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I would add that there are businesses
that have indicated that they are sup-
portive. I have a letter from a company
in Houston, the style of it is the South
Coast Products Company, and I just
shall read an excerpt from their letter.
I have many letters to read, but I shall
pick a few and just read excerpts.

This one reads—and it is addressed to
the Honorable MAXINE WATERS:

We are a small manufacturer in Texas that
exports thread and valve lubricants pri-
marily to the oil and gas industry. We have
used Export-Import Banks’ export credit in-
surance for 13 years. During that time, our
export business has grown by a factor of 15
because of the security offered by our policy
with Export-Import.

I shall go to the last paragraph which
reads, ‘‘Please emphasize to your col-
leagues that Ex-Im Bank is not cor-
porate welfare”’—this is a business, a
business that has written this to us—
“‘or a charity of any kind. It facilitates
U.S. exports, especially for small busi-
nesses like us, while supporting itself.
Please do not let them put our liveli-
hoods on the chopping block for their
own political gain.”

This is from South Coast Products, a
Texas business.

I would also like to read a letter from
the Greater Houston Partnership. The
Greater Houston Partnership is the
preeminent chamber of commerce in
my area. It is called the partnership
because we do things differently in
Texas, and the partnership has also
joined in this letter by a good many
other entities that I shall name after
having read an excerpt from this letter.

It reads:

The Houston region continues to enjoy
strong economic growth driven in large part
by the Export-Import Bank. In order to keep
momentum, it is crucial that Congress sup-
ports tools encouraging businesses to expand
into new markets and create new jobs. The
Export-Import Bank of the United States is
one of these tools, and we ask that you sup-
port this legislation.

The letter is addressed to me.

It goes on to add:

Small- and medium-sized businesses in our
region also benefit directly from Export-Im-
port. Small businesses account for nearly 85
percent of Ex-Im Bank’s transactions; fur-
ther, these transaction figures do not include
the tens of thousands of small- and medium-
sized businesses that supply goods and serv-
ices to large exporters using the bank.

This is signed by the Bay Area Hous-
ton Economic Partnership, the Bay-
town Chamber of Commerce, the
Brenham/Washington County Chamber
of Commerce, the Clear Lake Chamber
of Commerce, the Greater Beaumont
Chamber of Commerce, the Greater
Tomball Area Chamber of Commerce,
the Houston East End Chamber of
Commerce, the Houston Northwest
Chamber of Commerce, Lake Houston
Area Chamber of Commerce, League
City Chamber of Commerce, Pearland
Chamber of Commerce, West Chambers
County Chamber of Commerce, and the
Wharton Chamber of Commerce.

I close simply with these words: busi-
nesses are supportive of the Ex-Im
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Bank. People understand the necessity
for it. We but only need to have a vote
on it to get it continued.

Ms. WATERS. Mr. Speaker, Mem-
bers, you have heard about businesses
in any number of districts that receive
the support from the Ex-Im Bank.

I would like to read to you excerpts
from a letter from Chairman HEN-
SARLING’s district. This is from Fritz-
Pak, and this letter is about how the
Ex-Im Bank helped save his business.

His name is Gabriel Ojeda, president
of Fritz-Pak Corporation, and this is
the excerpt I would like to read:

During the past 5 years, we have grown our
international sales from 15 percent to over 35
percent of our business. We now have major
trading partners in over 30 different coun-
tries, including Brazil, Russia, India, and
Taiwan. Most recently, we exhibited our
products at Bauma International Trade Fair
in Munich, Germany.

So what is Fritz-Pak Corporation today?
We are an American manufacturer of the
best concrete admixtures in the world, and
we sell them as far as Yellowknife, Canada,
and as far south as Wellington, New Zealand.
We may be small, but we think big. In an age
where everything seems to be made some-
place else, we are thriving here in the USA
and in no small part due to the services pro-
vided by Ex-Im Bank.

Lastly, I would like to read excerpts
from Mr. Mike Boyle of BES&T in New
Hampshire. The CEO and president of
BES&T is Mr. Michael Boyle, and he
sent us a very good letter last week.

Mr. Speaker, at a later time, we will
enter into the RECORD these letters
that we are not able to read this
evening. I thank you, and I yield back
the balance of my time.

———————

THE IMPACT OF A POROUS
BORDER

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
JOYCE). Under the Speaker’s announced
policy of January 3, 2013, the Chair rec-
ognizes the gentleman from Arizona
(Mr. SCHWEIKERT) for 30 minutes.

Mr. SCHWEIKERT. Mr. Speaker, one
of my reasons for coming and taking
some of this time this evening was
around a frustration I have had, and I
think this may be for a lot of us who
are from a border State, who have been
watching both the press and a lot of
our brothers and sisters around this
place speechify about immigration,
about the border crisis, and what is
happening. If you are actually from Ar-
izona, this isn’t a new issue for us. We
have been bathing and living this for
decades now.

I had that moment this last week,
Mr. Speaker, where I realized maybe
the awareness in this body is starting
to change to understand the impact of
a porous border and what it means to
communities.

When I had one of my friends here
from the Midwest come up to me and
ask me a number of questions because
he had held a townhall—and it was the
first time he had had to face barrages
of questions about immigration, about
the unaccompanied minors, about the
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populations coming across the border,
what were the potential threats, the
disease, the drugs—then I realized
maybe I have partially had a misunder-
standing because, when I go home, the
border is one of the key questions we
talk about because of the effects it has
had on my home State, in regards to
education, incarceration, health care,
and the amount of the burden that my
citizens in Arizona, my taxpayers, have
had to take on that ultimately were
the responsibility of this Federal Gov-
ernment.

I wanted to go through just a handful
things, a couple of numbers that we
have found, talk about some of the me-
chanics that may be coming at us to-
morrow. I know many of us are going
to have some different views on legisla-
tion, where it takes us, but I want to
get some of the record straight here.

Do you remember, over the last 3, 4
years, particularly before the 2012 Pres-
idential race, we kept hearing how se-
cure the border was? I remember my
former Governor, Janet Napolitano,
giving a speech telling us that the bor-
der is more secure today than ever be-
fore.

Do you remember the rhetoric that
the President was bathing in, in early
2012, allowing himself to be called the
“‘deporter in chief’’?

Well, Mr. Speaker, as we later found
out—and we found out sort of when
many of the Democrat base activists
started believing it and started pro-
testing the President, saying: How can
our Democratic President be the
deporter in chief?

All of a sudden, the truth came out,
and we found out that the Obama ad-
ministration had manipulated the way
they calculate the numbers.

The previous administration, if you
were a Mexican national—and this is
for the southern border—if you had
been arrested within a couple miles of
the border, you were captured, taken
back, and released back over the bor-
der, then that did not count in the de-
portation numbers. This President very
conveniently apparently allowed them
to redefine the math.

There becomes one of our great frus-
trations. We have debates here on this
floor, and we realized how manipulated
so much of the math is, some of the un-
derlying statistics that we will come
down here and quote, and we are hold-
ing the data, and we realize that we
have we got conned. We got played.

Mr. Speaker, if you are going to build
public policy, and I don’t care if you
are on the left or the right, you have to
have an administration that is willing
to play the data straight. If you are
going to make public policy on public
data, give us honest data.

That becomes one of our great frus-
trations, Mr. Speaker, because I will
even have my hometown newspaper
quote numbers that we found out
months ago weren’t correct, were ma-
nipulated. They redefined the math. So
just keep that in mind.

Just something that came across my
desk just before I was walking over
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here, one of my county sheriffs—and
you have to understand, in Arizona, we
have only 15 counties—our counties are
big, but Arizona is a small State rel-
ative to the rest of the country.

We are also the most urbanized State
in the country, something that most
people don’t understand. Most of our
population lives in Maricopa County
and then the Tucson area.

So think, Arizona is the most urban-
ized State because the Federal Govern-
ment controls the vast majority of our
land. It is also why you have these in-
credible opportunities of a porous bor-
der because you have distances where
there is no civilization.

Our Pinal County sheriff was on the
radio, apparently, today and had a
quote that we have had 123,000 illegals
arrested in the Tucson sector. I am as-
suming that is over this last calendar
year.

I haven’t been able to get a response
on that one, but think about that.
Right now, so much of the national at-
tention is the discussion of what is
happening along the Rio Grande, in
Texas. Don’t forget Arizona. Don’t for-
get what is going on in our State for so
many years.

I had an economics professor years
ago, that we had actually had this dis-
cussion of if you were ever to try to
truly understand the math and how po-
rous a border is, how would you build
an economic model to truly understand
it?

He had this brilliant idea, and it still
rings in the back of my head because,
multiple times, we have had this dis-
cussion of if we were going to build a
border enforcement bill before allowing
anything else to move in this body, do
you have the border State Governors
be the ones to declare the border se-
cure?

Well, do you really want to put that
type of political pressure on my Gov-
ernor in Arizona, the Governor of New
Mexico, small States where, let’s face
it, some of the activist groups with
their budgets could manipulate our
Governor’s races, our elections? So
what would be an honest economic
method?

My old professor had this one thing:
look at the price of drugs on the street,
look at the price of certain types of
labor; but he liked the drug calculation
because if illegal drugs that are being
sourced in other parts of the world and
the price stays stable or is actually
going down on the streets across the
country, particularly in communities
like Phoenix, which is often a distribu-
tion center, you actually have an eco-
nomic model to understand if the bor-
der is truly secure.

Mr. Speaker, in conversations I have
had with some law enforcement over
the last year, apparently, a lot of the
illegal drug prices on the streets in my
community are stable or going down;
but, yet, I had a President who is will-
ing to stand behind microphones—I had
the head of Homeland Security willing
to stand behind microphones and de-
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clare the border more secure than ever,
but the underlying fact is, now, we
know we weren’t being told the truth.

On occasion, we will go home, and we
will hold townhall meetings and discus-
sion groups in the chambers, and some
of the activist groups will come and sit
down with us and say: Why won’t you
do this? Why won’t you do that? Why
won’t you accept the Gang of Eight
bill? Why won’t you do this?

You turn and say: How would you
hand that type of policy, that type of
legislation to this administration? Do
you really trust them? Do you really
trust the Obama administration to
keep its word? Do you really trust the
Obama administration not to play
games with the math? Because we al-
ready have multiple occasions here
where I can demonstrate to you the
math has been played you with.

So then I wanted to chase after some-
thing else that we came across. How
many speeches here, how many discus-
sions, how many press conferences,
how many talking heads on evening
cable have we seen over the last month
saying, oh, the unaccompanied minor
issue, well, was a surprise to all of us,
we never expected this, if we had just
known—which is an amazing thing be-
cause I have a few documents here, and
they are budget documents, and we all
know what goes into starting to model
and build budgets.
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Here is one. It is a newsletter from
the United States Conference of Catho-
lic Bishops, and it was talking about
some of the Catholic services. They do
wonderful work. They do it at some
great prices. But this was a newsletter
from last November, so November 2013.
On that one, the Department of Home-
land Security estimates more than
60,000 unaccompanied minors could
enter the United States in 2014. It was
out there in writing.

Then we came across some other
things that we found very interesting.
Here is actually from 4-13, so over a
year ago, a number of budget line
items for the Department of Labor,
Health and Human Services in regards
to unaccompanied minors. The original
2014 budget request they had been
working on earlier was going to be $494
million, and somehow on 4-13, so well
over a year ago, they knew something
was wrong and they added another $373
million to that budget line item. Yet
earlier today, I watched a Member of
the other side get behind a microphone
and tell me how surprised they were.

So let me pull what we voted for last
January. Unaccompanied alien chil-
dren, line item, and this was woven
into the continuing resolution we did
last January, so you know the numbers
were worked up months before that. We
went from the 2013 estimate, $376 mil-
lion, to $868 million. That is what we
pushed out of here in January.

So back to that whole trust con-
versation, as we put forward policy in
dealing with our crisis on our border,

H7119

don’t forget States like Arizona that
have had to take this on for years and
had to carry the burden of the cost as
those here in the Federal Government,
here in this bubble that is Washington,
D.C., looked at a small State like Ari-
zona and said: Stop making so much
noise; you are bothering us. Stop tell-
ing us one thing in your speeches, but
we can find documents that show your
staff knew something very different.

Tomorrow we will have a piece of leg-
islation to step up and deal with parts
of the border crisis. It is not a half a
loaf. It is not a quarter of a loaf. It is
not an eighth of a loaf. It is sort of the
heel of the loaf. But for those of us in
Arizona, I believe it does a handful of
things that we have been demanding.

I have a piece of legislation to put
10,000 National Guard troops on the
border, and I had a little fun with a
couple of Members who have been here
for a long time. I had one Member who
has been here for a long time, and she
was just outraged that we would want
to put that many troops on the border.
So I said: But you supported this in
2006 and 2008 when we had Operation
Jump Start, and I think at that time
we put 7,000 National Guard troops on
the border as auxiliary services to the
Border Patrol.

So think of that, 2006 to 2008, who
controlled this body? It was the Demo-
crats. We had a Republican President,
and NANCY PELOSI was the Speaker
here. And it is fascinating, now we are
a few years later, that formula has
flipped. We are proposing it, and the
very people who supported it a few
years ago now are just appalled. The
duplicity around this place sometimes
is stunning.

One of the things that I support that
will be voted on tomorrow, it is not
just putting National Guard troops, if
our Governor so will; there will be
money behind it, the ability to pay for
it. One more time asking States like
Arizona, Texas, New Mexico, that if
you are going to step up and take these
responsibilities that belong to the Fed-
eral Government, you need to cover
our costs. I don’t think it is enough
money that is in the bill, but remem-
ber, this is short term. What is going to
run tomorrow is actually only between
now and the end of the fiscal year,
which is the end of September.

Updating the 2008 language, we have
heard a lot of discussion about this.
The reality of it is we have a White
House, Department of Homeland Secu-
rity, I believe, that has already been
manipulating the actual language. If
you sit down and read it, it had to do
with those who were being exploited
and being brought across the border,
trafficked. This is a little different me-
chanically than someone who goes out
and hires a coyote or a family who
takes their children and hires the serv-
ices.

But nevertheless, we have been told
over and over, if we don’t update the
2008 law, our hands are tied by so many
of our law enforcement on the border.
So we are going to do that.



H7120

There are a couple of other mechan-
ics here, but I want to make it per-
fectly clear for many of us—and hope-
fully I am speaking for many of my
supporters and friends and family and
my State—this isn’t enough. It may be
just the beginning.

I do hope we get the chance to dis-
cuss the one issue here that continues
to be a bit of friction. The President’s
deferred action, many of our friends on
the left keep trying to tell us that that
had nothing to do with what we are
seeing at the border, but as we have al-
ready just walked through the docu-
ments, once the deferred action, re-
ferred to as DACA, had gone into ef-
fect, they knew the numbers were com-
ing. They were calculating. We now
have some charts that much of this cri-
sis was being watched for months. It fi-
nally just became overwhelming.

Illegal immigration—and legal immi-
gration—work on incentives and dis-
incentives. We have created incentives.
This President has created incentives
to break our laws, and until we step up
with a number of policies that change
those incentives, I believe we are par-
tially chasing our tail here. We will do
some good things. We need to step up
the quality of our law enforcement and
our border enforcement, but we also
need an administration that we can
trust, an administration that will tell
us the truth, and an administration
that will actually follow our laws.

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

——

THE CRISIS AT OUR SOUTHERN
BORDER

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 3, 2013, the Chair recognizes the
gentleman from Iowa (Mr. KING) for 30
minutes.

Mr. KING of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, I ap-
preciate the opportunity to be recog-
nized to address you here on the United
States floor of the House of Represent-
atives in this most deliberative body
that we have and are. I appreciate the
comments and the position taken by
the gentleman from Arizona ahead of
me. He is one who has lived along the
border for a lifetime. He deals with the
issue every day, every week. He is one
of the individuals that I look to to in-
form me, but also I have taken a real
interest in it myself.

Even though I am from the heart of
the heartland, from Iowa, Mr. Speaker,
I have a great appreciation for the Con-
stitution and the rule of law. Because
of that, I have watched as the lawless-
ness has grown along our border.

I will say that certainly in all of the
time that I have been in this Congress
and in the years building up to it, and
less so in the years prior to that, and I
take myself back to 1986 when Ronald
Reagan signed the Amnesty Act of 1986
due to the counsel that he had around
him, I believed at the time that he
would veto that bill because of his rev-
erence for the rule of law would over-
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come all of the counsel that came from
the House and the Senate and the peo-
ple around him. Well, Reagan relented
and signed the bill on the promise that
we would legalize roughly a million
people in exchange for the enforcement
of the law thereafter and that there
would never be another amnesty again
so long as this country would live.

The 1 million became 3 million, and
the amnesties that were added to that
in smaller proportions added up to at
least 6, perhaps 7, in addition to the
1986 amnesty. And here we are today,
having fought off this amnesty these
years for more than a decade that I
have been directly involved in the im-
migration policy, and we are on the
cusp of it again.

The President of the United States
stood up there in front of you where
you are, Mr. Speaker, and he gave his
State of the Union address here on the
floor of the House of Representatives
and essentially, and figuratively, he
waved his ink pen at us and he said:
Congress, you do what I tell you on im-
migration. I want comprehensive im-
migration reform. I want you to pass
the Senate Gang of Eight amnesty act.

Now I am speaking figuratively, of
course, because that is not a direct
quote of the President, but it is cer-
tainly the message that the President
delivered: Do what I tell you to do, or
I will use my, in one other setting, his
cell phone, or his ink pen, to act in a
unilateral—he didn’t say it, but he
knows it—unconstitutional fashion.

I can think of another night during
the State of the Union address when
our President came here and he spoke
right in front of you, Mr. Speaker, and
he pointed down here to the Supreme
Court and he lectured the Supreme
Court on what they should do, as if
somehow he were article III, somehow
he was the man who commanded the
Supreme Court of the United States.
And the camera was looking over at
the Justices as the President lectured
them on the Constitution and the rule
of law as if the Chief Justice and the
Associate Justices of the United States
Supreme Court needed to get a lesson
from an adjunct professor of the Uni-
versity of Chicago School of Law who
taught Constitution law for 10 years in
Chicago. He should go to school with
every one of those Justices, Mr. Speak-
er.
And one of them, the television cam-
eras repeated it over and over again
until they read the lips, and they inter-
preted his lips to say ‘‘not true, not
true.”” That seat that that camera was
focused on has been empty ever since.
It has been empty ever since because
that Justice, and I suspect a number of
other Justices, decided I am not going
to listen to that again. I am not going
to listen to a President that is out of
bounds, a President who believes some-
how he can lecture to the judicial
branch of government, that he can lec-
ture to the judicial branch of govern-
ment, that he can stand here at this
rostrum as a guest of the House of Rep-
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resentatives and wave his ink pen or
finger at us and announce that we shall
do in this Congress what he commands
or he will do so in a unconstitutional
fashion. Essentially, what did the
President say? So sue me. The Presi-
dent says: I am going to do what I am
going to do. I know it is lawless, it is
unconstitutional, so sue me.

So today we passed here on the floor
of the House of Representatives a reso-
lution that declares that the House of
Representatives has standing to go be-
fore the court to command the Presi-
dent to take care that the laws be
faithfully executed.

We have had multiple hearings before
the Judiciary Committee in the House
of Representatives. We have had excel-
lent constitutional scholars come for-
ward. There hasn’t been one who can
carry water for the President’s position
and hold his own under the scrutiny of
the constitutional lawyers and other
scholars that we have on the Judiciary
Committee who take them apart one
by one, argument by argument, piece
by piece. And yet the President of the
United States persists in asserting that
he can be article I, the legislative
branch of government, the United
States Congress, and he can be article
III, the judicial branch of government,
and the sole commander of the execu-
tive branch, article II.

He is the Commander in Chief of our
Armed Forces. He leads from behind.
He stepped back and followed the
French into Libya, and he waited for
the British to go before the House of
Commons and vote down David Cam-
eron’s initiative to go into Syria, and
then the President of the TUnited
States, following—and leading from be-
hind is the very definition of fol-
lowing—the President of the United
States then offers to Congress, through
trial balloons through the press, that
he would like to have Congress endorse
military action in Syria.

Where is our leader? Where is our
Commander in Chief? Well, he is off in
the never, never land of advancing ad-
ministrative amnesty, calling together
his smartest, leftist lawyers that he
can find, Mr. Speaker, and saying to
them: Put your think tanks together.
You guys go grab the best brains you
can find, attached to the leftist brains
you are, and see if you can come up
with a strategic plan that I can grant
some administrative amnesty to the
maximum number of people because,
Lord knows, there aren’t enough un-
documented Democrats in America. We
need more of them. We need an endless
supply and endless stream of them.
And where do they come from? Well,
they come across our southern border
primarily, although they come in other
ways.
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And Democrats in here, when the
President says to Congress: Thou shall
pass the bills that I tell you to pass or
I am going to use my pen to unconsti-
tutionally—that is in parentheses, Mr.
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