seen anything like 
this. Never before, Mr. Speaker, has a 
President from either party so fla-
grantly ignored Congress’ constitu-
tional oversight authority and our Na-
tion’s separation of powers. 

You don’t have to take my word for 
it. President Trump has declared, ‘‘We 
are fighting all the subpoenas,’’ and, ‘‘I 
don’t want people testifying.’’ These 
words make Richard Nixon look like an 
Eagle Scout. 

His Attorney General, William Barr, 
is apparently more than willing to fol-
low the President’s command. He has 
refused to release the full, unredacted 
Mueller report and any underlying evi-
dence until a compromise was finally 
reached yesterday. That is after the 
Judiciary Committee had already 
voted to hold him in contempt of Con-
gress. Apparently, the Attorney Gen-
eral went from being America’s lawyer 
to being the defense counsel for the 
President of the United States. 

I hope the Justice Department acts 
in good faith on this new agreement. 
These are documents that Congress 
needs to see in response to Special 
Counsel Mueller’s findings. But if they 
do not, and if the Attorney General 
holds back key information, then all 
options need to be on the table, includ-
ing enforcing these subpoenas. That is 
in addition to the fact that some docu-
ments and testimony we deserve to ob-
tain could very well fall outside the 
bounds of this agreement. 

The Mueller report is just the tip of 
the iceberg. The President is using 
every trick in the book, including false 
claims of executive privilege, absolute 
immunity, and lack of legitimate legis-
lative purpose, all to obstruct legiti-
mate inquiries into matters that im-
pact Americans’ daily lives. This in-
cludes the President’s attack on afford-
able healthcare coverage for millions 
of Americans, including those with pre-
existing conditions; his family separa-
tion policy that has torn apart vulner-
able immigrant families; his misappro-
priation of military funds for his offen-
sive border wall; and his decision to 
roll back landmark civil rights protec-
tions. 

This is exactly the sort of con-
centrated power in the hands of the few 
that the Founders intentionally pre-
vented through the creation of the 
three separate but coequal branches of 
government, each branch with unique 
powers and responsibilities and each 
branch expected to act as a check on 
the power of the others. 

But the President is trying to take 
this balance of power and centralize it 
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