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let’s respect the Constitution, and let’s
understand that much time was avail-
able—is available—to get the work
done here to confirm or to reject a
nominee. Simply do your job and offer
the gentleman a fair hearing.

Mr. CONYERS. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Maryland (Mr. SARBANES),
whose father honored us by serving on
the Judiciary Committee when he was
here.

Mr. SARBANES. I thank the ranking
member for yielding, and I appreciate
the opportunity to speak on this im-
portant topic of filling the Supreme
Court vacancy.

Madam Speaker, many of our col-
leagues in this Chamber carry a pocket
Constitution—I have got one here my-
self—to remind ourselves of our duty to
the country.

Article II, section 2, the so-called Ap-
pointments Clause, is very clear. It
says that the President shall have the
power to nominate and, by and with
the advice and consent of the Senate,
shall appoint ambassadors, other pub-
lic ministers and consuls, judges of the
Supreme Court.

It says ‘‘shall,” Madam Speaker. It
doesn’t say ‘“‘may.” It doesn’t say
“might.” It says ‘‘shall.” Yet, many of
our Senate colleagues on the Repub-
lican side—the very same people who
routinely will brandish the Constitu-
tion as they speak to justify their ac-
tions—are now ignoring the very plain
text of the Constitution.

MiTcH MCCONNELL suggested that the
President should not even have put for-
ward a nominee for this vacancy on the
Supreme Court. In other words, he sug-
gested the President shouldn’t do the
job that the Constitution clearly dic-
tates he should do. Well, the President
decided he was going to do his job. And
all we are asking is that the Members
of the Senate do their job.

If you look at the nominee, Merrick
Garland, it is hard to imagine a person
better qualified to be on the Supreme
Court. Nobody disputes the credentials
of Judge Garland, an accomplished
Federal prosecutor, a former senior of-
ficial at the Department of Justice, the
current chief judge of the ever-impor-
tant D.C. Circuit Court of Appeals, and
someone who throughout his career has
been praised by both Democrats and
Republicans alike.

So what is the problem here? What is
the holdup? Why isn’t this vacancy
being filled?

Well, I think the Republicans in the
Senate are just trying to run out the
clock on President Obama’s term. And
it is not just that they are denying the
President the process that he is enti-
tled to. They are denying the country
what the Constitution says the country
deserves, which is a fully constituted
Supreme Court with nine Justices serv-
ing and making important decisions.

The Supreme Court of the United
States cannot function as it is intended
to unless it has nine members sitting
on the court. It cannot find its way to
new jurisprudence and new thinking
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unless it has got a fully constituted
court.

Many Americans look with expecta-
tion at this court and hope that certain
kinds of decisions that we have seen
over the last few years will maybe be
revisited with some new thinking.

For example, the Citizens United
case has unleashed this torrent of out-
side money on our politics, which has
left everyday people feeling locked out
and left out of their own democracy.
That wrong-headed ruling has further
surrendered our political system to the
wealthy and the well connected.

The Shelby case gutted certain parts
of the Voting Rights Act and enabled
partisan operatives in State legisla-
tures across the country to come up
with new ways to limit access to the
ballot box.

These are decisions which eventually
will be revisited. And we don’t know
how Merrick Garland would come down
on those kinds of decisions. That is not
the point. We are not prejudging where
a rethinking of that kind of jurispru-
dence would land, but what we are say-
ing is that it is important that you
have a fully constituted court to exam-
ine these questions. And the American
people have a right to expect that that
will happen.

When I came to this Chamber 10
years ago, I remember early on there
was a very tough vote and I was going
back and forth whether I should vote
“yes” or I should vote ‘“no.” And for a
fleeting instant, I thought to myself:
maybe I will just vote present.

I talked to a couple of my colleagues
and they said: The one reason you are
here is to cast a vote. You can’t just
show up and be present. You have got
to make a decision.

And we are not asking Republican
Members of the Senate to vote for
Judge Garland. We are just asking
them to take a vote. We are asking
them to hold a hearing to meet the ex-
pectation of the Constitution. Have a
hearing, put it to a vote, and let the
chips fall where they may. You can’t
just show up and say: I am present.

To do your job, you have got to show
up and vote. That is what we do. We
are legislators. We are not fixing pot-
holes, we are not managing some bri-
gade of soldiers. We are here to vote on
legislation. We are here to vote on
nominations. That is our job under the
Constitution. So you can’t not vote and
pretend that you are showing up for
work.

So, Madam Speaker, I hope and en-
courage and beseech our colleagues on
the Senate side to give Judge Garland
a fair hearing, and then bring his nomi-
nation to a vote on the floor of the
Senate. That is what the Constitution

requires. That is what your job re-
quires.
Mr. CONYERS. Madam Speaker, I

yield back the balance of my time.
————
SUPREME COURT NOMINATION
PROCESS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
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uary 6, 2015, the gentleman from Texas
(Mr. GOHMERT) is recognized for 60 min-
utes as the designee of the majority
leader.

Mr. GOHMERT. Madam Speaker, 1
am so grateful to my friends across the
aisle for bringing up a subject that has
bothered me for years.

Having been a State district judge, I
was bothered when people would be
nominated for a Federal bench and
they wouldn’t get their hearing. Or
perhaps like a gentleman named Bork,
a gentleman named Clarence Thomas,
they got a hearing, but as Justice
Thomas properly stated back at the
time, it wasn’t so much a hearing as it
was a high-tech lynching.

I am sure all of us have our own per-
sonal stories that we are personally
aware of. I just happen to be one of 435
who have personal knowledge of per-
sonal friends—people who were immi-
nently qualified and were eventually
confirmed.

O 1700

One of them was my law school col-
league, and we served in the same firm
together for a few years, Leonard E.
Davis. He was nominated in 1992 and,
yes, as my friends across the aisle
point out, it was the last of 4 years of
the George H.W. Bush term, but there
was no reason not to give him a hear-
ing. The guy had been editor of the
Baylor Law Review, a brilliant guy, en-
gineer by undergraduate training.

And, Madam Speaker, it is really un-
fortunate, but not only did he not get
a hearing in 1992, not only did the Sen-
ate Democrats drag their feet and
refuse to give him a hearing in 1992, he
had to wait 10 years for a hearing to
become a Federal judge because the
Senate Democrats refused to give him
the hearing he deserved and the vote
that he deserved. So he was nominated
in 1992, and, in 2002—actually, May 9 of
2002—he was finally confirmed as a
Federal judge.

Now, another law school classmate,
colleague, was with one of the best
firms in Houston. He and I entered law
school at the same time. In fact, there
is another justice now that we were all
part of the same entering class at
Baylor Law School, and that was An-
drew Hanen.

Andrew Hanen was nominated to the
Federal bench in 1992 by George H.W.
Bush as President. I didn’t hear any of
my colleagues that are now here that
were here in 1992 rushing here to the
floor and saying: You know what? That
Leonard Davis and that Andrew Hanen,
they were at the top of their class.
They are brilliant. They are obviously
well qualified, got the highest bar rat-
ings anybody could get. Everybody
likes them. They ought to get their
hearing and they ought to be con-
firmed. 1992, Andrew Hanen was nomi-
nated to the Federal bench, and he fi-
nally got his hearing as a Federal judge
in 2002, 10 years later, and he was fi-
nally confirmed on May 9, 2002.

So I am so pleased to hear my friends
here in the House complaining about
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highly qualified, preeminent Ilegal
scholars not getting a hearing, because
I wasn’t even a judge in 1992. But I was
running for judge in 1992, in Texas, and
I knew how grossly unfair it was to
have the Democrats in charge of the
Senate sit on those nominations and
sit and sit.

Now, in the case of brilliant Baylor
lawyer Priscilla Owen, she made the
top grade on the State bar exam when
it was taken. I recall, I was sitting
across the table from, now, Justice
Owen, and when I got my grade, I was
thrilled. I made a great grade on the
bar exam.

And then people said: You were sit-
ting right across the table from Pris-
cilla. She made the high grade on the
bar. Do you not even cheat at all?

Well, the answer is no, I don’t cheat.
And I was thrilled with the grade I got.
But Priscilla made the top grade in the
entire State on the bar exam.

She had been a member of the Texas
Supreme Court, eminently qualified,
obviously brilliant, and she was nomi-
nated to be a Federal judge by George
W. Bush, the first time, May 9 of 2001.
After her hearing, a wait. She was
nominated May 9 of 2001, and she never
got a hearing on that nomination. She
was nominated again September 4 of
2001. She finally got a hearing July of
2002.

She was eminently qualified, abso-
lutely brilliant. According to the Texas
bar exam, she was the smartest lawyer
taking the bar exam in Texas that
month of that year we took the bar. It
was only given three times a year. I
think it may just be given twice now.
It was given three times a year. On our
bar exam, she was the smartest lawyer
in the room.

I would have to tip my hat; as well as
I did, she was a little smarter than I
was—smart, able lawyer and justice.

So, over a year after she was first
nominated, July of 2002, she gets a
hearing. Three years later, she was
never given a vote.

Now, I was thrilled to hear from my
colleague across the aisle that 67 days
is the average wait, from the nomina-
tion to confirmation, since the 1970s.
So how is it, when a brilliant man or
women is nominated by George H.W.
Bush or George W. Bush, they run into
this kind of wall from the Democrats?
Even when the Republicans had the
majority in the Senate, they didn’t
have 60, and the Democrats were able
to hold up and prevent a vote on some-
one as eminently qualified as Priscilla
Owen.

So, nominated 2001, her 67 days were
up, and she didn’t have a hearing, and
didn’t have a hearing for over a year,
and then years go by. January of 2005
comes and goes, and she had gone an
entire almost 4 years without the Sen-
ate Democrats giving her a chance to
have a vote—nearly 4 years, and they
wouldn’t give her a vote.

So, February 14, right after George
W. Bush took the oath of office again
for a second term, 4 years, nearly 4
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yvears after her first nomination, she
was nominated again, and she had al-
ready had a hearing. She finally got a
vote in 2005. It took 4 years and getting
elected to a second term before they
would even give Priscilla Owen the de-
cency, just give her a vote, for heaven’s
sake.

Leonard Davis, it took not only the
yvear of 1992, it took a son of that Presi-
dent that nominated Leonard Davis to
renominate Leonard Davis before he fi-
nally ever got a hearing and a con-
firmation vote.

What a lot of people don’t under-
stand, if you are in a major law firm
and you are nominated to the Federal
bench, it wreaks absolute havoc on the
life of the nominee because not only do
they fill out massive pages of applica-
tion forms, but they also undergo an
FBI, thorough scrutiny that the Senate
gets.

Then something that is not reported,
but I know from having talked to these
attorneys who were nominated for the
Federal bench and then were put on
hold for years and years: When you are
nominated for a Federal bench and you
are in a major firm, you have got tons
of clients. They are coming to you with
their business. You are bringing in lots
of money for the firm, and you are
bringing home a great deal of money
because you are very successful be-
cause, with your experience, people
trust your experience. But the minute
you get nominated to the Federal
bench, you life goes into chaos because
the people at your firm are not going
to send you over any cases that they
need help on. Clients are no longer
going to come to you because they
know you have been nominated for the
Federal bench, and so you are not get-
ting the work anymore. Your produc-
tion falls off dramatically. Who suffers
then? You do; your family does.

So when someone like Andy Hanen,
Andrew Hanen, was nominated to the
bench and it took so long to get a hear-
ing, it cost him a lot of money. It cost
his firm a lot of money.

When Priscilla Owen, sitting on the
Texas Supreme Court, is nominated to
the Federal bench and the Senate
Democrats prevent her from getting a
vote that she deserves for over 4
years—whether they are Democrats or
Republicans on the Texas Supreme
Court, they are smart people, gen-
erally. Every now and then a ringer
gets on there, but most of them are
very smart.

They know if you have been nomi-
nated to the Federal bench that you
could go to the Federal bench any day.
You could go to the Federal bench in 67
days, according to my Democratic col-
leagues, after you are nominated. So
why would they have you write any
major opinions when you could be at
appellate level, the Fifth Circuit Court
of Appeals, before you will have time
to really dig into the appellate case?

So you go month after month, year
after year, without being allowed to
preside and write a majority opinion on
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a specific case. They may get you one
here or there that they think won’t be
a major effort to write. But it affects
your life; it affects your State; it af-
fects those you care about. So nobody
is more thrilled than I am to have
heard, for nearly an hour, my col-
leagues across the aisle say, if some-
body is nominated, they need to get a
hearing, and they need to get a vote.

Now, that brings us up to current
time, with President Obama having
been in office over 7 years now. And it
has been rather interesting, but this
administration has set a record. My
staff cannot find any administration
that tops this.

There have been 11 decisions in a 4-
year period by the United States Su-
preme Court where all nine Judges
unanimously said the Obama adminis-
tration has vastly overreached what
they were doing, and they struck down
the action unanimously. This Court,
four very liberal judges, and they, 11
times in about 4 years, struck down,
unanimously, effort after effort by this
administration.
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In fact, it is apparently a record that,
in 4 years, this administration was
struck down 23 times. They weren’t all
unanimous. They were before Justice
Scalia’s death.

But to have your work as President,
along with those under you that you
were ordering to do as you tell them
and to follow your policies and your
guidelines, to be struck down 23 times
in 4 years—and that is like 2010 or 2011
through 2014, is my understanding.

So cases since then I am sure will add
to the record of the Obama administra-
tion. Perhaps now that Justice Scalia
has passed, it may enable the Obama
administration to get through these
last months without racking up too
many more overrulings by the Supreme
Court.

But it tells you the mindset of this
administration: We are going to violate
the Constitution.

Even the tremendously liberal judges
on the Supreme Court, those four,
come back and say: Eleven times, real-
ly, you have gone so far beyond what
the Constitution allows. Even for us
liberals you have gone way too far. We
have got to reel you in. You just can’t
keep pushing that far.

So would it be a surprise when an ad-
ministration makes a nomination in
the last months, especially since the
head of that administration as a Sen-
ator basically supported the idea that
you can’t even make a nomination in
the last year of your Presidency?

His Vice President, when he was Sen-
ator JOE BIDEN—they were all for stop-
ping any nomination the last year of a
President. So maybe when they were
Senators they weren’t always wrong.

Perhaps when they were saying that
it was a terrible idea for a President to
make a nomination in the last year
shouldn’t even be given any consider-
ation. Maybe like a broken clock is
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right twice a day—maybe that is one of
those times—well, they were right on
that one.

I would not submit that that should
always be the rule. I would not argue
that, as President Obama and Vice
President BIDEN were pushing, they
shouldn’t give a hearing to George W.
Bush’s nominations in the last year. I
wouldn’t push that far.

But I would submit that, when an ad-
ministration is setting records for
being the most unconstitutional ad-
ministration in history, then perhaps
in their case it merits slowing down a
little bit before you allow them to con-
tribute anymore to unconstitutional
actions.

Because those who studied modern
history, going back to World War II
and pre-World War II, we know that
President Franklin Roosevelt didn’t
like the way the Supreme Court was
ruling; so, he was threatening to get
the number added from 9 to 15. He
would appoint 6 and then he could get
them to do what he wanted. It had the
desired effect upon the Supreme Court.
They started ruling the things he
wanted were not unconstitutional.

This is also the Democratic adminis-
tration that ordered the interment of
people just because of what they
looked like and where they were from.
No Republican has ever done that, but
Franklin Roosevelt did.

With this administration 23 times
having their actions struck down, 11
times unanimous, that record, perhaps
it is an indication that we should hold
up.

Our friend Andrew McCarthy, today
with pjmedia.com, has an article. I
want to read from part of that article.

His title is: As Primary Campaigns
Roll on, Obama Shreds Constitutional
Governance.

He says: ‘“Two cases in point: Presi-
dent Obama’s pressure on the states to
drop sanctions against Iran, and his
continuing scheme to dictate immigra-
tion law unilaterally.”

Mr. McCarthy, who was the pros-
ecutor that did a fabulous job in pros-
ecuting the bombers of the first World
Trade Center bombing from back in
1993, says this in his article: ‘“The in-
valuable Omri Ceren (citing a
Bloomberg View report) alerts us that
the State Department has sent moni-
tory letters to the governors of all fifty
states ‘suggesting’ that they review
any sanctions imposed against Iran.
Over half the states have such sanc-
tions, targeting not only Iran’s nuclear
work but the regime’s other weapons
work, (e.g., ballistic missiles), terror
promotion, human rights abuses, de-
tention of Americans, etc.

“Explains Mark Dubowitz of the
Foundation for Defense of Democ-
racies: ‘[These sanctions] are an essen-
tial part of the non-nuclear sanctions
architecture designed to both deter Ira-
nian illicit behavior and to safeguard
pension funds from the risk associated
with entering Iran’s economy.’

‘“Alas, any counter-Iranian measure
with real teeth is certain to fly in the
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face of President Obama’s Iran deal—
the Joint Comprehensive Plan of Ac-
tion.”

Mr. McCarthy points out the text of
the JCPOA, the Joint Comprehensive
Plan of Action. That is the Iran treaty.
It really was a treaty because you can-
not amend a treaty the way this one
amended prior treaties unless it is a
treaty.

The difference is the Senate leader-
ship couldn’t work up the courage to
bring it to the floor as the treaty it
was so that a two-thirds vote would not
be able to be reached, it would not be
confirmed, and it could have been
stopped dead in its tracks if it had been
brought to the floor.

This is such a powerful, important
issue, unlike some that Majority Lead-
er REID set aside the cloture rule to
bring to the floor without a cloture
vote.

This is something that will affect and
could bring about the end of millions of
lives, and that is the largest supporter
of terrorism in the world getting their
hands on $100 to $150 billion. That is
just the first year.

They could get $100 billion a year
after that, but also getting the green
light to go ahead and move forward
with the nuclear work that they are
doing. And the administration may
allow them or help them to move
along, as the Clinton administration
did for the North Koreans.

You may recall, Mr. Speaker, the
North Koreans struck a deal with
Wendy Sherman, who helped out on the
Iranian deal, and President Clinton—I
know this is a shorthand rendition—ba-
sically, in effect, said: Hey, North
Korea, if you will just sign saying you
won’t use what we give you to develop
nuclear weapons, we will build you a
nuclear power plant. We will give you
everything you need for nuclear weap-
ons if you will just sign saying you
won’t develop nuclear weapons.

Of course, thinking people knew what
would happen, and it did happen just as
thinking people knew it would. You
couldn’t trust the leader of North
Korea. They took the materials that
were provided for power plants.

They developed nuclear weapons. And
now this administration has to be con-
stantly concerned about what North
Korea is doing because they have nu-
clear weapons.

They wanted to help Iran all because
of the deal that Wendy Sherman helped
do back during the Clinton administra-
tion and now she helped make happen
with Iran. So they were able to keep
working as they thought.

Then we found out more recently, in
just recent weeks, that, actually, the
Department of Justice and this Presi-
dent’s administration—surely had to
include the White House—knew that
Iranians had hacked into our system
here.

They were charged with hacking into
the system, but, according to recent re-
ports, the Justice Department was
talked into holding up on the charges
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until after the Iranian deal could be
made—it wasn’t confirmed. It is not a
legitimate treaty—but at least squeak
through without the two-thirds of the
Senate being opposed, which is not the
treatment treaties are supposed to get,
according to the Constitution. But that
doesn’t keep some folks from acting
unconstitutionally.

So, anyway, it turns out the Obama
administration encouraged the Justice
Department to sit on those charges.
They knew Iran had people hacking
into our system. It had to be govern-
ment sanctioned. You don’t do that in
Iran without government permission.

This administration knew about bal-
listic missile testing that violated all
kinds of things; yet, this administra-
tion we knew.

And some of us said right here on
this floor that there will be violations
and this administration will have to
turn their head and act like they don’t
really see the violations because they
twisted so many arms and did so many
deals to try to get the Iran treaty
treated as if it is a treaty without the
confirmation that they could not af-
ford for people to know how blatantly
Iran leaders were violating their agree-
ments.

This article from Mr. McCarthy goes
on: ‘“. .. the text of the JCPOA ex-
pressly indulges Iran’s position that it
will ‘cease performing [its] commit-
ments’ under the deal if it deems the
sanctions to have been ‘reinstated in
whole of part.” That threat should only
relate to sanctions on Iran’s nuclear
program, but—as the Obama adminis-
tration well knew—many of the sanc-
tions against significant Iranian enti-
ties (e.g., the National Iranian Oil
Company and Bank Melli) are based on
activities in addition to support for the
nuclear program.

‘““Moreover, Iran has publicly an-
nounced that it interprets the
JCPOA”—the Iran treaty we will call
it—‘‘as a sweeping eradication of sanc-
tions related both to various non-nu-
clear activities (e.g., other weapons
and ballistic missiles) and to sectors of
its economy sanctioned due to activi-
ties beyond support for the nuclear
program.

‘““Against that backdrop, the JCPOA
also purports to oblige the Federal
Government to use ‘all available au-
thorities’ [to eliminate any] law at the
State or local level [that] is preventing
the implementation of sanctions lifting
as specified in this JCPOA.’”

That is amazing. The administration
makes a deal that they are willing to
sign a deal with Iran that violates our
own Constitution.

They have no right to dictate laws to
State and local authorities, but they
apparently signed a deal with Iran that
they would dictate State and local law.

“This is a foreign relations matter.
So why does the Iran deal commit
Washington merely to ‘encourage’ and
otherwise try to persuade state and
local officials to honor the deal’s
terms? Because, for all its bluster
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about domestic and international law,
the administration knows this deal has
no legal standing.

“Plainly, the President is trying to
muscle his way through the inconven-
ience that the JCPOA is merely an ex-
ecutive agreement. It is not a legally
enforceable treaty, nor is it supported
by any legislation that would bind the
states.

““Obama is willing it to work through
sheer extra-legal executive power.”

The article goes on. It is a good arti-
cle. But, then again, when we look at
the record-setting slaps at this Admin-
istration’s overreach in violation of the
Constitution, 11 unanimous decisions
in 4 years or so and 23 reversals by the
Supreme Court in such a short period
of time—4 or b5 years—these are
records—have that many reversals in
such a short time that it bears great
scrutiny when an administration set-
ting records for violating the Constitu-
tion says: Right before we go out, we
want to get this person onto the Su-
preme Court because we have some
other stuff that is still going to be
ruled on by the Supreme Court after we
are gone and we want some of that
stuff that may be unconstitutional,
like the 23 times the Supreme Court
said they were, struck down things—
they want those upheld in the future.

It seems like these are good reasons
for the Senate to be very careful, much
more so than they were about the Iran
treaty.

There is an article from Paul Bedard:
“Obama’s Open-Door Immigration Pol-
icy Blamed for Surge in Rural Gang
Crime.”
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“A rural Maryland sheriff on Tues-
day blamed’”—and this is Maryland.
This isn’t Texas. It is not Arizona.

“A rural Maryland sheriff on Tues-
day blamed President Obama’s open-
door immigration policy for a surge in
gangland crime that included a retalia-
tion murder and assault on an officer
doing paperwork in his cruiser.

‘“‘Case-by-case amnesty, backdoor
amnesty, DACA programs, and the
DREAM Act were pushed through by
executive order,” said Frederick Coun-
ty Sheriff Charles Jenkins.

‘“‘Policy shifts by President Obama
weakened and ruined secure commu-
nities, and did not allow action by ICE
when sheriffs and police departments
ignored detainers, allowing criminals
to be released back on the streets. In
effect, criminal aliens that should have
been deported have been allowed to re-
main and commit more serious crimes,
becoming violent offenders,” he told
the House Judiciary Committee prob-
ing the criminal impact of illegals in
the United States.

‘““‘He was joined by family members of
victims of illegal immigrant crime, a
surging issue around the Nation as
Obama’s policies allow more unauthor-
ized aliens to leave jail and remain in
the country.

“Frederick is north of Washington,
D.C., but has become a haven for crimi-
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nal ‘transnational’ gangs, especially in
high schools. Members of MS-13 and
18th Street gangs have become influen-
tial in the schools and county.
‘Transnational alien gangs are struc-
tured criminal enterprises involved in
drug and human trafficking, crimes of
violence over turf, retaliation, money
laundering, and other serious crime. As
these gangs are recruiting locally and
increasing in number, so does the asso-
ciated crime within communities,’ said
Jenkins.

‘““He gave details on the crimes by im-
migrant gangs in his county:

“There are over 75 active known vali-
dated transnational criminal gang
members in Frederick County, many
more suspected of gang affiliation. We
also believe that MS-13 and 18th Street
alien gangs are recruiting, locally, in
our schools, in the region, and out of
the country.

“Of the 52 validated criminal alien
gang members identified since 2008, 25
of the 52, 48 percent, were identified
since late 2014.

“Eighteen of the 25, 72 percent, gang
members encountered since 2014 have
been charged with felonies.

““Seven of 11, 64 percent, of the crimi-
nal alien gang members encountered in
2015 were unaccompanied juveniles
when they entered the U.S. and eventu-
ally located to Frederick County,
Maryland. Now they are adults com-
mitting serious felonies.

“Crimes committed include five oc-
currences of attempted first and second
degree murder, armed robbery, first de-
gree assault, home invasion, armed
carjacking, kidnapping, use of a fire-
arm in the commission of a violent fel-
ony, carrying concealed deadly weap-
ons.

“In 2014, eight criminal aliens
charged with rape and sexual assault of
children ages 5 to 14, with two of the
girls impregnated.

“One of my deputies was the victim
of an unprovoked physical attack/as-
sault with an MS-13 gang member
while sitting in his cruiser doing paper-
work.

“The U.S. District Court recently in-
dicted a known alien gang member for
involvement in a 2013 MS-13 hired kill-
ing in Frederick. The victim in the
killing fled El Salvador to live in Fred-
erick because of an MS-13 hit for him
there, but the hit order carried to a
local MS-13 clique. The victim was
lured to a wooded area where he was
shot in the head and stabbed to death.

“The growing alien gang problem has
spread into one high school where
fights and violence between MS-13 And
18th Street are routine.”

That goes back to this important
point about this administration’s urg-
ing and luring people into the United
States illegally by talking about the
amnesty, talking about legal status.
And as has been made clear by Border
Patrol, when anyone in Washington,
whatever party, either House or Sen-
ate, talk about legal status or am-
nesty, it creates a surge across our
southern border.
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Having been there in the last few
weeks, spending nights and days down
there on the border, on the river, aside
the river—and I do mean all hours of
the day and night—you see these
things firsthand. You see little bitty
children. The Border Patrol are told
they came unaccompanied. There is no
way these little children came unac-
companied across a river flowing that
fast and that deep. Some of them al-
leged to have come from Central Amer-
ica. Over a thousand miles they jour-
neyed unaccompanied? That is garbage.

It is like border patrolmen have told
me—one in particular, he said: I am
Hispanic. I speak better Spanish than
most of them. Ninety percent of the
time when they tell me they came to
escape gang violence, I will hit them
up: You may convince some gringo of
that, but you and I both know you paid
a gang to bring you in to the United
States. And he said—90 percent of the
time the response is—Well, that is
true, but we were told to say we were
fleeing gang violence.

As other border patrolmen have told
me down there, there is not one inch of
our southern border that isn’t consid-
ered the jurisdiction of some drug car-
tel, some drug lord. And if you cross
within that sector without getting per-
mission or properly paying, making
sure the drug lord or the drug cartel is
satisfied with your payment, then you
will be sought and found and either
killed or be forced to provide services
until your debt is paid.

That is why it is staggering when
people down on the border, having
come across illegally, are asked about
how much they paid. It is not part of
the required questions, but some of our
Border Patrol are really wanting to
know what is the going rate here for
this sector: For people like you from
the country you came from, what are
they charging you? And you get dif-
ferent answers: $5,000, $6,000, $7,000,
$8,000, maybe $10,000 for a group.

The response comes back: How in the
world could you have come up with
that much money? The resulting an-
swer is: Well, they said I could work it
off when I get to the U.S. city where I
am going.

You know they have agreed to work
for a drug cartel, for a gang, for MS-13,
for 18th Street. And it is not just along
the Texas border, as we have seen from
Frederick, Maryland, it is all over the
country. People have agreed to provide
the services.

As I have pointed out here before,
Border Patrol says: The drug cartels,
the gangs in Mexico, call us their logis-
tics because they know under this ad-
ministration, if they just get somebody
across the border, across the Rio
Grande, get them across illegally, then
we become their logistics and we ship
them wherever they want to go.

They tell us: We have got an address,
or I have got a family member here, a
family member there, or somebody
that I have agreed to take care of me.

They don’t say it, but it sounds like
it could also mean: The drug cartel
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gave me this address and they told me
this is where I am supposed to go.

They don’t say: This is where the
drug cartel told me to go. What does
anyone expect when they have said:
The drug cartel is going to let me work
it off?

Is it any wonder that so many of the
crimes in America are being com-
mitted by people who have come into
the country illegally?

We know that most people coming in
illegally are not violent criminals. I
got that. We have that. We understand
that, but when people come into the
country illegally—and, by the way, for
those that have not noticed, they are
not in the shadows. I know there were
a few in the shadows under the trees
because it got hot out there in front of
the Supreme Court, but most were out
in front of the Supreme Court.

They are not in the shadows. People
keep saying we have got to bring them
out of the shadows. Well, start looking.
They are not in the shadows. In fact,
we had a group come to some offices
here in the Capitol. They are not in the
shadows. They are coming right in the
office and demanding that we legalize
those of them who have come in ille-
gally.

The problem is—and this is the big-
gest problem—when the brightest hope
in the world as a Nation, which once
was the freest Nation in the world,
once was the freest Nation in the his-
tory of the world, now international
polls say we are not, but we have been
the freest Nation, but when the freest
Nation stops trying to apply the law
equally across the board, then we be-
come like the countries these poor, un-
fortunate individuals fled because their
country did not apply the rule of law
equally. It depended on who you were,
how much you could pay, or what you
could do for them. We become like the
countries they had to flee, and there is
nowhere left for people holding out
hope for one place in the world where
they can come and be free. It is gone.

I have had people even in Congress
say: Louie, if it gets too bad, we will
just pack up and go to Australia.

When I told that to some Australians
in January, none of them smiled. They
said: If something happens to United
States’ freedom, China will take us
over instantly; you won’t have us to
come to.

If something happens to the United
States and we continue to damage our-
selves the way Europe has damaged
itself, there isn’t going to be any place
else left to go. That is what the west
Africans told me 3 or 4 years ago. They
said: You have got to tell people in
Washington—you know, as thrilled as
we were when you elected your first
Black President, we have seen you get-
ting weaker and weaker, you’re not
standing up like you used to.

We are Christians. We are going to
heaven when we die, but our only hope
of a life of peace in this world is if
America is strong. When we weaken
the rule of law, when we have a Presi-
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dent make millions and millions of ex-
ceptions to the law, we are on our way
to becoming like the countries people
that came here illegally had to leave.

For those who say we need to follow
the Bible, I certainly believe that. And
for individuals, there is no better place
to start than within the Golden Rule:
Do unto others as you would have them
do unto you. But when you are acting
as part of the government and you
refuse to do what the Bible says, and
that is show no partiality to those be-
cause they are rich, show no partiality
because someone is poor or unfortu-
nate, you apply justice across the
board. That is the ultimate good gov-
ernment.
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You provide justice. You see that the
rule of law is equally enforced across
the board.

Again, as this administration is try-
ing to stack the Supreme Court while
on its way out, after setting a record
for being found to be the most uncon-
stitutional in the shortest time, this
article from today is entitled: ‘‘Obama
Administration Unsure if Iran Spent $3
Billion in New Cash on Terrorism.” It
is an article about the Obama adminis-
tration, with the complicity of Sec-
retary of State Kerry, making sure
Iran gets $100 billion to $150 billion.

The article reads: ‘‘Obama adminis-
tration officials disclosed Tuesday that
Iran has been granted access to about
$3 billion in unfrozen assets in the
months since the nuclear agreement
was implemented, but it remains un-
clear to the administration if the Is-
lamic Republic has spent any of this
money to fund its global terrorism en-
terprise.”

We know, Mr. Speaker, in having lis-
tened to the Iranian leaders—while this
administration was saying: Oh, yes, we
have got to abide by this Iranian deal—
the Iranian leaders were assuring their
people: We are not abiding by anything
that the United States tells us to do.
We are still doing everything we intend
to do. We are not going to be restrained
by any agreement with the United
States.

They announced in Iran: We are
going to be able to provide more finan-
cial support once we get the $100 billion
to $150 billion more support for ter-
rorist groups—Hamas and Hezbollah.
They told us.

Now the administration, this week, is
saying: Gee, we can’t be sure they
didn’t use some or all of this money—
who knows?—on terrorism. They quote
State Department spokesman John
Kirby as saying: ‘“We don’t know. We
don’t have a way.”

When an administration, like the
leaders of Iran, lie and lie and are re-
sponsible for providing more terrorism
and more death and destruction in the
world than any other country—the
largest supporter of terrorism in the
world—and when they tell you they are
going to take money you give them
and spend it on terrorism, that may be
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the one thing you can count on their
being honest about.

In going back to November 2015, to
the story by John Hayward, it talks
about the State Department’s social
media accounts that were hacked by
Iran: ‘“ ‘The surge has led American of-
ficials to a stark conclusion: For Iran,
cyberespionage—with the power it
gives the Iranians to jab at the United
States and its neighbors without pro-
voking a military response—is becom-
ing a tool to seek the kind of influence
that some hard-liners in Iran may have
hoped its nuclear program would even-
tually provide,” The New York Times
reports.”’

We have this report from December
of 2015—4 short months ago: ‘‘Iranian
hackers infiltrated a small New York
dam in 2013 in a previously undisclosed
incident, according to The Wall Street
Journal.”

This is an article by Katie Bo Wil-
liams from The Hill, and this was De-
cember 21: “‘Investigators said that the
hackers didn’t take control of the sys-
tem but were probing its defenses.”

The White House knew about it.
They knew about the intrusion into
New York’s system. So people are won-
dering: How could people support Don-
ald Trump? New York got hacked by
Iran, and this administration has done
nothing about it but try to defend Iran
from having the money cut that they
have said they will use for terrorism.
So is it any wonder New Yorkers are
thinking: Well, here is a guy who says
he is going to completely stop this
kind of activity with radical Islamic
groups? Sure. Of course, people will
vote for a person who will say that.

Here is an article from January 25,
2015: ““Five Ways Iran is Cheating on
the Interim Nuclear ‘Deal.’” That was
the interim deal. It goes on and sets
out how they have been cheating.

Here is an article from December 16,
2015: “‘Iran’s October Missile Test Vio-
lated U.N. Ban.” That was the conclu-
sion of an expert panel, according to
this reuters.com story by Louis
Charbonneau. It reads: ‘“‘Iran violated a
U.N. Security Council resolution in Oc-
tober by test-firing a missile capable of
delivering a nuclear warhead.” Yet this
administration did not see that as any
reason to slow down rushing the $100
billion to $150 billion that they had
coming to Iran.

This article from Katie Pavlich
reads: ‘“White House: Likely Iran Vio-
lated U.N. Sanctions with Missile Test,
but They’ll Uphold Nuclear Agree-
ment.”

She quotes from White House Press
Secretary Josh Earnest: ‘‘Despite the
likely violation, Earnest stressed that
the White House believes the Iranian
regime will uphold its obligations to
the recently made nuclear agreement.”

Amazing, because it turned out they
already knew that Iran had been hack-
ing our government Web sites and our
government Internet. They had charges
held up so that it wouldn’t stop what
we now Kknow is an executive agree-
ment acting like a treaty.
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They are still doing it. Some of us
said they would have to. They have
bent over so far backwards to get an
agreement with the largest state sup-
porter of terrorism in the world that,
once Iran continued to violate even to
the point of taking our sailors pris-
oner, violating the Geneva Convention
rules on prisoners—humiliating the
prisoners—not only did this adminis-
tration not send more Navy forces to
take back the Navy sailors who were
imprisoned, but it gushed about how
wonderful Iran was to take charge of
our sailors as the videos emerged—
mocking America as they treated our
Navy sailors as just trash.

Then we get this story by Bradley
Klapper: ‘““U.S. Considers Easing Ban
on Dollars to Help Iran.”

This administration wants to turn
around and give Iran—the largest state
supporter of terrorism—access to our
dollars. Apparently, that would mean
access to Internet sites, to bank sites
when they know they have been hack-
ing us. They are trying to figure out
ways to bring down the United States,
and now this administration wants to
help them to show how good of friends
we can be? That is like trying to con-
vince a bully on the playground that
you will keep giving him money be-
cause you are his dear friend. He will
keep taking your money, but he will
never see you as a friend. Not only does
he not see you as a friend, but the more
you give him, the more contempt he
has for you as a coward.

This article today from Caroline May
reads: ‘‘“Mother of Daughter Killed by
Illegal: His Bail was ‘Less Than it Cost
to Bury My Baby.’”’

““The mother of a recent college grad-
uate, who was killed by an illegal im-
migrant who Ilater absconded after
posting bail and remains at large, of-
fered emotional testimony Tuesday be-
fore a House panel.

‘““Michelle Root, the mother of 21-
year-old Sarah Root, spoke about the
devastation of losing her daughter at
the hands of Eswin Mejia, an illegal
immigrant who killed Root while
street racing drunk.” This is different
from the story we talked about yester-
day. ‘“Mejia was able to flee when Im-
migration and Customs Enforcement
declined to detain him, and he was able
to post bail.

‘“‘Hswin spent 4 days in jail and is be-
lieved to have fled the country,’
Michelle Root said. ‘He posted $5,000
bond, which was less than the cost it
was to bury my daughter Sarah. Be-
cause of the lack of controls, the po-
lice, immigration, U.S. Marshals, and
law enforcement have little or no infor-
mation on his whereabouts.’

‘“‘Eswin was not a stranger to law
enforcement and failed to honor his
legal obligations for minor traffic in-
fractions prior to killing my daughter.
Now a failed local judicial system that
set his bail too low, coupled with
flawed Obama administration policies,
have rewarded the illegal and punished
my family and hampered law enforce-
ment in their investigations.’”
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There are plenty of good reasons to
wait for a different nominee for the Su-
preme Court. We won’t even make
them wait 10 years like the Democrats
in the Senate made my friends. We
won’t make them wait 4 or 5 years as
Senate Democrats did my friends be-
fore they would give them a confirma-
tion. In setting records for unconsti-
tutionality in such a short time, it
bears our being diligent when the ad-
ministration is not. People’s lives are
at stake. They have already been lost.
More are at stake. We have got to
stand up.

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

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
MACARTHUR). Members are reminded to
refrain from engaging in personalities
toward Members of the Senate and to
refrain from engaging in personalities
toward the President, including by re-
peating extraneous material that
would be improper if spoken in the
Member’s own words.

————
AMERICAN PROSPERITY AGENDA

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 6, 2015, the Chair recognizes the

gentleman from California (Mr.
PETERS) for 30 minutes.
GENERAL LEAVE
Mr. PETERS. Mr. Speaker, I ask

unanimous consent that all Members
have 5 legislative days to revise and ex-
tend their remarks and to include ex-
traneous material on the subject of my
Special Order.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. PETERS. Mr. Speaker, Ameri-
cans have seen a change in our econ-
omy firsthand and are concerned about
what it means for their place in a new
economy. We can’t stop the forces that
are transforming our economy and our
world, but we can and we must look to
the future to find the solutions that
adapt to this new economy. We can’t
live in the past. This means boosting
the creation of high-quality jobs by
lowering barriers for small businesses
to succeed and investing in infrastruc-
ture and research. It also means giving
Americans the skills to work the jobs
of the future that are being created.

In March 2015, the New Democrat Co-
alition released Winning the Future,
which outlines how we can grow our
economy, Dpreserve the American
Dream, and make government work
better for the people.

The principles presented in the agen-
da and report represent ideas that any-
one—Democrat, Republican, Inde-
pendent—can support. The recently re-
leased report consists of 200 legislative
actions, including items for every one
of our Members. More than 57 percent
of those bills—110 in total—are bipar-
tisan, and more than 30 bills have ad-
vanced through a committee of the
House or through the House as a whole.
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More than 20 items in the report have
become law or have been implemented
by an executive agency.

This represents not just a plan but
tangible progress. Today, we will share
what that means for growing the econ-
omy in every town and city in America
and for helping hardworking Ameri-
cans thrive in the changing global
economy.

Federal funding for research and de-
velopment has been on a downward
trend for the past several decades.
Today, the Federal Government spends
almost two-thirds less on research and
development than it did in 1965 as a
portion of discretionary spending. The
lack of funding has led to a $1.5 trillion
investment deficit, and a growing num-
ber of America’s best young research-
ers are taking their talents to other in-
dustries and to other countries.
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We need to reinvest in our young re-
searchers to remain globally competi-
tive.

On that subject, I yield to the gen-
tleman from Washington (Mr. KILMER).

Mr. KILMER. Mr. Speaker, the date
was October 4, 1957, and the time was
7:28 p.m. when the Soviet Union
launched Sputnik 1. It was a wake-up
call to the United States, and it was
perceived as an existential threat.

The reaction to that was a focus by
our Federal Government on national
research, on basic research to drive in-
novation, to step up to that perception
of threat. The outcome of that was ex-
traordinary scientific breakthroughs. I
often point to the cell phone in my
pocket.

A lot of the technologies in that cell
phone, from the lithium battery that
powers it, to the touch screen that al-
lows me to navigate on it, to the Inter-
net that helps me find a delicious Chi-
nese restaurant to go have dinner, to
the GPS system that helps me navigate
my way to that restaurant—all of
those innovations, the basic research
behind it was funded by the exact same
venture capitalist, Uncle Sam.

Part of the American Prosperity
Agenda that the New Democrat Coali-
tion has put forward is focused on re-
doubling our investment in basic re-
search, because the reality is that we
don’t have Sputnik being launched by
the former Soviet Union.

The reality is we face a Sputnik mo-
ment every single day with the threat
of new innovation happening some-
place else and jobs being created some-
place else.

You heard my friend suggest that re-
search and development, as a percent-
age of gross domestic product since the
early 1960s, has declined by nearly two-
thirds just in these last four decades.

In contrast, you have seen China sub-
stantially increase its investment in
higher education. In fact, according to
the National Science Board, by 2022,
China will invest more in research and
development than the United States of
America.
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