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minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. POLIS. Mr. Speaker, over the 
conflict in the area of Iraq, dating from 
the first gulf war to the second, we 
have had staunch allies in the Kurdish 
people. 

And just as the American people had 
within them the desire for independ-
ence in 1776, so, too, rises the tide of 
self-determination among the Kurdish 
people. And should they choose to take 
that path in a referendum and seek to 
separate themselves from the failing 
Iraqi State, I strongly encourage 
America to promptly recognize a new, 
independent Kurdistan to take its 
place among other important American 
allies, like Israel, in the region. 

f 

SUPPORT FOR ISRAEL 

(Mr. DUNCAN of South Carolina 
asked and was given permission to ad-
dress the House for 1 minute and to re-
vise and extend his remarks.) 

Mr. DUNCAN of South Carolina. Mr. 
Speaker, before we go home for the Au-
gust work period, I think it is impor-
tant for this House to reaffirm to the 
world our support for Israel. Under 
President Obama, it would seem that 
America has switched sides from its 
historical support for Israel, which 
dates back to 1948. 

The President seems to want hos-
tilities to end so bad that he and his 
supporting cast within the mainstream 
media fail to remember or point out 
that Hamas has been lobbing rockets 
into Israel from shortly after Israel’s 
withdrawal from Gaza in 2005. 

In Secretary Kerry’s mind, it would 
seem, a stop to hostilities means Israel 
must stop defending its people. But 
there is never mention of Hamas end-
ing the constant barrage of rockets—22 
red alerts have gone off thus far in 
Israel today. That is not 22 rockets. 
That is 22 separate events where rock-
ets have been launched into Israel. 

This President seems more interested 
in appeasing Hamas, which is a ter-
rorist organization, than he is in com-
prehending Israel’s desire to end this 
threat to its people and its existence. 

This position put forward by the 
President and his Secretary of State, 
John Kerry, is an injustice and a be-
trayal toward a longtime friend and 
ally in the region. Israel deserves bet-
ter, and they deserve more, Mr. Presi-
dent. 

As for me and my office and my 
house and my family, we will always 
stand with Israel. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Mem-
bers are reminded to direct their re-
marks to the Chair. 

PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION 
OF H.R. 5230, SECURE THE 
SOUTHWEST BORDER ACT OF 
2014; PROVIDING FOR CONSIDER-
ATION OF H.R. 5272, PROHIBI-
TIONS RELATING TO DEFERRED 
ACTION FOR ALIENS; AND PRO-
VIDING FOR CONSIDERATION OF 
THE SENATE AMENDMENT TO 
H.R. 5021, HIGHWAY AND TRANS-
PORTATION FUNDING ACT OF 
2014; AND FOR OTHER PURPOSES 
Mr. COLE. Mr. Speaker, by direction 

of the Committee on Rules, I call up 
House Resolution 696 and ask for its 
immediate consideration. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows: 

H. RES. 696 
Resolved, That upon adoption of this reso-

lution it shall be in order to consider in the 
House the bill (H.R. 5230) making supple-
mental appropriations for the fiscal year 
ending September 30, 2014, and for other pur-
poses. All points of order against consider-
ation of the bill are waived. The bill shall be 
considered as read. All points of order 
against provisions in the bill are waived. The 
previous question shall be considered as or-
dered on the bill and on any amendment 
thereto to final passage without intervening 
motion except: (1) one hour of debate equally 
divided and controlled by the chair and rank-
ing minority member of the Committee on 
Appropriations; and (2) one motion to recom-
mit. 

SEC. 2. After passage of H.R. 5230, and on 
the legislative day of July 31, 2014, the House 
shall consider in the House the bill (H.R. 
5272) to prohibit certain actions with respect 
to deferred action for aliens not lawfully 
present in the United States, and for other 
purposes. All points of order against consid-
eration of the bill are waived. The bill shall 
be considered as read. All points of order 
against provisions in the bill are waived. The 
previous question shall be considered as or-
dered on the bill and on any amendment 
thereto to final passage without intervening 
motion except: (1) one hour of debate equally 
divided and controlled by the chair and rank-
ing minority member of the Committee on 
the Judiciary; and (2) one motion to recom-
mit. 

SEC. 3. Upon adoption of this resolution it 
shall be in order to take from the Speaker’s 
table the bill (H.R. 5021) to provide an exten-
sion of Federal-aid highway, highway safety, 
motor carrier safety, transit, and other pro-
grams funded out of the Highway Trust 
Fund, and for other purposes, with the Sen-
ate amendment thereto, and to consider in 
the House, without intervention of any point 
of order, a motion offered by the chair of the 
Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure or his designee that the House dis-
agree to the Senate amendment. The Senate 
amendment and the motion shall be consid-
ered as read. The previous question shall be 
considered as ordered on the motion to its 
adoption without intervening motion except 
one hour of debate equally divided and con-
trolled by the chair and ranking minority 
member of the Committee on Transportation 
and Infrastructure. 

SEC. 4. Any motion pursuant to clause 4 of 
rule XXII relating to H.R. 5021 may be of-
fered only by the Majority Leader or his des-
ignee. 

SEC. 5. It shall be in order at any time on 
the legislative day of July 31, 2014, for the 
Speaker to entertain motions that the House 
suspend the rules as though under clause 1 of 
rule XV. The Speaker or his designee shall 
consult with the Minority Leader or her des-

ignee on the designation of any matter for 
consideration pursuant to this section. 

SEC. 6. The requirement of clause 6(a) of 
rule XIII for a two-thirds vote to consider a 
report from the Committee on Rules on the 
same day it is presented to the House is 
waived with respect to any resolution re-
ported through the legislative day of July 31, 
2014. 

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

Mr. COLE. Mr. Speaker, for the pur-
pose of debate only, I yield the cus-
tomary 30 minutes to my friend, the 
gentleman from Colorado (Mr. POLIS), 
pending which I yield myself such time 
as I may consume. During consider-
ation of this resolution, all time yield-
ed is for the purpose of debate only. 

GENERAL LEAVE 
Mr. COLE. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-

mous consent that all Members have 5 
legislative days to revise and extend 
their remarks. 

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

There was no objection. 
Mr. COLE. Mr. Speaker, on Wednes-

day, the Rules Committee met and re-
ported a rule for consideration of three 
measures: H.R. 5230, the supplemental 
appropriations bill to deal with the in-
flux of unaccompanied minors across 
the southern border; H.R. 5272, a bill 
that would prevent the administration 
from expanding the use of deferred ac-
tion for individuals who are not legally 
present in the United States; and the 
Senate amendment to H.R. 5021, the 
Highway and Transportation Funding 
Act of 2014. 

The resolution provides a closed rule 
for consideration of H.R. 5230, the sup-
plemental appropriations bill. This is 
consistent with the way all seven sup-
plemental appropriations acts consid-
ered in the 110th and 111th Congresses 
were treated when my colleagues on 
the other side of the aisle were in the 
majority. The rule provides for 1 hour 
of debate, equally divided and con-
trolled by the chairman and ranking 
member of the Committee on Appro-
priations, and provides for one motion 
to recommit. 

In addition, the resolution also pro-
vides that after the passage of H.R. 
5230, that it be in order to consider 
H.R. 5272, a bill that would prevent the 
administration from expanding the use 
of deferred action for individuals who 
are not legally present in the United 
States. The resolution provides a 
closed rule for consideration of H.R. 
5272, provides for 60 minutes of debate, 
equally divided by the chairman and 
ranking member of the Committee on 
the Judiciary, and provides for a mo-
tion to recommit. 

In addition, the rule also provides for 
consideration of a motion to disagree 
to the Senate’s amendment to H.R. 
5021, so we can send the bill that easily 
passed the House on an overwhelming 
bipartisan vote back to the Senate. 

Finally, the rule provides for same- 
day and suspension authority today to 
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resolve any outstanding issues before 
the August recess. 

Mr. Speaker, this rule demonstrates 
this House’s careful consideration of 
the President’s supplemental request. 
Earlier this month, the President sub-
mitted to Congress a $3.7 billion re-
quest to deal with both the urgent cri-
sis of unaccompanied juveniles cross-
ing the border and with wildfires. 

Since then, Chairman ROGERS, Chair-
man GRANGER, Speaker BOEHNER, and 
the Republican Conference have 
thoughtfully considered what resources 
the President needs to address this cri-
sis through the end of the fiscal year. 

The result, Mr. Speaker, is a signifi-
cantly pared-down piece of legislation. 
It provides $659 million to meet the im-
mediate border security and humani-
tarian needs. This supplemental sends 
the message that this administration 
has been unwilling to send, that if you 
come here illegally, you will be de-
ported. And it provides the resources to 
effect just that. 

It provides $334 million for Immigra-
tion and Customs Enforcement for 
boosted enforcement efforts, acceler-
ates judicial proceedings by providing 
$22 million to hire temporary immigra-
tion judges and provide courts with 
video teleconferencing equipment, and 
makes smart policy reforms, like 
changing the 2008 sex trafficking law to 
require that all unaccompanied minors 
are treated the same, among others. 

These important policy reforms, 
which the President initially asked for, 
are a reasonable, thoughtful response 
to the tenfold increase of unaccom-
panied alien children since 2011. 

Mr. Speaker, the President’s advisers 
warned him this crisis was coming 
back in 2012 and 2013, but he ignored 
that advice. In fact, Mr. Speaker, the 
administration has mismanaged this 
entire issue from the beginning. 

If the President’s FY 2015 budget had 
become law, we would have seen a re-
duction of nearly 3,500 detention beds, 
a 2 percent reduction in ICE’s inves-
tigative capacity, and a 12 percent re-
duction to CBP air and marine oper-
ations, all vital tools to deal with this 
problem. 

In addition, the President’s budget 
request for the Central American Re-
gional Security Initiative, which con-
fronts narcotics and arms trafficking, 
gangs, and organized crime in that re-
gion and addresses border security defi-
ciencies and disrupts criminal infra-
structure, was actually proposed to be 
cut in the President’s FY 2015 budget. 
The House FY15 foreign operations bill 
reverses those cuts and actually in-
creases the resources to deal with these 
related problems. 

Mr. Speaker, at every turn, the ad-
ministration has failed to address the 
border crisis adequately, and now the 
President wants a blank check to pro-
ceed. His aim is not to stop and reverse 
the flow of unaccompanied minors into 
this country. He merely aims to man-
age that influx more efficiently. The 
House cannot accept that. 

This legislation, H.R. 5230, ade-
quately funds the shortfalls caused by 
this administration’s policy by using 
existing resources. And Republicans 
are willing to provide additional re-
sources should they be needed in FY 
2015 appropriations, within the bipar-
tisan budget cap set by the Ryan-Mur-
ray budget agreement. But we believe 
that this bill provides the appropriate 
resources at this time. 

In addition, Mr. Speaker, the bill pro-
vides for consideration of H.R. 5272, 
which would prevent the administra-
tion from expanding the Deferred Ac-
tion for Childhood Arrivals, the so- 
called DACA program. I, like many of 
my colleagues, believe that DACA has 
incentivized juveniles to attempt the 
long and dangerous journey from Cen-
tral America, with the hope of staying 
in this country permanently. Executive 
orders, like DACA, only serve to keep 
that hope alive. I believe it is impor-
tant to send a strong signal that this 
program should not be expanded. H.R. 
5272 does just that. 

Finally, Mr. Speaker, the rule would 
send back the original House-passed 
highway bill to the Senate. While I ap-
preciate what my friends in the other 
body have been able to do, I believe it 
is important to provide Members the 
maximum amount of flexibility to 
craft a long-term highway bill. By ac-
cepting the Senate amendment, which 
would only provide adequate funding of 
the highway trust fund through mid- 
December, we would be effectively cre-
ating a new crisis in the middle of a 
lame duck session of Congress. Given 
the limited number of session days be-
fore the election, this does not seem 
like a prudent course to take. Instead, 
the House should return to the Senate 
its bipartisan legislation, which passed 
this Chamber by a vote of 367–55. 

In closing, Mr. Speaker, I believe it is 
important to move forward on these 
three important pieces of legislation 
before the August district work period. 
I urge support for the rule and the un-
derlying legislation. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 
PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRIES 

Mr. VAN HOLLEN. Mr. Speaker, par-
liamentary inquiry. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Maryland will state his 
parliamentary inquiry. 

Mr. VAN HOLLEN. Mr. Speaker, I 
am looking over the rule that was 
passed late last night, and my reading 
of the rule indicates that that there 
was a change in the standing rules of 
the House. Mr. Speaker, I would like 
some parliamentary clarification on 
that provision. 

If you look at the resolution in sec-
tion 4, it says, ‘‘Any motion pursuant 
to clause 4 of rule XXII relating to H.R. 
5021’’—that is the transportation-re-
lated bill—‘‘may be offered only by the 
Majority Leader or his designee.’’ 

Now, I am looking at the standing 
rules of the House, Mr. Speaker, and 
the standing rules of the House provide 
that ‘‘when the stage of disagreement 

has been reached on a bill or resolution 
with House or Senate amendments, a 
motion to dispose of any amendment 
shall be privileged.’’ 

My question is: Doesn’t ‘‘privileged’’ 
mean available to any Member of the 
House? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman is asking the Chair to interpret 
the pending resolution, and that provi-
sion will not be interpreted by the 
Chair while it is under consideration. 

Mr. VAN HOLLEN. Well, Mr. Speak-
er, my understanding of a parliamen-
tary inquiry was where the Speaker 
was supposed to clarify questions of 
the rules and the parliamentary order. 

I am simply asking whether or not, 
in previous rulings by this House and 
by the Parliamentarian, ‘‘privileged’’ 
has been interpreted to mean some-
thing that is available to any Member 
of the House, not just to the majority 
leader or the designee of the majority 
leader? 

b 0930 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair will not interpret this resolution 
during its pendency. 

Mr. VAN HOLLEN. Parliamentary 
inquiry, Mr. Speaker. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman will state his parliamentary in-
quiry. 

Mr. VAN HOLLEN. If the Chair does 
not want to interpret this parliamen-
tary inquiry at this time, at what point 
would it be in order to ask the Parlia-
mentarian and the Chair to interpret 
the rules of the House? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. A par-
liamentary inquiry should relate in 
some practical sense to pending pro-
ceedings. 

Mr. VAN HOLLEN. Parliamentary 
inquiry, Mr. Speaker. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman will state his parliamentary in-
quiry. 

Mr. VAN HOLLEN. Is it not the rule, 
passed out of the committee, that is 
pending? That is the parliamentary in-
quiry. Is that what is pending before 
the House, the rule? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman’s inquiry is a matter for debate 
on the resolution. 

Mr. VAN HOLLEN. But, Mr. Speaker, 
isn’t the matter pending before the 
House the rule that the designated 
chairman—acting chairman—of the 
Rules Committee just spoke about? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. House 
Resolution 696 is pending at this time. 

Mr. VAN HOLLEN. That is correct, 
Mr. Speaker. And I am reading one of 
the provisions of that resolution, spe-
cifically section 4 of that rule, which is 
before the House which changes the 
rules of the House to say that a motion 
may only be made by the majority 
leader or his designee, as opposed to 
the privileged motion required under 
the underlying rule. Is that correct? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. As the 
Chair has stated, the Chair will not in-
terpret the pending resolution. That is 
a matter for debate. 
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Mr. VAN HOLLEN. If I could ask for 

1 minute of time to discuss this mat-
ter. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Colorado is recognized. 

Mr. POLIS. Mr. Speaker, I will fur-
ther yield 1 minute to the gentleman 
from Maryland. 

Mr. VAN HOLLEN. Look, yesterday, 
we were on the floor of the House, Mr. 
Speaker, and our Republican col-
leagues passed a measure to sue the 
President of the United States, waste 
millions of dollars of taxpayers’ money 
to sue the President of the United 
States, and the claim was the Presi-
dent has exceeded his authority. 

That is a specious claim, but what is 
incredible is the very next day our Re-
publican colleagues are here sus-
pending democracy in the House, 
changing the standing rules of the 
House to take away from any Member 
of the House the opportunity to offer a 
motion with respect to the transpor-
tation bill, which is what the standing 
rules of the House provide, and they 
want to say no, we are going to take 
that right away from a Member, and 
we are going to give it exclusively to 
the Republican leader or the Repub-
lican leader’s designee. 

Do you know, Mr. Speaker, the last 
time we saw this happen? On the gov-
ernment shutdown. Our Republican 
colleagues used the same measure to 
refuse to take up the Senate bill, which 
would have ended the government 
shutdown. They didn’t want to end it, 
so they kept it going. That cost the 
American taxpayer $24 billion in dam-
age to the economy. 

Let’s not play games with the rule, 
that this rule allows every Member 
their rights. The Speaker is not the 
king, and we should make sure that 
every Member has an opportunity. 

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

Mr. Speaker, I want to address the 
underlying rule, and I appreciate the 
gentleman from Maryland’s efforts to 
get clarity as to what is in this rule. 

As you know, Mr. Speaker, we saw 
this rule for the first time late last 
night. We saw the bill for the first time 
late last night. I believe the underlying 
bill was dropped shortly after 8 p.m., 
and Rules Committee convened after 10 
p.m. 

We are still in the process of trying 
to understand what is in this rule and 
this bill. I know that there are legiti-
mate questions with regard to how it 
changes the rules of our entire House 
of Representatives, as well as what this 
bill actually does. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong opposi-
tion to both the process of the rule and 
the underlying bill. The bill, of course, 
prohibits certain actions with respect 
to deferred actions for people who are 
already in our country. 

This provision was added at the last 
minute in the midnight hour to re-
strict the deferred action for the child-
hood arrivals program, which is a form 
of prosecutorial discretion, which is 

used by all prosecutorial and adminis-
trative agencies. 

When you have a situation where 10 
or 11 or 12 million people have illegal 
presence in our country, clearly, with 
our limited enforcement resources, we 
need to have prosecutorial discretion 
and priorities. Whom should we be 
going after and in what form, given 
that it is not possible with the limited 
resources they have, to in any way ad-
dress the entire issue? 

Mr. Speaker, I would like to think 
that it makes perfect sense, with re-
gards to the deferred action program, 
that we focus our limited enforcement 
resources on criminal aliens. Those are 
people who, in addition to having un-
lawful presence here, have committed 
some kind of crime. It might have been 
a DUI. It might have been an assault. 

We need to focus on promptly bring-
ing people who have committed crimes 
to justice and deporting them under 
our laws. So whom does it make sense 
to not focus on, given our prosecutorial 
discretion? 

I think the deferred action program 
is a perfect example, and this bill, in 
our understanding, even recognizes 
that, that many of the people that 
grew up in our country, that know no 
other country, that came when they 
were 2 or 3, that were cheerleaders or 
high school football players and know 
no other country than the United 
States of America and owe their loy-
alty to us, of course, should not be the 
enforcement priority of laws that are 
broken until we can fix our immigra-
tion system. 

It makes sense that the President 
work—any President, Democrat or Re-
publican—to identify additional groups 
that we can use with our prosecutorial 
discretion and offer some kind of de-
ferred action to, so that we can further 
focus our limited enforcement re-
sources on those who would do us harm 
or represent a threat to our safety or 
our economy. 

If there is a way, for instance, to in-
clude the parents of American children 
who are here unlawfully and are not 
violating any criminal laws of our 
country, it would make sense that 
their enforcement should come after 
those who have committed criminal 
violations in our country. That is a 
customary aspect of prosecutorial dis-
cretion ranging from any DA to the At-
torney General to the President of the 
United States. 

Mr. Speaker, under the language of 
this bill, it would further restrict the 
ability of the President to focus our 
limited enforcement resources on 
criminal aliens who would do us harm, 
reducing the security of the American 
people. 

Now, we all know the real answer 
here is to replace our broken immigra-
tion system with one that works. The 
answer is not to have 10 million, 12 mil-
lion, who knows how many million peo-
ple here illegally and just focus on 
which group we can actually enforce 
the law on. We need to have a law that 
we can enforce universally. 

There should not be people that are 
here illegally in our country. We need 
to secure our borders, we need to re-
unite American families, and we need 
to grow our economy. Later on today, 
if we defeat the previous question, Mr. 
GARCIA will offer a bipartisan bill that 
will do just that. 

Instead of even allowing amendments 
on these controversial bills, including 
amendments that are extremely com-
monsense, we have a closed process 
that, as Mr. VAN HOLLEN pointed out, 
changes the very rules of the House, in 
the name of preventing the President 
from focusing on deporting criminal 
aliens. 

Look, Republicans and Democrats 
alike acknowledge that there is a crisis 
on our southern border. Unaccom-
panied minors are fleeing from El Sal-
vador, Honduras, and Guatemala, flee-
ing horrific situations. I had the oppor-
tunity to visit the border the weekend 
before last, along with many of my col-
leagues, and got to speak to some of 
the kids, as well as the Customs and 
Border Patrol and HHS officials, and 
hear some of those stories firsthand. 

We had this discussion yesterday in 
Rules Committee. Action means a bill 
passing the House, a bill passing the 
Senate, and the President signing it. 
Instead of taking action to address the 
crisis on our southern border, the 
House is considering a House-only bill 
that the President has said he would 
veto, that the Senate won’t likely even 
bring up, and then promptly going 
home for a 1-month vacation. We won-
der why Congress has a 12 percent ap-
proval rating. 

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

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

Mr. Speaker, I want to disagree with 
my friend on a couple of points that he 
made. First, I would suggest the Presi-
dent actually hasn’t taken action or 
suggested action. A month ago, he told 
us that the 2008 sex trafficking law was 
responsible for his inability to return 
people to their country of origin, unac-
companied minors. 

We have been waiting for his correc-
tive for 30 days; instead, Mr. Speaker, 
we get an open-ended supplemental 
that goes through from this fiscal year 
to the end of the next fiscal year with 
a lot of measures—some of which, by 
the way, we agree with—to manage the 
flow, but absolutely nothing to stop 
and reverse the flow. 

So we think, in that absence of lead-
ership from the executive branch, we 
have acted. We have actually done 
what a month ago at least he was sug-
gesting ought to be done, giving some 
discretion and giving some ability to 
try to deal with the loophole in the 
law. 

In the meantime, Mr. Speaker, we 
have looked at what he put in front of 
us, and we have decided, look, we can 
actually offset this money. We don’t 
have to spend extra money. This is a 
higher priority. We will take money 
from lower priority areas. 
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We will get us through the end of this 

fiscal year and through the end of this 
calendar year, and in that interim 
time, we will have an opportunity to 
work with the administration to con-
tinue to address the problem within 
the limits of the Ryan-Murray budget 
agreement that we agreed to on a bi-
partisan, bicameral basis not that long 
ago. 

Now, Mr. Speaker, this issue of the 
DACA controversy that we have here, I 
would like to make the following 
points: first, nothing in this legislation 
changes the current state of affairs at 
all. In other words, what the President 
has done up to this point is left undis-
turbed. 

However, we do believe the abuse of 
prosecutorial discretion is actually one 
of the things that contributed to the 
current crisis that we have—not delib-
erately, but, frankly, I think the Presi-
dent unwittingly or unknowingly sent 
a signal that if you get here and you 
get across our border, you are going to 
be able to stay. So we want to be very 
careful that doesn’t happen again. 

In addition, Mr. Speaker, the Presi-
dent has said if Congress doesn’t do 
certain things by such and such a date 
or by the August work period, then I 
intend during that time to use my pen 
and my phone to effect some changes 
that I want. 

What is interesting to us, by the way, 
less than 2 years ago, he said these 
kinds of things were unconstitutional 
and couldn’t be done by the executive 
branch. Now, he has changed his view 
on that. 

So we are going to finally put in 
place something that will prevent him 
in our absence from once again abusing 
prosecutorial discretion to achieve 
other aims. 

With that, I would like to reserve the 
balance of my time, Mr. Speaker. 

Mr. POLIS. Mr. Speaker, I would like 
to yield 2 minutes to the gentleman 
from Massachusetts (Mr. MCGOVERN), 
my colleague on the Rules Committee. 

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, my 
House Republican friends never cease 
to amaze me. Once again, House Repub-
licans have turned control of their 
agenda to Senator Speaker TED CRUZ. 
The last time they did this, they shut 
the government down, and look at how 
that worked out for them. Some people 
never learn. 

Mr. Speaker, it is not enough that 
House Republicans, despite Speaker 
BOEHNER’s promises of a more open 
House, continue to block consideration 
of comprehensive immigration reform. 
No, they need to go even further. 

Last night, after a lengthy meeting 
with Senator Speaker CRUZ, House Re-
publicans caved in a desperate and par-
tisan way and produced an extreme bill 
that would prevent President Obama 
from building upon the Deferred Action 
for Childhood Arrivals program. This 
bill was introduced last night. It has 
never had a hearing, but here it is. 

Mr. Speaker, House Republicans are 
victims of their own shortsightedness. 

In their attempts to placate the fringe 
elements on the far right, especially as 
the November elections grow closer, 
House Republicans continue to refuse 
to bring up any kind of comprehensive 
immigration reform bill. 

Of course, the Senate passed com-
prehensive immigration reform over-
whelmingly, and we know that the bill 
would pass this House if it were 
brought up for a vote. 

Mr. Speaker, this process is absurd. 
The bills we will consider today are 
cruel and cheap political stunts. They 
would do nothing to alleviate the crisis 
and merely serve as political cover, and 
what is worse, the Republicans are 
playing games with the lives of vulner-
able children. 

Further, the supplemental appropria-
tions bill is a sham. It does not even 
come close to addressing the humani-
tarian crisis on our border. It provides 
nothing in terms of necessary re-
sources for the Border Patrol, HHS, 
Homeland Security, and our immigra-
tion system to give these children and 
their families the attention that they 
need. 

The policy is bad enough. The process 
absolutely stinks. The deal the Repub-
lican leadership cut with the hard right 
is this: if you want the opportunity to 
vote for a nasty bill to block expansion 
of DACA—which has absolutely noth-
ing to do with the crisis on the bor-
der—then you have to vote for this ter-
rible supplemental. 

No wonder the approval rating of 
Congress is at 7 percent. With stunts 
like this, I am surprised it is that high. 
I know this is an election season, but I 
plead with Republicans: let’s not lose 
our humanity in this process. 

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

Mr. Speaker, my friend is always a 
terrific and impassioned speaker, and I 
love to hear him. I genuinely do, but 
what he is saying is, frankly, at odds 
with the facts. 

Look at the record. It was the Presi-
dent in his budget who wanted to cut 
border security, cut detention beds, re-
duce aid to Central America, and re-
duce law enforcement. That was the 
President’s proposal. 
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Before this crisis, we had already cor-
rected some of those mistakes in the 
FY15 Foreign Operations budget. So in 
terms of who has been willing to put 
resources not only in a law enforce-
ment sense but in a humanitarian 
sense, it has been the majority side of 
the aisle, not the minority. 

Frankly, our plan will not increase 
suffering; it will decrease it. What will 
increase suffering is continuing to send 
the signal that coming here illegally 
will be rewarded. The challenge of that 
is, number one, when you encourage 
that behavior, we are destroying the 
societies from which those young peo-
ple are coming. The officials of those 
governments have met with ours, and 
they say that we would like our chil-

dren back. That is a terrible thing that 
we are doing to those countries. 

Number two, the people who are fi-
nancing it, well-meaning people in 
most cases, trying to bring children 
into the United States, are turning 
their money over to criminal enter-
prises and cartels. They are strength-
ening the very people who are destroy-
ing their society and committing 
crimes across the entire region, not 
just our country. 

And finally, the children that are en-
couraged to come are young people, 
mostly juveniles from three countries 
and, frankly, are subject to a horrific 
and dangerous journey. Along the way, 
they can be pressed into sex traf-
ficking. They can be turned into drug 
smugglers. They can be physically 
abused. We don’t know how many of 
them never make it here at all. 

Any policy left in place that encour-
ages that, wittingly or unwittingly, 
ought to be changed. Until the signal is 
sent unmistakably to these societies, 
don’t spend your money, don’t put your 
kids at risk, the flow will continue. 

Now the President of the United 
States, at least 2 weeks ago, said: 

The majority of these children are going to 
be returned. 

That is his statement, not ours, not 
us doing something that he said isn’t 
going to happen. He said the over-
whelming majority of these children 
will be returned. Doing this quickly 
and humanely might keep other chil-
dren from following the same route. 

This is a tough, tough situation. It is 
a situation, quite frankly, that the 
President was warned would happen in 
2012, was warned in 2013 by officials in 
his own administration, and ignored. 
You can see he ignored it in terms of 
the budget he actually proposed to 
present to Congress this year. Thank 
goodness we didn’t actually do what he 
asked us to do. 

I think if you look at this objec-
tively, you can see the President was 
overtaken by a crisis. He fumbled it 
and mismanaged that crisis, in my 
opinion, and now my friends on the 
other side of the aisle are trying to 
turn this into something that it is not. 
It is a border crisis debate and discus-
sion. It is not an overall immigration 
debate. It is not a political stunt. We 
certainly didn’t plan for this to hap-
pen. My friends clearly did not plan for 
it to happen. The President didn’t plan 
for it to happen or he would never have 
submitted the budget that he did. So 
we are trying to respond quickly and 
expeditiously to a crisis. 

This is not, by the way, a once-and- 
for-all response. We are here in August. 
We will be back here in September. We 
will be back here after the election. We 
have an appropriations process, prob-
ably an omnibus bill waiting in the 
lame duck that will continue to ad-
dress this, but something has to be 
done now. 

What the President requests, again, 
doesn’t address the problem. It is an 
open-ended check and, frankly, sort of 
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gets him off the hook until September 
30, 2015, when we would have to come 
back here again. 

The bill in front of us is a much more 
prudent, much more targeted, much 
more thoughtful, and much, frankly, 
more efficient use of resources in the 
interim while we continue to work to 
get a handle on the situation. 

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

Mr. POLIS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Texas 
(Mr. O’ROURKE). 

Mr. O’ROURKE. Mr. Speaker, allow 
me to address some of the concerns 
raised in the underlying bill concerning 
unaccompanied alien children. If our 
concern is with a secure border, you 
can talk to someone such as myself 
who represents El Paso, Texas, the 
largest city in Texas on the Mexican 
border which, today, is also the safest 
city not just in Texas, but in the entire 
United States. You can talk to other 
elected leaders, to the folks who actu-
ally live on the border, and you can 
look at the facts. 

Apprehensions at the U.S.-Mexico 
border are down nearly 70 percent over 
the last 15 years. In the year 2000, we 
had 1.6 million apprehensions. This last 
year, 420,000. And even with this spike 
of refugees from Central America, we 
are not expected to get to half a mil-
lion this year. The border, by the num-
bers, is as secure as it has ever been. 

If your concern is with the welfare of 
these children once they enter this 
country, then I say let’s increase the 
amount that we are spending with 
Health and Human Services which, in 
this current bill, is a pittance against 
what is necessary and what should be 
required. 

And if your concern is with the wel-
fare of these children in Central Amer-
ica and along this journey, then I ask 
you to do what this country’s proud 
history, what our conscience, and what 
the law already mandates, which is to 
accept their applications for asylum, to 
help them once they are in this coun-
try, and to work with our neighbors in 
Central America and this hemisphere 
to resolve the underlying problems. 

I urge my colleagues to reject this 
rule, to reject the underlying bill, and 
to come back together in September 
and to work on something that is ra-
tional, that is humane, and that is in 
the best interests of all concerned. 

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

Let’s talk for a minute about the ad-
ditional money to HHS. That is ex-
actly, by the way, what this does. The 
difference—and I think there is prob-
ably some confusion here—is we are 
doing it for a short period of time, and 
then we are going to probably continue 
to do it next year, but do it within the 
constraints of the Ryan-Murray budget 
deal. The President, frankly, hot-wires 
around the congressional agreement 
that was made to lower the budget by 
extending these expenditures to the 
end of the next fiscal year. 

So just to reassure my friend, nobody 
is more interested, I think—actually, 
let me put it this way. I think we are 
both interested in making sure that, 
when anybody is in the custody of the 
United States, they are treated hu-
manely and that there are sufficient 
resources there to do the job. So this 
does it in the short-term. I would ex-
pect in the appropriations process— 
again, within the overall spending caps 
that we have both agreed to—we would 
continue to do that by moving re-
sources from less important areas to 
more important areas. 

I am going to disagree with my friend 
on, I think, his point that most of 
these folks ought to remain inside the 
United States. Frankly, I agree with 
the President of the United States: 
most of them should not. 

There is a process, by the way, if you 
want to apply for refugee status. You 
do that by going to an American Em-
bassy which is actually in the coun-
tries there and they make that deter-
mination. You don’t do it by breaking 
the laws of Mexico and breaking the 
laws of the United States by simply ar-
riving here. 

The President has said that most of 
these young people will be returned. 
The longer they are here, the more you 
are going to encourage other people to 
come, the more people will be sub-
jected to that journey that we all know 
is dangerous and deadly, and the more 
often criminal enterprises will be en-
riched as people give them money to 
transport juveniles to what they think 
will be permanent residence in the 
United States when the President of 
the United States himself says it will 
not be permanent, that most of them 
will return. Better to act on this now. 

Now, again, I will be the first to tell 
you that I don’t expect this to be the 
final piece of legislation. This is an 
emergency measure. It is timely, it is 
focused, and it is funded at an appro-
priate level. We will be back here again 
in September. We will be back here 
working on the appropriations process, 
no doubt, in a lame duck. Frankly, at 
that time, the appropriate additional 
resources will undoubtedly be made 
available, but they will be made avail-
able within the budget caps of the 
Ryan-Murray deal. 

I think sometimes when we compare 
this bill to the budget request the 
President made, the supplemental re-
quest, we really are comparing apples 
to oranges because the timeframes are 
much different. Remember, the Presi-
dent’s bill also includes wildfire fund-
ing. That may be appropriate, but we 
just don’t think it is appropriate in 
this vehicle, in what ought to be a fo-
cused approach. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 
Mr. POLIS. Mr. Speaker, it is my 

privilege to yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tlewoman from New York (Ms. SLAUGH-
TER), the ranking member of the Rules 
Committee. 

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding. 

We spent a good time here yesterday 
debating and voting on a resolution to 
sue the President for doing his job, and 
we are up to about the same kind of 
tricks today. But if that show yester-
day of the Republican obstinance 
wasn’t enough, last night at 10:30, the 
majority changed the rules in the 
House to block efforts to achieve a 
long-term solution to our infrastruc-
ture problem. Can you believe that? I 
want my colleagues and everyone else 
to know what the majority is up to. 

Mr. Speaker, we know and everybody 
knows that we need a long-term high-
way bill that would create more jobs 
and strengthen our infrastructure and 
provide more certainty for highway 
construction. And under the rules of 
the House—always—any Member of the 
House would have had the right to 
bring up real solutions to this problem, 
but not any more. In the middle of the 
night, the Republicans at the Rules 
Committee took that right away and 
gave it to one person, only one person 
out of 435: the Republican leader. It 
seems that Republicans are so fixated 
with my way or the highway that they 
are even willing to change the rules of 
the House to block a vote. 

This parliamentary trick has only 
been used once before in the history of 
the House—only once—and it was dur-
ing the government shutdown that we 
recently experienced. While they were 
obsessing over how to deny people 
health care, they changed the rules to 
ensure that no one could open the gov-
ernment back up. None of us could 
bring that up except one person, just 
one: the Republican leader. And the 
last time they pulled this stunt with 
the government shutdown, it cost the 
economy of the United States $24 bil-
lion. That is with a B. 

Now, we don’t know what will happen 
this time, but what we do know is that 
it is a dangerous ploy that will under-
mine economic recovery and job cre-
ation. The interest here today is not 
with the people of the United States; it 
is purely, absolutely a political stunt 
after the stunts yesterday. And the 
whole bill, what we are doing on the 
border issue, again, is simply a diver-
sionary tactic that signifies not much. 

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

Let me pull us back from arguing 
about rules and procedures to what the 
real essence of the conflict on the 
transportation bill is: 357 Members, an 
overwhelmingly bipartisan vote, voted 
to send the transportation bill to the 
United States Senate. 

That bill, by the way, ran through, if 
I recall correctly, May of next year, 
giving us enough time to actually then 
come to what I know both sides want, 
and that is a longer-term highway bill. 

What the Senate did was send us 
back something with fewer dollars and 
a shorter timeframe that actually 
reaches simply into December, mean-
ing a lame duck Congress would have 
to deal with the transportation deal. 
Not likely to happen, particularly 
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when we will also be dealing with the 
omnibus spending bill since the Senate, 
in its infinite wisdom, has been unable 
to pass a single appropriations bill. 

So I think cluttering the calendar 
with the transportation fund dispute 
and problem in a short timeframe sim-
ply isn’t wise. We think it was a polit-
ical game on the part of the United 
States Senate. But regardless, the posi-
tion of this House as expressed by a bi-
partisan vote of 357, is overwhelmingly 
clear. We want to expedite that and get 
it back to the other side so hopefully 
they can see that type of gamesman-
ship doesn’t work and they accede to 
the position that, frankly, both sides of 
this Chamber adopted in overwhelming 
numbers. 

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

Mr. POLIS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Texas 
(Mr. DOGGETT). 

Mr. DOGGETT. Sadly, Mr. Speaker, 
the do-nothingism of the 19th century, 
the anti-immigrant fervor of that time, 
is alive and well here today in the 
House. Republicans are overwhelmed 
with fear. They are fearful of immi-
grants. They are fearful of little chil-
dren at our border. But I think most of 
all, they are fearful of their own shad-
ows—fearful that if they try to deal 
with any of the major problems that 
our country faces, that they might suf-
fer political losses. So it is not only 
know-nothingism, it is do-next-to- 
nothing that prevails today. 

Even when the Republican chair of 
the Homeland Security Committee last 
May obtained unanimous committee 
approval for a bill that he said would 
secure our border, Republicans were 
afraid to have it debated on the floor of 
the House for fear that it might lead to 
real comprehensive immigration re-
form, reform that was approved by the 
United States Senate over a year ago 
for which they have offered us nothing 
but excuses, one excuse after another 
as to why we could not permit a major-
ity of this House to consider the best 
way to reform our broken immigration 
system. 
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Affording full participation to our 
DREAMers, students who came here 
long ago as children through no fault 
of their own without a visa, will not 
only benefit them as individuals to 
achieve their all, but it will create jobs 
and grow our economy. I met with 
these DREAMers. They have tremen-
dous potential to give back to our 
country. Some want to deny that op-
portunity. 

What about these children at our bor-
der? Aren’t they all God’s children? 
Aren’t they our children? Don’t all 
children deserve a chance to survive 
without exploitation and violence and 
terror? We are not asking that every 
one of these children be permitted to 
stay in the United States. 

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

Mr. POLIS. I yield an additional 25 
seconds to the gentleman from Texas. 

Mr. DOGGETT. We are not asking for 
amnesty, but how about just a little 
decency, a little civility, a little hu-
manity, how about just following exist-
ing law, going after the smugglers, and 
providing the supplemental resources 
needed to see that their rights are pro-
tected? 

I believe that children who came here 
seeking refuge in this country at least 
deserve a fair adjudication, not to be 
met with the barrel of a gun and a one- 
way ticket back without considering 
whether they are justly in this coun-
try. 

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

This is a subject on which, obviously, 
there is considerable passion and con-
siderable emotion. I respect that on all 
sides. 

I will remind my friends who are in-
sisting on immigration, they did actu-
ally control the Chamber for 4 years 
and didn’t bring up an immigration bill 
ever, had two different Presidents who 
would have signed anything that they 
cared to pass, and never introduced 
one. 

Mr. POLIS. Will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. COLE. I will not yield until I fin-
ish my point. You have got plenty of 
time. I think you can make your points 
on your own. 

Mr. POLIS. Will the gentleman yield 
on just a quick correction on that 
point? 

Mr. COLE. I certainly will yield to 
my friend on that. 

Mr. POLIS. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. 

The House of Representatives did 
pass the DREAM Act during the lame 
duck session. 

Mr. COLE. Reclaiming my time, I 
thought we were talking about com-
prehensive immigration reform—safely 
after an election I might add. 

But the President of the United 
States, who ran in 2008, saying he 
would have a bill on the floor within 
100 days, didn’t do it. 

My friends had basically complete 
control of this Chamber and the other 
Chamber. They demonstrated that by 
passing, again, ObamaCare without a 
single Republican vote, passing Dodd- 
Frank, and passing the stimulus bill, 
so they had the ability to do this and 
chose not to do it. That is their right. 
They were in the majority. But please 
don’t lecture us on people stopping in-
dividual bills. 

We have 350 bills, by the way, this 
Chamber has passed, sitting and wait-
ing for the Senate to consider any of 
them, any of them. So I recognize, 
again, there is a great deal of passion 
here, but that is not what this debate 
is about. 

This debate is about a border crisis 
that we both recognize exist. This de-
bate is to give the President additional 
resources to deal with that, even 
though he in some measure contributed 

to creating it. And this debate is to 
make sure that we send the message 
unmistakably: if you subject children 
to this journey and pay criminals thou-
sands of dollars to bring them across, 
they are not likely to get to stay—a 
point that the President of the United 
States has made. He has said a major-
ity of these children are going to go 
home. If my friends have a quarrel with 
that, they should direct that to the 
President, not to us. 

In this case, we do think if you don’t 
discourage that, you are going to feed 
criminal behavior. You are going to 
put these children at risk, and you are 
going to destroy the society from 
which they came. 

I don’t think we can in a single bill 
have an overall solution to this prob-
lem of this level. I personally think it 
is going to take an effort somewhat 
similar to what we did in Colombia—in 
a bipartisan sense, I might add—on the 
drug trade, where we invested consider-
able resources in Colombia to help 
them deal with that problem. I am not 
going to tell you it is perfect there, but 
it is considerably better than it was in 
the 1980s and 1990s. 

So that is where we worked together 
constructively and did something good 
for those societies and something good 
for our own country. That will prob-
ably be the model that has to emerge 
again in Central America. 

But, again, that is a problem far 
ahead of us and legislative in scope. 
This is a response to a crisis. We think 
it is the appropriate response. 

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

Mr. POLIS. Mr. Speaker, I yield to 
the gentleman from Texas (Mr. 
O’ROURKE) for the purpose of a unani-
mous consent request. 

(Mr. O’ROURKE asked and was given 
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. O’ROURKE. Mr. Speaker, I enter 
into the RECORD the story of a 4-year- 
old Honduran girl whose body was 
found in a nylon bag showing signs of 
torture. 

[From La Tribuna, July 20, 2014] 
KIDNAP AND KILL A GIRL IN OLANCHO 

(This is a Google Translation) 
SAN FRANCISCO DE LA PAZ, Olancho. A 

heinous crime committed against a minor, 
has shaken an entire community that is not 
answered the savage and ruthless attitude of 
those involved in the sadistic action. 

A little of just four years had disappeared 
last Thursday afternoon a little after 2:00 
pm, according to the account of his father 
Anibal Cardona, about 30, who wept inconsol-
ably so the tragedy. 

Apparently a family would have caused ne-
glect subjects mysterious little girl lifted 
backyard to lead to an unknown destination 
Quiscamotelugar the community, the origin 
of the parents of the unfortunate infant. 

INSIDE SACK 
The body of the girl was placed inside a 

nylon bag and left abandoned near the home 
where a day earlier had kidnapped. 

Showed signs of torture and was hand-
cuffed, and the conditions under which the 
body was giving signs of having been killed 
on the day she disappeared. 
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The crime involves a mystery, which gen-

erates various speculations in the whole pop-
ulation and in the same family, which not 
only repudiate what happened, they also be-
lieve that someone close may be linked to 
macabre done. 

The house where he carried the creature is 
roughly an area of half acre of land, fenced 
with cyclone wire mesh and only one entry 
and when the body was found no one saw who 
placed it on the site though many neighbors 
accompanied the family at that time. 

RESCUE 
The other uncertainty that goes through 

the head of the citizens, is related to an al-
leged phone call asking for ransom, which 
the authorities are already investigating and 
could become the thread from the skein that 
leads to the true origin of what happened. 

It was learned that the police is on the 
trail of four subjects, which might be collu-
sion, or have enough information from indi-
viduals who committed the detestable fact. 

Those who were arrested in a nearby vil-
lage and that from the beginning of the 
alarm mentioned that they were responsible, 
but last night only two people were detained 
for investigation. 

The girl’s father, Anibal Cardona, and 
uncle, Luis Alonso Duarte. 

In less than a year, this olanchano munici-
pality has been involved in two violent inci-
dents that result in death left two young 
children, who still has shaken society. 

On 11 October last year, another toddler 
died a brutal hands of a mentally alienated, 
brutalized by the effect of alcohol and drugs, 
committed a heinous murder. 

At that time, parishioners wanted to take 
justice into their own hands hours after po-
lice stopped the confessed responsible, a 
young 22 year old named Carlos Peralta. 

Today, the San Franciscan people revive 
those feelings of grief, sorrow and helpless-
ness, and calls to the appropriate speed in 
the latter investigations mourns another 
family event. (FS) 

Mr. POLIS. I yield to the gentleman 
from Florida (Mr. GARCIA) for the pur-
pose of a unanimous consent request. 

(Mr. GARCIA asked and was given 
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. GARCIA. Mr. Speaker, I enter 
into the RECORD the story of a 17-year- 
old Guatemalan boy who received asy-
lum because a gang killed his father 
and they were threatening him. 

Cesar, a 17-year old boy from Guatemala, 
lost his father to gang violence at the age of 
4. For 13 years, Cesar was harassed by the 
same gang who killed his father. When he re-
fused to join the gang, he feared for his life 
and fled the country, swimming across the 
Rio Grande to cross the border. He was 
granted asylum, loves school and hopes to 
attend college. 

Cesar—Asylum 
Cesar, from Guatemala, was four years old 

when his father was killed by gangs in their 
community. The gang members were never 
arrested and continued to live in the town. 
They started harassing Cesar when he was 
very young and never stopped. He was very 
scared but there was no way he could get 
away from them. 

By the time he turned 17, Cesar could not 
stand the gang harassment any more. The 
gangs were trying very hard to get him to 
join and he was very afraid he was going to 
be killed. He decided to make the journey to 
the United States. He said was very hard; 
sometimes he didn’t think he would survive. 
He swam across the Rio Grande to cross the 
border. A pro bono attorney KIND matched 

him with from Kirkland & Ellis helped him 
gain asylum. He loves school and wants to 
attend college. 

Mr. POLIS. Mr. Speaker, I yield to 
the gentlelady from California (Ms. 
LOFGREN) for the purpose of a unani-
mous consent request. 

(Ms. LOFGREN asked and was given 
permission to revise and extend her re-
marks.) 

Ms. LOFGREN. Mr. Speaker, I enter 
into the RECORD the story of an 11- 
year-old Salvadoran boy who is apply-
ing for asylum because he was threat-
ened by gang members who killed his 
cousin and who suffered severe domes-
tic abuse. 

Andres is an 11-year-old Salvadoran boy, 
abused by his caretakers and fleeing gang vi-
olence after his cousin was killed, he entered 
the U.S. to reunite with his mother, grand-
mother (USC), and extended family. He en-
tered in July 2013 when he was 10 years old. 
He is applying for asylum. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. As indi-
cated by previous occupants of the 
Chair on June 26, 2003, on June 27, 2002, 
and on March 24, 1995, although a unan-
imous consent request to insert re-
marks in debate may comprise a sim-
ple declarative statement of the Mem-
ber’s attitude towards the pending 
measure, it is improper for a Member 
to embellish such a request with other 
oratory, and it can become an imposi-
tion on the time of the Member who 
has yielded for that purpose. 

The Chair will entertain as many re-
quests to insert as may be necessary to 
accommodate the Members, but the 
Chair must also ask that Members co-
operate by confining such requests to 
the proper form. 

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRIES 
Mr. POLIS. Mr. Speaker, I have a 

point of parliamentary inquiry. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-

tleman will state his parliamentary in-
quiry. 

Mr. POLIS. When these requests are 
submitted, the Members are merely 
stating the title of the document that 
is being submitted, which clearly has 
to have a name. I want a clarification 
as to whether that is charged to our 
time, if they are simply submitting a 
document and telling you the name of 
that document? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. As most 
recently ruled by the Chair on July 11, 
2013, a unanimous consent request that 
extends beyond a simple declarative 
statement of a Member’s attitude 
about the underlying measure con-
stitutes debate and may result in time 
being charged to the yielding Member 
upon execution of that order. 

Mr. POLIS. Again, Mr. Speaker, I in-
quire—I would like your judgment, in 
fact—on when these motions are made 
and the document is submitted, clearly 
the document that is being referred to 
has to be referred to in the remarks. 
These Members are submitting a docu-
ment, and they are, in fact, naming 
that document that they are submit-
ting. I want to ensure that that com-
plies with the Chair’s interpretation of 
the House rules. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Also 
stated on July 11, 2013, the Chair will 
exercise discretion in determining 
whether an individual unanimous con-
sent request results in a yielding Mem-
ber being charged time in debate. 

Mr. POLIS. Mr. Speaker, I have a fur-
ther parliamentary inquiry. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman will state his parliamentary in-
quiry. 

Mr. POLIS. Mr. Speaker, what is the 
Chair’s conclusion with regard to these 
unanimous consent requests? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Re-
quests that include remarks in the na-
ture of debate will be charged against 
the yielding Member. 

Mr. POLIS. Mr. Speaker, I have a fur-
ther parliamentary inquiry. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman will state his parliamentary in-
quiry. 

Mr. POLIS. Mr. Speaker, have the 
previous submissions of documents 
gone beyond the unanimous consent re-
quest compliance that the Chair stipu-
lated? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair has not yet charged any time to 
the gentleman from Colorado. 

Mr. POLIS. I thank the Chair. 
I yield to the gentlewoman from New 

York (Ms. SLAUGHTER) for the purpose 
of a unanimous consent request. 

(Ms. SLAUGHTER asked and was 
given permission to revise and extend 
her remarks.) 

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I 
enter into the RECORD the story of a 12- 
year-old girl who was trafficked for sex 
and labor and escaped slavery with her 
baby and received a T visa in the 
United States. 
LUTHERAN IMMIGRATION AND REFUGEE SERV-

ICE: VOICES OF CENTRAL AMERICAN YOUTH— 
WHY THEY ARE FLEEING THEIR COUNTRIES 

BACKGROUND ON THE HUMANITARIAN CRISIS IN 
CENTRAL AMERICA 

Since the Fall of 2011, prior to the Presi-
dent’s announcement of DACA, Customs and 
Border Protection (CBP) started appre-
hending significantly more unaccompanied 
minors from Central America. ORR promptly 
started to open more shelters and detention 
sites for these children. 

Updated data from the UNHCR, has shown 
a 712% increase in asylum requests in Mex-
ico, Panama, Nicaragua, Costa Rica and 
Belize by nationals from El Salvador, Guate-
mala and Honduras. 

ORR has reported a significant increase in 
both younger children and girls coming. 

Maria, a 12 year old girl from Central 
America, was trafficked for labor and sex, 
she fled with her baby to escape slavery. 
Maria was 12 years old, when she was kid-
napped at gunpoint and taken to a home 
where she was held captive. She was beaten 
and raped on an almost daily basis and even-
tually forced into prostitution. Because of 
this she became pregnant and gave birth to 
a girl while captive. Maria fled with her 
child, riding on top of trains so that they 
might escape the sexual bondage. Maria 
ended up qualifying for a T-visa and is cur-
rently doing well She has now graduated 
high school. 

Mr. POLIS. Mr. Speaker, I yield to 
the gentleman from Texas (Mr. DOG-
GETT) for the purpose of a unanimous 
consent request. 
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(Mr. DOGGETT asked and was given 

permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. DOGGETT. Mr. Speaker, I enter 
into the RECORD the story of a young 
Honduran girl the age of my grand-
daughter, who fled domestic violence 
and kidnapping. The document is from 
Lutheran Immigration and Refugee 
Service, and it is entitled: ‘‘Voices of 
Central American Youth—Why They 
Are Fleeing Their Countries.’’ 

Laura, an 8 year old girl from Honduras 
fled domestic violence and kidnapping. 
Laura was living in Honduras with her aunt 
while mother was in the U.S. working to pro-
vide for her family. One day a man she called 
‘‘step-father’’ who was an ex-boyfriend of her 
mother’s, kidnapped her from her aunt’s 
care. Laura’s mother in the U.S. said she 
could not report the kidnapping to authori-
ties as they would do nothing. This step-fa-
ther beat Laura daily with belts and pieces 
of wood, resulting in bruises, bleeding, and 
leaving visible scars on her body. On mul-
tiple occasions, he also threatened to kill her 
with a gun. The step father finally threat-
ened Laura’s mother that he would kill the 
Laura if her mother did not send him money. 
Laura’s mother was finally able to save and 
send a large amount of money to the step-fa-
ther and Laura was able to escape to come 
live with her in the U.S. A child like Laura 
might apply for asylum. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
time of the gentleman from Colorado 
will be charged. 

Mr. POLIS. Mr. Speaker, I yield to 
the gentlewoman from California (Mrs. 
CAPPS) for the purpose of a unanimous 
consent request. 

(Mrs. CAPPS asked and was given 
permission to revise and extend her re-
marks.) 

Mrs. CAPPS. Mr. Speaker, I enter 
into the RECORD the story of an 11- 
year-old Honduran boy who was kid-
napped, tortured, and murdered. 

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRIES 
Mr. POLIS. Mr. Speaker, I have a 

parliamentary inquiry. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-

tleman will state his parliamentary in-
quiry. 

Mr. POLIS. Mr. Speaker, I believe 
that the only unanimous consent re-
quest that has been charged to our 
time is Mr. DOGGETT’s. Is that correct? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. That is 
correct. 

Mr. POLIS. Mr. Speaker, I have a fur-
ther parliamentary inquiry. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman will state his parliamentary in-
quiry. 

Mr. POLIS. Again, Mr. DOGGETT stat-
ed the title of the document that he 
submitted, which seems to be a pre-
requisite for submitting a document. I 
would like to inquire as to why the 
Chair has ruled to charge the time to 
us. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. In the 
Chair’s discretion, the gentleman en-
gaged in debate. 

Mr. POLIS. Mr. Speaker, I have a fur-
ther parliamentary inquiry. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman will state his parliamentary in-
quiry. 

Mr. POLIS. Mr. Speaker, how can 
submitting a document and saying 
what the name of the document is con-
stitute debate? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. In the 
opinion of the Chair, the gentleman 
was engaging in debate. 

Mr. DOGGETT. Mr. Speaker, I have a 
parliamentary inquiry. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman is recognized for a parliamen-
tary inquiry. 

Mr. DOGGETT. Mr. Speaker, can the 
Chair provide advice, so that my col-
leagues will understand what it was in 
reading the title and the source of the 
document that described the tragedy of 
this little Honduran girl seeking refuge 
in our country, constituted debate, 
rather than simply identifying the 
title? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair is exercising his discretion. 

Mr. DOGGETT. Mr. Speaker, I have a 
further parliamentary inquiry. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman will state his parliamentary in-
quiry. 

Mr. DOGGETT. Mr. Speaker, without 
any guidance to my colleagues as to 
how they can present documents with-
in the rules of the House without read-
ing the title and the source of the doc-
ument, can the Speaker describe any-
thing about my remarks that differed 
from any of the other remarks that 
were given by my colleagues, other 
than the reading of the title and the 
source from Lutheran Services of this 
young girl who sought refuge in our 
country? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. To clar-
ify, the Chair has stated that a unani-
mous consent request to insert extra-
neous material may include a simple 
declarative statement of the Member’s 
attitude towards the measure, but it is 
improper for the Member to embellish 
such a request with extended oratory. 

Mr. POLIS. Mr. Speaker, I yield to 
the gentleman from Massachusetts 
(Mr. MCGOVERN) for the purpose of a 
unanimous consent request. 

(Mr. MCGOVERN asked and was 
given permission to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I 
enter into the RECORD the story of a 15- 
year-old Salvadoran boy who has re-
quested asylum because local gang 
members threatened to kill him after 
he refused to sell drugs for them. 

PANGEA LEGAL SERVICES CLIENT STORY 
Jose is 15-years-old. He grew up in El Sal-

vador with his grandparents. His parents im-
migrated to the United States when Jose was 
still a toddler, and he had not seen them 
since. Jose considered his grandparents as 
his parents and wished nothing but to con-
tinue living with them and his little brother. 
In April 2013, at age 14, Jose was forced to 
flee his country after gangs threatened to 
kill him if he didn’t sell drugs for them. The 
family suspects that Jose was targeted by 
the gang because Jose’s uncle is the mayor 
of the small Salvadoran town, and has at-
tempted to establish rehabilitation and anti- 
gang programs for several years. Jose is in 
removal proceedings and his asylum applica-
tion is currently pending with USCIS. 

Mr. POLIS. Mr. Speaker, I yield to 
the gentlewoman from California (Ms. 
ROYBAL-ALLARD) for the purpose of a 
unanimous consent request. 

(Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD asked and 
was given permission to revise and ex-
tend her remarks.) 

Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD. Mr. Speaker, 
I enter into the RECORD the story of 
seven very young Honduran children 
who were tortured and brutally mur-
dered after refusing to join a gang. 

Mr. POLIS. Mr. Speaker, I yield to 
the gentleman from New Mexico (Mr. 
LUJÁN) for the purpose of a unanimous 
consent request. 

(Mr. BEN RAY LUJÁN of New Mex-
ico asked and was given permission to 
revise and extend his remarks.) 

Mr. BEN RAY LUJÁN of New Mexico. 
Mr. Speaker, I enter into the RECORD 
the story of a young Honduran girl who 
resisted being robbed for $5, was 
clubbed over the head, dragged out by 
two men who cut a hole in her throat 
and left her in a ravine. 

[From the New York Times, July 11, 2014] 

THE CHILDREN OF THE DRUG WARS 

(By Sonia Nazario) 

Cristian Omar Reyes, an 11-year-old sixth 
grader in the neighborhood of Nueva Suyapa, 
on the outskirts of Tegucigalpa, tells me he 
has to get out of Honduras soon—‘‘no matter 
what.’’ 

In March, his father was robbed and mur-
dered by gangs while working as a security 
guard protecting a pastry truck. His mother 
used the life insurance payout to hire a 
smuggler to take her to Florida. She prom-
ised to send for him quickly, but she has not. 

Three people he knows were murdered this 
year. Four others were gunned down on a 
nearby corner in the span of two weeks at 
the beginning of this year. A girl his age re-
sisted being robbed of $5. She was clubbed 
over the head and dragged off by two men 
who cut a hole in her throat, stuffed her pan-
ties in it, and left her body in a ravine across 
the street from Cristian’s house. 

‘‘I’m going this year,’’ he tells me. 
I last went to Nueva Suyapa in 2003, to 

write about another boy, Luis Enrique 
Motiño Pineda, who had grown up there and 
left to find his mother in the United States. 
Children from Central America have been 
making that journey, often without their 
parents, for two decades. But lately some-
thing has changed, and the predictable flow 
has turned into an exodus. Three years ago, 
about 6,800 children were detained by United 
States immigration authorities and placed 
in federal custody; this year, as many as 
90,000 children are expected to be picked up. 
Around a quarter come from Honduras— 
more than from anywhere else. 

Children still leave Honduras to reunite 
with a parent, or for better educational and 
economic opportunities. But, as I learned 
when I returned to Nueva Suyapa last 
month, a vast majority of child migrants are 
fleeing not poverty, but violence. As a result, 
what the United States is seeing on its bor-
ders now is not an immigration crisis. It is a 
refugee crisis. 

Gangs arrived in force in Honduras in the 
1990s, as 18th Street and Mara Salvatrucha 
members were deported in large numbers 
from Los Angeles to Central America, join-
ing homegrown groups like Los Puchos. But 
the dominance in the past few years of for-
eign drug cartels in Honduras, especially 
ones from Mexico, has increased the reach 
and viciousness of the violence. As the 
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United States and Colombia spent billions of 
dollars to disrupt the movement of drugs up 
the Caribbean corridor, traffickers rerouted 
inland through Honduras, and 79 percent of 
cocaine-smuggling flights bound for the 
United States now pass through there. 

Narco groups and gangs are vying for con-
trol over this turf, neighborhood by neigh-
borhood, to gain more foot soldiers for drug 
sales and distribution, expand their cus-
tomer base, and make money through extor-
tion in a country left with an especially 
weak, corrupt government following a 2009 
coup. 

Enrique’s 33-year-old sister, Belky, who 
still lives in Nueva Suyapa, says children 
began leaving en masse for the United States 
three years ago. That was around the time 
that the narcos started putting serious pres-
sure on kids to work for them. At Cristian’s 
school, older students working with the car-
tels push drugs on the younger ones—some 
as young as 6. If they agree, children are re-
cruited to serve as lookouts, make deliveries 
in backpacks, rob people and extort busi-
nesses. They are given food, shoes and money 
in return. Later, they might work as traf-
fickers or hit men. 

Teachers at Cristian’s school described a 
12-year-old who demanded that the school re-
lease three students one day to help him dis-
tribute crack cocaine; he brandished a pistol 
and threatened to kill a teacher when she 
tried to question him. 

At Nueva Suyapa’s only public high school, 
narcos ‘‘recruit inside the school,’’ says 
Yadira Sauceda, a counselor there. Until he 
was killed a few weeks ago, a 23-year-old 
‘‘student’’ controlled the school. Each day, 
he was checked by security at the door, then 
had someone sneak his gun to him over the 
school wall. Five students, mostly 12- and 13- 
year-olds, tearfully told Ms. Sauceda that 
the man had ordered them to use and dis-
tribute drugs or he would kill their parents. 
By March, one month into the new school 
year, 67 of 450 students had left the school. 

Teachers must pay a ‘‘war tax’’ to teach in 
certain neighborhoods, and students must 
pay to attend. 

Carlos Baquedano Sánchez, a slender 14- 
year-old with hair sticking straight up, ex-
plained how hard it was to stay away from 
the cartels. He lives in a shack made of cor-
rugated tin in a neighborhood in Nueva 
Suyapa called El Infiernito—Little Hell—and 
usually doesn’t have anything to eat one out 
of every three days. He started working in a 
dump when he was 7, picking out iron or cop-
per to recycle, for $1 or $2 a day. But bigger 
boys often beat him to steal his haul, and he 
quit a year ago when an older man nearly 
killed him for a coveted car-engine piston. 
Now he sells scrap wood. 

But all of this was nothing, he says, com-
pared to the relentless pressure to join narco 
gangs and the constant danger they have 
brought to his life. When he was 9, he barely 
escaped from two narcos who were trying to 
rape him, while terrified neighbors looked 
on. When he was 10, he was pressured to try 
marijuana and crack. ‘‘You’ll feel better. 
Like you are in the clouds,’’ a teenager 
working with a gang told him. But he re-
sisted. 

He has known eight people who were mur-
dered and seen three killed right in front of 
him. He saw a man shot three years ago and 
still remembers the plums the man was hold-
ing rolling down the street, coated in blood. 
Recently he witnessed two teenage hit men 
shooting a pair of brothers for refusing to 
hand over the keys and title to their motor-
cycle. Carlos hit the dirt and prayed. The 
killers calmly walked down the street. Car-
los shrugs. ‘‘Now seeing someone dead is 
nothing.’’ 

He longs to be an engineer or mechanic, 
but he quit school after sixth grade, too poor 

and too afraid to attend. ‘‘A lot of kids know 
what can happen in school. So they leave.’’ 

He wants to go to the United States, even 
though he knows how dangerous the journey 
can be; a man in his neighborhood lost both 
legs after falling off the top of a Mexican 
freight train, and a family friend drowned in 
the Rio Grande. ‘‘I want to avoid drugs and 
death. The government can’t pull up its 
pants and help people,’’ he says angrily. ‘‘My 
country has lost its way.’’ 

Girls face particular dangers—one reason 
around 40 percent of children who arrived in 
the United States this year were girls, com-
pared with 27 percent in the past. Recently 
three girls were raped and killed in Nueva 
Suyapa, one only 8 years old. Two 15-year- 
olds were abducted and raped. The kidnap-
pers told them that if they didn’t get in the 
car they would kill their entire families. 
Some parents no longer let their girls go to 
school for fear of their being kidnapped, says 
Luis López, an educator with Asociación 
Compartir, a nonprofit in Nueva Suyapa. 

Milagro Noemi Martı́nez, a petite 19-year- 
old with clear green eyes, has been told re-
peatedly by narcos that she would be 
theirs—or end up dead. Last summer, she 
made her first attempt to reach the United 
States. ‘‘Here there is only evil,’’ she says. 
‘‘It’s better to leave than have them kill me 
here.’’ She headed north with her 21-year-old 
sister, a friend who had also been threatened, 
and $170 among them. But she was stopped 
and deported from Mexico. Now back in 
Nueva Suyapa, she stays locked inside her 
mother’s house. ‘‘I hope God protects me. I 
am afraid to step outside.’’ Last year, she 
says, six minors, as young as 15, were killed 
in her neighborhood. Some were hacked 
apart. She plans to try the journey again 
soon. Asking for help from the police or the 
government is not an option in what some 
consider a failed state. The drugs that pass 
through Honduras each year are worth more 
than the country’s entire gross domestic 
product. 

Narcos have bought off police officers, poli-
ticians and judges. In recent years, four out 
of five homicides were never investigated. No 
one is immune to the carnage. Several Hon-
duran mayors have been killed. The sons of 
both the former head of the police depart-
ment and the head of the national university 
were murdered, the latter, an investigation 
showed, by the police. 

‘‘You never call the cops. The cops them-
selves will retaliate and kill you,’’ says 
Henry Carı́as Aguilar, a pastor in Nueva 
Suyapa. A majority of small businesses in 
Nueva Suyapa have shuttered because of ex-
tortion demands, while churches have dou-
bled in number in the past decade, as people 
pray for salvation from what they see as the 
plague predicted in the Bible. Taxis and 
homes have signs on them asking God for 
mercy. 

The United Nations High Commissioner for 
Refugees recently interviewed 404 children 
who had arrived in the United States from 
Honduras, El Salvador, Guatemala and Mex-
ico; 58 percent said their primary reason for 
leaving was violence. (A similar survey in 
2006, of Central American children coming 
into Mexico, found that only 13 percent were 
fleeing violence.) They aren’t just going to 
the United States: Less conflicted countries 
in Central America had a 712 percent in-
crease in asylum claims between 2008 and 
2013. 

‘‘If a house is burning, people will jump out 
the window,’’ says Michelle Brané, director 
of the migrant rights and justice program at 
the Women’s Refugee Commission. 

To permanently stem this flow of children, 
we must address the complex root causes of 
violence in Honduras, as well as the demand 
for illegal drugs in the United States that is 
fueling that violence. 

In the meantime, however, we must recog-
nize this as a refugee crisis, as the United 
Nations just recommended. These children 
are facing threats similar to the forceful 
conscription of child soldiers by warlords in 
Sudan or during the civil war in Bosnia. 
Being forced to sell drugs by narcos is no dif-
ferent from being forced into military serv-
ice. 

Many Americans, myself included, believe 
in deporting unlawful immigrants, but see a 
different imperative with refugees. 

The United States should immediately cre-
ate emergency refugee centers inside our 
borders, tent cities—operated by the United 
Nations and other relief groups like the 
International Rescue Committee—where im-
migrant children could be held for 60 to 90 
days instead of being released. The govern-
ment would post immigration judges at 
these centers and adjudicate children’s cases 
there. 

To ensure this isn’t a sham process, asy-
lum officers and judges must be trained in 
child-sensitive interviewing techniques to 
help elicit information from fearful, trauma-
tized youngsters. All children must also be 
represented by a volunteer or government- 
funded lawyer. Kids in Need of Defense, a 
nonprofit that recruits pro bono lawyers to 
represent immigrant children and whose 
board I serve on, estimates that 40 percent to 
60 percent of these children potentially qual-
ify to stay under current immigration laws— 
and do, if they have a lawyer by their side. 
The vast majority do not. The only way to 
ensure we are not hurtling children back to 
circumstances that could cost them their 
lives is by providing them with real due 
process. 

Judges, who currently deny seven in 10 ap-
plications for asylum by people who are in 
deportation proceedings, must better under-
stand the conditions these children are fac-
ing. They should be more open to considering 
relief for those fleeing gang recruitment or 
threats by criminal organizations when they 
come from countries like Honduras that are 
clearly unwilling or unable to protect them. 

If many children don’t meet strict asylum 
criteria but face significant dangers if they 
return, the United States should consider al-
lowing them to stay using humanitarian pa-
role procedures we have employed in the 
past, for Cambodians and Haitians. It may be 
possible to transfer children and resettle 
them in other safe countries willing to share 
the burden. We should also make it easier for 
children to apply as refugees when they are 
still in Central America, as we have done for 
people in Iraq, Cuba, countries in the former 
Soviet Union, Vietnam and Haiti. Those who 
showed a well-founded fear of persecution 
wouldn’t have to make the perilous journey 
north alone. 

Of course, many migrant children come for 
economic reasons, and not because they fear 
for their lives. In those cases, they should 
quickly be deported if they have at least one 
parent in their country of origin. By deport-
ing them directly from the refugee centers, 
the United States would discourage future 
non-refugees by showing that immigrants 
cannot be caught and released, and then 
avoid deportation by ignoring court orders 
to attend immigration hearings. 

Instead of advocating such a humane, prac-
tical approach, the Obama administration 
wants to intercept and return children en 
route. On Tuesday the president asked for 
$3.7 billion in emergency funding. Some 
money would be spent on new detention fa-
cilities and more immigration judges, but 
the main goal seems to be to strengthen bor-
der control and speed up deportations. He 
also asked Congress to grant powers that 
could eliminate legal protections for chil-
dren from Central America in order to expe-
dite removals, a change that Republicans in 
Congress have also advocated. 
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This would allow life-or-death decisions to 

be made within hours by Homeland Security 
officials, even though studies have shown 
that border patrol agents fail to adequately 
screen Mexican children to see if they are 
being sexually exploited by traffickers or 
fear persecution, as the agents are supposed 
to do. Why would they start asking Central 
American children key questions needed to 
prove refugee status? 

The United States expects other countries 
to take in hundreds of thousands of refugees 
on humanitarian grounds. Countries neigh-
boring Syria have absorbed nearly 3 million 
people. Jordan has accepted in two days 
what the United States has received in an 
entire month during the height of this immi-
gration flow—more than 9,000 children in 
May. The United States should also increase 
to pre-9/11 levels the number of refugees we 
accept to 90,000 from the current 70,000 per 
year and, unlike in recent years, actually 
admit that many. 

By sending these children away, ‘‘you are 
handing them a death sentence,’’ says José 
Arnulfo Ochoa Ochoa, an expert in Honduras 
with World Vision International, a Christian 
humanitarian aid group. This abrogates 
international conventions we have signed 
and undermines our credibility as a humane 
country. It would be a disgrace if this 
wealthy nation turned its back on the 52,000 
children who have arrived since October, 
many of them legitimate refugees. 

This is not how a great nation treats chil-
dren. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
time of the gentleman from Colorado 
will be charged. 

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY 
Mr. BEN RAY LUJÁN of New Mexico. 

Mr. Speaker, I have a parliamentary 
inquiry. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman will state his parliamentary in-
quiry. 

Mr. BEN RAY LUJÁN of New Mexico. 
Mr. Speaker, again, if there is discre-
tion that can be shared, that was di-
rectly from the article that I asked to 
be entered into the RECORD. On many 
occasions I have been on this floor and 
been part of many debates in the 5 
years I have been honored to serve with 
the Congress and have used the exact 
same approach and have never been 
charged. Is there any discretion that 
the Speaker can give us direction on? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair is exercising his discretion as the 
Chair has said previously. The Chair 
has discretion in this matter. 

Mr. BEN RAY LUJÁN of New Mexico. 
Mr. Speaker, I have a further par-
liamentary inquiry. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman will state his parliamentary in-
quiry. 

Mr. BEN RAY LUJÁN of New Mexico. 
Mr. Speaker, with that being said to 
debate, even though the same practices 
are used by Members, rulings can 
change by the Chair on this particular 
issue? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair does have discretion. The guid-
ance has been to confine the request to 
a simple declaratory statement of the 
Member’s attitude toward the pending 
measure. 

Mr. BEN RAY LUJÁN of New Mexico. 
Mr. Speaker, for clarification, that is 

exactly what I did, which is I read a 
statement from the article. 

I am confused, Mr. Speaker. I am just 
maybe a junior Member from a small 
farm in New Mexico, but it seems that 
if I am reading from the article di-
rectly, that I don’t appear to be vio-
lating any rules to be charged time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Embel-
lishments or statements on other mat-
ters are debate and will be charged to 
the manager. 

Mr. BEN RAY LUJÁN of New Mexico. 
Mr. Speaker, I have a further par-
liamentary inquiry. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman will state his parliamentary in-
quiry. 

Mr. BEN RAY LUJÁN of New Mexico. 
Mr. Speaker, this was not an embel-
lishment. This was a direct quote from 
the article. It appears to me that my 
understanding of an embellishment are 
my own words being added. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair has advised that embellishments 
or statements on other matters are de-
bate and will be charged. 

Mr. POLIS. Mr. Speaker, I thank the 
gentleman from New Mexico for sub-
mitting that powerful testimony. 

I yield to the gentlewoman from Illi-
nois (Ms. SCHAKOWSKY) for the purpose 
of a unanimous consent request. 

(Ms. SCHAKOWSKY asked and was 
given permission to revise and extend 
her remarks.) 

Ms. SCHAKOWSKY. Mr. Speaker, I 
enter into the RECORD the story of a 17- 
year-old girl who fled her country with 
her 2-year-old daughter to escape con-
stant physical and sexual abuse from 
the baby’s father. 

[From the National Immigrant Justice 
Center] 

Lauren, a 17-year old, fled the country 
with her 2-year old daughter due to constant 
physical, sexual and verbal abuse from the 
baby’s father. While in DHS custody, Lauren 
and her baby were held in two ‘‘hieleras’’ for 
a total of six days without adequate food and 
warmth. 

Lauren is a 17-year-old who came to the 
United States with her two-year-old daugh-
ter, Charise. Charise’s father, Juan, was 
physically and verbally abusive. He has hit, 
choked, and raped Lauren and threatened to 
kill her and take their baby. Lauren fled to 
the United States with Charise to live with 
her parents and U.S.-citizen sister. While in 
DHS custody, both Lauren and her baby were 
held in two ‘‘hieleras’’ for about six days 
total. Lauren had to use her own clothing to 
keep Charise warm because DHS only gave 
her an emergency mylar blanket for Charise, 
despite the cold. Lauren slept on the floor of 
her cell with Charise in between her legs. 
DHS gave Charise two small burritos to eat 
each day, and gave Lauren a piece of bread 
with deli meat and an apple twice a day. 
When she asked for more food for her baby, 
who was hungry and cold, DHS told Lauren 
there wasn’t any more food available. 

Mr. POLIS. Mr. Speaker, I yield to 
the gentlewoman from California (Ms. 
CHU) for the purpose of a unanimous 
consent request. 

(Ms. CHU asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend her re-
marks.) 

Ms. CHU. Mr. Speaker, I enter into 
the RECORD the story of a 15-year-old 

Salvadoran boy whose body was found 
in a plastic bag with his hands and feet 
bound. 

[From La Página, June 25, 2014] 
BURN BUS ROUTE 177 IN TECOLUCA AFTER 

ASSAULTING PASSENGER 
(By Maribel Montenegro and Carlos 

Hernandez) 
A bus route 177 was intercepted by at least 

8 heavily armed men, forcing passengers to 
surrender their belongings and then burned 
them down the unit, police said. 

According to reports, the incident occurred 
in the village of Las Pampas, on the road 
that leads to San Vicente Zacatecoluca 
Tecoluca in the jurisdiction of the depart-
ment of San Vicente. 

Police said the fire was set and the place 
has became a unit of the Fire Department to 
extinguish the flames of the unit was com-
pletely destroyed. 

Depending on the version of the auto-
motive PNC was off course forcing it to pene-
trate into the community Las Pampas, 
where 20 passengers were assaulted. The au-
thorities say they are on the trail of the per-
petrators. 

He also said that he reported no casualties, 
only material damage. 

RESUME, RESUME 
The body of an unknown man was found 

this morning in the subdivision Istepec, Can-
ton El Cerrito, the, in the department of 
Sonsonate municipality Nahuizalco. Police 
said the incident occurred the night before 
and do not know the motives of the crime 
that was committed with knives. 

RESUME, RESUME 
A 16 year old girl was killed by multiple 

gunshot wounds that caused unknown sub-
jects while walking on the 3rd km of the Pan 
American Highway, in the jurisdiction of the 
municipality of El Carmen, department of 
Cuscatlan. 

The victim was identified as Adonis Her-
nandez, according to the PNC disappeared 
yesterday. So far the police said he was un-
aware if the victim had any connection with 
gang groups. 

COLON, LA LIBERTAD 
The body of a 15 year old boy was found is 

tied hand and foot in a plastic bag that was 
abandoned in Lourdes, Colón, La Libertad 
morning. 

The victim was identified as Ivan N., who 
was kidnapped last week in La Libertad. 

According to the PNC, the young man had 
at least 36 hours have passed. 

RESUME 
A young man was killed last night near the 

resort Spain, CV. 
According to authorities, the victim, iden-

tified as Brandon Ch, was attacked and 
killed by unknown assailants who left him 
seriously injured so he had to be rushed to a 
hospital emergency where he died in surgery. 

SAN SALVADOR 
The woman, identified as Marlene Rivas, 

was wounded with a knife this morning in 
the vicinity of San José San Salvador park. 

According to police, the woman resisted 
being assaulted by a homeless man, who re-
acted violently and caused a wound in the 
neck. 

The victim had to take shelter in a super-
market in the area, where Rosales was taken 
to hospital. 

MERCEDES UMANA, USULUTAN 
A gang Mara Salvatrucha, was murdered in 

Canton The Caulote, Mercedes Umana, 
Usulutan. 

The victim was identified as Fredy Mejia, 
17, who authorities say was attacked by two 
gang Barrio 18 traveling on a motorcycle. 
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GARDENS SELTSUT RESUME 

A trader was shot to death at night in the 
Garden Colony Selsut, Ilopango, San Sal-
vador. 

The victim was identified as Jorge Mario 
Arteaga, 53, who was killed by gang members 
for refusing to pay extortion, according to 
PNC. 

NEW GUADALUPE, SAN MIGUEL 

A man who was deported from the United 
States months ago was killed Tuesday 
evening in Freedom Colony, New Guadalupe 
in San Miguel. 

The victim was identified as Adilio 
Quintanilla, 41, who had multiple gunshot 
wounds in the body. The authorities know 
the motive for the attack. 

CANTON PLANS CONCEPCIÓN, LA PAZ 

A man was killed in the canton Plans Con-
cepcion, La Paz. The victim was identified as 
Carlos Palma, 47, who was shot at by un-
known persons. Attack the causes are un-
known. 

SAN MARTÍN 

A blind seniors tonight was killed by gang 
members in the neighborhood of Las Mer-
cedes and Santa Teresa Street Project, San 
Martin. 

The victim was identified only as Fran-
cisco and authorities said he was about 70 
years. The old man died at the scene after 
being shot several times. 

According to the PNC, the man was hit by 
bullets when the gang tried to assassinate 
some people who were inside a vehicle on the 
street entered Project, Las Mercedes neigh-
borhood. 

Subjects discharged a burst of lead im-
pacted the blind who could not dodge bullets 
due to its limitation. After committing the 
fact, the gang fled in an unknown direction. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
time of the gentleman from Colorado 
will be charged. 

b 1015 

Mr. POLIS. Mr. Speaker, I further 
yield to the gentleman from California 
(Mr. CÁRDENAS) for the purpose of a 
unanimous consent request. 

(Mr. CÁRDENAS asked and was 
given permission to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. CÁRDENAS. Mr. Speaker, I will 
enter into the RECORD the story of an 
18-year-old Mexican boy who was traf-
ficked into the United States and held 
by the U.S. Marshals Service so he 
could testify as a material witness to 
some deaths that he witnessed. 

Juan Antonio is an 18-year-old Mexican 
UAC. He fled severe cartel and criminal gang 
violence in his home town. His uncle, cousin, 
and several family members were killed be-
fore he fled from Mexico. He was trafficked 
to the US and initially in the US Marshals 
custody to testify as a material witness be-
fore being turned over to ICE and released to 
ORR because he was a minor. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
time of the gentleman from Colorado 
will be charged. 

Mr. POLIS. Mr. Speaker, I further 
yield to the gentlewoman from Cali-
fornia (Ms. LEE) for the purpose of a 
unanimous consent request. 

(Ms. LEE of California asked and was 
given permission to revise and extend 
her remarks.) 

Ms. LEE of California. Mr. Speaker, I 
will enter into the RECORD the story of 

a 12-year-old girl who was trafficked 
for sex and labor, escaped slavery with 
her baby, and received a T visa in the 
United States. 
LUTHERAN IMMIGRATION AND REFUGEE SERV-

ICE: VOICES OF CENTRAL AMERICAN YOUTH— 
WHY THEY ARE FLEEING THEIR COUNTRIES 

BACKGROUND ON THE HUMANITARIAN CRISIS IN 
CENTRAL AMERICA 

Since the Fall of 2011, prior to the Presi-
dent’s announcement of DACA, Customs and 
Border Protection (CBP) started appre-
hending significantly more unaccompanied 
minors from Central America. ORR promptly 
started to open more shelters and detention 
sites for these children. 

Updated data from the UNHCR, has shown 
a 712% increase in asylum requests in Mex-
ico, Panama, Nicaragua, Costa Rica and 
Belize by nationals from El Salvador, Guate-
mala and Honduras. 

ORR has reported a significant increase in 
both younger children and girls coming. 

Maria a 12 year old girl from Central 
America was trafficked for labor and sex, she 
fled with her baby to escape slavery. Maria 
was 12 years old, when she was kidnapped at 
gunpoint and taken to a home where she was 
held captive. She was beaten and raped on an 
almost daily basis and eventually forced into 
prostitution. Because of this she became 
pregnant and gave birth to a girl while cap-
tive. Maria fled with her child, riding on top 
of trains so that they might escape the sex-
ual bondage. Maria ended up qualifying for a 
T-visa and is currently doing well. She has 
now graduated high school. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
time of the gentleman from Colorado 
will be charged. 

Mr. POLIS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. FARR), the ranking member 
of the Appropriations Subcommittee 
on Agriculture, Rural Development, 
Food and Drug Administration, and 
Related Agencies. 

Mr. FARR. Mr. Speaker, I stand 
today in the well to appeal to my Re-
publican colleagues about this debate, 
which isn’t about the underlying bill, 
it is about the rule. You ought to all be 
worried. We all ought to be worried. 
This rule is a sham to the institution 
of Congress. 

I am an appropriator, and I am proud 
to do that. We respect the jurisdiction 
of all other committees. That is why 
we have standing committees. We don’t 
do their business. 

This rule ignores all the standing 
committees in Congress. This rule says 
you can write a bill in the darkness of 
night. Nobody has read it. No Repub-
licans read it, no Democrats read it. 
You can pick it up in the hallway here. 
I read it this morning. 

The rule waives all points of opposi-
tion, which we say in this rule, ‘‘All 
points of order against consideration of 
the bill are waived.’’ 

All points—that means all the ideas 
of all the committees that are supposed 
to be writing these bills. Nobody is 
going to be thanked if they vote for 
this. First of all, nobody is going to 
thank you for voting for the rule be-
cause it does so many things that mis-
judge the purpose of Congress, mis-
appropriate the purposes of Congress, 
which is to have transparency and 
allow people to get into the debate. 

Nobody who understands the problem 
in the embassies of the host country 
was able to testify. Nobody in the ad-
ministration who deals with the border 
was able to testify. No Member of Con-
gress who has some knowledge about 
this was able to testify. This bill says: 
So what? We wrote the bill, and you 
just have to accept it, and if you any 
objections, we waive all those points of 
orders. 

So the rule does a disservice to Con-
gress, and it ought to be rejected. 

Secondly, on the bill, when you get 
to it, if it isn’t rejected—first of all, if 
we reject the rule, nothing is broken. 
We can fix it. We can make it better 
because no own is going to thank you 
for voting for this. 

Just to show you how outrageous it 
is, it says to the host countries that: 
we are going to give you money, but 
you have 15 days to convene your legis-
latures and enact legislation, secure 
your borders, and make sure every-
thing is secure. 

You couldn’t do that in Washington 
in 15 days, much less essentially Third 
World countries. There are all kinds of 
provisions in here that don’t make any 
sense and don’t help fix anything that 
is broken, and for all the testimony 
you have just heard, there are a lot of 
other things that need to be addressed 
that aren’t in this bill. 

So my colleagues on both sides of the 
aisle, the best thing we can do to re-
spect this institution is to reject this 
rule and vote ‘‘no.’’ 

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

I have a great deal of respect for my 
friend from the Appropriations Com-
mittee. He is an excellent legislator 
and tremendous Member. 

I am, though, going to point out the 
record of the Democratic majority the 
last time they were here and in control 
of what happened on the floor. 

In the 111th Congress, the final 2 
years of Representative PELOSI’s time 
as Speaker, the House never considered 
a single bill under an open rule—not 
one bill. That is the definition of a 
closed process. 

Under Republican control, the House 
has returned to consideration of appro-
priations bills under an open process, 
with 22 open rules. We had no open 
rules on appropriations when my 
friends were in the majority. 

This year alone, the House has con-
sidered 404 amendments during the ap-
propriations process, and 189 of them 
offered were by our friends on the other 
side. 

When you actually compare the 
record overall, frankly, I think the 
comparison is much to the advantage 
of Republicans. So we are trying to 
deal with complex issues in a relatively 
short period of time. 

I know the Congress will be back in 
session in September. We will be work-
ing on the appropriations process in 
the lameduck again, so there are going 
to be ample legislative opportunities, 
but we are in a crisis situation, which 
we are in this case. 
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We are trying to respond thought-

fully and expeditiously. We are trying 
to put resources toward the problem. 
We are trying to get at the core of the 
problem, which the administration 
itself a month ago identified as a 2008 
law, but has now offered absolutely no 
suggestions how to fix. 

So we have not tried to repeal it. We 
have tried to tweak it and address the 
problem. If my friends have a better so-
lution, we would love to hear it, but we 
haven’t heard it. Instead, we have been 
told the 2008 law caused the problem, 
but you can’t change the law. That 
seems to me both politically and intel-
lectually indefensible. 

We are going to continue to try to 
solve the problem that has been identi-
fied by the administration. At some 
point, we hope they will join us in try-
ing to actually correct the problem 
that they say exists. 

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

Mr. POLIS. Mr. Speaker, for the pur-
pose of a unanimous consent request, I 
yield to the gentlewoman from New 
York (Ms. VELÁZQUEZ). 

(Ms. VELÁZQUEZ asked and was 
given permission to revise and extend 
her remarks.) 

Ms. VELÁZQUEZ. Mr. Speaker, I 
enter into the RECORD the story of two 
Honduran brothers who were tortured 
and murdered by gang members in San 
Pedro Sula, the murder capital of the 
world. 

Mr. Speaker, how we treat our chil-
dren speaks to the character of our Na-
tion. 

[From The New York Times, July 9, 2014] 
FLEEING GANGS, CHILDREN HEAD TO U.S. 

BORDER 
(By Frances Robles) 

SAN PEDRO SULA, HONDURAS—Anthony O. 
Castellanos disappeared from his gang-ridden 
neighborhood on the eastern edge of 
Honduras’s most dangerous city, so his 
younger brother, Kenneth, hopped on his 
green bicycle to search for him, starting his 
hunt at a notorious gang hangout known as 
the ‘‘crazy house.’’ 

They were found within days of each other, 
both dead. Anthony, 13, and a friend had been 
shot in the head; Kenneth, 7, had been tor-
tured and beaten with sticks and rocks. They 
were among seven children murdered in the 
La Pradera neighborhood of San Pedro Sula 
in April alone, part of a surge in gang vio-
lence that is claiming younger and younger 
victims. 

The killings are a major factor driving the 
recent wave of migration of Central Amer-
ican children to the United States, which has 
sent an unprecedented number of unaccom-
panied minors across the Texas border. Many 
children and parents say the rush of new mi-
grants stems from a belief that United 
States immigration policy offers preferential 
treatment to minors, but in addition, studies 
of Border Patrol statistics show a strong cor-
relation between cities like San Pedro Sula 
with high homicide rates and swarms of 
youngsters taking off for the United States. 

‘‘The first thing we can think of is to send 
our children to the United States,’’ said a 
mother of two in La Pradera, who declined 
to give her name because she feared gang re-
prisals. ‘‘That’s the idea, to leave.’’ 

Honduran children are increasingly on the 
front lines of gang violence. In June, 32 chil-

dren were murdered in Honduras, bringing 
the number of youths under 18 killed since 
January of last year to 409, according to data 
compiled by Covenant House, a youth shelter 
in Tegucigalpa, the capital. 

With two major youth gangs and more or-
ganized crime syndicates operating with im-
punity in Central America, analysts say im-
migration authorities will have a difficult 
time keeping children at home unless the 
root causes of violence are addressed. 

In 2012, the number of murder victims ages 
10 to 14 had doubled to 81 from 40 in 2008, ac-
cording to the Violence Observatory at the 
National Autonomous University of Hon-
duras. Last year, 1,013 people under 23 were 
murdered in a nation of eight million. 

Although homicides dropped sharply in 
2012 after a gang truce in neighboring El Sal-
vador, so far this year murders of children 17 
and under are up 77 percent from the same 
time period a year ago, the police said. 

Nowhere is the flow of departures more 
acute than in San Pedro Sula, a city in 
northwestern Honduras that has the world’s 
highest homicide rate, according to United 
Nations figures. 

Between January and May of this year, 
more than 2,200 children from the city ar-
rived in the United States, according to De-
partment of Homeland Security statistics, 
far more than from any other city in Central 
America. 

More than half of the top 50 Central Amer-
ican cities from which children are leaving 
for the United States are in Honduras. Vir-
tually none of the children have come from 
Nicaragua, a bordering country that has 
staggering poverty, but not a pervasive gang 
culture or a record-breaking murder rate. 
‘‘Everyone has left,’’ Alan Castellanos, 27, 
the uncle of Anthony and Kenneth, said in an 
interview in late May. ‘‘How is it that an en-
tire country is being brought to its knees?’’ 

He said the gangs operated with total im-
punity. ‘‘They killed all those kids and no-
body did anything about it,’’ Mr. Castellanos 
said. ‘‘When prosecutors wanted to discuss 
the case, they asked us to meet at their of-
fice, because they were afraid to come here. 
If they were afraid, imagine us.’’ 

The factors pushing children to migrate 
vary, according to an analysis of their home 
cities by the Department of Homeland Secu-
rity. 

The Guatemalan children who arrive in the 
United States are more often from rural 
areas, suggesting their motives are largely 
economic. The minors from El Salvador and 
Honduras tend to come from extremely vio-
lent regions ‘‘where they probably perceive 
the risk of traveling alone to the U.S. pref-
erable to remaining at home,’’ the analysis 
said. 

‘‘Basically, the places these people are 
coming from are the places with the highest 
homicide rates,’’ said Manuel Orozco, a sen-
ior fellow at the Inter-American Dialogue, a 
Washington-based research group. ‘‘The par-
ents see gang membership around the corner. 
Once your child is forced to join, the chances 
of being killed or going to prison is pretty 
high. Why wait until that happens?’’ 

A confluence of factors, including dis-
counted rates charged by smugglers for fami-
lies, helped ignite the boom, he said. Chil-
dren are killed for refusing to join gangs, 
over vendettas against their parents, or be-
cause they are caught up in gang disputes. 
Many activists here suggest they are also 
murdered by police officers willing to clean 
up the streets by any means possible. 

In the case of the Castellanos family, the 
police said the older boy was a lookout for 
the gang and had decided to quit. The order 
to kill him, the police said, came from pris-
on. 

Several arrests have been made. Hector A. 
Medina, 47, who the police said lived at an 

abandoned house controlled by the 18th 
Street gang, where Kenneth was killed, was 
charged in the boys’ deaths. ‘‘It’s a serious 
social problem: any children born in this 
neighborhood are going to get involved in a 
gang,’’ said Elvin Flores, a police inspector 
in charge of La Pradera. ‘‘Our idea is to 
lower crime every day. We need a state pol-
icy to involve kids from when they are little 
to go to school.’’ 

But gangs, which rob, sell drugs locally, 
kidnap people and extort money from busi-
nesses, often recruit new members at 
schools. 

In some cities, blocks are empty because 
gangs demanding extortion payments have 
forced out homeowners. Many people have 
had to move within the country in a dis-
placement pattern that experts liken to the 
one seen in Colombia’s civil war. 

The office of the United Nations High Com-
missioner for Refugees said that from 2008 to 
2013, the number of asylum claims filed in 
Mexico, Panama, Nicaragua, Costa Rica and 
Belize increased sevenfold. 

Most were from people of Guatemala, El 
Salvador and Honduras, the three nations 
with large numbers of migrants now arriving 
at the United States border. 

Refugee advocacy organizations have urged 
the State Department to treat the children 
arriving at the United States border as refu-
gees, and proposed a processing system 
where asylum claims could be reviewed in 
Central America and those accepted could 
move safely to the United States or coun-
tries willing to accept them, as was done in 
countries such as Haiti and Iraq. They have 
not yet received a response, the United 
States Conference of Catholic Bishops said. 

President Obama urged Congress on 
Wednesday night to pass a $3.7 billion budget 
supplement that would, among other things, 
beef up border security, hasten deportations 
and help Central American nations address 
security problems. ‘‘The best thing we can do 
is make sure the children can live in their 
own countries, safely,’’ he said. 

During a recent late-night visit to the San 
Pedro Sula morgue, more than 60 bodies, all 
victims of violence, were seen piled in a 
heap, each wrapped in a brown plastic bag. 
While picking bullets out of a 15-year-old 
boy shot 15 times, technicians discussed how 
they regularly received corpses of children 
under 10, and sometimes as young as 2. 

Last week, in nearby Santa Barbara, an 11- 
year-old had his throat slit by other chil-
dren, because he did not pay a 50-cent extor-
tion fee. 

‘‘At first we saw a lot of kids who were 
being killed because when the gang came for 
their parents, they happened to be in the car 
or at the location with them,’’ said Dr. Dar-
win Armas Cruz, a medical examiner who 
works the overnight shift. ‘‘Now we see kids 
killing kids. They kill with guns, knives and 
even grenades.’’ 

Dr. Armas said his family was thinking of 
migrating, too. 

CORRECTION: JULY 11, 2014 
Because of an editing error, an article on 

Thursday about the murderous gang violence 
in Honduras that is a factor in the recent 
wave of migration of Central American chil-
dren to the United States misstated the 
amount of money that President Obama has 
requested from Congress to address the prob-
lem. It is $3.7 billion, not more than $4 bil-
lion. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
time of the gentleman from Colorado 
will be charged. 

Mr. POLIS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 11⁄2 
minutes to the gentleman from Texas 
(Mr. HINOJOSA), the chair of the His-
panic Caucus and the ranking member 
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on the Education and Workforce Sub-
committee on Higher Education and 
Workforce Training. 

Mr. HINOJOSA. Mr. Speaker, as 
chairman of the Congressional His-
panic Caucus, I rise in opposition to 
H.R. 5230 and the underlying rule. 

I represent McAllen, Texas, which 
has been the epicenter for this humani-
tarian crisis. For years, my Republican 
colleagues have been ignoring the prob-
lems caused by their inaction on immi-
gration reform. They have cut funding 
for immigration judges, so that people 
wait years to have their cases heard. 

They have cut funding to help the 
countries of Central America deal with 
the internal problems causing their 
children to flee. The Republican solu-
tion has always been more walls and 
fences and more soldiers to militarize 
the border. 

I live on that border of Texas and 
Mexico, and I know that their enforce-
ment-only approach is not working be-
cause it doesn’t address the root cause 
of immigration. It has been economi-
cally devastating to border commu-
nities who vainly try to persuade com-
panies to move their plants and fac-
tories to our region to create jobs and 
bring us out of poverty that is the 
highest in the Nation. 

Our veterans suffer because the VA 
can’t get doctors to move to the bor-
der. All these companies and doctors 
hear is that the border is a war zone 
flooded with dangerous immigrants. 
That is not the border I know. My bor-
der home is a vibrant, educated, fast- 
growing, culturally diverse, welcoming 
region. I am proud of how we have em-
braced these children and families. 

We are now voting once again to 
militarize our border, deny children 
legal representation and due process, 
and providing little help to Central 
America. We are not fixing the prob-
lem, and I urge my colleagues to op-
pose the rule and this bill. 

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

Just a few correctives, if I may. We 
are actually putting in additional re-
sources. We haven’t cut resources. It is 
the President’s budget that cut re-
sources. It cut detention beds, enforce-
ment, and aid to the countries in Cen-
tral America that are dealing with this 
problem. That is the President’s budg-
et. 

Those things were all corrected in 
the Foreign Operations budget that has 
not yet reached the floor, but has been 
passed by the full Appropriations Com-
mittee. 

I am going to disagree with my 
friends on the other side that this has 
anything to do with comprehensive im-
migration reform. Quite frankly, it 
does not. It is a border crisis. It has 
nothing to do with this legislation. 

The root cause of the problem here 
are criminals who go back and tell peo-
ple: if you pay money and subject your-
self to a dangerous journey and we get 
you to the United States, you will be 
able to stay. That is who is at fault 

here. That is where the focus ought to 
be. 

When my friends point to specific 
cases, I always point out, number one, 
we have an avenue called the United 
States Embassy. In the country, you 
can go and plead refugee status there. 
You don’t have to travel 1,000 or 2,000 
miles across very dangerous country. 
You simply afford yourself of the avail-
able opportunities. 

Finally, in the President’s judgment, 
most of these children will be returned. 
That is the President’s judgment. 
Frankly, I think he made that judg-
ment, trying to discourage what is hap-
pening now. That is precisely what we 
are trying to do in this piece of legisla-
tion. 

So I think there is a lot of passion, 
and it is appropriate because there are 
some heartwrenching cases, but there 
is also a lot of political theater here. 
The reality is, again, most of these 
children, according to the President, 
will be returned. 

The quicker that can happen, the less 
likely it is that other children will fol-
low them and be subjected to a very 
dangerous journey. That is what we are 
trying to achieve. We are going to try 
to do that in this measure today, but 
we invite our friends to work with us 
as we go forward, as I suspect that we 
will. 

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

Mr. POLIS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from New 
Mexico (Mr. BEN RAY LUJÁN). 

Mr. BEN RAY LUJÁN of New Mexico. 
Mr. Speaker, last week, we were part of 
a conversation and debate around 
strengthening antihuman trafficking 
laws. We all came to this floor, and 
Democrats and Republicans found a 
way to talk to one another and talk to 
the American public about what we 
should do to protect these children 
that are in harm’s way, not just fleeing 
street violence, but being brutally 
murdered and raped, Mr. Speaker. 

This week, what my Republican col-
leagues are doing is coming out of a 
conference and weakening antihuman 
trafficking laws. 

Mr. Speaker, at this point, all I can 
say is God help this Congress if it is 
now our policy to weaken human traf-
ficking laws. It is a sad, sad day, Mr. 
Speaker, and I certainly hope that my 
colleagues take a chance to look at 
this and look into their hearts and 
pray on that and come to the floor and 
do the right thing. 

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

Mr. POLIS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Mis-
sissippi (Mr. THOMPSON), the distin-
guished ranking member on the Com-
mittee on Homeland Security. 

Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi. I 
thank the gentleman from Colorado for 
yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong opposi-
tion to H. Res. 696. This rule would pro-
vide for consideration of a supple-

mental appropriations bill that clearly 
demonstrates its Republican authors 
either have no idea what is needed to 
address the current situation at the 
border, or they are more concerned 
with scoring political points than mak-
ing public policy. 

The resources provided under the bill 
are both inadequate to provide the nec-
essary humanitarian relief and mis-
directed toward so-called border secu-
rity efforts that are unlikely to have 
any real effect on the number of unlaw-
ful border crossings. 

For example, deploying the National 
Guard to the border when children and 
families are already running to the 
Border Patrol agents is a waste of tax-
payer money; instead, we should be 
providing the Border Patrol with the 
funding necessary to move additional 
experienced agents to the Rio Grande 
Valley, which is what their leadership 
has indicated they need. 

This misguided bill has also included 
provisions to undermine due process 
for unaccompanied children, many of 
whom are refugees fleeing terrible vio-
lence in their home countries. 

Mr. Speaker, we are better than this 
as a Congress and as a Nation. I urge 
my colleagues to oppose this rule and 
the underlying supplemental. 

Mr. COLE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 
minute to my colleague, the distin-
guished Member from Texas (Mr. CUL-
BERSON). 

b 1030 

Mr. CULBERSON. Mr. Speaker, the 
heartbreaking stories my colleagues 
are telling about these young people 
coming across the border and being ex-
ploited and hurt and injured just con-
firm the wisdom of the approach the 
Republicans have taken to this prob-
lem based on common sense and long 
experience. It is called law enforce-
ment. This is not complicated. 

In order to protect these kids, pro-
tect the people of the United States, 
protect the communities along the bor-
der, we believe strongly in enforcing 
the existing law and in ensuring that 
the people of the United States are pro-
tected against the lawlessness: the 
drug dealers, the cartels, the smug-
glers, the gun runners who are coming 
across the border and exploiting these 
kids. 

This is not a complicated problem. It 
has worked for years in Texas. We un-
derstand the border problem. It is sim-
ply a matter of law enforcement. No 
nation can survive that doesn’t secure 
its borders and enforce its laws. 

By enforcing the law and by bringing 
peace and quiet to the border, you will 
also ensure that free trade—that legal 
trade back and forth between Mexico, 
our biggest trading partner—can pro-
ceed as it should. Laredo is the largest 
inland port in the United States, and in 
order for businesses to do their jobs, 
they have got to have peace and quiet, 
and that means law enforcement. 

That is the Republican approach to 
this problem. Enforce the law. 
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Mr. POLIS. I would like to inquire if 

the gentleman from Oklahoma has any 
remaining speakers. 

Mr. COLE. I do not. I am prepared to 
close whenever my friend is. 

Mr. POLIS. Mr. Speaker, I would like 
to inquire as to how much time re-
mains on both sides. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Colorado has 63⁄4 minutes 
remaining. The gentleman from Okla-
homa has 41⁄2 minutes remaining. 

Mr. POLIS. I would ask the gen-
tleman from Oklahoma for the cour-
tesy that, if somebody else shows up on 
my side, I might further yield, but, 
otherwise, I am prepared to close. 

Mr. COLE. I would certainly do that 
for my friend. 

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

The House Republican proposal in-
cludes a provision that would roll back 
our bipartisan antihuman trafficking 
protections that have been in place for 
20 years and that were most recently 
reaffirmed unanimously by Congress in 
2008. This is a debate to maintain our 
due process laws under the Trafficking 
Victims Protection Reauthorization 
Act of 2008, which this bill strips, that 
help promote the safety of unaccom-
panied minors. 

According to the United Nations 
High Commissioner of Refugees, 58 per-
cent of children fleeing to the U.S. 
from Honduras, Guatemala, El Sal-
vador, and Mexico may have valid 
claims to asylum or other legal protec-
tions. Our existing laws ensure that 
these children receive due process. 
Many of them are victims of human 
trafficking, of sexual violence, or of 
other persecution, and they need to 
have the meaningful opportunity under 
a law to present their protection 
claims before an immigration judge. 
The underlying bill would, according to 
the UNHCR, drastically weaken the 
due process protections by subjecting 
Central American children to an inad-
equate screening process. 

We have had our additional speaker 
arrive to offer our PQ, Mr. Speaker; 
and if the House had taken up the Sen-
ate immigration reform bill, the cur-
rent influx of migrant children from 
Honduras, El Salvador, and Guatemala 
may never have even become the hu-
manitarian crisis that is facing us 
today. That is why today, Mr. Speaker, 
I am proud to give the House a second 
chance. 

If we defeat the previous question, I 
will offer an amendment to the rule to 
bring up H.R. 15, the Border Security, 
Economic Opportunity, and Immigra-
tion Modernization Act, so the House 
can finally vote on a broad, long-term 
solution to overhaul our country’s im-
migration system and to address the 
border crisis. At the same time, it ad-
dresses the systemic causes rather 
than simply trying to apply Band-Aid, 
after Band-Aid, after Band-Aid. The 
House will soon find there are not 
enough Band-Aids made. We need to 
address the health of the patient. 

To discuss our proposal, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentleman from Florida 
(Mr. GARCIA). 

Mr. GARCIA. I thank the gentleman 
from Colorado. 

Mr. Speaker, I wish I could say this 
bill were a joke. This is far worse than 
a joke. Not only does the underlying 
bill fail to provide adequate funding to 
deal with the situation at hand, it flat 
out ignores the root cause of the prob-
lem. 

By tacking on a vote on the so-called 
‘‘No New DREAMERS Act,’’ House 
leadership is not just refusing to take 
action on immigration reform, it is 
prohibiting the President from doing 
things to fix a broken system. This is 
akin to watching a train crash or 
knowing that it is going to crash and 
stoking the furnace more, making the 
damage greater. They have no interest 
in fixing this crisis. They have no in-
terest in fixing the problem. They are 
playing politics with people’s lives, and 
they are playing politics with our Na-
tion’s economy. 

This isn’t a game. These are human 
beings. This is doing damage to our 
country. If we are truly committed to 
tackling this crisis on the southwest 
border and to ensuring a fair and effi-
cient process for dealing with these 
kids, we need to begin with comprehen-
sive immigration reform. 

If the previous question is defeated, 
we will offer H.R. 15, the House bipar-
tisan comprehensive immigration bill. 
Only by fixing our broken immigration 
system can we begin to better allocate 
the resources where they are needed 
most. 

My bill provides a path forward for 
people already here so that their cases 
are no longer clogging our immigration 
courts and so that immigration offi-
cials can spend their time going after 
those who wish to do our Nation harm. 
It will provide green cards for thou-
sands of Hondurans and El Salvadorans 
who have languished for over a decade 
under temporary status, and it adds 
the necessary due process protection 
for children on the border. 

A speaker on the side opposite 
brought up the issue of what caused 
this. What was the straw that broke 
the camel’s back? I will tell you what 
the straw is. Some of these children 
have waited 5 years; some of them have 
waited 8 years; and some of them have 
waited over a decade on the promises of 
this Congress—and there is blame to go 
to both sides—to have comprehensive 
immigration reform. Then the Speaker 
who had promised earlier in the year to 
work with the President finally an-
nounced there would be no comprehen-
sive immigration reform. That was the 
straw that broke the camel’s back be-
cause 55 percent of these children are 
coming to be with their families. 

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

Mr. POLIS. I yield the gentleman an 
additional 30 seconds. 

Mr. GARCIA. Mr. Speaker, our coun-
try needs comprehensive immigration 

reform, and the American people sup-
port comprehensive immigration re-
form. There are enough votes in this 
House to pass comprehensive immigra-
tion reform. 

I ask my colleagues to vote against 
the previous question so that we can fi-
nally consider comprehensive immigra-
tion reform. 

Mr. POLIS. Mr. Speaker, I am pre-
pared to close, and I yield myself such 
time as I may consume. 

In our last week—on our last day— 
before this House adjourns for a 5-week 
recess, we have an opportunity with 
Mr. GARCIA’s previous question in that, 
if we can defeat the previous question, 
we can actually address these issues 
with a bipartisan bill, H.R. 15, com-
prehensive immigration reform, nearly 
identical to the Senate bill. I am con-
fident that, if this body passes that 
bill, Senate Majority Leader REID will 
promptly act on it and send it to the 
President’s desk so that we not only 
can address this border crisis but can 
prevent future border crises from aris-
ing by securing our border and restor-
ing the rule of law to our Nation. The 
American people expect this body to 
act in a way that is consistent with our 
values. We have that opportunity 
today. 

Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous con-
sent to insert the text of the amend-
ment in the RECORD, along with extra-
neous material, immediately prior to 
the vote on the previous question to 
bring up H.R. 15, the House’s bipartisan 
immigration reform bill. 

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

There was no objection. 
Mr. POLIS. Mr. Speaker, I urge my 

colleagues to vote ‘‘no’’ and defeat the 
previous question so this body—this 
House and this Congress—can tackle 
immigration reform and restore the 
rule of law to our country. I further en-
courage my colleagues to vote ‘‘no’’ on 
the underlying bills. 

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

self the balance of my time. 
I am going to differ with my friends, 

obviously, on a number of important 
issues. 

First, I think they, probably, without 
thinking it through, accused us of 
wanting to roll back a human sex traf-
ficking bill that passed this body 
unanimously. Absolutely untrue. No-
body has any intention of doing any-
thing like that. It is the administra-
tion that said that legislation—a loop-
hole in it—is what caused this crisis. I 
would dispute that, quite frankly. 

I think what has caused it is, first 
and foremost, the President’s sending 
an unmistakable signal, a signal that 
may have been misinterpreted that, if 
you manage to get to the United 
States, you are going to be able to 
stay. He did that by unilaterally 
changing and thwarting whole sections 
of our own immigration law, by doing 
things that he, himself, had said a year 
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before were unconstitutional. That sig-
nal, I think, has been picked up by 
criminals and turned into a message 
that has been directed at naive and 
vulnerable people, saying, if you give 
us thousands of dollars, we will take 
you on this journey, get you to the 
United States, and then you are going 
to be able to stay. 

When the President first addressed 
this problem—again, he was warned in 
2012 and 2013 by his own advisers that 
this might well happen—he did not pre-
pare for it. He submitted a budget that 
actually cut border enforcement and 
that cut security aid to the Central 
American countries so they could se-
cure their own territory. When he fi-
nally dealt with this, he said this 2008 
law is part of the reason. 

What this bill does is tweak it. It 
simply says we are going to treat chil-
dren coming from the affected areas, 
from noncontiguous countries, in the 
same way we treat Mexican children. It 
has always been a question as to 
whether or not we should have that dis-
tinction. There is no particular reason 
why somebody from Central America 
should automatically be treated dif-
ferently than somebody from Mexico. 

In addition, I will point out to my 
friends there is an easier way. Just go 
to the American Embassy in the coun-
try, and if you have got status that 
would qualify as refugee status, you 
can make your case there. You don’t 
have to pay thousands of dollars. You 
don’t have to subject yourself to a dan-
gerous journey in the company of 
criminals. 

The President, frankly, has said that 
this is an immigration issue. I don’t 
think it is. I think it is a border crisis, 
and I think it needs to be dealt with 
that way. I think the record is, again, 
pretty clear on this, and that is exactly 
what we are trying to do. We have 
acted on a problem the President has 
identified. 

When my friends express concern 
that the majority of these children will 
be returned, number one, remember 
they are going to be returned to the 
custody of their governments. They are 
going to be returned to the people who 
are actually responsible for trying to 
take care of them within their soci-
eties. Second, that is exactly what the 
President said is going to happen. 
Those were his words. The over-
whelming majority of these young peo-
ple will be returned. The quicker and 
the more humanely and the more expe-
ditiously we accomplish that, the fewer 
of them will undertake this journey, 
and the fewer of these families will be 
conned out of their money. You are not 
doing the next people a favor by not 
dealing with the problem in front of us. 

Mr. Speaker, in closing, this legisla-
tion continues this House’s commit-
ment to govern and deal with crises be-
fore they become even worse—the 
shortfall in the highway trust fund, for 
instance, in the supplemental request. 
They are all things the American peo-
ple expect us to deal with before the 

August district work period. I would 
urge my colleagues to support the rule 
and the underlying legislation. 

Ms. JACKSON LEE. Mr. Speaker I rise to 
speak in strong opposition to the Rule for H.R. 
5230, a bill to make supplemental appropria-
tions for the fiscal year ending September 30, 
2014 to address the humanitarian crisis on our 
nation’s southern border. 

As a senior member of the House Com-
mittee on Homeland Security and the Ranking 
Member on the Subcommittee on Border and 
Maritime Security, I have visited the border 
and seen the children that this bill intends to 
help. 

This bill offers to little in funding to address 
the need that over 50 states are attempting to 
address by providing shelter and assistance to 
the tens of thousands of unaccompanied mi-
nors who are now living in our country. 

This bill does too little to actually help the 
thousands of children who are awaiting immi-
gration hearings. They are victims of human 
trafficking, sexual violence, and witnesses to 
murders as well as acts of violence against 
other children who took that dangerous trek to 
the United States. 

We should be focused on learning what 
they know and what they experienced to be 
sure the guilty are found and punished. 

I offered, along with several other members 
of the House amendments in attempts to im-
prove the bill, but all were rejected by the 
Rules Committee, which chose to place H.R. 
5230 before the House in the form of a closed 
rule. 

The Jackson Lee Amendment would have 
authorized designated federal agencies to re-
imburse State and local governments and pri-
vate nonprofit organizations for the costs in-
curred in providing psychological counseling, 
housing, education, medicine and medical 
care, food and water, clothes, personal hy-
giene and other in dispensable consumables, 
other human services in response to the hu-
manitarian crisis on the Southwest Border. 

This Congress has had the Senate’s version 
of a Comprehensive Immigration reform bill for 
nearly a year, without accomplishing the task 
of taking up the issue and passing a House 
version. 

Our nation’s immigration system is broken 
and needs reform, but the only attempt at ad-
dressing immigration into the United States is 
this bill that is being presented as an appro-
priations bill. 

H.R. 5230 is not an appropriations bill it is 
an immigration reform bill, which covers the ju-
risdictions of the two committees I serve on— 
the House Judiciary and Homeland Security 
Committees. Neither of these committees 
were given the opportunity to hold hearings or 
make the needed changes to the bill to make 
sure it conforms with long standing policies re-
lating to unaccompanied minor or issues re-
lated to refugees. 

The Jackson Lee amendment would have 
helped nonprofits, local and state governments 
in all of the 50 states who are now providing 
assistance to the tens of thousands of unac-
companied minors within the United States. 

The message has gotten to families in El 
Salvador, Honduras, and Guatemala. Parents 
are no longer sending their children to the 
United States once they learned of the dan-
gers and the prospects for their children sur-
viving the journey without becoming victims of 
human trafficking. 

Over two-thirds of the language in H.R. 
5230 will make significant changes in existing 
law or creates new law regarding immigration 
policy without going through the committees of 
jurisdiction such as the House Committees on 
Homeland Security, Judiciary, and Foreign Af-
fairs. 

H.R. 5230 contains too much language that 
is legislative such as: 

The bill makes significant changes to 2008 
trafficking victims protection act. This change 
will subject all children to the initial screening 
process that now applies only to children from 
Mexico and Canada; erects a new expedited 
immigration court screening for any children 
who pass the initial screening; prohibits ad-
ministrative appeals from children ordered re-
moved through the new expedited process; re-
quires detention of certain children who dem-
onstrate a credible fear of persecution 
throughout the pendency of their asylum pro-
ceedings; establishes new, high burdens of 
proof; and sets up a principle of ‘‘Last In, First 
Out’’ in the adjudication process. 

The bill prohibits the secretaries of the inte-
rior and agriculture from impeding, denying, or 
restricting the activities of U.S. customs and 
border protection on federal land located with-
in 100 miles of the U.S./Mexico border—This 
issue has already been addressed. Both Inte-
rior and Agriculture have existing Memo-
randum of Understanding (MOUs) with U.S. 
Customs and Border Protection and all these 
agencies, as well as the GAO, have testified 
that these agreements are working and that 
federal land management laws and activities 
do not impair border security. 

The bill provides too few emergency immi-
gration judges—the bill only requires the De-
partment of Justice to designate up to 40 tem-
porary immigration judges within 14 days of 
enactment of this legislation. Then the bill per-
mits hiring of retired judges or magistrate 
judges, or the reassignment of current immi-
gration judges, to conduct expedited hearings 
for unaccompanied alien children to try to 
meet the new requirement that their cases be 
heard within 7 days of being screened by DHS 
officials. 

The bill undermines a long standing policy 
reparging asylum—H.R. 5230 Prohibits any-
one believed to have been convicted outside 
the U.S. of any drug-related offense punish-
able by a prison term of more than a year 
from being granted asylum. 

The bill makes the wrong decision on border 
security by sending the national guard support 
for border operations—H.R. 5230 would de-
ploy National Guard under Title 32 Status. Na-
tional Guard troops with this change may be 
assigned duties as deemed necessary to pro-
vide assistance in operations, with priority 
given to high traffic areas experiencing the 
highest number of crossing by unaccompanied 
children. 

The bill denies safe shelter to children 
through its sense of congress—the states that 
the Secretary of Defense should not be al-
lowed to shelter unaccompanied children or 
other migrants unless certain conditions are 
met. 

These children have found the compassion 
and love of thousands of Americans founds in 
the states of Texas, Alabama, Alaska, Cali-
fornia, Illinois, North Carolina, South Dakota, 
New York, Utah, Virginia and—yes—even the 
U.S. Virgin Islands. 

The nature of America is that of the Good 
Samaritan. 
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On July 3, 2014, I went to McAllen, Texas 

and observed a Customs and Border Protec-
tion (CBP) facility where unaccompanied chil-
dren were being processed by the Border Pa-
trol. 

As I walked through the facility, I saw fright-
ened and needy children, some as young as 
five years old. 

Mr. Speaker, some members of this body 
who have not taken the time to visit the border 
or visit the children who are now in their own 
states will stand before this body and accuse 
them of being dangerous—but they are not. 

They are traumatized and frightened chil-
dren driven from their homes by violence and 
inducements of these same gangs to get pay-
ments from desperate parents seeking to save 
the lives of their children to bring them to the 
United States. 

These children had risked their lives to 
make their way to the U.S. by riding atop 
freight trains through dangerous territories in 
Mexico. One can only imagine the desperation 
and hopelessness that would prompt a parent 
to send their young child on such a treach-
erous journey. 

It takes courage and desperation to escape 
senseless violence and I know that is what 
Cuban Americans faced, and Christians, Jews 
and all other groups facing violence have en-
dured. 

These are refugees and their status requires 
that the United States act appropriately. 

Some may mention that the United States 
has a quota on refugees that we can take 
each year and that number has been reached. 
The program they refer to is for refugees that 
other nations around the world are providing 
shelter—but if the refugees are crossing our 
own border there is not limit. 

This international law that the United State 
has backed for decades and pressured other 
nations to enforce. If the refugees are Chris-
tians escaping ISIS or Boko Haram or they 
are children escaping violent gangs in Central 
America they are not and should not be turned 
back. 

Children do not leave their homes and fami-
lies by the tens of thousands unless fear is 
driving them from their homes. 

Upon my visit to South Texas borders, I wit-
nessed hundreds of children whose young 
faces were pressed against glass jails with 
tears running down their faces. We are deal-
ing with helpless children who have traveled a 
treacherous journey, and it should be within 
our American values to care for these children 
who fled their homes to escape violence. 

These children are not perpetrators or crimi-
nals—they are in many cases victims fleeing 
deadly violence in Guatemala, Honduras, and 
El Salvador, and are seeking temporary safe 
haven in the United States, as so many peo-
ple before them have done for centuries. 

The surge of unaccompanied children on 
our southern border does not pose a threat to 
our national security. Contrary to the shrill 
rhetoric used by some commentators, the na-
tion is not being invaded by army an of chil-
dren dispatched to do us harm. 

We are confronted instead with a humani-
tarian crisis resulting from the alarming scale 
of violence and economic desperation in three 
Central American countries that now lead the 
world in murder rates: El Salvador, Honduras, 
and Guatemala. 

Politicizing the issue will not solve the prob-
lem. Taking actions that address the root 

causes in the short and long term will. We 
should be taking up Immigration Reform to 
deal with the wide range of immigration prob-
lems. 

The current status on the border is the num-
ber of children coming across the border has 
abated. Those children remaining in detention 
shelters along the border number only a few 
hundred. 

According to the United Nations Office on 
Drugs and Crime, these three Central Amer-
ican countries have among the highest per 
capita homicide rates in the world, with Hon-
duras topping the list and the other two na-
tions in the top five. 

To address this issue of the humanitarian 
crisis, I introduced H.R. 4990, the ‘‘Justice for 
Children Now Act of 2014,’’ which authorizes 
the immediate hiring of an additional 7o immi-
gration judges in the Executive Office of Immi-
gration Review. 

This bill will help but it is not sufficient to ad-
dress the backlogs to help advance the flow of 
the children’s immigration court hearings. 

The amount allowed under this bill will leave 
states and aid agencies footing a significant 
portion of the cost for assisting these helpless 
children—when it is the role of the federal 
government to be present and actively en-
gaged in leading the effort. 

I support the President’s request for $3.7 
billion to respond to the humanitarian crisis on 
the border and urge my colleagues in leader-
ship to reconsider the level of funding for this 
great need. 

Congress should allocate the resources 
needed to deal with the increase in unaccom-
panied children seeking refuge in the United 
States. Some of these persons are attempting 
to enter the country unlawfully and without jus-
tification. Our laws do not permit this and they 
should not be allowed entry. 

The Administration is following immigration 
law as it relates to these unaccompanied mi-
nors. 

The Trafficking Victims Protection Reauthor-
ization Act of 2008, signed by President 
George W. Bush establishes the legal status 
of the children who have entered the nation 
unaccompanied. 

That law provides persons fleeing lethal vio-
lence or escape from human trafficking the op-
portunity to have their case heard by an immi-
gration judge. 

Over the time Congress has delayed acting 
and an additional 366,000 pending cases were 
added to the immigration courts that must 
have hearings before any action can be taken. 

Because this situation is untenable for ev-
eryone—law enforcement, taxpayers, and indi-
viduals petitioning for relief, the first thing that 
we can and should do to reduce the backlog 
is provide the funding needed to appoint 70 
new immigration judges, as provided under 
legislation. 

Ensuring that there are available sufficient 
facilities to house detained children in a hu-
mane manner while they await their immigra-
tion hearing is another challenge. 

I ask that the Rules Committee approve the 
Jackson Lee Amendment for inclusion in H.R. 
5230. 

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

AN AMENDMENT TO H. RES. 696 OFFERED BY 
MR. POLIS FROM COLORADO 

At the end of the resolution, add the fol-
lowing new sections: 

SEC. 7. Immediately upon adoption of this 
resolution the Speaker shall, 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 consider-
ation of the bill (H.R. 15) to provide for com-
prehensive immigration reform 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 equally divided among 
and controlled by the chair and ranking mi-
nority member of the Committee on the Ju-
diciary. After general debate the bill shall be 
considered for amendment under the five- 
minute rule. All points of order against pro-
visions in the bill are waived. At the conclu-
sion of consideration of the bill for amend-
ment the Committee shall rise and report 
the bill to the House with such amendments 
as may have been adopted. 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 without in-
structions. If the Committee of the Whole 
rises and reports that it has come to no reso-
lution on the bill, then on the next legisla-
tive day the House shall, immediately after 
the third daily order of business under clause 
1 of rule XIV, resolve into the Committee of 
the Whole for further consideration of the 
bill. 

SEC. 8. Clause 1(c) of rule XIX shall not 
apply to the consideration of H.R. 15. 

THE VOTE ON THE PREVIOUS QUESTION: WHAT 
IT REALLY MEANS 

This vote, the vote on whether to order the 
previous question on a special rule, is not 
merely a procedural vote. A vote against or-
dering the previous question is a vote 
against the Republican majority agenda and 
a vote to allow the Democratic minority to 
offer an alternative plan. It is a vote about 
what the House should be debating. 

Mr. Clarence Cannon’s Precedents of the 
House of Representatives (VI, 308–311), de-
scribes the vote on the previous question on 
the rule as ‘‘a motion to direct or control the 
consideration of the subject before the House 
being made by the Member in charge.’’ To 
defeat the previous question is to give the 
opposition a chance to decide the subject be-
fore the House. Cannon cites the Speaker’s 
ruling of January 13, 1920, to the effect that 
‘‘the refusal of the House to sustain the de-
mand for the previous question passes the 
control of the resolution to the opposition’’ 
in order to offer an amendment. On March 
15, 1909, a member of the majority party of-
fered a rule resolution. The House defeated 
the previous question and a member of the 
opposition rose to a parliamentary inquiry, 
asking who was entitled to recognition. 
Speaker Joseph G. Cannon (R–Illinois) said: 
‘‘The previous question having been refused, 
the gentleman from New York, Mr. Fitz-
gerald, who had asked the gentleman to 
yield to him for an amendment, is entitled to 
the first recognition.’’ 

The Republican majority may say ‘‘the 
vote on the previous question is simply a 
vote on whether to proceed to an immediate 
vote on adopting the resolution . . . [and] 
has no substantive legislative or policy im-
plications whatsoever.’’ But that is not what 
they have always said. Listen to the Repub-
lican Leadership Manual on the Legislative 
Process in the United States House of Rep-
resentatives, (6th edition, page 135). Here’s 
how the Republicans describe the previous 
question vote in their own manual: ‘‘Al-
though it is generally not possible to amend 
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the rule because the majority Member con-
trolling the time will not yield for the pur-
pose of offering an amendment, the same re-
sult may be achieved by voting down the pre-
vious question on the rule . . . When the mo-
tion for the previous question is defeated, 
control of the time passes to the Member 
who led the opposition to ordering the pre-
vious question. That Member, because he 
then controls the time, may offer an amend-
ment to the rule, or yield for the purpose of 
amendment.’’ 

In Deschler’s Procedure in the U.S. House 
of Representatives, the subchapter titled 
‘‘Amending Special Rules’’ states: ‘‘a refusal 
to order the previous question on such a rule 
[a special rule reported from the Committee 
on Rules] opens the resolution to amend-
ment and further debate.’’ (Chapter 21, sec-
tion 21.2) Section 21.3 continues: ‘‘Upon re-
jection of the motion for the previous ques-
tion on a resolution reported from the Com-
mittee on Rules, control shifts to the Mem-
ber leading the opposition to the previous 
question, who may offer a proper amendment 
or motion and who controls the time for de-
bate thereon.’’ 

Clearly, the vote on the previous question 
on a rule does have substantive policy impli-
cations. It is one of the only available tools 
for those who oppose the Republican major-
ity’s agenda and allows those with alter-
native views the opportunity to offer an al-
ternative plan. 

Mr. COLE. Mr. Speaker, I yield back 
the balance of my time, and I move the 
previous question on the resolution. 

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. POLIS. Mr. Speaker, on that I 
demand the yeas and nays. 

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

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

f 

REDUCING REGULATORY BURDENS 
ACT OF 2013 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 1(c) of rule XIX, pro-
ceedings will now resume on H.R. 935, 
which the Clerk will report by title. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
MOTION TO RECOMMIT 

Mrs. CAPPS. Mr. Speaker, I have a 
motion to recommit at the desk. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is the 
gentlewoman opposed to the bill? 

Mrs. CAPPS. I am opposed in its cur-
rent form. 

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

The Clerk read as follows: 
Mrs. Capps moves to recommit the bill 

H.R. 935 to the Committee on Transportation 
and Infrastructure with instructions to re-
port the same back to the House forthwith 
with the following amendment: 

At the end of the bill, add the following: 
SEC. 4. PROTECTING INFANTS AND CHILDREN 

FROM KNOWN OR SUSPECTED CAR-
CINOGENS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—This Act, and the amend-
ments made by this Act, shall not apply to a 
discharge of a pesticide— 

(1) if the pesticide— 
(A) is a known or suspected carcinogen for 

infants or children; or 
(B) is known or suspected to harm the neu-

rological or physiological development of in-
fants or children; or 

(2) if the discharge is located in a geo-
graphic area that contains a cancer cluster. 

(b) CANCER CLUSTER DEFINED.—In this sec-
tion, the term ‘‘cancer cluster’’ means a de-
fined geographic area where there is the oc-
currence of a greater than expected number 
of cancer cases among infants or children 
over a specific time period. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentlewoman from 
California is recognized for 5 minutes 
in support of her motion. 

Mrs. CAPPS. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today to offer this final amendment to 
H.R. 935. 

If this amendment is adopted, it will 
not kill the bill or send it back to com-
mittee. 

b 1045 

The House will have an opportunity 
to vote on final passage immediately 
after consideration of this amendment. 
What the amendment will do is ensure 
that our children are protected from 
known chemical threats. 

Mr. Speaker, it should come as no 
surprise that when it comes to pes-
ticides, infants and children are among 
the most vulnerable to harmful health 
impacts. Pound for pound, children 
drink more water, eat more food, and 
breathe more air than adults, and, as a 
result, they absorb a higher concentra-
tion of pesticides. 

Infants and children are also exposed 
to pesticides in unique ways because of 
how they interact with the world. As 
any parent can tell you, children and 
infants crawl on the floor and on the 
grass, and they put almost everything 
into their mouths, including their 
hands, again, putting themselves at 
greater risk of exposure to pesticides 
than adults. 

And the exposure of infants and chil-
dren to pesticides poses a greater risk 
than the same exposure would do to an 
adult for an additional reason, and that 
is because children’s internal organs 
are still developing, and their bodies 
may provide less natural protection 
from these toxins than adults have. 

Simply put, our children are at 
greater risk from pesticide exposure, so 
they need greater protection, and that 
is what my amendment would do. It 
would help reduce risk by preserving 
several commonsense tools to protect 
children and infants from increased ex-
posure to toxic pesticides. 

Mr. Speaker, I believe our farmers 
and mosquito control districts have 
raised legitimate concerns about these 
regulations that need to be addressed, 
and I have supported the underlying 
bill in the past because I believe the 
legislative process needs to move for-
ward to find the right solution to these 
issues. 

However, this bill is not perfect. It 
takes a very broad approach that could 
be more targeted to ensure that we are 

doing everything possible to protect 
our most vulnerable people. Unfortu-
nately, this bill now has come to the 
floor with no opportunity to consider 
floor amendments to make these com-
monsense improvements, and so this is 
our last—really, our only—opportunity 
to strike the right balance between 
supporting our local farmers and pro-
tecting our children. 

Mr. Speaker, we all know that pes-
ticide exposure can lead to a variety of 
adverse health effects, especially for 
children. These harmful effects range 
from neurological disorders to birth de-
fects to certain forms of cancer. In 
fact, recent news reports have high-
lighted more and more examples of po-
tential cancer clusters associated with 
pesticide exposure. 

For example, in Highland, New York, 
health officials are investigating the 
cases of six children who, one after an-
other, were diagnosed with the same 
form of leukemia. Local residents be-
lieve that environmental pollution 
may be the cause and point to the rou-
tine pesticide sprayings in the area. 

In Kern County, California, local offi-
cials are investigating over 20 cases of 
childhood malignancies, including the 
death of an 8-year-old boy, that may be 
linked to pesticides in that area. 

In Washington State, local health of-
ficials are investigating why roughly 60 
people in the Yakima area have fallen 
ill, reporting difficulty breathing, skin 
rashes, nausea, vomiting, and head-
aches, some of whom required emer-
gency hospitalization. In this instance, 
State health officials suspect these 
health issues may be related to 15 dif-
ferent instances of spraying in com-
mercial orchards. 

These are just a few examples. 
Mr. Speaker, I represent an area of 

California with a vibrant agricultural 
economy and culture that we all treas-
ure. Our farmers and their families 
drink the same water as everyone else, 
so they have just as much at stake in 
this as anyone. Pesticides are an unfor-
tunate but necessary part of food pro-
duction, and our central coast farmers 
do the best they can to navigate the 
rules and use these pesticides safely, 
but there is clearly more that could 
and should be done to minimize pes-
ticide exposure, especially when it 
comes to our children. 

My amendment targets the most 
toxic of all pesticides, those that re-
search indicates are known or sus-
pected to cause serious health issues in 
infants and children. I want to be clear. 
This amendment does not block the use 
of these pesticides or block consider-
ation of this bill. It simply says that if 
you are a pesticide applicator, you 
should minimize your use of these 
toxic chemicals, monitor any adverse 
impacts from their use, and report the 
location and quantities to local per-
mitting agencies. 

We may not agree on all the poten-
tial impacts of this bill, but surely we 
can agree that protecting our Nation’s 
infants and children from toxic chemi-
cals warrants our full support. Simply 
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