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more than 30 years now, and it is a real 
issue. We know—there is no debate 
about this—that methane is a very 
powerful greenhouse gas. In fact, it is 
far more powerful than carbon dioxide. 

So the emissions of methane are one 
of the things that we would want to re-
duce going into the atmosphere to add 
to those elements in the atmosphere 
that creates global warming, climate 
change. 

Well, the House of Representatives 
has passed a resolution through the 
law that allows it to do so—to roll 
back a requirement that the Bureau of 
Land Management put in place that re-
quires oil and gas companies that are 
drilling for oil, drilling for natural gas, 
to control the leakage of methane from 
the gas well. 

Wow, that is a terrible thing to do. 
Really? To require that an oil com-
pany, a drilling company that is going 
after natural gas on government—ex-
cuse me, your land, the American 
public’s land—that they, in the process 
of drilling for that natural gas or oil, 
control, capture the methane that 
would otherwise leak from that well? 

Well, that regulation is gone. The 
protections of Americans are gone. 
Greenhouse gas emissions are emitted 
without regulatory control. Many of 
these gas wells are in communities and 
in neighborhoods that will also enjoy 
more methane emissions. 

b 1815 

One more—or maybe more. Oh, yes, 
labor violations. Labor laws have been 
on the books for well over 80 years. The 
labor laws are health and safety, work-
er safety, requirements on hours, work-
ing conditions, hazardous cir-
cumstances. There are many different 
regulations that affect employers. 
They have to provide a safe working 
environment for their workers. Some 
do. Well, I would say most work at 
making sure that their workplace is 
safe. Some do not. Some of those who 
do not provide a safe workplace have 
been fined by the Federal Government 
for those labor violations. It is a good 
thing. It causes those companies to 
provide a safe working environment for 
their employees. 

A regulation was put forward by the 
Obama administration that said that if 
a company wants to contract with the 
Federal Government, they must dis-
close their labor violations, where they 
have violated the various labor laws. It 
may be hours of work, overtime pay, 
working conditions, hazardous cir-
cumstances, safety. They would have 
to disclose it. It didn’t say they 
couldn’t get a contract, but it did say 
that they would have to disclose to the 
public that they have not provided suf-
ficient awareness of the various labor 
safety and workplace laws. That is on 
the way to being repealed. 

What I want to do tonight is to sim-
ply say to the American public: Pay at-
tention. There are many things going 
on here in Congress and in the adminis-
tration that are harmful to you, the 

American public. The kind of protec-
tions that you have counted on—work-
er safety, environmental protections if 
you live downstream from a coal min-
ing operation, any of those things—are 
in the process of being repealed, and 
your protections along with them. So 
be aware of what the new administra-
tion and the Congress is doing to you, 
not for you. 

I could talk about the wall and about 
the $15 billion to $30 billion that is 
going to be spent if Mr. Trump gets his 
way here and builds a 1,400-mile wall. I 
want to just end with this, and that is 
choices. Your representatives, myself, 
434 of my colleagues here and 100 Sen-
ators and a President, we make choices 
about how your tax money is going to 
be spent. 

Should it be spent on a wall? 
Well, let’s consider for a moment 

spending it on a wall. This is $15 bil-
lion, the minimum amount of money, 
and it is not going to build much of the 
wall. But for $15 billion, what could 
you do for it? 

I am from California. I was once a re-
gent of the University of California and 
on the board for the California State 
University, so I am familiar with this 
system. $15 billion could fund the en-
tire California State University system 
for 3 years, and that is nearly a half a 
million students. You could replace all 
of the water pipes in Flint, Michigan, 
270 times over for $15 billion. 

Choices. Do you want safe drinking 
water in Flint and other communities 
around the United States or do you 
want a wall? Are you concerned about 
the American military, the Navy, five 
Virginia-class submarines, or one Ford- 
class aircraft carrier plus a submarine? 
Or how about scholarships for under-
graduate programs at the University of 
California, which I had the privilege of 
graduating from a few years ago? 

27,777 4-year, full-time scholarships. 
That is the undergraduate population 
at the University of California Davis, 
which I have the privilege of rep-
resenting. 

There is one more place you could 
spend $15 billion or even one part of $15 
billion, and it is on this. These are the 
deadly diseases in America. Let’s see. 
Breast cancer, over the last decade we 
have seen breast cancer actually de-
cline. Prostate cancer has declined by 
11 percent, heart disease by 14 percent, 
stroke by 23 percent, HIV/AIDS by 52 
percent. Alzheimer’s has not declined. 
It has increased by 471 percent, and it 
is going to go even more. 

What could we do with $15 billion of 
research on a disease that affects every 
American family? 

We could almost assuredly find a 
cure for Alzheimer’s. I thank my col-
leagues here in the House of Represent-
atives for increasing the budget for 
Alzheimer’s research from around $500 
million to just under $1 billion. That 
was done last year. If we can increase 
that funding another $1 billion a year, 
the researchers indicate to us that we 
have a high probability of delaying the 

onset of Alzheimer’s by 5 years. With 
another $1 billion after that, we prob-
ably could find a cure for this disease 
that is going to bust the American 
bank. Medicare and Medicaid, that is 
where the big money is going to be 
spent. 

So my plea to our President and 
those who want to build a wall is: We 
have choices. You want to do some-
thing for the American public? Let’s 
spend that $15 billion to $30 billion on 
education. You want to do something 
for every American family? Spend 
some portion of that $15 billion to $30 
billion by doubling the amount of 
money that we are spending annually 
on Alzheimer’s research. You want to 
do something for the security of our 
Nation? Meet those critical needs that 
our military has. Whether it is a new 
submarine or an aircraft carrier we can 
debate, but we do know that we have 
expenditures that are necessary in that 
area. 

So, Mr. President, don’t waste our 
money. Don’t waste our tax money on 
a wall. By the way, we know Mexico is 
not going to pay for it. Don’t get in a 
fight with our trading partner and our 
neighbors to the south and Australia. 

Be aware, Americans. Watch closely 
to what is happening here in Wash-
ington. If you are concerned, so am I 
concerned about where we are headed 
and about what this government is 
doing to you, not for you, but rather to 
you. 

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

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Mem-
bers are reminded to address their re-
marks to the Chair and not to a per-
ceived viewing audience. 

f 

IMMIGRATION AND THE RULE OF 
LAW 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 3, 2017, the gentleman from Iowa 
(Mr. KING) is recognized for 60 minutes 
as the designee of the majority leader. 

Mr. KING of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, it is 
my honor to be recognized to address 
you here on the floor of the United 
States House of Representatives and to 
have the privilege to participate in this 
great deliberative body that we have 
and are. 

On occasion, I come down here and 
listen to my colleagues from the other 
side of the aisle. They have been known 
to change the subject on me, or I have 
changed the subject that I came down 
here to speak about because I have lis-
tened to the things that they had to 
say. It is good for us to have that kind 
of debate, Mr. Speaker, because cer-
tainly I disagree with the conclusions 
that have been drawn here. 

I want to take this from the top, and 
I will get to the wall situation along 
the way. I think those numbers are a 
long ways off, myself. I will start the 
immigration issue, Mr. Speaker. There 
has been a long battle that has gone 
on. For me, it goes back into the early 
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part of this millennium when we had a 
group of Senators who decided they 
were going to solve the immigration 
problem back in about 2006 or so, and 
so they brought their big immigration 
bill and pushed it hard. 

Here in the House we brought an en-
forcement bill and pushed that back 
against the Senate. We held hearings 
for that enforcement bill around the 
country, in places like Arizona and Du-
buque, Iowa, as I recall. There were a 
number of others around the country. 
We made the case that we have to be a 
nation of laws, and the rule of law has 
to prevail, and that the effort on the 
other side was to waive the application 
of the law. They said: We want to be 
able to tell people that we feel sorry 
for you. Therefore, we are going to sac-
rifice the rule of law out of our sym-
pathy for the condition that you left in 
order to come in to America. 

Well, that fits some people, but it 
doesn’t substitute for the rule of law. 
It doesn’t substitute for the respect for 
the law that we must have if we are 
going to be a law-abiding, first world 
nation. Plenty of Third World nations 
don’t have respect for the rule of law. 
Most of the nations that these illegal 
aliens come from are coming from 
countries that don’t have respect for 
the rule of law. One of the things they 
are trying to get away from is the ero-
sion of the law that they have had in 
their home country. 

I mean, think of Mexico, for example. 
Driving down the street in Mexico, you 
might be pulled over by a police officer 
there and they will leverage a thing 
called mordida against you, which is 
you pay the police officer on the spot 
and he will let you go. Well, that is 
paying off the law enforcement. They 
use that to generate income for them-
selves, and they get by with it in a 
country that is corrupt. 

Mr. Speaker, when I travel to Mexico 
and to some of the worst places in the 
world, and when I look at the cir-
cumstances there, whatever they may 
be, I can generally put together—and I 
will say almost always put together—a 
proposal, a strategy on how to put that 
country back in shape again and get it 
functioning the way it should function. 

In Mexico, for example, they have a 
lot of natural resources. They have 
good, hardworking people. They have 
got a continuity of family. They have 
got a culture that goes deep back for 
centuries, but they can’t make it work, 
and they haven’t made it work for a 
long time. I don’t know if they have 
ever made it work. 

At the heart of this is the corruption 
that exists. The corruption is there due 
to lack of respect for the rule of law. If 
we import that contempt for the rule 
of law and if we adopt it as our na-
tional policy, which would be amnesty, 
we would be adopting the policy of ac-
cepting the violation of law and re-
warding the lawbreakers for their ob-
jective that they had when they broke 
the law. 

If we do that, America, the shining 
city on the hill, continues to devolve 

downward toward the Third World from 
the first world. Our job should instead 
be lift up the Third World to the stand-
ards that we are here in the first world. 
And one of those things would be to 
promote the rule of law in the coun-
tries where they don’t have it, as in 
Mexico and many of the Central Amer-
ican countries. That is the center of 
this immigration debate, Mr. Speaker. 

Out of all this discussion that goes 
on, I hear the individual narratives, I 
hear the heartbreaking stories, I hear 
all of the laments that are out there 
about, oh, woe are somebody’s con-
stituents because they are subject to 
the application of the rule of law and 
they want to be exempted from that. 
Meanwhile, as soon as they are exempt-
ed from the rule of law, if that should 
happen, and the destruction of the rule 
of law in this country, they are going 
to be asking for the law to protect 
them in some other area. That is how 
this is going on in this country. 

I would take this back to 1986, more 
than 30 years ago, Mr. Speaker, when 
this debate was going on. It is the same 
debate that has been going on in this 
country for more than 30 years. There 
were approximately a million illegal 
aliens in the United States, as far as 
the estimates were concerned, at the 
beginning of the debate when the 
House and the Senate eventually 
passed the 1986 amnesty act; a million. 

The discussion was: Well, we can’t 
possibly address these million people 
that are in America and we can’t pos-
sibly deport them all, so let’s make an 
accommodation to them. Let them 
stay, give them a fast track—it turned 
out to be a path to citizenship—then 
what we will do is we will promise 
America that there will never be an-
other amnesty again ever. 

That was the language that was used. 
There will never be another amnesty 
again ever. At least at the time, they 
were honest enough to admit it was an 
amnesty. 

So they set about passing the legisla-
tion in the House and the Senate that 
granted amnesty, they thought, to a 
million people. That amnesty legisla-
tion went to the Ronald Reagan’s 
White House, where he was surrounded 
by a group of people in the Cabinet who 
were his advisers. I am sure they had 
the best interests of the country’s and 
the President’s in mind, but they had 
decided to advise Ronald Reagan that 
he should sign the amnesty act because 
he could put this issue away, well, 
maybe forever, but for the duration of 
our Republic because we were always 
going to enforce immigration law from 
that point forward. 

b 1830 

And Ronald Reagan, I don’t have in-
side knowledge on what he was think-
ing on the deliberations that went on. 
I just know that most of his Cabinet 
advised him to sign the Amnesty Act. 
He ultimately signed the Amnesty Act. 

Consequently, when they began proc-
essing these illegal aliens, there were 

only going to be—I say ‘‘only.’’ They 
thought it was a huge number—1 mil-
lion. There were going to be 1 million 
of them to process. Well, they proc-
essed 3 million instead of 1 million. 

Why? One, they probably underesti-
mated and undercounted. The other 
half of the equation was there was a lot 
of fraud that got in the door that was 
processed also. 

And so we end up with about 3 mil-
lion newly amnestied Americans that 
have a pass to citizenship who have 
been rewarded for violating America’s 
immigration laws, many of them re-
warded for committing the crime of un-
lawful entry into the United States of 
America and many of them operating 
with false documents. That was the 
path 30 years ago. 

After that bill was signed and the re-
sults of it became evident, then Presi-
dent Reagan reversed his position and 
announced that he regretted that he 
had signed the Amnesty Act of 1986. I 
remember those days. And I have since 
had the conversation with then-Attor-
ney General Ed Meese, who has in-
formed me about the inside workings of 
this to a degree. 

I lament that that decision was made 
in 1986 by President Reagan to sign the 
Amnesty Act because it started us on a 
30-year debate. Once debate was out 
there and once the public understood 
and once people in foreign countries 
began to believe that if they could, 
once, get into the United States, there 
would sooner or later come along and 
be another Amnesty Act that would in-
clude them and they would have their 
path to citizenship and lawful presence 
in America and all of the benefits that 
have grown massively since 1986, once 
you put the carrot out, once you break 
the mold of the principle of protecting 
the rule of law, then after that it is 
easier the next time and the next time 
and the next time. 

Our virtue that we had a respectable 
virtue on enforcing immigration law in 
‘86 has been ratcheted downwards be-
cause of the ‘86 Amnesty Act and at 
least six much smaller but subsequent 
amnesty acts since that time. 

I looked into the language in the 
early part of this millennium more 
than a decade ago, and they say, well, 
first of all, it is not amnesty, and they 
tried to redefine it. I have had this dis-
cussion with Karl Rove during the 
George W. Bush administration: Well, 
it isn’t amnesty if they pay a fine. It 
isn’t amnesty if they get a background 
check. It isn’t amnesty if they abide by 
our laws. It isn’t amnesty if they learn 
English. 

Well, I am not very thrilled about 
that. I would say the proposal then was 
a $1,500 fine in order to waive the 
criminal charge of unlawful entry into 
the United States of America. Under 
that argument, somehow that miti-
gated violating the law, so you 
wouldn’t be able to call it amnesty. 
And I defined it then. I said: No, what-
ever the penalty is on the books when 
the crime is committed, if you waive 
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that penalty, you have provided am-
nesty for a class of people. 

So the more precise definition of am-
nesty, to grant amnesty, is to pardon 
immigration lawbreakers and reward 
them with the objective of their viola-
tion or their crime, as the case may 
be—pardon immigration lawbreakers 
and reward them with the objective of 
their crime. 

What is this proposal with DACA and 
DAPA that President Obama so uncon-
stitutionally advanced forward? It is 
just that. It is the most blatant form of 
amnesty for the largest classes of peo-
ple that has ever been created in the 
history of the United States of Amer-
ica. Of course, we only have to look 
back to 1986 to find the first amnesty, 
and then there have been the six or so 
subsequent amnesties that I have men-
tioned. 

But Barack Obama, constitutional 
scholar, at least as high a standing as 
Mr. PANETTA from California who 
spoke here on the floor a little bit ago, 
but Barack Obama, constitutional 
scholar, 22 times on videotape, in dif-
ferent speeches in various places 
around the country, said to America 
that he didn’t have the constitutional 
authority to waive the application of 
the immigration law against people 
who claim that they came to America 
before their 18th birthday and presum-
ably were brought in by their parents. 

If you look at the DACA language 
that has been advanced here in the 
House—or let’s go across the rotunda 
to the Senate and look at DICK DUR-
BIN’s language there. It is, if you have 
come into America before your 18th 
birthday, for any purpose whatsoever, 
then you get amnesty. And some of 
those people now, according to the 
older drafts of the bill, would be 38 
years old, getting amnesty to stay in 
the United States of America at age 38. 

People believe that that is the hu-
mane thing to do, to reward them with 
the objective of their crime. Now, they 
could have carried a backpack of mari-
juana into the United States the day 
before their 18th birthday—I have been 
telling the truth about pretty much all 
of that, except they are supposed to 
not commit any other crimes—and 
they would be granted this level of am-
nesty under DACA. The President’s 
DACA acronym stands for Deferred Ac-
tion for Childhood Arrivals. 

So that policy that he advanced, 
after Barack Obama, 22 times, told us 
he didn’t have the constitutional au-
thority, he was right. Just a couple of 
weeks before he issued this DACA pol-
icy, he stood over here at a high school 
in Washington, D.C., and explained to 
them that he didn’t have the author-
ity. 

He said: Congress passes the laws; I, 
in the executive branch, enforce the 
laws; and the courts interpret the laws. 
Pretty simple. That is a nice, concise 
description of the balance of powers 
that we have in this country. But he 
said he didn’t have the authority be-
cause he can’t write law. 

Two weeks later, the President an-
nounces the policy to grant work per-
mits and Social Security numbers to il-
legal aliens that are in the United 
States who assert that they came in 
before their 18th birthday. So he cre-
ated an entire class of people. 

I read carefully through the Morton 
memos. I read the memo that launched 
all of this. It was signed by Janet 
Napolitano, then-Secretary of Home-
land Security. Janet Napolitano’s 
memo said, seven times, on an indi-
vidual basis only—on an individual 
basis only—in this page and a third of 
the document that established the pol-
icy. 

I remember her testimony before the 
Judiciary Committee. She knew very 
well that they had to make an argu-
ment that this was on an individual 
basis only in order to try to sustain 
any kind of facade before the courts, 
when they would almost certainly be 
sued for DACA and later on for DAPA. 

Well, it was never on an individual 
basis. There were huge classes of people 
that were created. They created four 
separate classes of people in those 
memos. Still they assert that they 
have a right to do this, and now I hear 
the gentleman say it is unconstitu-
tional. 

It is unbelievable to me that anybody 
could argue when President Obama 
said it was unconstitutional—he was 
the last one that was going to admit 
this—and he went ahead and com-
mitted an unconstitutional act. So 
that takes care of the Deferred Action 
for Childhood Arrivals. 

Then Obama came with the policy 
DAPA, the Deferred Action for Parents 
of Americans. That is an illegal who 
has a baby in America. If they sneak 
into America and they have a baby, 
they call that birthright citizenship. 
The President grants them a legal pres-
ence because they violated our laws, 
and some of them, many of them, for 
the express purpose of coming here to 
have a baby that would be granted the 
practice of American citizenship. 

We see between 340,000 and 750,000 of 
those babies born in America every 
year. Think of the population that 
America is carrying that doesn’t have 
a moral claim to citizenship, doesn’t 
actually have a legal claim to citizen-
ship, just can point to the practice that 
we began awarding citizenship to ba-
bies born to illegals many years ago. 
There were only a few of them. It 
wasn’t significant. By the time it gets 
around to where it is significant, now 
they have created their own constitu-
ency group here in America. 

But both of those policies, DACA and 
DAPA, are clearly unconstitutional. 

And DAPA, Texas brought that case 
against the United States of America 
and has prevailed so far in court before 
Judge Andrew Hanen. The DAPA pol-
icy is now at least suspended and held 
in place because one wise judge in 
Texas decided to draw the line. He had 
the clearest constitutional under-
standing DAPA is unconstitutional and 
the President can’t write the law. 

Mr. Speaker, I am not speaking from 
a lack of experience on this or lack of 
knowledge on this. I am not here 
speaking off of talking points that 
came from anyone other than a handful 
of notes I scribbled a few minutes ago, 
but here is one of my experiences on 
the separation of powers. 

When I was in the State Senate in 
Iowa, our newly elected Governor at 
that time was Tom Vilsack, who served 
8 years and did a respectable job as a 
Democratic Governor in those 8 years. 
Very early in his term, he issued an ex-
ecutive order also, Executive Order No. 
7, that granted special protective sta-
tus for sexual orientation and gender 
identity. 

When that executive order came 
down, I looked at that. I was appalled 
that a Governor would think that he 
could legislate by executive order. I 
made my calls to my Republican attor-
neys and made my case. They all told 
me I didn’t understand it, that it was 
drafted in such a deft way that it fit 
with nuances such that it was a con-
stitutional executive order and that I 
had to submit to it. My answer was, no, 
the Iowa General Assembly has, within 
the boundaries of its State constitu-
tion, the same legislative authority 
that this Congress has and that it was 
clear to me that he was legislating by 
executive order. 

I initiated legislation to push on it 
and I initiated a lawsuit. That lawsuit 
is easy to look up. It is King v. Vilsack, 
and it was decided exactly on the same 
kind of principle: whether an executive 
officer, a Governor, or a President can 
write law. 

Our Founding Fathers would agree 
with no concept that said that either 
the executive branch or the judicial 
branch of government could write law. 
Instead, they separated these out and 
they gave us Articles I, II, and III of 
our Constitution. 

Mr. Speaker, it is pretty clear. They 
didn’t write it someplace later on in 
the Constitution. They put it right up 
front, Article I, section 1: ‘‘All legisla-
tive Powers herein granted shall be 
vested in a Congress of the United 
States’’—not a President of the United 
States, not a judicial branch of the 
United States, but a Congress of the 
United States—‘‘which shall consist of 
a Senate and House of Representa-
tives.’’ 

Then they set about laying out the 
structure of the Senate and the House 
of Representatives, all legislative pow-
ers. And then the Congress has dele-
gated some legislative powers. There is 
no delegated legislative power here for 
the President of the United States to 
write immigration law, but he did that. 

Then we had to bring two lawsuits. 
The one is Texas v. The United States, 
decided by Judge Hanen. That decision 
stands. It was appealed up to the Su-
preme Court, where there was a 4–4 tie, 
which means that the Fifth Circuit de-
cision by Hanen prevails. Well, good. 
Congratulations. It is held in place 
now. 
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But DACA, the Deferred Action for 

Childhood Arrivals—and that is kind of 
an odd acronym that doesn’t nec-
essarily match somebody that is 38 
years old—I pulled the people together 
to initiate that lawsuit. It turned out 
to be Crane v. Napolitano. That case is 
still being litigated. It has been pushed 
off onto a side rail. The president of 
the ICE union has been directed to liti-
gate against the Justice Department 
because it is a grievance with their em-
ployees rather than getting at the con-
stitutional question. It has been 
pushed off on the side by a judge. So 
that case is still being litigated, but it 
remains unconstitutional. 

The former President of the United 
States knows that. Not only that, our 
current President, Donald Trump, 
knows that. He has said many times 
during the campaign that very early on 
in his Presidency he would eliminate 
the unconstitutional executive orders 
that bring about these components of 
amnesty. That includes DACA and 
DAPA. 

It needs to also include the Morton 
memos. I have got a nice little packet 
I can send to the White House. I really 
did expect that very early in his ad-
ministration he would address DACA 
and DAPA and the Morton memos. So 
it was a bit of a surprise to me to learn 
as far as, I will say, as recently as Jan-
uary 23—and this is the only confirma-
tion I have of this—that United States 
Citizenship and Immigration Services 
is still issuing DACA permits and still 
extending DACA permits. That is a 
number that runs up to about 800 a day 
at the pace, at least, that they were 
doing, with tens of thousands in back-
log yet. 

b 1845 

The simple thing to do would be to 
freeze any action on DACA and DAPA. 
I would rescind the executive order and 
invalidate every DACA permit and 
every DAPA permit. We have got a 
database also to address that, Mr. 
Speaker. The simplest thing right now 
would be to just simply suspend any 
action that is affirmative in continuing 
this unconstitutional act. From my 
standpoint—and I think it should be 
the standpoint of the President of the 
United States and of the Vice Presi-
dent of the United States and all who 
have taken an oath—his oath is to pre-
serve, protect, and defend the Constitu-
tion of the United States; and the Con-
stitution requires that he take care 
that the laws be faithfully executed. I 
think he was very sincere when he gave 
that oath, and I think that Vice Presi-
dent PENCE was even more sincere 
when he gave his oath. It was very 
moving to me to witness that testi-
mony out here on the west portico of 
the Capitol. 

I want to remind the administration 
that this action continues, at least as 
far as the report is concerned; and 
United States Citizenship and Immi-
gration Services may just need a memo 
from the White House to cease and de-

sist the unconstitutional actions tak-
ing place at USCIS—very simple, very 
abrupt, and not very traumatic to any-
body in this country—and then start 
the process of undoing the lawlessness 
that we have had to submit to under 
Barack Obama’s regime. 

My strongest encouragement: the 
earlier that DACA and DAPA are ad-
dressed by this President in the keep-
ing of his solemn oath—and that is to 
the American people—the easier it is 
going to be. I am encouraging that it 
happen early and that it not be de-
layed, because the problems created by 
Barack Obama are now being com-
pounded by USCIS. 

I want to also, Mr. Speaker, speak in 
favor of accelerating the construction 
of this wall. That is another solemn 
pledge of President Trump’s. By the 
way, of that agenda that he laid out for 
America that Thursday night in Cleve-
land, as I listened to plank after plank 
after plank in his platform, it was a 
solid and a strong agenda. He has peo-
ple in place who are listening to all of 
the pledges that he has made, and he 
has been going down through that list 
in an impressive fashion, keeping his 
oath time after time after time, keep-
ing his promises to the American peo-
ple time after time. I am looking at 
the exceptions, but the rule has been a 
very consistent and a very aggressive 
approach to keeping these promises. 

I know that a week ago Saturday, 
President Trump sat down at a table 
with a small group of people behind 
him and he went through three execu-
tive orders. One of them was a reorga-
nization of the National Security 
Council. The second of the three was 
for the Department of Defense to 
produce a strategy to defeat radical Is-
lamic jihad—or at least ISIS—and to 
produce that strategy within 30 days. 
When it was over, I realized three exec-
utive orders had been signed, and I 
thought: How long did that take? 

I backed my television up; set my 
stopwatch on my iPhone; and in a 
minute and 40 seconds, the President of 
the United States had signed three ex-
ecutive orders and moved this country 
dramatically in the right direction 
again, again, and again. 

So I am not here in broad criticism. 
I am here with targeted encourage-
ment. I am not concerned that the wall 
hasn’t moved quickly enough. I am 
here, though, Mr. Speaker, reinforcing 
that promise to the American people, 
who, by the tens of thousands and 
event after event after event, chanted: 
‘‘Build the wall. Build the wall.’’ We 
even had an individual come to an 
event in Iowa who had a ‘‘wall’’ cos-
tume on. It looked like he was made 
out of flexible cement blocks. It is a 
movement in this country, and it is a 
promise to America. 

Mr. Speaker, I would point out that 
Donald Trump never said, ‘‘I think we 
will build some fence,’’ or ‘‘we are 
going to do something virtual.’’ He said 
that we are going to build a wall—it 
will be a big wall; it will be a beautiful 

wall; and the Mexicans are going to 
pay for it. That is the line. I have said 
that I think that Donald Trump has 
been an expert at building things big 
and that he has been an expert at 
building them beautiful. I am going to 
leave it up to him to figure out how to 
get the Mexicans to pay for it, but I am 
pretty confident he is going to get that 
done, and I am intending to be sup-
portive of that effort. 

But when I hear the gentleman from 
California speak about how expensive 
the wall is—and his numbers were $15 
billion to $30 billion, I think he said, to 
build 1,300 miles of wall—we have got 
2,000 miles of border, and we have got, 
oh, a few miles built that are adequate 
barriers right now, but much of it that 
we even call a fence or a wall needs to 
be completely reconstructed so that we 
have an effective barrier. Of the esti-
mates of about $15 billion to $30 billion 
or the numbers that go, on the Repub-
lican side, even up to $25 billion, if any-
body is telling you it is a number that 
is $15 billion or higher, you should un-
derstand they don’t want that wall 
built at all. That is why they have an 
inflated number in their heads. 

So who gives them that number? 
I read those documents, and I have 

questioned those numbers consider-
ably, but I don’t know if there is any-
body in the United States Congress 
who has more years and more experi-
ence in building things and in being in 
the construction business than I do. We 
are in our 42nd year of construction 
with King Construction, and we do a 
similar kind of work that gives us the 
ability to make a legitimate estimate 
on the cost of this wall. 

I have designed a wall. Many people 
know, Mr. Speaker, that I built it down 
here on the floor more than 10 years 
ago and that I put an estimate into 
that, which is now on YouTube, that 
has gone semi-viral. That estimate 
that I uttered then that night holds up 
pretty well when I put our modern soft-
ware estimating to work and—I will 
say this—thanks to my oldest son, 
David King, who owns that company 
today, as he committed some days of 
pro bono work to put together an esti-
mate on what it would take to build a 
concrete wall with at least a 5-foot- 
deep foundation in it and a wall that 
comes up to be a minimum of 12 feet 
functioning in height, with wire on top. 
An estimate of a wall of that nature is 
sophisticated. It is about six pages of 
spreadsheet—five and a half to be a lit-
tle more accurate—but it is all built 
into the interrelational databases that 
are necessary to add your materials 
and your labor and your overhead and 
your costs to be able to build a wall. 

Now, here is what is really going on. 
We are spending, Mr. Speaker, $13.4 bil-
lion a year in defending and protecting 
our southern border—$13.4 billion. That 
turns out to be $6.7 million a mile. The 
Border Patrol has come to the com-
mittee on numerous occasions and 
given testimony. 
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I have asked them: What percentage 

of those who attempt to cross the bor-
der do you interdict successfully? 

Their answer before the committee 
has been: We think about 25 percent. 

They get about one in four who try to 
get across the border. So, presumably, 
three out of four make it in. I would 
call that a 25 percent efficiency rate. 

Then I go down to the border and I 
talk to the officers and the agents 
down there. This includes Border Pa-
trol and ICE. 

I ask: So you are stopping about 25 
percent? 

Their answer that comes back to me 
as the most consistent is: No. Ten per-
cent has to come first. 

I have had estimates by ICE officers 
who operate near the border who will 
say they think it is closer to 2 to 3 per-
cent. Now, I don’t know that that is 
the right number, and I don’t want to 
assert here, Mr. Speaker, into this 
Record that I think we are only stop-
ping 2 to 3 percent of those who at-
tempt to get across the border. I am 
suggesting that that is certainly a 
number that is plausible. It comes from 
the people who should know the most, 
and if the Border Patrol on the border 
says 10 percent has to come first, they 
might be thinking that 2 to 3 percent 
sounds all right. I am not even focused 
on those numbers of 2 to 3, up to 10 per-
cent. I will take it to a 25 percent num-
ber and say that could be an inflated 
number, but it is still an awful number 
to consider for return on investment if 
you are going to spend $13.4 billion a 
year every single year and get 25 per-
cent efficiency on $6.7 million a mile. 

I need to put this into a context so 
that people understand what it really 
is. And that is that a lot of us live out 
in the country on gravel roads. And in 
the flat country in Iowa, we have a 
gravel road at every mile. 

Now, let’s just say General Kelly 
came to me now—and I really would 
have said Janet Napolitano or maybe 
Jeh Johnson—and said: I have a pro-
posal for you. I want you to secure a 
mile of country road—a gravel road out 
there—and I am going to offer you $6.7 
million a mile to secure that for each 
year on a 10-year contract. So here is 
$67 million in contract, and you are 
going to have to guard this mile for a 
year, and you can let 75 percent of the 
people through who are trying to get 
across that road, and I am still going 
to pay you. 

Does that sound like a good deal? 
There is hardly any American who 

wouldn’t take that deal. That is not a 
very good deal. President Trump will 
recognize how bad a deal that is. It is 
a terrible deal. Yet we are stuck with 
that $13.4 billion, 25 percent efficiency, 
and $6.7 million a mile. Now, these 
numbers, probably, are blurring some 
people in their minds, Mr. Speaker; so 
I take it back to this: $6.7 million a 
mile. We have built a four-lane High-
way 20 across Iowa, with just a few 
miles left to go, and we will finish it 
very soon—the stretch through the ex-

pensive Iowa cornfields, crossing rivers 
with expensive bridges, and building 
that four-lane highway that is every-
thing, except in name, the equivalent 
of an interstate highway: four lanes, a 
median in the middle, fences on either 
side, seeding, signage—all of the 
things—the bells and the whistles— 
that it takes to build an interstate 
highway. 

I am going to pause for just a second 
while people think: $6.7 million a mile 
to guard our southern border, and we 
are building nothing down there? How 
much does it cost to build that inter-
state highway across expensive Iowa 
cornfields? 

$4 million a mile in the books and 
nearly completed. It will come in right 
at that number, and that is with buy-
ing the expensive cornfield; it is doing 
the archaeological and the environ-
mental and the engineering; the land 
acquisition; the grading—and I have 
spent over 40 years in the earthmoving 
business—and the paving—and we do 
structural concrete work. 

By the way, I scooped some of the 
concrete into the last forms up there in 
Highway 20, and I am proud of it and 
am happy to have had the privilege to 
have done it—painting the stripes on 
the highway, shouldering it, seeding it, 
fencing it. We shouldn’t forget that 
this is four lanes of highway and a 
fence with a median in the middle and 
all of the bells and whistles that go on 
with an interstate highway for $4 mil-
lion a mile. And they are telling me it 
is going to cost what to build, $15 bil-
lion to $30 billion? 

Let’s see. $13 billion is 6.7; so you are 
at about $8.5 billion or so. So he is sug-
gesting a price per mile that is mul-
tiples of the cost of what it is costing 
us to build an interstate highway. 

I don’t have any doubt that we can go 
down there and build a concrete wall. I 
want to build a fence, a wall, and a 
fence. So we have two no-man’s-lands— 
one on either side of the wall—and I 
have it wide enough that you can turn 
a patrol vehicle around in that no- 
man’s-land. If you catch anybody in 
that no-man’s-land, I want it to be the 
presumption that you are unlawfully 
present in the United States of Amer-
ica, and then they will get an imme-
diate deportation. If they want to ap-
peal the deportations, they can do so 
from their home countries and not be 
sitting here on welfare in the United 
States of America. That is the objec-
tive of what we can do. 

As for the number that I put into the 
record back in 2005 that, I said, upholds 
today, I will just say this: it is less 
than $2 million a mile. If we reached 
into that $13.4-billion-a-year budget 
and just carved out $1 billion a year 
until we get the fence, the wall, and 
the fence constructed, we would soon 
have this done. We would have it done 
in a reasonable time, and we would 
have it done with a little squeeze into 
the budget. If they want to go into an-
other account, that is okay with me, 
but let’s get this done. We can do slip 

form concrete with a slip form notch in 
the center of that to drop precast pan-
els in. We can pour those precast pan-
els right down there on the job site. We 
can make them any height that the 
President wants it to be. They can be 
tongue and groove. They can be latched 
together. We can build fixtures right 
into that concrete to mount any kind 
of devices we like for monitoring. 

Here is what America needs to under-
stand, Mr. Speaker: it is not a fence. It 
is a wall. The wall is the centerpiece— 
a fence, a wall, and a fence. The center-
piece is a concrete wall that is designed 
to keep people out, not to keep people 
in. 

My colleagues on this side of the 
aisle constantly are bringing up the 
topic, asking: Do you want to create 
another Berlin Wall? 

I looked throughout history. In fact, 
I asked the question of one of Amer-
ica’s best historians—among the top 
two favorite authors that I have—Vic-
tor Davis Hanson of southern Cali-
fornia. I asked him as I have asked the 
question many times: Do you know of 
any barrier in history—a fence or a 
wall—that was designed to keep people 
in that was a national boundary or a 
barrier that was built by a nation-state 
other than the Berlin Wall? 

He thought for a while, and he said: 
You might say that the fence and the 
structures in between North and South 
Korea are at least, in part, designed to 
keep North Koreans in. 

b 1900 

I will concede that point. There is a 
fence and a wall between North and 
South Korea designed to keep the sub-
jects of Marxism in their country be-
cause they want to escape to freedom. 
And the Berlin Wall was designed to 
keep the people in East Berlin from a 
Marxist society because they wanted to 
escape to freedom. Those barriers are 
immoral for those reasons, because 
they are fencing people in that want to 
escape to freedom. 

But when you are a nation-state, and 
you are having a flow of people coming 
from without, there are many examples 
in history where there have been bar-
riers, particularly walls, that have 
been built to keep people out. It is fun-
damentally different to have a wall to 
keep people out rather than a wall to 
keep people in. 

If we forget the history of what built 
the Great Wall of China, think of this: 
the Great Wall of China was built origi-
nally to keep the Mongols out of great-
er China. As they were running raids 
down and doing the things that happen 
with raids—raping, pillaging, stealing, 
and heading back to Mongolia—the 
Chinese decided that they only had a 
couple of things they could do. They 
could submit and be raped, murdered, 
and robbed incessantly and relent-
lessly; and the fruit of their labor 
would be taken by the people who 
would kill them and assault them. 
They could mount raids to go back up 

VerDate Sep 11 2014 06:24 Feb 08, 2017 Jkt 069060 PO 00000 Frm 00054 Fmt 7634 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\K07FE7.096 H07FEPT1S
S

pe
nc

er
 o

n 
D

S
K

7T
P

T
V

N
1P

R
O

D
 w

ith
 H

O
U

S
E



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE H1069 February 7, 2017 
to Mongolia and punish the perpetra-
tors and maybe they would quit com-
ing back in. 

They concluded that that wasn’t 
going to stop it. The punitive raids 
that were coming down into China 
were not going to end. So they began 
building the Great Wall of China. 

They had many segments of the 
Great Wall of China. It wasn’t a contin-
uous 5,500 miles, as we used to declare 
it to be. It is now 13,000 miles long. It 
was segments where they thought it 
would do the most good. 

Then, by 245 B.C., that is Before 
Christ as Western civilization counts 
time, the first emperor of China, Qin 
Shi Huang, came to power. He decided 
that he would connect the segments of 
the Great Wall of China so it was one 
continuous wall. He sent the laborers 
to work doing that, and they com-
pleted the Great Wall of China. 

In the last few years, the Chinese 
have examined that wall with satellite 
images and concluded it was longer 
than 5,500 miles. It was 13,000 miles 
long altogether, which means it had to 
be ziggity-zaggity or it would have run 
a long ways from there. That is an im-
pressive structure. 

We are not talking about 13,000 miles 
or 5,500 miles. We are talking about 
2,000 miles. And we are not talking 
about something that you can march 
troops on top of, which the Japanese 
surely did when they invaded China. 

Instead, we are talking about a bar-
rier that is roughly 6 inches thick of 
concrete that goes up as tall as the 
President wants it to go with wires on 
top that have a signal in them. And if 
anyone attempts to breach the top of 
that wall, that signal will send it to 
our control stations. It will imme-
diately focus enforcement to that loca-
tion. It will have vibration sensors so 
that if anybody tries to dig underneath 
it, it will pick that up as well. It will 
have monitoring cameras and all the 
bells and whistles, the accessories nec-
essary for us to protect all of it. It will 
pay for itself, and it will pay for itself 
likely before we even get it completed. 
Here are some of the reasons why. 

I had some law enforcement officers 
in my office today, and they are fight-
ing the drug problems that we have in 
the United States. They would assert 
that in the upper 90th percentile is the 
percentage of some of the illegal drugs 
that come into the United States of 
America, like the opioids, the heroin, 
the methamphetamines. The ratios of 
those are in the 90th percentile and 
above. 

Marijuana is a little bit lower than 
that because Colorado and California 
are taking some of that market. 
Thanks, Colorado and California, and a 
number of other States. What they 
have done is spread marijuana in big 
numbers across this land, and it is a 
gateway drug. 

The illegal drugs consumed in Amer-
ica, according to the Drug Enforcement 
Agency, are 80 to 90 percent. And these 
categories I am talking about with her-

oin, opioids, and methamphetamines 
that are in the 90th percentile, they 
come from or through Mexico. 

So it doesn’t mean that they are pro-
ducing them all in Mexico, but they 
might be produced south of Mexico. 
They might be produced in China and 
come on into Mexico and then be 
brought into the United States because 
the border is so porous. 

It is not just the illegal aliens. It is 
also the criminals, the drug smugglers, 
and the drug trade. The Mexican Gov-
ernment has announced, in less than a 
decade, they have had 100,000 people 
who were killed in the drug wars. The 
drug wars are coming about because 
there is a huge demand in the United 
States for these drugs, some $60 billion 
market for illegal drugs in America. So 
that demand is being met by, in many 
cases, Mexicans, but also Central and 
South Americans who set this network 
up and this drug distribution chain. 

I asked the Drug Enforcement Agen-
cy: What happens if magically tomor-
row morning everybody wakes up in 
their home country and there is not a 
single illegal alien in the United States 
of America, not one person unlawfully 
present in America; what happens to 
the illegal drug distribution system 
then? 

They tell me it severs at least one 
link in every distribution chain of ille-
gal drugs in America. It severs at least 
one link and, in some cases, every link 
and, in most cases, many links. That 
means that we have an illegal immi-
gration problem and an illegal drug 
problem that are tied together, it cre-
ates the stream within which this traf-
fic flows, and it brings about the crime 
and the death. 

Mr. Speaker, we have people now who 
are sitting in there thinking: Well, but 
how did 100,000 people become victims 
of a drug war homicide or drug wars? 
How did 100,000 people get killed in 
Mexico? We don’t have anywhere near 
that level of death in the United 
States. 

Oh, we don’t categorize it that way is 
why. There were 762 homicides in Chi-
cago last year. How many of those were 
drug related? Well, I would say most of 
them, to some degree or another. 

When I ask our law enforcement per-
sonnel: How many people would be in 
prison if there was no abuse of illegal 
drugs or alcohol? Would there be 10 
percent? 

Their answer is: Probably not. Prob-
ably fewer than 10 percent would be the 
population of our prisons if we could 
put an end to drug abuse. Also included 
in that is alcohol abuse, substance 
abuse. 

So a lot of lives were lost in Mexico 
distributing the $60 billion worth of il-
legal drugs into the U.S. economy. How 
about the lives lost in Chicago and the 
major cities when you have the drug 
wars, the gang wars that are fueled by 
drug abuse and fueled by the drug dis-
tribution? That is only a small part. 
The 762 homicide victims in Chicago 
are a small part. 

The National Institutes of Health has 
some data out that shows that over 
55,000 Americans died in the last fiscal 
year due to drug overdose. So the Mexi-
cans lost 100,000 people in the drug wars 
over a period of less than a decade. In 
America, we are losing that many peo-
ple in 2 years just to drug overdose; 
and that doesn’t count the homicide 
victims who are part of these drug wars 
that are going on in the streets of 
America. 

There is a disaster in this country. 
We can’t tolerate the lawlessness that 
exists in this country. We have to ad-
dress the border security. And for those 
who say that we don’t need to build a 
wall, we can build a virtual wall, well, 
if you look up the word ‘‘virtual,’’ do 
you know what it says? ‘‘Not real.’’ It 
is not real. 

So that means, if they want to build 
a virtual wall, they want to build a not 
real wall. I recall being down there to 
weld some landing wall on the Arizona 
border with then-Secretary of Home-
land Security Michael Chertoff, who I 
happen to appreciate his personality. 
He was a good enough judge to pick up 
the welder and weld some of that him-
self with his own hand. But I welded 
some, and that is more my trade than 
it was his. 

I handed the welder back, and I said: 
Now, I have welded the literal wall 
here. Why don’t you hand me that vir-
tual welder, and I will weld the virtual 
wall with that? 

I wanted to make my point that it 
didn’t work. 

They promoted the virtual wall 
under the Bush administration, and I 
don’t know if they actually even tried 
to even do that under the Obama ad-
ministration. They came in and set up 
cameras and towers. They had ground- 
based radar, and they were going to 
track everybody that came into Amer-
ica and chase them down and abduct 
them. They ended up with cameras lay-
ing out in the desert that were never 
installed and a software package that 
was supposed to coordinate that never 
happened. And, in fact, hundreds of 
millions of dollars were wasted trying 
to build a virtual wall. 

So I say this: If you want a virtual 
wall, if you want to put balloons in the 
air, if you want to do vibration sensors 
in the ground, if you want to run elec-
tric signals up on top of the wall, if you 
want to set cameras up there, I am 
fine. Do all of that. 

Let’s build the wall, as the American 
people demanded and chatted and as 
President Trump promised. Let’s build 
a solid, structural, reinforced, concrete 
wall that is thick enough and tall 
enough and deep enough so that it is 
difficult to get over, under, around or 
through. If we do that, we have to man 
it and defend it. And if we put on the 
accessories, the bells and whistles, the 
vibration sensors, the cameras, and we 
build a fence, a wall, and a fence so 
that there is a double no-man’s-land— 
one on either side of the wall—we can 
do that with far less manpower. 
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If I am assigned to guard my one- 

mile road that runs west of my house 
in the country in Iowa, and they hand 
me a contract for $67 million, I can tell 
you, I would build a fence, a wall, and 
a fence right down through the middle 
of that road. I would have a patrol road 
on either side. I would have the fences 
and the road ditches the way they are. 
I would grade that thing out so I would 
have fast track to patrol it. I would 
have sensors along there. I would make 
the infrastructural investment that 
would not be $4 million a mile. It would 
be someplace around that zone of a 
couple million dollars a mile. 

Then I would monitor that, and I 
would have some people who are as-
signed to patrol it just enough that I 
could call in the reinforcements when 
we needed them. We would get a lot 
more than 25 percent efficiency out of 
that wall. We would get someplace 
equivalent to Israeli-level security effi-
ciency if we build that entire structure 
end to end. 

Now, I have said that we don’t have 
to build a full 2,000 miles of it, but we 
have to be certain that we don’t 
equivocate on the mission to build it 
until they stop going around the end. If 
they stop, fine. If they don’t stop, we 
have got to be committed to add an-
other section and another section until 
such time as we have completed this in 
the same fashion that the first emperor 
of China, Qin Shi Huang, did when he 
completed the Great Wall of China, 
13,000 miles long which the armies 
marched on top of. 

Build a wall and enforce the laws 
that we have on the books and bring 
into play local law enforcement so that 
we can work in cooperative fashion. 
Every level of law enforcement has al-
ways cooperated with the other levels 
of law enforcement. I grew up in a law 
enforcement family. I believe that the 
men around me all wore uniforms. It 
just was a natural thing to see. And if 
they weren’t in uniform, they weren’t 
at work. If they were either on their 
way or at work, coming home from 
work or at work, they wore uniforms. 

Each level of law enforcement, 
whether it was city police, whether it 
was county sheriff and deputy, whether 
it was highway patrol division of crimi-
nal investigation—DCI in my State or 
DPS in a State like Texas, for exam-
ple—or whether Federal officers, Fed-
eral Marshals, FBI, they cooperated 
with each other. No one took the pos-
ture that said it is not my job. When 
they encountered somebody violating 
the law, they enforced the law against 
them. There is Federal statute that re-
inforces such a thing. 

Who would think that we could get 
to a place in this country where city 
police, county officers, or State law en-
forcement officers would be directed to 
plug their ears and close their eyes— 
and I am saying this figuratively—and 
essentially not gather any information 
on people who are unlawfully present 
in the United States of America, bring-
ing about the circumstances where a 

Kate Steinle would be murdered or 
where a Sarah Root would be murdered 
or where a Dominic Durden would be 
murdered, or where a Jaz Shaw would 
be murdered? All were murdered by 
criminal aliens who had no business 
being in this country, all who were 
murdered by those who had been en-
countered by law enforcement and who 
had later on turned them loose onto 
the streets of America resulting in the 
death of these innocents, including 
Brandon Mendoza. There are many, 
many others. There are thousands of 
others. 

President Trump has said thousands 
of families are grieving the loss of 
their loved ones at the hands of illegal 
aliens who are violent, who should 
have been deported. They were not de-
ported; they were turned loose on the 
streets of America, usually in sanc-
tuary cities, sanctuary counties, sanc-
tuary States. 

Now we have the emergence of sanc-
tuary campuses or sanctuary school 
districts. I will make the mention that 
it is a quarter after 6 p.m. in Iowa now, 
Mr. Speaker. And in an hour and 45 
minutes, the Des Moines public school 
board is preparing to pass a sanctuary 
resolution that tells all the employees 
of the school district that you can’t 
work with, cooperate, transfer, dis-
seminate information, or allow access 
to students or family to any Federal 
immigration officers. It all has to go 
through the superintendent, and he has 
to approve it. They won’t even allow an 
ICE officer to talk to a parent of any of 
the students there, unless the super-
intendent approves it. Of course, it is 
designed for him to say: No, sorry. We 
are going to close the door in your 
face, and we are a sanctuary school 
system, and we are going to defy Fed-
eral law. 

b 1915 
Well, Mr. Speaker, we have existing 

laws to address this, and I want to re-
mind the school district that there are 
a couple of sections of the code that 
apply, and one of them is U.S.C. 1324, 
harboring illegal aliens. There is a pen-
alty of from 5 to 10 years for violation, 
depending on whether it is a class D or 
a class C felony. Anyone who harbors 
or shields from detection, including in 
any building or any means of transpor-
tation; anyone who encourages an alien 
to come to, enter, or reside; anyone 
who engages in any conspiracy; anyone 
who aids or abets the commission of 
such crimes is guilty of a class D or a 
class C felony, facing potential penalty 
of a maximum of 5 or 10 years, depend-
ing on the class. 

I have the section of the code here, 
Mr. Speaker, and I include in the 
RECORD this copy of 8 U.S.C. 1373 and 
also 1324. 

8 U.S. CODE § 1324—BRINGING IN AND 
HARBORING CERTAIN ALIENS 

(a) CRIMINAL PENALTIES 
(1) 
(A) Any person who— 
(i) knowing that a person is an alien, 

brings to or attempts to bring to the United 

States in any manner whatsoever such per-
son at a place other than a designated port 
of entry or place other than as designated by 
the Commissioner, regardless of whether 
such alien has received prior official author-
ization to come to, enter, or reside in the 
United States and regardless of any future 
official action which may be taken with re-
spect to such alien; 

(ii) knowing or in reckless disregard of the 
fact that an alien has come to, entered, or 
remains in the United States in violation of 
law, transports, or moves or attempts to 
transport or move such alien within the 
United States by means of transportation or 
otherwise, in furtherance of such violation of 
law; 

(iii) knowing or in reckless disregard of the 
fact that an alien has come to, entered, or 
remains in the United States in violation of 
law, conceals, harbors, or shields from detec-
tion, or attempts to conceal, harbor, or 
shield from detection, such alien in any 
place, including any building or any means 
of transportation; 

(iv) encourages or induces an alien to come 
to, enter, or reside in the United States, 
knowing or in reckless disregard of the fact 
that such coming to, entry, or residence is or 
will be in violation of law; or 

(v) 
(I) engages in any conspiracy to commit 

any of the preceding acts, or 
(II) aids or abets the commission of any of 

the preceding acts, 
shall be punished as provided in subpara-

graph (B). 
(B) A person who violates subparagraph (A) 

shall, for each alien in respect to whom such 
a violation occurs— 

(i) in the case of a violation of subpara-
graph (A)(i) or (v)(1) or in the case of a viola-
tion of subparagraph (A)(ii), (iii), or (iv) in 
which the offense was done for the purpose of 
commercial advantage or private financial 
gain, be fined under title 18, imprisoned not 
more than 10 years, or both; 

(ii) in the case of a violation of subpara-
graph (A)(ii), (iii), (iv), or (v)(II), be fined 
under title 18, imprisoned not more than 5 
years, or both; 

(iii) in the case of a violation of subpara-
graph (A)(i), (ii), (iii), (iv), or (v) during and 
in relation to which the person causes seri-
ous bodily injury (as defined in section 1365 
of title 18 (/uscode/text/8/1365)) to, or places 
in jeopardy the life of any person, be fined 
under title 18, imprisoned not more than 20 
years, or both. 

(iv) in the case of a violation of subpara-
graph (A)(i), (ii), (iii), (iv), or (v) resulting in 
the death of any person, be punished by 
death or imprisoned for any term of years or 
for life, fined under title 18, or both. 

(C) It is not a violation of clauses [1] (ii) or 
(iii) of subparagraph (A), or of clause (iv) of 
subparagraph (A) except where a person en-
courages or induces an alien to come to or 
enter the United States, for a religious de-
nomination having a bona fide nonprofit, re-
ligious organization in the United States, or 
the agents or officers of such denomination 
or organization, to encourage, invite, call, 
allow, or enable an alien who is present in 
the United States to perform the vocation of 
a minister or missionary for the denomina-
tion or organization in the United States as 
a volunteer who is not compensated as an 
employee, notwithstanding the provision of 
room, board, travel, medical assistance, and 
other basic living expenses, provided the 
minister or missionary has been a member of 
the denomination for at least one year. 

(2) Any person who, knowing or in reckless 
disregard of the fact that an alien has not re-
ceived prior official authorization to come 
to, enter, or reside in the United States, 
brings to or attempts to bring to the United 

VerDate Sep 11 2014 07:17 Feb 08, 2017 Jkt 069060 PO 00000 Frm 00056 Fmt 7634 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\K07FE7.099 H07FEPT1S
S

pe
nc

er
 o

n 
D

S
K

7T
P

T
V

N
1P

R
O

D
 w

ith
 H

O
U

S
E



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE H1071 February 7, 2017 
States in any manner whatsoever, such 
alien, regardless of any official action which 
may later be taken with respect to such 
alien shall, for each alien in respect to whom 
a violation of this paragraph occurs— 

(A) be fined in accordance with title 18 or 
imprisoned not more than one year, or both; 
or 

(B) in the case of— 
(i) an offense committed with the intent or 

with reason to believe that the alien unlaw-
fully brought into the United States will 
commit an offense against the United States 
or any State punishable by imprisonment for 
more than 1 year, 

(ii) an offense done for the pupose of com-
mercial advantage or private financial gain, 
or 

(iii) an offense in which the alien is not 
upon arrival immediately brought and pre-
sented to an appropriate immigration officer 
at a designated port of entry, 

be fined under title 18 and shall be impris-
oned, in the case of a first or second viola-
tion of subparagraph (B)(ii), not more than 
10 years, in the case of a first or second vio-
lation of subparagraph (B)(i) or B(ii), not less 
than 3 nor more than 10 years, and for any 
other violation, not less than 5 nor more 
than 15 years. 

(3) 
(A) Any person who, during any 12-month 

period, knowingly hires for employment at 
least 10 individuals with actual knowledge 
that the individuals are aliens described in 
subparagraph (B) shall be fined under title 18 
or imprisoned for not more than 5 years, or 
both. 

(B) An alien described in this subparagraph 
is an alien who— 

(i) is an unauthorized alien (as defined in 
section 1324a(h)(3) of this title (/uscode/text/8/ 
iii.usc:t:8:s:1324a:h:3)), and 

(ii) has been brought into the United 
States in violation of this subsection. 

(4) In the case of a person who has brought 
aliens into the United States in violation of 
this subsection, the sentence otherwise pro-
vided for may be increased by up to 10 years 
if— 

(A) the offense was part of an ongoing com-
mercial organization or enterprise; 

(B) aliens were transported in groups of 10 
or more; and 

(C) 
(i) aliens were transported in a manner 

that endangered their lives; or 
(ii) the aliens presented a life-threatening 

health risk to people in the United States. 
(b) Seizure and Forfeiture 
(1) IN GENERAL 
My conveyance, including any vessel vehi-

cle, or aircraft, that has been or is being 
used in the commission of a violation of sub-
section (a), the gross proceeds of such viola-
tion, and any property traceable to such con-
veyance or proceeds, shall be seized and sub-
ject to forfeiture. 

(2) APPLICABLE PROCEDURES 
Seizures and forfeitures under this sub-

section shall be governed by the provisions 
of chapter 46 of title 18 (/uscode/text/18/ 
lii:usc:t:18:ch:46) relating to civil forfeitures, 
including section 981(d) of such title, except 
that such duties as are imposed upon the 
Secretary of the Treasury under the customs 
laws described in that section shall be per-
formed by such officers, agents, and other 
persons as may be designated for that pur-
pose by the Attorney General. 

(3) PRIMA FACIE EVIDENCE IN DETERMINA-
TIONS OF VIOLATIONS In determining whether 
a violation of subsection (a) has occurred, 
any of the following shall be prima facie evi-
dence that an alien involved in the alleged 
violation had not received prior official au-
thorization to come to, enter, or reside in 
the United States or that such alien had 

come to, entered, or remained in the United 
States in violation of law: 

(A) Records of any judicial or administra-
tive proceeding in which that alien’s status 
was an issue and in which it was determined 
that the alien had not received prior official 
authorization to come to, enter, or reside in 
the United States or that such alien had 
come to, entered, or remained in the United 
States in violation of law. 

(B) Official records of the Service or of the 
Department of State showing that the alien 
had not received prior official authorization 
to come to, enter, or reside in the United 
States or that such alien had come to, en-
tered, or remained in the United States in 
violation of law. 

(C) Testimony, by an migration officer 
having personal knowledge of the facts con-
cerning that alien’s status, that the alien 
had not received prior official authorization 
to come to, enter. or reside in the United 
States or that such alien had come to, en-
tered, or remained in the United States in 
violation of law. 

(c) AUTHORITY TO ARREST 
No officer or person shall have authority 

to make any arrests for a violation of any 
provision of this section except officers and 
employees of the Service designated by the 
Attorney General, either individually or as a 
member of a class, and all other officers 
whose duty it is to enforce criminal laws. 

(d) ADMISSIBILITY OF VIDEOTAPED WITNESS 
TESTIMONY 

Notwithstanding any provision of the Fed-
eral Rules of Evidence, the videotaped (or 
otherwise audiovisually preserved) deposi-
tion of a witness to a violation of subsection 
(a) who has been deported or otherwise ex-
pelled from the United States, or is other-
wise unable to testify, may be admitted into 
evidence in an action brought for that viola-
tion if the witness was available for cross ex-
amination and the deposition otherwise com-
plies with the Federal Rules of Evidence. 

(e) OUTREACH PROGRAM 
The Secretary of Homeland Security, in 

consultation with the Attorney General and 
the Secretary of State, as appropriate, shall 
develop and implement an outreach program 
to educate the public in the United States 
and abroad about the penalties for bringing 
in and harboring aliens in violation of this 
section. 

(June 27, 1952, ch. 477, title II, ch. 8, 274,66 
Stat. 228 (http://uscode.house.gov/ 
statviewer.htm?volume=66page=228); Pub. 
L.95–582 (http://thomas.loc.gov/cgi-bin/ 
bdquery/L?d095:./list/bd/ 
d095pl.lst:582(PubliclLaws)), §2, Nov. 2, 1978, 
92 Stat. 2479 (http://uscode.house.gov/ 
statviewer.htm?volume=92&page=2479); Pub. 
L.97–116 (http://thomas.loc.gov/cgi-bin/ 
bdquery/L?d097:./list/bd/ 
d097p1.lst:116(PubliclLaws)), § 12 Dec. 29, 
1981, 95 Stat. 1617 (http://uscode.house.gov/ 
statviewer.htm?volume=95&page=1617); 
Pub.L. 99–603, title I http://thomas.loc.gov/ 
cgi-bin/bdquery/L?d099:./list/bd/ 
d099pl.lst:603(PubliclLaws)), § 112, Nov. 6, 
1986, 100 Stat. 3381 (http://uscode.house.gov/ 
statviewer.htm?volume=100&page=3381); 
Pub.L. 100–525, (http://thomas.loc.gov/cgi-bin/ 
bdquery/L?d100:./list/bd/ 
d100p1.lst:525(PubliclLaws)), § 2(d), Oct. 24, 
1988, 102 Stat. 2610 (http://uscode.house.gov/ 
statviewer.htm?volume=102&page=2610); Pub. 
L. 103–322, title VI (http://thomas.loc.gov/cgi- 
bin/bdquery/L?d103:list/bd/ 
d103pl.lst:322(PubliclLaws)), § 60024Sept. 13, 
1994, 108 Stat. 1981 (http://uscode.house.gov/ 
statviewer.htm?volume=108&page=1981); 
Pub.L. 104–208, div. C, title II (http:// 
www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/PLAW-104publ208/ 
html/PLAW-104publ208.htm), §§ 203(a)–(d), 219 
title VI, §671(a)(1), Sept. 30, 1996, 110 Stat. 
3009–565 (http://uscode.house.gov/ 

statviewer.htm?volume=110&page=3009-565), 
3009–566, 3009–574, 3009–720; Pub. L. 106–185 
(http://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/PLAW- 
106publ185/htm/PLAW-106publ185.htm), 
§ 18(a), Apr. 25, 2000, 114 Stat 222 (http:// 
uscode.house.gov/ 
statviewer.htm?volume=114&page=222); Pub. 
L. 108–458, title V (http://www.gov.gov/fdsys/ 
pkg/PLAW-108publ458/htm/PLAW- 
108publ458.htm), § 5401, Dec. 17, 2004, 118 Stat. 
3737 (http://uscode.house.gov/ 
statviewer.htm?volume=118&page=3737); Pub. 
L. 109–497, title VII (http://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/ 
pkg/PLAW-109publ97/html/PLAW- 
109publ97.htm), § 796, Nov. 10, 2005, 119 Stat. 
2165 (http://uscode.house.gov/ 
statviewer.htm?volume=119&page=2165).) 

Mr. KING of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, 8 
U.S.C. 1373 addresses sanctuary cities, 
and it prohibits the sanctuary jurisdic-
tions by Federal law. And that is ex-
actly what they intend to carve out at 
8 o’clock tonight in Des Moines, Iowa, 
to establish themselves as a sanctuary 
jurisdiction for the entire school dis-
trict, the largest school district in the 
State of Iowa—not the most proficient 
in educating our precious Iowa stu-
dents, but the largest. 

So they make a political statement 
just at the time when the President 
has said that he is prepared to suspend 
all Federal dollars going to sanctuary 
jurisdictions, and that would include 
school districts and it would include, of 
course, cities and counties and States 
and any campus that decides they want 
to be a sanctuary campus. 

This President will keep his word. 
I would equate this showdown that 

they are building here, thinking that 
they can stare the President down and 
that he will blink and that somehow he 
won’t have the nerve to address sanc-
tuaries, the law-defined jurisdictions in 
America, the hole-in-the-wall gang 
holed up in San Francisco with more 
people being murdered in San Fran-
cisco—when I say ‘‘hole-in-the-wall 
gang,’’ I want to remind people, Butch 
Cassidy and the Sundance Kid, they 
had a place in a canyon where you ride 
through a hole in the wall, and then 
they had a sanctuary for robbers and 
murderers and killers, but they had a 
code among them that they didn’t kill 
each other very often. So they lived in 
this sanctuary. They were protected 
from the law; and they guarded and 
protected each other, and they guarded 
the notch through the stone wall in the 
canyon. 

That is what these cities are and 
what the campuses are and some of the 
States and the counties, sanctuary ju-
risdictions like the hole-in-the-wall 
gang where they are harboring 
lawbreakers. Somehow, we are sup-
posed to let this grow in America and 
not address it? 

We had a Presidential election that 
focused exactly on this. 

And, by the way, I brought amend-
ments to the floor time after time to 
defund these sanctuary jurisdictions. 
Every one of them here in the House of 
Representatives since I have been here 
has succeeded. There is no unconstitu-
tional act and no amnesty act that has 
been unchallenged here in the House of 
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Representatives—by amendment, at 
least—that I and others have brought. 
Every time the rule of law prevailed. 

Now we have elected a President on 
the rule of law, and this President will 
not blink. I will remind the public as I 
speak to you, Mr. Speaker, that when 
Ronald Reagan was elected President, 
the air traffic controllers decided they 
would go out on strike. The President 
warned them: If you go on strike, you 
have got a contract, and you are, by 
law, prohibited from striking because 
it puts too many people at risk. 

They said: Too bad. If we don’t get 
what we demand, we are going on 
strike anyway. 

They challenged the President of the 
United States. And what did Ronald 
Reagan do? He said: If you don’t go 
back to work on the date that I tell 
you, I will fire anyone that doesn’t 
show up. 

And so they called the President, 
thinking it was a bluff. Mr. Speaker, it 
wasn’t a bluff. Ronald Reagan fired 
every air traffic controller that didn’t 
show up for work in defiance of the 
Federal law, and he put the military 
air traffic controllers to work to con-
trol the skies over America without 
one single fatal accident brought about 
by any of that. Ronald Reagan was 
called out by the air traffic controllers. 
They thought he was bluffing. He was 
not bluffing. 

Now we have jurisdiction after juris-
diction that think they are going to be 
leading a national movement to accel-
erate the sanctuary city jurisdiction 
endeavor, and they think that Presi-
dent Trump is going to back up from 
them because there are a lot of them 
and somehow he won’t be able to take 
this on. 

I will submit this: If Ronald Reagan 
had blinked in the stare down between 
the air traffic controllers union, his 
Presidency would have collapsed. His 
power base would have diminished. He 
would have been an asterisk in history 
except for the snickers behind the hand 
of people that would have laughed at 
him because he would have caved in 
the face of first adversity. 

Donald Trump faces a similar cir-
cumstance here with sanctuary juris-
dictions. He has no choice. If he is 
going to have an effective Presidency— 
and I guarantee you, he is committed 
to an effective Presidency—there will 
be no sanctuary jurisdiction left in this 
country within several months or a 
year as this grinds through and as peo-
ple like Mayor Rahm Emanuel are 
brought to bear and they begin to be 
reminded by, hopefully, the new Attor-
ney General, maybe as soon as tomor-
row, JEFF SESSIONS, that 8 U.S.C. 1324 
means what it says: It is a felony to 
conceal, harbor, or shield from detec-
tion or attempt to conceal, harbor, or 
shield from detection any such alien in 
any place, including a building or 
transportation—meaning anywhere. It 
is a serious felony. 

8 U.S.C. 1373, sanctuary cities, just 
the policy is a violation of Federal law. 

And then when you have control of the 
purse strings, Mr. Speaker, and you cut 
off the Federal funds going to these ju-
risdictions, there isn’t hardly anybody 
that is going to face this. I think I 
would start with maybe the mayor of 
Chicago, then the mayor of New York. 
I bet he can communicate with Mayor 
de Blasio. 

The center of it all is this: Restore 
the respect for the rule of law. You 
have to enforce it if you are going to 
have laws. Once we do that, we will re-
spect each other and America can go 
back to its constitutional foundation, 
and we can turn our focus to building 
our families, restoring our country, 
and helping other countries get up to 
speed into the first world. 

Mexico can get to the first world, but 
they can’t be there if it is going to be 
corrupt. They can’t be there if they are 
going to be the main provider of $60 bil-
lion worth of illegal drugs in this coun-
try. They can’t face another 100,000 
people murdered, we can’t face 55,000 
drug overdose deaths in this country 
every year, and I haven’t yet men-
tioned even the terrorists that are 
sneaking across that border on at least 
an irregular basis. 

Mr. Speaker, it is serious business, 
and I urge that we get this done. I urge 
that the American people follow 
through and encourage the President of 
the United States, let’s end DACA, 
let’s end DAPA, and let’s end the sanc-
tuary jurisdictions. Build a wall. Amer-
ica will be in a better place. 

Mr. Speaker, I appreciate the atten-
tion and your ear this evening. It has 
been my honor to address you here on 
the floor of the House of Representa-
tives. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 
f 

HIGHLIGHTS OF THE WEEK 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
MAST). Under the Speaker’s announced 
policy of January 3, 2017, the Chair rec-
ognizes the gentleman from Texas (Mr. 
GOHMERT) for 30 minutes. 

Mr. GOHMERT. Mr. Speaker, I great-
ly appreciate my friend, colleague—ac-
tually, dear friend—STEVE KING, and 
his points he is making—right on 
track. 

I hesitated for a number of days now 
about making public reference to this, 
but it needs to be addressed and it 
needs to be looked at, and people need 
to be aware so that mistakes do not 
continue to be made. This is a story 
from John Stanton, February 2, 2017, 
BuzzFeed: ‘‘Congressional IT Staff 
Under Investigation In Alleged Pro-
curement Scam.’’ 

And this is February 2, so several 
days ago—5 days ago. It says: ‘‘A law-
maker briefed on the matter had said 
House officials had told staff from af-
fected offices that contractors had been 
arrested, but late Thursday night US 
Capitol Police spokesperson Eva 
Malecki told BuzzFeed News that no 
arrest had been made. The USCP is in-
vestigating House IT support staff.’’ 

Now, that is the technologically pro-
ficient staff members that work on 
congressional computers, that work on 
our technology, so it was quite dis-
turbing to see this some days back. 

This says: ‘‘Five men who had access 
to the House of Representatives’ entire 
computer network are under investiga-
tion Thursday evening following a 
months-long investigation by federal 
law enforcement officials, according to 
a lawmaker briefed on the raid.’’ 

Well, it sure wasn’t me because I 
didn’t know anything about this until I 
read it a few days ago. 

‘‘Although the lawmaker said House 
officials had told staff from affected of-
fices that contractors had been ar-
rested, late Thursday night, US Capitol 
Police spokesperson Eva Malecki told 
BuzzFeed News that no arrest had been 
made, but that USCP are investigating 
members of the House IT support staff. 

‘‘ ‘At the request of Members of Con-
gress, the United States Capitol Police 
are investigating the actions of House 
IT support staff,’ Malecki said in a 
statement. ‘No Members are being in-
vestigated. No arrests have been made. 
It should be noted that, administra-
tively, House staff were asked to up-
date their security settings as a best 
practice. We have no further comment 
on the ongoing investigation at this 
time.’ 

‘‘According to the member, the chiefs 
of staff for 20 lawmakers were sum-
moned to a closed-door meeting with 
House administration officials, who 
briefed them on the incidents. The 
chiefs were told the men were con-
ducting a procurement scam, although 
officials acknowledged the men—whose 
staff were told were brothers—had ac-
cess to virtually all of the computer 
systems used by the affected law-
makers. Members were also told Thurs-
day night to change the passwords to 
their email and other applications. 

‘‘The news has rattled nerves on Cap-
itol Hill, especially after the series of 
high-profile political hackings over the 
last year. ‘They said it was some sort 
of procurement scam, but now I’m con-
cerned that they may have stolen data 
from us, emails, who knows,’ the law-
maker said.’’ 

Then this was added: ‘‘This post has 
been updated and corrected with new 
information from US Capitol Police, 
which said no arrests have been made 
but there is an active investigation on-
going into IT staff who were involved 
in alleged procurement scam. A law-
maker briefed on the situation had told 
BuzzFeed News that arrests were 
made.’’ 

And then yesterday we had this up-
date from Politico, ‘‘House staffers 
under criminal investigations still em-
ployed,’’ by Heather Caygle. 

‘‘Multiple Democratic lawmakers 
have yet to cut ties with House staffers 
under criminal investigation for wide- 
ranging equipment and data theft. 

‘‘Imran Awan, a longtime House 
staffer who worked for more than two 
dozen Democrats since 2004, is still em-
ployed by Rep. Debbie Wasserman 
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