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Witness calls Honduras the most dan-
gerous place in the world for environ-
mental activists. More than 100 envi-
ronmental activists have been killed in
the last 5 years there, and many activ-
ists and community leaders remain at
risk. We must do everything in our
power to stop this violence and harass-
ment in Honduras.

Please rest in peace, Berta Caceres
and Nelson Garcia. The people who re-
main behind will continue to fight for
environmental justice and indigenous
rights, and we here in the United
States join that fight.

U.S. SUPREME COURT NOMINEE MERRICK
GARLAND

Mrs. WATSON COLEMAN. I thank
the gentleman.

Mr. Speaker, before I close, I want to
spend a few minutes on another impor-
tant topic as well.

Today, President Obama nominated
Chief Justice Merrick Garland to fill
the vacancy that has been left on the
Supreme Court by Associate Justice
Antonin Scalia.

Judge Garland has more Federal judi-
cial experience than any Supreme
Court nominee in history. His work on
the D.C. circuit court, an appointment
to which he was confirmed with strong
bipartisan support, has earned praise
from Members of Congress on both
sides of the aisle. He is qualified. He is
competent. He is not the ultraliberal
that many of my conservative col-
leagues feared.
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Yet, following up on his promise that
the Senate would consider absolutely
no one that President Obama put for-
ward, Majority Leader MITCH MCCON-
NELL said today: “It is a president’s
constitutional right to nominate a Su-
preme Court justice, and it is the Sen-
ate’s constitutional right to act as a
check on a president and withhold its
consent.”

I beg to differ. I think it is the Presi-
dent’s constitutional responsibility,
not just a prerogative, to fill the bench
of the Supreme Court. Withholding
consent, something that is typically
done when a candidate is underquali-
fied or inappropriate, is far different
than just ignoring the process alto-
gether.

This is a political decision made
about the only body that shouldn’t be
exposed to such things. It goes beyond
just a filibuster or commentary from a
few outliers.

And if Republicans follow through
with their plan, it would constitute the
longest vacancy with no vote on a
nominee ever. There is no precedent for
this. There have been appointments,
nominations, and, above all, hearings
during Presidential election years.

It is flat out ridiculous to refuse a
man as qualified as Judge Garland even
hearings. This is a dereliction of duty
that surpasses the sadly run-of-the-
mill inability of the majority to get
anything done, from funding the gov-
ernment until the eleventh hour to
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passing a budget,
erning.

Mr. Speaker, I would be remiss if I
came to the floor without taking the
time to say this: The Senate must
change course and consider Judge Gar-
land on his merits. He has earned bi-
partisan support before, and he de-
serves it again.

I need to remind this body and the
Senate that the President of the
United States was elected for a second
term and that term includes four full
years.

Mr. Speaker, I conclude my Special
Order hour.

I yield back the balance of my time.

—————

HOUSE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION
121

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 6, 2015, the gentlewoman from Ha-
waii (Ms. GABBARD) is recognized for
the remainder of the hour as the des-
ignee of the minority leader.

Ms. GABBARD. Mr. Speaker, earlier
this week there were a few very impor-
tant votes that occurred on complex
issues that I would like to discuss here
today. They were with regards to H.
Con. Res. 75 and H. Con. Res. 121, which
is the one I will discuss now.

Make no mistake. H. Con. Res. 121 is
a war bill. It is a thinly veiled attempt
to use the rationale of humani-
tarianism as a justification for over-
throwing the Syrian Government of
Assad.

Similar resolutions were used in the
past to legitimatize the regime-change
wars to overthrow the governments of
Iraq and Libya. I will have no part of
it. I voted ‘“‘no” on H. Con. Res. 121. I
voted ‘‘no’” against more unnecessary
interventionist regime-change wars.

We all know that Bashar al-Assad,
President of Syria, is a brutal dictator.
But this resolution’s purpose is not
merely to recognize him as such. Rath-
er, it was a call to action. Specifically,
it is a call to escalate our war to over-
throw the Syrian Government of
Assad.

For the last 5 years, the United
States, Saudi Arabia, Turkey, and oth-
ers have been working hand in hand in
that war to overthrow the Assad Gov-
ernment, supposedly for humanitarian
reasons. But I ask: How has this war to
overthrow Assad actually helped hu-
manity?

Hundreds of thousands of Syrians
have been killed. Millions have become
homeless refugees. Much of the coun-
try’s infrastructure has been de-
stroyed.

Terrorist organizations like ISIS, al
Qaeda, and others have taken over
large areas of the country and are en-
gaging in genocide.

Now the same people who are behind
this war to overthrow Assad want to
escalate that war, and this resolution
is an attempt to gin up public support
for that escalation.

This resolution urges the administra-
tion to create ‘‘additional mechanisms

to actually gov-
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for the protection of civilians,”” which
is really coded language for the cre-
ation of a so-called no-fly zone or safe
zone.

The creation of this no-fly zone or
safe zone in Syria would be a major es-
calation of the war. Doing this would
cost billions of dollars, require tens of
thousands of ground troops, and a mas-
sive U.S. air presence. It won’t work.

Furthermore, it will likely result in
a direct confrontation between the
United States and Russia. Fortunately,
President Obama has thus far opposed
implementing such a so-called no-fly
zone and has resisted pressure to esca-
late this war in this way,

The fact is that the main areas cur-
rently in Syria where Christian,
Alawites, Druze, Yazidis, and other re-
ligious minorities can practice their
faith without fear of persecution are in
the Syrian territories where Assad
maintains control.

Therefore, the overthrow of Assad
would worsen the genocidal activities
by ISIS and al Qaeda and other ter-
rorist organizations against Christians,
Alawites, and other Syrian religious
minorities.

If the U.S. has learned nothing else
from Iraq and Libya, we should have
learned that toppling ruthless dic-
tators in the Middle East creates even
more human suffering and strengthens
our enemy, groups like ISIS and other
terrorist organizations in those coun-
tries.

It is undeniable that, in both Iraq
and Libya, humanitarian conditions
today are far worse than they were be-
fore those governments were toppled
and ISIS and other terrorist organiza-
tions are far more powerful with great-
er strongholds, causing even more suf-
fering.

If the U.S. is successful in its current
efforts to overthrow the Syrian Gov-
ernment of Assad, allowing groups like
ISIS and al Qaeda and other terrorist
organizations to take over all of Syria,
which is what will happen, including
those Assad-controlled areas where
Christians and other religious minori-
ties remain protected, the United
States will be morally culpable for the
genocide that will occur as a result.

This is exactly what happened when
we overthrew Saddam Hussein in Iraq.
It is what happened in Libya when we
overthrew Muammar Gaddafi. To do
the same thing over and over and ex-
pect a different result is the definition
of insanity.

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

——
ILLEGAL IMMIGRATION

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 6, 2015, the Chair recognizes the
gentleman from Iowa (Mr. KING) for 30
minutes.

Mr. KING of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, it is
my privilege to be recognized to ad-
dress you here on the floor of the
United States House of Representatives
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and to continue the deliberation here
that makes this the most deliberative
body anywhere in the world.

I understand that the Senate might
take issue with that. However, I am al-
ways happy to engage in debate with
the Senators as well.

I came to the floor because I wanted
to speak, Mr. Speaker, about an issue
that has cost scores and scores of
American lives.

Since the time I came into this Con-
gress, I was surprised and, you might
say, shocked and appalled that so few
Members were paying attention to the
reality of what is happening in the
streets of America over the years.

I think of a school bus that was run
off the road up in Cottonwood, Min-
nesota, a few years ago. Four of the
children in that school bus were killed.
Two of them were siblings. Three fami-
lies were hit with that terrible tragedy.

The cause of that accident was a ve-
hicle that ran the bus off the road that
was driven by an illegal alien that had
been interdicted multiple times and
turned loose on the streets to recom-
mit again and again.

I recall that discussion. It brought
home to me something that I knew
logically, but I hadn’t felt emotionally
at that point, Mr. Speaker.

If there are people in this country
who are unlawfully present and the law
directs that, when encountered by law
enforcement, they shall be placed into
removal proceedings, if we enforce the
law when we encounter people that are
illegally in America, then, by the very
definition of following the law that re-
quires that they are placed in removal
proceedings, they are no longer on the
streets of America, they are no longer
driving vehicles that are running
school buses off the road or bringing
about head-on crashes or being in-
volved in vehicular homicide or driving
while under the influence because, by
definition of enforcement of the law,
they are not here to do that.

They might commit these crimes in
other countries, in their home country.
That is the issue for the countries that
they can be lawfully present in.

But here, when I see the funerals of
four children that come about because
we had an opportunity to enforce the
law and, instead, we decided that our
compassion for the law breaker was
greater than our compassion for the
victim of the crime, you end up with
four funerals of children that were
riding home from school in a school
bus that day.

Now, it shouldn’t take very much for
people who are professionals that deal
with this every day to understand that,
that if the law says that they shall be
placed in removal proceedings—you
have a President who says to them in-
stead, through Jeh Johnson, who is
now the Secretary of the Department
of Homeland Security, to the law en-
forcement officers who have pledged
and take an oath to support and defend
the Constitution—which, by the way,
the President takes an oath to pre-
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serve, protect, and defend the Constitu-
tion.

The very definition in the Take Care
Clause of the Constitution is that he
shall take care that the laws be faith-
fully executed.

Well, instead, the President has de-
cided to essentially execute some of
the immigration law that exists. That
doesn’t mean enforce it. When I say
that, I say that facetiously, Mr. Speak-
er. He has ordered the law enforcement
officers to not enforce the law.

And the advice that came from Jeh
Johnson to the law enforcement offi-
cers of the Border Patrol was, if you
came into this job and put on this uni-
form and took your oath to support
and defend the Constitution and you
thought that it meant that you are
going to enforce immigration law, if
you think that is what you are going to
do, you had better get another job.

That was the message to them that
came out here about 10 days ago—get
another job if you came here to enforce
the law—if you are working for the
Border Patrol or for ICE or for Cus-
toms and Border Protection.

It is an appalling thing, Mr. Speaker,
to think that we have a President who
has taken an oath to preserve, protect,
and defend the Constitution of the
United States and to take care that the
laws be faithfully executed and, in-
stead, he is taking care that they not
be enforced in case after case after

case. And this poster I have, Mr.
Speaker, is the bloody result.
The title says ‘“‘Free to Kill: 124

Criminal Aliens Released By Obama
Policies Charged With Homicide Since
2010.” Now, that is not all of the homi-
cides.

Here is where they are. A lot of them
are in California. A good number of
them are in Arizona, Texas, and up
along the HEast Coast. They are in
Council Bluffs, Iowa, or in Omaha. Yes,
they are in my neighborhood as well,
Mr. Speaker.

Now, that is 124 killers. These are
criminals that had already been pros-
ecuted, already been convicted. These
are felons that had been released on
the streets of America because of a pol-
icy that the President seems to think
is a discretionary policy.

That is not 124 graves only. That is
at least 135 graves because of the mul-
tiple murders that have taken place
after they are convicted. At least two
of them that were released on the
streets in the past were already con-
victed of homicide-related charges.
That is how bad this is.

The idea that we shouldn’t enforce
our laws even against people that are
illegal in the United States, unlawfully
present in America, out of some sense
of compassion, and they might say that
they don’t have the room and they
don’t have the budget, well, that is not
so either.

I would just note some of the statis-
tics that I have pulled down here over
time. In 2012, ICE reported that there
were 850,000 aliens present in the coun-
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try who had been ordered removed or
excluded, but who had not departed.
That is 850,000.

Now, they tell us that there are 11.2
million illegal aliens in America. Well,
I don’t actually accept that number.
That is a number that has been con-
stantly and commonly used here.

I arrived here in 2003. I swore in here
in January of 2003. At that time, the
immigration debate was talking about
12 million illegals in America. 12 mil-
lion. 12 million. The drum of 12 million
was beat for several years. Then it
drifted down to 11.5. Now it is 11.2 mil-
lion.

We are thinking that we have a crisis
with illegal immigration coming into
America. But the number hasn’t in-
creased? Have that many gone back
home? Have that many died?

If not, that number is growing, and I
think it has grown substantially more.
The data we are looking at is 11.2 mil-
lion, and that is from the Pew Re-
search Center. I think they do a good
job. I do disagree with them on that
number.

If that is the case, out of 11.2 million
illegals in America, 850,000 aliens are
present in the United States of Amer-
ica who had already been ordered re-
moved. We call that law enforcement?

Just about anybody in the world that
has ever looked across and thought
about coming to America knows that
your chances of being sent back to
your home country, if you succeed in
getting into America, are nil. They are
almost nothing.

If you embarrass the administration,
if you are such a violent criminal, per-
haps they will find a way to send you
back. But even this administration,
when they want to send them back, the
few that they do, doesn’t push hard on
those other countries to take them
back.

Now, every country in the world that
refuses to take their illegals back, we
have the leverage to convince them, I
believe, to take those illegal aliens
back, 850,000 of them.
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I didn’t divide that out, but it is
roughly 1 in 12 of the illegal aliens in
America have already been adjudicated
for deportation, but they don’t go, and
we don’t do anything about it.

Here is another statistic. For every
10 Americans detained in Federal
court—that’s Americans—173 illegal
aliens are detained by a Federal court.
So I don’t know why they gave me 10 of
173, but I can divide that out in my
head. Federal court deals with 17.3 ille-
gal aliens for each American—that
would be an American, lawful, perma-
nent resident or an American citizen
that they deal with. That is a high,
high volume of illegal aliens going
through our Federal court system.

Here is another piece of data that
emerged from a study that I requested
in 2005. This was a GAO study that
shows that 27 percent of our Federal
prison population is criminal aliens—27
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percent. So more than a fourth of the
inmates that are housed in Federal
penitentiaries are criminal aliens.
That is a huge percentage.

If you would think that they are in
there for immigration crimes, for over-
staying their visa, or for crossing the
border, no. That is highly, highly un-
likely that they are incarcerated for
what this administration would call
minimal offenses. They are in there for
other things.

Here is another example. The illegal
aliens represent 5 percent of the popu-
lation, 27 percent of the Federal prison
population, and presumably 27 percent
of the Federal crimes that are com-
mitted as well. So that is a proportion
of more than five times their represen-
tation in the population they are rep-
resented in prison and they are rep-
resented by the crimes that are com-
mitted.

Now, we should not think that these
are just data, Mr. Speaker. Crimes
aren’t just data, because for every
crime, there is at least one victim. The
victims pay a huge, huge price that is
not compensated by the taxpayer.

For example, our criminal laws are
descended from old English common
law, and old English common law rec-
ognizes this, that everything was the
product, the property, of the sovereign,
the king. If you went out and poached
a deer, the crime was against the
crown, because the king owned the
deer. The king owned everything. So if
you poached a deer, you Kkilled the
king’s deer, and the king is going to
have his justice. If you killed one of his
subjects, one of his serfs, if you com-
mitted murder, the crime was against
the crown.

That is why, today, the crimes that
we have are against the State, whether
it be the nation-state or whether it be
the State that we happen to be abiding
in. So when you go to criminal court,
they will say this is the case of the
State versus whoever has the charges
brought against them, John Doe,
criminal. You will hear that announced
at the beginning of the criminal case:
This is the case of the State of, say,
Iowa, against John Doe, criminal.

The victim, if the victim is alive and
survives and is in that criminal court-
room, they are going to be looking
back and forth listening to the pros-
ecution and then the defense go back
and forth, and they are going to be
wondering: Where am I in this equa-
tion? The victim is not in the equation
because, if the State believes that they
get justice, then justice is served, and
the victim is essentially out of that
equation with the exception of a few
little things we have done such as to
allow for and provide that the victim
or the victim’s family have an oppor-
tunity to face the accused and, actu-
ally, face the convicted.

So we are descendants from that, Mr.
Speaker. When the crimes are com-
mitted against individuals, the victims
of these crimes are paying the price.
They are paying the price with their
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lives. They are paying the price with
their bodies. They are paying the price
with whatever their treasured products
might be.

If they are a victim of assault and
battery and grand larceny, then they
have been beaten up, they have been
pounded, they have been bruised and
bloodied and maybe bones broken.
Maybe they have survived an at-
tempted homicide, and maybe their
wallet was lifted and their credit cards
or their car. The things that they
owned, the things that they cherished
are lost, and they have to heal up. We
don’t compensate them for their loss
even though the State is an intervenor
in a criminal crime.

So the case of the State v. John Doe,
criminal, should tell us that the loss of
life is not compensated either. It is not
measured. It is not quantified. The 124
criminal aliens released who have com-
mitted murders during this period of
time is a small portion of the overall
number of criminal aliens who were re-
leased who did commit homicides.

But what are those lives worth?

We just heard the gentleman from
Minnesota lament the loss of two lives.
It is tragic. I am sorry he comes here
to this floor. I am sorry that he feels
that pain. I am sure the families feel
the pain. But these are mostly anony-
mous victims, the four children in Cot-
tonwood, Minnesota.

Kate Steinle—the story that I pulled
here, her name is now a household
name, Mr. Speaker—was murdered in
San Francisco on July 1, 2015. Now
when I see an attractive young lady
with brown hair, immediately the pic-
ture of Kate Steinle flashes into my
mind’s eye, standing there innocently
and shot and killed by a criminal alien
who had been ordered deported, I be-
lieve the number would be at least
twice before, on the streets because
San Francisco is a sanctuary city.

Well, the sanctuary city isn’t just ex-
clusive to San Francisco. All over this
country there are sanctuary jurisdic-
tions. There are sanctuary jurisdic-
tions in Iowa, at least 25 of them that
I can identify, and they exist across
the country, local jurisdictions that
have decided they are not going to co-
operate with Federal law enforcement
officers.

And furthermore, when ICE puts out
a detainer order, Federal law requires
that an ICE detainer order is manda-
tory. The statute that was passed di-
rected the rules to be written in such a
way that the detainer orders are man-
datory.

A year ago, February 25, I believe
that day would be—I remember my
date is right, but I am not certain on
my year. It could be 2014 rather than
2015. But the ICE Acting Deputy Direc-
tor, Dan Ragsdale, sent a letter out to
hundreds of political jurisdictions, law
enforcement jurisdictions, and said to
them: This ICE detainer order that you
have been getting, that you have been
complying with because it is an order,
it is really not an order. It is just a
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suggestion. So we are not going to en-
force that, and neither are we going to
protect you if you are sued for detain-
ing someone that ICE has put a de-
tainer order on.

They essentially said: We don’t have
your back at the Justice Department,
even though the law directs that we do
have. And so that brought about more
sanctuary cities, more sanctuary juris-
dictions, entire counties that have de-
cided they are not going to cooperate
with ICE. So when ICE sends an ICE
detainer order to a sanctuary jurisdic-
tion—often, a city—their policy is: We
aren’t going to turn this criminal over
to ICE. We are going to turn him loose
instead.

Well, when they turn them loose in-
stead, they do so by the tens of thou-
sands. And, you know, Mr. Speaker,
that Americans are the victims of
homicide as a result, some of it first-
degree murder, second-degree murder,
negligent homicide, vehicular homi-
cide. Americans’ graves are scattered
all over this country at the hands of il-
legal aliens, criminal aliens, not only
those that came across the border ille-
gally—that makes them criminals, Mr.
Speaker—but those who are in this
country even legally. When they com-
mit a crime, they become a criminal
alien.

There are graves in every single
State in this country, multiple graves
in every single State in this country
that didn’t need to be. There are griev-
ing families all over this country in
every single State that didn’t need to
grieve. They didn’t need to see their
loved one Kkilled, whether it was a car
accident, whether it was a bullet,
whether they were bludgeoned, how-
ever it might have been. Those lives
could have been saved by enforcing the
law. But, instead, the Obama adminis-
tration does the opposite. They set up
an affirmative plan to start turning
loose illegal aliens who are felons, who
are criminals.

Here is some more data. In 2014, ac-
cording to a U.S. Sentencing Commis-
sion report, it shows illegal immi-
grants represented 36.7 percent of Fed-
eral sentences, 36.7 percent of their
sentences. I have already said that 27
percent of the inmates are criminal
aliens. Then, again, it is about roughly
half or a little bit more of them are
from Mexico.

The Obama administration, in 2013,
released—and this number has been
committed to my memory for some
time—36,007 criminal aliens turned
loose on the streets, and that rep-
resented 88,000 convictions, more than
88,000 convictions among those 36,007
criminal aliens. Of that, 193 had been
convicted of homicide.

Now, when do you turn murderers
loose on the streets of America, espe-
cially if they are deportable? If they
serve their time—they might be sec-
ond-degree murder, maybe they serve
their time, maybe they get an early
out—they go home to their home coun-
try. They are deported at the end of
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their sentence. That is how our law
reads.

But the Obama administration said:
No, we are going to turn 36,007 of them
loose: 193 homicides represented by
them, 426 sexual assaults, 303
kidnappings, 1,075 aggravated assaults,
all of that packaged up in the 36,007.
That was just 2013. That was the begin-
ning of this mass release of criminals
who are criminal aliens, deportable
criminal aliens out of our prisons.

In 2014, they slacked off a little bit.
They only released 30,558 criminal
aliens, and they represented 79,059 con-
victions. That is the work that is being
done by the Obama administration. I
could go on with data after data.

Here is one. ICE had been claiming to
have removed record numbers of un-
lawful or otherwise removable aliens
from the United States. Well, they
counted their deportations differently
than any administration before. So
those that said they will accept a vol-
untary return when they are caught at
the border, they will say: Well, we can
put you in the van and haul you back
to the port of entry and turn you loose
to walk back across the bridge. If you
will do that, we will count you as de-
ported.

That used to be just voluntary re-
turn. Now the Obama administration
has admitted that they have essen-
tially jiggered the numbers and
changed the category.

But even still, even if this isn’t accu-
rate in comparison to previous admin-
istrations, those numbers have gone
down, from along the way, 389,834, fis-
cal year 2009. It did go up a little bit
the next year, 392,000 and change, then
up to 396,000, and then going back. The
number in 2012 was almost 410,000.

So you can see, Mr. Speaker, that
number has dropped off by tens of
thousands. Then ICE has since admit-
ted to dropping in removals clear down
to 368,000 in 2013, 315,000 in 2014.

This number continues to go down,
from up to nearly 410,000 down to
315,000, almost 100,000 fewer deporta-
tions when they are counting the vol-
untary returns in that list. That means
we don’t have a lot of immigration en-
forcement going on, and the message
and the signal is: Come try to get into
America. We are not going to do a lot
about that in this Obama administra-
tion.

And what happens? Well, what hap-
pens is we have a Presidential nomina-
tion process that has emerged. Out of
it comes, who got the first big bounce
and spark off of making the pledge that
he would build a wall, a beautiful wall,
and he would return the people and end
illegal immigration residence in Amer-
ica and put them the other side of the
wall? That was Donald Trump. If Don-
ald Trump doesn’t have that issue,
Donald Trump doesn’t probably have a
campaign. I am sure that it is a big
part of what motivated him to run for
President.

TED CRUZ also, Mr. Speaker, has the
most solid and cleanest record on im-
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migration policy. It is complete; it is
inclusive; it is anti-amnesty all the
way. And, by the way, he doesn’t make
provisions for inviting people back in
after they are removed. I don’t think
that takes a whole lot of prudence to
hold that position.

Why would you reward somebody
that you needed to go to the trouble to
adjudicate them for removal, deport
them back to their home country, and
then do as they said in the Gang of
Eight bill? They have a provision in
that bill that thankfully the House
didn’t take up. It is the ‘“‘we really
didn’t mean it” clause in which they
say, written into the Gang of Hight’s
bill, if you have been deported in the
past and you are in your home country
today, after the Gang of Eight bill pre-
sumably passed, you can apply to come
to the United States.
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We deported you before, but we really
didn’t mean it. We can bring you back
in here. If we hadn’t caught you in
America and you had been here when
the Gang of Eight bill would poten-
tially become law, then, if you get to
stay under those provisions, then you
get to come back to America if you
have previously been deported.

I think that is lunacy, Mr. Speaker,
to be going to all the trouble to enforce
the law and then to reverse course with
that and provide the ‘‘we didn’t really
mean it”’ clause.

That bill, by the way, had in it pro-
spective amnesty. In other words, it
didn’t deal with people who would
come in after it became law, so, pre-
sumably, they would be treated with
the same kind of amnesty or pass for
those who were in America; and those
that had been deported from America
get to come back to America, too, with
some exceptions if you are a bad
enough criminal.

The logic of this is beyond my ability
to reason with it, Mr. Speaker, but the
logic that this country needs to reason
with is the logic of the rule of law. We
have to be a Nation of laws—not of
men—and the laws need to apply to ev-
eryone equally, not applied differently
to different people.

There has to be an expectation that
the law will be enforced. If we don’t
have that, then we devolve into a Third
World country. In a Third World coun-
try, you can get pulled over not even
for not speeding, but you might have to
pay off the officer in order to be able to
drive on down the road. In this coun-
try, if that ever happens—I wouldn’t
say it never happens, but where I come
from, it doesn’t happen and I never
hear of it—that would show a digres-
sion from the rule of law.

We have to all respect the law. The
law has got to be enforced against ev-
erybody equally. There has to be an ex-
pectation that the law will be enforced.
Any country that has any value to pro-
tecting its own sovereignty has to have
borders.

We have borders. We know what they
are: 2,000 miles on the southern border,
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roughly 4,000 miles on the norther bor-
der, oceans on the east and on the west.
Those are the borders of the United
States of America. We have water all
the way around Hawaii. We know the
lines in Alaska. We don’t dispute them
with Canada. We get along just fine
agreeing on what our borders are. But
if we don’t enforce them, if we don’t
protect them, we are no longer a sov-
ereign Nation.

We allow people to stream across the
border. We have had Border Patrol tes-
timony here in this Congress within
the last decade where they testified
that they believed that they inter-
dicted perhaps 25 percent of those that
attempted to cross the border. When
you looked at the numbers of those
interdictions and did the math on that,
it turned out to be 4 million illegal bor-
der crossing attempts in a single year.
That is roughly at the peak of this.
That has diminished by a few million.

But think of that: 365 divided into 4
million works out to about 11,000 a
night. About 11,000 illegal aliens come
across our southern border at night.
Maybe that number could be as far
down as perhaps 6,000 or so, but that is
still the size of Santa Anna’s army.
The size of Santa Anna’s army comes
across every night.

Coming across, sure, there are some
decent people that are looking for a
better life—maybe a lot of them—but
80 to 90 percent of the illegal drugs
that are consumed in America come
from or through Mexico. It is the de-
mand in the United States that brings
those drugs in here. We have a culpa-
bility in this, too.

But just the same, the violence in
Mexico, the murders—over 100,000 peo-
ple have been killed in the drug wars in
Mexico—is all part of an open border
situation that we have here in the
United States, costing Mexican lives,
costing American lives. Graves are
scattered in every single State in the
Union because we have an administra-
tion that decided not to enforce the
law, even though the President takes
an oath to preserve, protect, and de-
fend the Constitution and take care
that the laws be faithfully executed.
We have got executive overreach time
after time after time. He has reached
into the constitutional authority of
this Congress.

Time after time, I brought an amend-
ment to this floor, Mr. Speaker, that
has cut off all funding to implement or
enforce the President’s lawless, uncon-
stitutional amnesty actions, to cut off
all funding under the Morton Memos,
to cut off all funding to DACA, to cut
off all funding to DAPA and shut down
those operations that are outside the
constitutional authority of the Presi-
dent, by my definition, by the defini-
tion of the majority vote in this Con-
gress, and also by the definition of the
President himself, who said multiple
times—and we have him on videotape
at least 22 times saying he didn’t have
constitutional authority to—I will put
it in shorthand—grant amnesty. He
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didn’t use those words, but it certainly
is the paraphrase of what he had to
say. After multiple times of telling us
all the proper constitutional interpre-
tation, he decided to do it anyway.

The President of the United States’
restraint factor is not giving his word,
putting his hand on the Bible, and rais-
ing his right hand and taking an oath
to the Constitution. His restraining
factor is not his word. It is what he can
get away with.

He demanded that Congress pass the
Gang of Eight amnesty bill, and Con-
gress said: Nuts, we are not doing that.
We are not going to see the demo-
graphics of America forever altered by
bringing in millions of undocumented
Democrats in order to play into the
hands of Barack Obama and the Demo-
crats in the Senate and the House.

We have a responsibility to the
American people. We the people need
to decide. That is why our Founding
Fathers wrote in the enumerated pow-
ers in the Constitution the responsi-
bility of Congress to establish the nat-
uralization laws and, by inference, to
write the immigration laws. That im-
migration policy is not to be set by the
President of the United States. It is to
be set by Congress.

Congress wrote the law in 1996, the
Immigration Reform Act, which LAMAR
SMITH of Texas was so instrumental in,
as a large body of the immigration law
that we have to follow. That was the
considered will of the people. It was the
bipartisan, considered will of the peo-
ple, signed by the President of the
United States. Gee, that would be Bill
Clinton back then, wouldn’t it?

So we have a country that is the un-
challenged greatest Nation in the
world. We have a lot to be proud of. We
have a destiny, an arc of history that
has been flattened. It has been descend-
ing for a lot of reasons—economic rea-
sons, cultural reasons, failure to ad-
here to our oaths to uphold the Con-
stitution reasons—but in a large way,
it is diminished because we have so lit-
tle respect for the rule of law.

Of all of the things we can talk about
with regard to immigration policy—se-
curing our borders, ending sanctuary
cities, making sure that local law en-
forcement works again in cooperation
with Federal immigration officials,
ending this idea that detainer orders
are voluntary, not mandatory—piece
after piece of this—an entry/exit sys-
tem that tracks the people in the coun-
try and when they leave so we know
what the balance is of those visitors
who are here, and an E-Verify system
that I will say the New IDEA Act, my
bill—all of that put together brings
America to the right place. We have an
obligation to turn this into an upend-
ing arc of history, not descending.

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

——
RECESS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 12(a) of rule I, the Chair
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declares the House in recess subject to
the call of the Chair.

Accordingly (at 3 o’clock and 38 min-
utes p.m.), the House stood in recess.

———
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AFTER RECESS

The recess having expired, the House
was called to order by the Speaker pro
tempore (Mr. BYRNE) at 5 o’clock and
33 minutes p.m.

————

REPORT ON RESOLUTION PRO-
VIDING FOR CONSIDERATION OF
H. RES. 639, AUTHORIZING THE
SPEAKER TO APPEAR AS AMI-
CUS CURIAE ON BEHALF OF THE
HOUSE

Mr. BURGESS, from the Committee
on Rules, submitted a privileged report
(Rept. No. 114-458) on the resolution (H.
Res. 649) providing for consideration of
the resolution (H. Res. 639) authorizing
the Speaker to appear as amicus curiae
on behalf of the House of Representa-
tives in the matter of United States, et
al. v. Texas, et al., No. 15-674, which
was referred to the House Calendar and
ordered to be printed.

————————

COMMUNICATION FROM THE
CLERK OF THE HOUSE

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following commu-
nication from the Clerk of the House of
Representatives:

OFFICE OF THE CLERK,
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
Washington, DC, March 16, 2016.
Hon. PAUL D. RYAN,
The Speaker, House of Representatives,
Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. SPEAKER: Pursuant to the per-
mission granted in Clause 2(h) of rule II of
the Rules of the U.S. House of Representa-
tives, I have the honor to transmit a sealed
envelope received from the White House on
March 16, 2016, at 4:40 p.m., and said to con-
tain a message from the President whereby
he transmits a copy of an Executive Order he
has issued, with respect to North Korea.

With best wishes, I am

Sincerely,
KAREN L. HAAS,
Clerk of the House.

——————

BLOCKING PROPERTY OF THE
GOVERNMENT OF NORTH KOREA
AND THE WORKERS’' PARTY OF
KOREA, AND PROHIBITING CER-
TAIN TRANSACTIONS WITH RE-
SPECT TO NORTH KOREA—MES-
SAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT OF
THE UNITED STATES (H. DOC.
NO. 114-117)

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following message
from the President of the TUnited
States; which was read and, together
with the accompanying papers, referred
to the Committee on Foreign Affairs
and ordered to be printed:

To the Congress of the United States:

Pursuant to the International Emer-
gency Economic Powers Act (50 U.S.C.

March 16, 2016

1701 et seq.) (IEEPA), I hereby report
that I have issued an Executive Order
(the ‘‘order’”) with respect to North
Korea. The order takes additional steps
with respect to the national emergency
declared in Executive Order 13466 of
June 26, 2008, expanded in scope in Ex-
ecutive Order 13551 of August 30, 2010,
relied upon for additional steps in Ex-
ecutive Order 13570 of April 18, 2011, and
further expanded in scope in Executive
Order 13687 of January 2, 2015. The
order also facilitates implementation
of certain provisions of the North
Korea Sanctions and Policy Enhance-
ment Act of 2016 (Public Law 114-122),
which I signed on February 18, 2016, and
ensures the implementation of certain
provisions of United Nations Security
Council Resolution (UNSCR) 2270 of
March 2, 2016.

In 2008, upon terminating the exer-
cise of certain authorities under the
Trading With the Enemy Act (TWEA)
with respect to North Korea, the Presi-
dent issued Executive Order 13466 and
declared a national emergency pursu-
ant to IEEPA to deal with the unusual
and extraordinary threat to the na-
tional security and foreign policy of
the United States posed by the exist-
ence and risk of the proliferation of
weapons-usable fissile material on the
Korean Peninsula. Executive Order
13466 continued certain restrictions on
North Korea and North Korean nation-
als that had been in place under TWEA.

In 2010, I issued Executive Order
13551. In that order, I determined that
the Government of North Korea’s con-
tinued provocative actions destabilized
the Korean peninsula and imperiled
U.S. Armed Forces, allies, and trading
partners in the region and warranted
the imposition of additional sanctions,
and I expanded the national emergency
declared in Executive Order 13466. In
Executive Order 13551, I ordered
blocked the property and interests in
property of three North Korean enti-
ties and one individual listed in the
Annex to that order and provided cri-
teria under which the Secretary of the
Treasury, in consultation with the Sec-
retary of State, may designate addi-
tional persons whose property and in-
terests in property shall be blocked.

In 2011, I issued Executive Order 13570
to further address the national emer-
gency with respect to North Korea and
to strengthen the implementation of
UNSCRs 1718 and 1874. That Executive
Order prohibited the direct or indirect
importation of goods, services, and
technology from North Korea.

In 2015, I issued Executive Order
13687, in which I determined that the
provocative, destabilizing, and repres-
sive actions and policies of the Govern-
ment of North Korea constitute a con-
tinuing threat to the national security,
foreign policy, and economy of the
United States, and further expanded
the national emergency declared in Ex-
ecutive Order 13466. In Executive Order
13687 I provided additional -criteria
under which the Secretary of the
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