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LOSING MEDICAID COVERAGE

(Mr. SABLAN asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. SABLAN. Mr. Speaker, as this
week and the week before have passed,
I watched Members of Congress on both
sides of the aisle debate the better
parts of either the Affordable Care Act
or its replacement, the American
Health Care Act.

For the people I represent, the people
of the Northern Marianas and of the in-
sular areas, none of this matters to us.
None of those mandates, none of those
subsidies ever applied to us. The one
thing that did apply to us was Med-
icaid—not expansion, not the regular
program, but the block grant for Med-
icaid—which has now just been com-
pletely taken out of the bill before us.

There are 14,000 participants on Med-
icaid in the Northern Marianas. Over
10,000 are children and students. Come
October 1, 2019, they will no longer
have access to health care because they
lose their Medicaid coverage.

———

I CANNOT TELL A LIE

(Mr. COHEN asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. COHEN. Mr. Speaker, I am a
proud member of the House of Rep-
resentatives. Yet, at the same time, I
am embarrassed that, in somewhat of a
Felliniesque nature, we have followed
down the rabbit’s hole.

Our current President suggests that
President Obama wiretapped Trump
Tower. Our President has the FBI and
the intelligence agencies at his beck
and call. He can easily make a phone
call and know whether or not it is true;
but, instead, he asks Congress to make
an investigation, and Congress agrees.

This is absurd. It didn’t happen. In
fact, his security adviser called the
British to apologize for suggesting that
the British were listening in at Trump
Tower.

Our Nation needs to be more like it
was when George Washington was
President. He was known to have said:
“I cannot tell a lie.”

We need to be straight with the
American people. Microwaves cannot
take pictures or surveil your house.
The past President is an honorable
man and committed no crime. He
should not be accused of such.

I hope this Fellini movie ends quick-
ly.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Mem-
bers are reminded to refrain from en-
gaging in personalities toward the
President.

——
MUSLIM BAN

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 3, 2017, the gentleman from Texas
(Mr. GOHMERT) is recognized for 60 min-
utes as the designee of the majority
leader.
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Mr. GOHMERT. Mr. Speaker, happy
St. Patrick’s Day.

March 17 is St. Patrick’s Day—a day
that, for so many, has become a reason
for frivolity and joy and fun. Some
think it is a day just for drinking, but
St. Patrick is remembered not because
he drank, not because of frivolity, but
because he was a dedicated Christian
committed to serving the Lord. I think
it is good on St. Patrick’s Day to re-
member why he was a saint.
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Now going 180 degrees from talking
about saints, Mr. Speaker, I think it is
worth discussing the decision made by
a Federal judge in Hawaii, also in
Maryland. We have judges who have be-
come dictators. We have judges who
have ceased to abide by the Constitu-
tion. They have widely applied them-
selves as politicians, though they do
not run for office.

A true judge, a conscientious and
ethical judge, would review a document
such as the President’s executive order
for what it is, what it says, what it
does. Intent is not an issue. What does
it do?

The President of the United States,
Donald J. Trump, was seeking and is
seeking to protect Americans, but we
have judges who are not interested in
protecting Americans so much as they
are patronizing and sucking up to the
liberals in the country: those in the
media, those in entertainment, those
in their highbrow circles. They are not
interested in following the Constitu-
tion or the law.

We had a hearing in the Committee
on the Judiciary on the Ninth Circuit
this week. The Ninth Circuit appar-
ently is the most overturned circuit in
the country. It has a massive number
more cases filed in their circuit than
any other circuit. In fact, I have now
filed a bill that would divide the Ninth
Circuit so that the Ninth Circuit would
be comprised of California only, and
then all the other States—Arizona, Ne-
vada, Utah, Wyoming I believe is in,
Montana, Oregon, Washington, Alaska,
Hawaii, and territories—I may have
missed a State, but all of the other
States and territories would be in a
new 12th Circuit. The judges who are
currently on the 12th Circuit Court in
my bill—who are currently part of the
Ninth Circuit would remain with the
Ninth Circuit. We would have a new
circuit, and the judges would be ap-
pointed by the current President.

I know there are a lot of people in
California who have great sympathy
for that, have been begging for years to
be carved out of the Ninth Circuit
Court of Appeals because their destruc-
tive, unconstitutional decisions are
doing great harm to those who believe
in the Constitution as written, not as
some liberal judge thought it might
should be as he tries or she tries to
play up to friends at their get-
togethers. They would be hailed as
being so wise, but the truth is, as
Scripture talks about, these are people
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who are wise in their own eyes, but
they are doing great harm to the
United States of America.

When anyone in any kind of leader-
ship position loses their common sense,
they are educated beyond common
sense—they educate common sense
completely out of some folks in the
United States now—we have problems.
And anytime people are educated and
taught to believe that what instinc-
tively they knew or were taught was
not the right thing to think, and those
people become leaders in the country,
that country speeds up in its travel
down the road to the dustbin of his-
tory.

No nation has ever lasted forever. No
nation ever will in this world. It is not
going to happen. So the question is,
from its founding, how long does it go?
It depends on how long the leaders of
that nation can keep good sense within
their consideration in making deci-
sions. That is not happening. Good
sense is not being used by judges who
have assumed powers they never had,
were never given.

Under the Constitution, the powers
regarding refugees, immigration, those
decisions are left to the President.
Some judge may say, oh, you can’t con-
sider religion, but indeed any judge
that so says is completely wrong.
Thank God religion has been consid-
ered many times, as when Jews were
being persecuted and killed, it was ap-
propriate to say that we want to wel-
come Jews out of those horrors as refu-
gees, bring them in. But this Nation is
being put at risk by judges who are
wise in their own eyes.

Now, there is an article here about
the Hawaii judge. It is in The Guard-
ian. It was written by Les Carpenter,
Oliver Laughland, and Liz Barney. It
was written apparently before the deci-
sion was made.

“U.S. district judge Derrick Watson
is one of several judges hearing argu-
ments over the ban in the final hours
before its implementation. He said on
Wednesday afternoon after hearing oral
arguments that he would issue a writ-
ten ruling before 6pm Hawaii time. Ha-
waii was the first state to challenge
the second version of Trump’s travel
ban, after the first was halted by court
order.

““The state has argued that the ban is
unconstitutional, and that it will suf-
fer damage to its local economy and to
various educational and religious insti-
tutions. It also argued that some Ha-
waiians will be prevented from reunit-
ing with family members swept up in
the ban.”

That is heart rending, but the fact is
none of those are a basis for reversing
a Presidential executive order that
Congress and the Constitution together
gave the President to issue.

We also find from comments that the
courts didn’t look to the four corners
of the document and look what the
document says because many of us
know that as long as the Constitution
is the foundational bedrock for the
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country, we have a solid foundation.
But when we have judges like this Der-
rick Watson or the judge from Mary-
land or James Robart, who issued a ban
in the first travel order, when they
don’t pay attention to the Constitution
but pay more attention to what they
hear from their liberal friends who are
disgusted by the elected President of
the United States, and they know they
will be heroes, and they long for the ac-
colades of the intelligentsia, which ac-
tually isn’t the intelligent—educated,
yes; intelligent, no.

The Constitution gives certain pow-
ers to certain parts of the government.
Congress has the power to make deci-
sions on immigration, migration, natu-
ralization, but it has the power to dele-
gate those responsibilities as it sees fit
to the President, and it has done so.
The President has certain powers of his
own office, of his own right to protect
the United States of America. But
these judges think that you should not
consider the fact that one of the most
educated people in the world on what
Islam is and what it isn’t says the Is-
lamic State is Islam. He has a Ph.D. in
Islamic studies from the University of
Baghdad, as I recall, and he happens to
be the head of the Islamic State.

But the judge would have us dis-
regard the fact that a man who spent
his life studying Islam, Koran, the
Holy Koran because the Koran that is
brought around to some of our offices,
they take out verses that have to do
with violence against those who are
not Muslims, but the Holy Koran he
spent his life studying, but these
judges would say, oh, no, no, you can’t
consider the fact that these radical
Islamists claim to be Muslim or
Islamists, you can’t consider that.

One article out this week pointed out
that somebody should tell these judges
that the terrorists coming in from the
nations designated by the President
are Muslim. They are not Christians.
They are not Jews. They are not
secularists. They are radical Islamists.
It is ridiculous to have to continually
state the obvious that we all know,
that all Muslims are not a threat to
the United States, but it is absurd not
to understand that those who in the
name of Allah are Kkilling, beheading,
torturing, trying to destroy a free soci-
ety in the name of Allah, they should
not be allowed into the United States.
If they are U.S. citizens and their goal
is to supplant the U.S. Constitution
with sharia law, that is treasonous.

That is why I was so pleased with
President Sisi, as a Muslim leader, tell-
ing a room full of imams: We have got
to stand up to the radicals who have
hijacked our religion. President Obama
didn’t know that. He kept continuing
to say that, oh, no, the Islamic State,
it is not Islamic, these Islamic terror-
ists are not Islamic, when actually
wise Muslim leaders like President
Sisi, they understand, yes, these people
are Islamic. They claim it in the name
of Allah. They claim it in the name of
the Holy Koran, but they have hijacked
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our religion, and it is time to stand up
to them. As long as we have world lead-
ers who are, metaphorically speaking,
without clothes, and nobody has the
nerve among the world leaders to say:
you are naked, put on some clothes.
Again, for those who are educated be-
yond their intellectual level, that
means you have got to call it like it is
and don’t just go along to play to the
crowd, the media, the Hollywood types.
Stand up and call it like it is. We have
a President who is trying to do that.
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There is no doubt, as Justice Scalia
said about one of the ill-advised deci-
sions previously made by the Supreme
Court, this will end up costing Amer-
ican lives. These decisions, if they are
allowed to stand, by these unconstitu-
tional judges will cost American lives,
and the blood will be on the judges’
hands in their pursuit of accolades and
popularity among the neo-intellectual
elite. They left common sense behind
and put our Nation at risk. It is tragic.

I have the two decisions from the
courts—one from the District of Hawaii
and one from the District of Maryland.
But it is interesting. In this article I
was reading, Mr. Speaker, it says the
judge, within just a matter of brief
hours, was going to have this 42- or 43-
page decision made. Let’s see. This is
the Hawaii decision, 43 pages. It seems
to me somebody must have been work-
ing on that before oral arguments. The
decision must have been worked on be-
fore that to have a 43-page decision
just within a matter of a few hours.

But let’s face it, the litigant surely
knew before they ever had a hearing
what the judge surely knew before the
hearing—that he was biased, preju-
diced, and was in no way going to have
a fair hearing. He was going to end up
ridiculing the President of the United
States, and unwittingly, witlessly, put-
ting America at risk.

We have testimony here from the FBI
Director saying: We will vet these peo-
ple, but we have nothing against which
we can check the information they give
us. Yeah, we will vet them, but we got
nothing to check their information
against.

As Director Comey pointed out: At
least in Iraq, we had government
records from Iraq, we had the criminal
records. But in Syria, since the Obama
administration was so diametrically
opposed to the Assad administration in
Syria, well, the official government
certainly wasn’t sharing information.
And since this administration said we
were going to stop the Islamic State—
even though we did nothing from the
administration decisions, at least, but
help the Islamic State grow bigger and
strong, and kept sending weapons, ma-
terial to what the Obama administra-
tion thought or said were our friends
and allies, but actually ended up re-
peatedly allowing the weaponry, the
heavy artillery tanks, to fall into the
hands of the Islamic State—well, the
Islamic State was not sharing the in-
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formation they had about the people of
Syria.

And, in fact, Mr. Baghdadi made
clear that they were going to get some
of their best warriors mixed in with
refugees, and they surely have. When
you have judges who close their eyes,
wet their finger, and hold it up for lib-
eral friends to blow on so they know
which direction they should move,
well, we get bad decisions that put the
Nation at risk.

For those of us who spent much of
our lives studying history, it is very
clear. Since you know no nation lasts
forever, then you look at important
milestones along the rise and along the
demise, and these are the kind of deci-
sions that lead to a country’s demise.
When you refuse to recognize what
your enemies say—that they are your
enemies, they are going to destroy
your way of life, they are going to get
refugees who are terrorists into your
country—because you are so stupid you
don’t know how to defend yourself, you
want to pat yourselves on the back for
being so open-minded and open-doored
that you allow your Killer to come in
and kill you, just like the proverbial
song and tale taking in a snake, warm-
ing it, bringing it back to life, and it
bites the rescuer; or the tale of the tor-
toise carrying the scorpion across the
water and then getting stung. When
people tell you they despise your way
of life, they are going to bring your
way of life down. When their docu-
ments tell you that they believe that
you are infidels and need to be de-
stroyed, there has to be somebody at
the top of the country’s leadership that
understands the risk and stands up to
protect the country.

And when people like these judges
take the Constitution into their own
hands, rip it up, and say, ‘I don’t care
what restrictions we have on us, I don’t
have any restrictions, I am a Federal
judge for life,” well, that is only so
long as the judge has good behavior.
And these judges have not had good be-
havior. They have taken powers under
themselves—their name might as well
be Chavez or Morsi—taking power into
their own hands that they were never
supposed to have.

But at least in the case of Chavez
and, possibly, Morsi, they won elec-
tions. There was a great deal of fraud
involved in Morsi’s election. It was
questionable whether he actually won.
The threats eliminated any contest to
the election results. But the 30 million
or so that went to the streets and de-
manded his ouster in Egypt, the great-
est public step in world history, de-
manded the removal of an unconstitu-
tional leader in world history. There
has never been 30 million people go to
the streets peaceably. It wasn’t all
peace. But the part that wasn’t peace
was caused by the Muslim Brother-
hood. That is why they have been la-
beled as a terrorist organization, and
that is why the United States should
label them as a terrorist organization.

Regardless of what anybody thinks
about President Trump, his order was



March 17, 2017

an attempt to protect Americans
against judges who think they are un-
accountable because we haven’t im-
peached near enough and who become
dictators and seize power that was
never given to them.

I have got a bill we are preparing
that would eliminate any jurisdiction
for any Federal court other than the
Supreme Court to take up an issue in-
volving immigration of refugees, other
than immigration courts, but not on a
constitutional level, not to issue an in-
junction to stop a congressional action
or a Presidential action. That would
have to come from the Supreme Court,
and that is the way it ought to be.

When the Constitution was written,
there was only one Federal court pro-
vided for. That was the United States
Supreme Court. Any other court that is
Federal in this country owes its life,
its jurisdiction, to the U.S. Congress.
As some have said in other applica-
tions, ‘“We brought them into the
world and we can take them out,” as
far as their courts are concerned; and
we need to do that. We need to take
their courts out of the business of mak-
ing decisions that overrule congres-
sional and Presidential action on refu-
gees and our national security when it
is involved with those refugees.

At a hearing that Dr. Alid Perez and
STEVE KING, my friend from Iowa, set
up and held yesterday, there were very
touching stories of Christians, Yazidis,
the persecution of Jews in the Middle
East. We heard from people that know
what it is to be persecuted by radical
Islamists. They see how stupid the
policies have been in this country.

We heard from one of the people in
the Homeland Security Department
that with the massive millions of dol-
lars that Congress appropriated to be
used in countering violent extremism,
an inarticulate euphemism, that we
have spent millions on things like
teaching young school choirs Muslim
songs. Now, that is one of the contrib-
uting factors to the senseless Orlando
killings, the San Bernardino killings,
the Boston marathon killings—choirs.
A contributing factor is that we have
wasted millions of dollars, maybe bil-
lions, on outreach programs that
should not necessarily be the role of
some parts of our law enforcement.

I challenged FBI Director Mueller
that they had not even gone to the
mosque where Tsarnaev went to find
out if his pattern had changed, if his
behavior had changed, you know, if he
was memorizing more and more scrip-
ture than he ever had.

We often hear after these shootings,
these killings, or these bombings take
place: Well, he was becoming more and
more religious.

Well, that can be an indication that
somebody has become radicalized.
There are a number of factors.

Kim Jensen from the FBI, who pre-
pared 700 pages or so on training people
how to spot radical Islamists, well, he
had his 700 pages purged from training
materials for a long period of time. Fi-
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nally, they realized somebody really
needs to know what radical Islam is.
They allowed some of the training ma-
terials to be used again—maybe all of
them—but only for a limited number of
FBI agents, as I understand it. We had
material that was removed during the
purge of our State Department, Home-
land Security Department, intelligence
departments, agencies, during the
purge of their training materials, re-
moved what our Federal agents need to
know in order to be able to spot if
somebody is no longer a peace-loving
Muslim but now has been radicalized
and wants to kill American infidels.

There are things that can be spotted
if you know what to look for. We have
people that know how to train for
those things. Phil Haney with Home-
land Security knew. With this sci-
entific methodology of finding the con-
nections between radical Islamists, as
we have heard publicly, he had identi-
fied 800 who may have terrorist ties—
reviewed 400, where nearly every one of
them ended up being named on the ter-
rorist watch list, but the other 400 were
not ever analyzed.
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No telling how many of those poten-
tial terrorist individuals may actually
kill people, kill Americans some day, if
they haven’t already.

Although Secretary Napolitano said
we get pinged and we connect the dots,
yvet she was Secretary when somebody
high—maybe her, but probably some-
one else—was eliminating the dots,
thousands of pages of dots, dots rep-
resenting terrorist ties. They wiped
them out. They erased them.

Phil Haney saw it as it was hap-
pening, was able to capture much that
was being deleted, that would allow us
to know who in the United States has
terrorist ties. Under President Obama,
our ability to identify our enemy was
greatly weakened, and now we have
judges that will put us even further at
risk.

But you see it repeatedly through
history. When a nation’s leaders begin
to think they are so wise, so above the
fray that they refuse to recognize a di-
rect threat to the nation, then the na-
tion is—it speeds up its trip to that
dustbin of history. My continued hope
and prayer is that this administration
will reverse that slide.

I know there are many that say that
you have a cycle—whether it was an-
cient Greece, Rome, other societies—
where they pursue freedom, they have
some freedom, they begin to lose free-
dom, they fall under a dictatorship, a
totalitarian regime, and then the cycle
goes on. But my reading of history
leads me to believe perhaps it is more
like, can be like, bell-shaped curves
where you can go up, create more and
more freedoms, have periods where you
lose freedoms, but if you have a genera-
tion or two that stands up and recap-
tures those freedoms, you could have
another bell-shaped curve. It doesn’t
have to be a cycle where you com-
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pletely lose your freedom. But the way
we are headed, this will happen.

I was hearing from my friend Sec-
retary Tom Price yesterday that there
are 76,000 employees in Health and
Human Services, and we are not talk-
ing about people that even put Band-
Aids on those who need medical care.
We are talking mainly about bureau-
crats. That is one of the things that
contributed so mightily to the in-
creased cost of health care: so many
more bureaucrats were being hired, had
to be hired, more and more regulations.

You had IRS agents, by the thou-
sands, that had to be hired in order to
implement ObamaCare. They weren’t
going to help anybody’s health. They
might actually cause problems with
people’s health—ulcers, at least.

But this Nation is at risk. We have
gotten a reprieve, a chance to catch
our breath, restore freedom.

As I have said before, for those who
have read ‘‘Nineteen Eighty-Four’ by
George Orwell, the main thing that Or-
well got wrong was the date, because
we now have eyes in our homes wher-
ever we are that are staring at us,
allow the government to stare at us
through our own computers, through
our own smartphones. When watching
the movie of ‘“1984,” it actually is an
eye like a picture, but what it really is
these days, they are computer screens,
smartphone screens. The government
can watch any time it wants.

We were assured that the government
would not be watching like that unless
they followed the law or got a FISA
court warrant, but Edward Snowden
showed that—those of us who heard
testimony and heard statements from
people in authority about what they
would do and not do—has been proven
to be false.

That became clear to me when I saw
the affidavit seeking a warrant for all
of Verizon’s data on all of their cus-
tomers, all of their calls, all of the in-
formation, because the Fourth Amend-
ment says it has to be with particu-
larity. You have got to be specific,
what it is you are seeking, make sure
there is probable cause to believe a
crime is being committed and this per-
son committed it, and that there is evi-
dence to show that that is being
sought, and then you get the warrant.

That is the way I reviewed applica-
tions for warrants repeatedly when I
was a judge, but not anymore. No, no.
A guy comes in, swears to a FISA court
judge that at one time I had great
trust in because we were assured, hey,
these are appointed—nominated, at
least—confirmed Federal judges. They
would never violate the Constitution.
Well, we found out that is just not
true. They became a rubber stamp.

So the particularity in the affidavit
we saw was: We need all the informa-
tion on all the customers Verizon has.
The FISA judge, supposedly out there
to protect Americans’ private informa-
tion, said: Oh, well, that is particular
enough. You want everything, all of
the numbers, all of the information.
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Okay, here is the order. Here is the
warrant. Verizon, turn over everything
you have got on all the numbers you
have.

Well, so much for protection of our
rights by the FISA court. We now know
we are not protected by the FISA
court. We can’t trust the FISA court.

As I said in our hearing last week—
well, I have said it publicly—unless our
intelligence agencies produce the cul-
prits who violated the law and did not
follow the law in masking the name,
minimizing the transcripts, unless our
intelligence agencies can root out the
people that have been violating the
law, I will vote against a reauthoriza-
tion of 702.

I know they say: Well, we need all of
this power to keep us safe. But we have
competing interests here. On the one
hand, we have a government that
yearns to be bigger and bigger and
know more and more until it knows ev-
erything about everybody; and on the
other hand, we have got people wanting
to be safe and wanting their govern-
ment to protect them. So there has to
be a balance.

But when government officials can
get every bit of information about your
private life, then why do we even need
a Congress? You have got bureaucrats
making your decisions, know all about
you. Might as well let them make the
rest of your personal decisions. They
know everything else you know.

So we are living in a dangerous time,
but the judges have got to be reined in.
I hope that my colleagues will join us
in restricting the ability of a district
or circuit court, any Federal court
other than the Supreme Court, taking
up these types of national security
issues involving refugees or immi-
grants, because it looks like that is the
best thing we can do at this time.

In the meantime, I do intend to re-
view more information about these two
judges from Hawaii and Maryland—any
others that may join hands as they
jump off the cliff—and see if their con-
duct seems to be sufficiently bad con-
duct to require their removal from of-
fice.

I know this will be looked at as a po-
litical thing, but it is not. We are talk-
ing about the freedoms of every Demo-
crat, every Republican, everybody that
is not identified with a party—every
American. The judges have overtaken
the Constitution.

In the name of political correctness,
we have ended up, apparently, accord-
ing to the information that is coming
out, allowing people who happen to be
Muslim to have total access to our con-
gressional computer systems. This ar-
ticle from March 15 in the Conservative
Review by Luke Rosiak—and appar-
ently, he has done a great deal of
digging on this story. He seems to have
more stories about it.

Well, let me touch on the one from
March 13:

‘““Congressional IT staffers who are
the subject of a criminal investigation
into misusing their positions had full
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access to Members’ ‘correspondence,
emails, confidential files,” and there
was almost no tracking of what they
did, a former House technology worker
said.

“Imran Awan bullied central IT to
bend the rules for him so there
wouldn’t be a paper trail about the un-
usually high permissions he was re-
questing. And their actions were not
logged, so Members have no way of
knowing what information they may
have taken, the central IT employee
said.

“Awan ran technology for multiple
House Democrats, and soon four of his
relatives—including brothers Abid and
Jamal—appeared on the payroll of doz-
ens of other Members’’—of Congress—
“‘collecting $4 million in taxpayer
funds since 2010.

“U.S. Capitol Police named him and
his relatives as subjects of a criminal
probe on February 2, and banned them
from the complex’s computer net-
works. But Members of Congress for
whom they worked have downplayed
their access or publicly ignored the
issue.”

And, of course, the reason is no one
wants to be seen as a racist. Islam,
being Muslim, is not a race; it is a reli-
gion. And for some, it is not only a re-
ligion, it is a form of government that
some—fortunately, a minority—think
should replace our own Constitution.

Anyway, the article goes on: *‘‘They
had access to everything. Correspond-
ence, emails, confidential files—if it
was stored on the Member’s system,
they had access to it,” the former
House Information Resources tech-
nology worker with first-hand knowl-
edge of Imran’s privileges told The
Daily Caller News Foundation.

“Technology employees who work for
Members must initially get authority
from HIR, a component of the House’s

chief administrative officer, which
maintains campus-wide technology
systems.

“There were some things—Ilike access
to the House email system that were
totally controlled by the technicians at
HIR. In order for certain permissions
to be granted, a form was required to
ensure that there was a paper trail for
the requested changes. Imran was con-
stantly complaining that he had to go
through this process and trying to get
people to process his access requests
without the proper forms. Some of the
permissions he wanted would give him
total access to the Members’ stuff.”

And again, he used the threat of call-
ing someone bigoted because he was
Muslim if he was not given the total
access that this person now being in-
vestigated as a criminal said he need-
ed.

And it is amazing how many people
gave him the full access he wanted
without the proper credentials, with-
out the proper background investiga-
tion, because no one wanted to be
called bigoted since he was Muslim.
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““IT staff at HIR can be tracked for
every keystroke they make,” the work-
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er said. But by comparison, ‘when
these guys were granted access to the
Member’s computer systems there is no
oversight or tracking of what they may
be doing on the Member’s system. For
example they could make a copy of
anything on the Member’s computer
system to a thumb drive or have it sent
to a private server that they had set up
and no one would know.’

“That raises questions about why
Members are so quick to brush off the
seriousness of the investigation.”

Mr. Speaker, as you know, we are not
hearing a lot of people talk about it.
We are not seeing a bunch of stories
about it. But this is critical to the on-
going of Congress’ actions. You can’t
have privileged communications that
allow us to know what is going on in
the departments, agencies, over which
we have oversight—you can’t have ac-
cess to that kind of information.

The wrong people know everybody we
talk to, everything that is said. They
know how to fend off and best come
after America. They know how to ma-
nipulate us and do so so much easier
and better. You don’t have to be Rus-
sian, apparently, to get access to the
Democratic National Committee’s
emails.

I am still really interested to know if
any of these five who didn’t have prop-
er background investigations, that
worked on so many of our Democratic
friends’ computer systems, if they pos-
sibly helped set up the Democratic Na-
tional Committee’s computer system.

‘““‘After being notified by the House
Administration Committee, Abid was
removed from our payroll.””’ This is a
quote. ‘“‘We are confident that every-
thing in our office is secure,” Hilarie
Chambers, chief of staff for Democratic
Representative SANDER LEVIN of Michi-
gan, told TheDCNF'.

““Multiple House IT workers said it is
impossible for Members’ offices to
make that judgment, and that Capitol
Police—who are running an investiga-
tion that involves cybercrimes and cur-
rent and potential international fugi-
tives, despite their primary duties
being providing physical security—
aren’t capable of determining what ac-
tually occurred either.

“The Capitol Police web page listing
their authority, scope of work, and ex-
pertise does not mention the word
‘computers.’

“A Fairfax County, Virginia, police
report shows that the brothers’ step-
mother called the police on them in
January, and a relative said Imran has
been out of the country attempting to
access assets stored in Pakistan in his
deceased father’s name. The relative
said they forced her to sign power of
attorney documents against her will.

‘““After naming them as suspects in a
criminal investigation, the Capitol Po-
lice have not taken their passports or
arrested them. The brothers previously
took a $100,000 loan from a fugitive
wanted by U.S. authorities, Dr. Ali Al-
Attar, who has fled to Iraq and been
linked to Hezbollah.”
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Just gives you a warm, fuzzy feeling,
Mr. Speaker, that we have got people
with ties owing money to known asso-
ciates of the Hezbollah terrorist orga-
nization and their having full access to
Members’ computers.

This says: “Imran ran technology for
Florida Rep. DEBBIE WASSERMAN
SCHULTZ—who resigned as head of the
Democratic National Committee after
a disastrous email hack that was
blamed on Russians—and had the pass-
word to an iPad used for DNC business.

‘““Politico described the investigation
this way: ‘Five House staffers are ac-
cused of stealing equipment from Mem-
bers’ offices without their knowledge
and committing serious, potentially il-
legal, violations on the House IT net-
work.’

“But it later said Hill staffers were
downplaying the information security
component, writing, ‘Sources close to
the House investigation said the
former staffers, while able to view
some Member data, did not have access
to any classified information.’

“That description rankled multiple
House IT workers, who told TheDCNF
those semantics misleadingly made it
seem like they didn’t have access to ex-
tremely sensitive information.

‘“‘Classified’ is a terminology used by
spy agencies and other executive
branch agencies, not generally Con-
gress, with the exception of the Intel-
ligence Committee. The full email cor-
respondence and hard drives of Mem-
bers of Congress are nonetheless sen-
sitive, extremely private, and likely to
contain privileged information of the
utmost import.

‘““And an email need not deal with na-
tional security to open that Member to
blackmail or extortion. All a rogue IT
staffer would need to do was threaten
to release emails that were politically
embarrassing.

“The central IT staffer said any sug-
gestion that the brothers’ access didn’t
span the full gamut of congressional
intrigue was silly because they were
the ones giving out permissions.

‘“‘When a new Member begins, they
guide them on everything from which
computer system to purchase to which
constituent management system to go
with and all other related hardware
purchases. Then they install every-
thing and set up all the accounts and
grant all the required permissions and
restrictions,’ the staffer said.

‘“‘In effect, they are given adminis-
trative control of the Members’ com-
puter operations. They then set up a
remote access so they can connect
from wherever they are and have full
access to everything on the Member’s
system.’

“Numerous Members of Congress who
employed the suspects wouldn’t say
whether they’ve been fired or what
steps they’ve taken to examine wheth-
er their information is safe.”

Spokesmen for a number of Members
of Congress ‘‘all ignored requests or re-
fused to say.

“The central IT worker said they
were ignoring the problem in the hopes
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that it will go away, but that their ap-
athy speaks to the problem.

‘“‘Unfortunately, as the recent elec-
tion has shown, security of computer
systems on the Hill is not really taken
seriously.””

So we are told now, this article from
March 15, says that the Capitol Police
are getting outside help. We will see.

Might I inquire how much time I
have?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Texas has 5 minutes re-
maining.

Mr. GOHMERT. Mr. Speaker, in my
remaining time, I want to address the
question of ObamaCare.

Two years ago when Joe Biden was
Vice President, making him President
of the Senate, there was a compromise.
Instead of doing complete and full re-
peal of ObamaCare as Republicans have
been promising for years, there was a
compromise: All right. We will take
out all but the regulatory authority,
those things that actually caused the
greatest increase and expense.

But it didn’t change the fact, Mr.
Speaker, that we had made a pledge to
America that I didn’t help write but
our leaders of the Republican Party in
the House did, and it said: Because the
new healthcare law Kills jobs, raises
taxes, increases the cost of health care,
we will immediately take action to re-
peal this law. Then it goes into some
detail about that.

Then we know we had A Better Way,
Speaker RYAN, our leadership, current
leadership’s Better Way. And this was
from June 22 of 2016.

The plan begins by laying out five
principles. It Dbegins by repealing
ObamaCare. That is all of it as its first
principle. And the last sentence of the
paragraph says: ‘“We need a clean start
in order to pursue the patient-centered
reforms the American people deserve.”

That is exactly right, and I was glad
that our leadership of our party put
that in there because we needed a full
repeal.

But 2 years ago, it wasn’t a complete
repeal. More so than what is being done
now, in what we are being told is the
new bill. It was more repeal then. But
even then we wanted to do a full re-
peal, but we were told because Joe
Biden could come over from the White
House, come down Pennsylvania Ave-
nue and take the presiding officer’s
seat straight down the hall, that he
would likely rule that other part was
not in compliance with the Byrd rule.

In essence, the Byrd rule basically
means, if something is merely inci-
dental in its effect on the budget in-
stead of a direct effect on the budget,
then it may not be considered under
the procedure that was being used, and
that procedure only requires 51 votes.

So the thing that everybody knew
back then is, if it were a Republican in
the presiding officer’s seat, of course,
would say all of this, especially the
part that was taken out, would survive
the Byrd rule because it is not just an
incidental effect on the budget. It is
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the most dramatic effect on the budget
of most any bill that Congress has ever
taken up—dramatic and not incidental,
dramatic.

And so now we are told: Look, every-
body needs to get on board with this
new bill that doesn’t go as far as the
one 2 years ago, and it leaves all these
regulations and things, all that power.
1,400 times it says the Secretary will
make the rules, regulations to imple-
ment the bill. But we are being told it
is okay; you don’t have to knock those
out because now we have Secretary
Price that can do that.

Well, for one thing, if he could, then
that would mean when the next Sec-
retary of Health and Human Services
comes along and it is a Democrat, you
can put them all back. We hadn’t done
anything. We didn’t accomplish any-
thing. We just had a little breather.

But we are also told the prices will
likely continue up. There may be a 10
percent drop of the two to four times
the healthcare costs, health insurance
costs, at least, are increasing.

But since we know it will be a Repub-
lican in the chair, then the Republican
in the chair in the Senate will be free
to do the right thing and say, honestly,
truthfully, absolutely, the repeal of all
this regulatory massive mess is dra-
matically going to affect the budget,
not incidentally. So it survives the
Byrd rule. It stays in.

There are things that are in the new
bill that probably won’t survive that
analysis that have been added.

Why don’t we do what we promised
for 7 long years, repeal all of
ObamaCare? But we are told there is a
second bucket, a second stage, where
Secretary Tom Price—in whom I have
got great faith because he knows
health care, he knows healthcare law—
can change those regulations.

Well, we also know that this is going
to be taken to court very quickly. And
even I, as the conservative appellate
chief justice that I was at one time,
would probably look at that and say
wait a minute.

The law gives you the power to cre-
ate regulations to implement the bill;
it doesn’t give you the power to make
regulations that will destroy the bill.
So it won’t have to be a liberal judge
that can knock down regulations.

I remember my late friend Justice
Scalia not talking about a particular
case, but talking about the issue of
when Congress doesn’t do something
and has a lawsuit to do it instead, Jus-
tice Scalia said: If you guys in Con-
gress don’t have the guts to stop some-
thing you have the power to stop, don’t
come running over to the Supreme
Court to demand we do it. You do your
job. That is not our job.
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And this is the case with ObamaCare.
It needs to be repealed—as MITCH
MCCONNELL said, root and branch. And
it survives the Byrd Rule, and then we
really help America.

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance
of my time.
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PRESIDENT TRUMP’S BROKEN
HEALTHCARE PROMISES TO THE
AMERICAN PEOPLE

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

Mr. GALLEGO. Mr. Speaker, I am
going to cut directly to the chase. The
Trump-Ryan healthcare bill betrays
every single promise Donald Trump
made about health care, and does it all
for the sake of an enormous tax cut for
those who need it least.

The first promise that Donald Trump
made to the American people was that
everyone would have health insurance.
Although the ACA expanded health
coverage to more than 20 million
Americans, Donald Trump said repeat-
edly that he didn’t think the ACA pro-
vided enough people with coverage. He
said: ‘“We’re going to have insurance
for everybody,” and “I’m not going to
leave the lower 20 percent that can’t
afford health insurance.”

What does the Trump-Ryan bill do?

According to the Congressional Budg-
et Office, 14 million people would im-
mediately lose coverage next year, and
24 million people would lose coverage
by 2027. That is outrageous. But it gets
worse.

According to the White House’s own
estimate, 26 million people, not 24 mil-
lion people, will lose coverage under
the Trump-Ryan bill.

The second promise that Donald
Trump made to the American people
was that their health insurance would
be cheaper. Donald Trump said that his
plans would have ‘“much lower
deductibles.”

Secretary Tom Price said last week
that under the Trump-Ryan proposal
“nobody will be worse off financially.”

What does the Trump-Ryan bill actu-
ally do?

In my home State, Arizonans will get
hit hard, very hard. In 2020, under the
Trump-Ryan plan, Arizonans will re-
ceive on average $3,500 less in subsidies
than ObamaCare, meaning they are
going to be forced to spend more
money out of pocket to continue get-
ting care.

The Trump-Ryan bill will stick it to
older Americans. It peels back an
ObamaCare rule that protects older
people from higher costs. The Trump-
Ryan bill green-lights insurance com-
panies to charge older Americans 66
percent more.

According to the Congressional Budg-
et Office, a typical, low-income, 64-
year-old’s out-of-pocket costs would in-
crease from less than $2,000 a year to
almost $15,000 a year by 2026. So if you
are an older American and you don’t
like ObamaCare, let me tell you this
right now: You are going to hate
TrumpCare.

The third promise that Donald
Trump made to the American people
was that Americans would enjoy better
health care. As a candidate, Donald
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Trump said that ObamaCare was ‘‘hor-
rible health care.” He promised that
“everybody’s going to be taken care of
much better than they’re taken care of
now.”’

So what does the Trump-Ryan bill
do?

Well, if you are lucky enough to still
have health insurance under the
Trump-Ryan plan, it will provide you
even worse coverage. The bill does
nothing to increase the quality of your
care. It will cut some of the healthcare
services you receive now.

In his speech before Congress less
than 3 weeks ago, Donald Trump said
that ‘“‘we will expand treatment for
those who have become so badly ad-
dicted.”

At a time when opiate overdoses kill
more Americans than car accidents, we
absolutely should be expanding treat-
ment. But what does the Trump-Ryan
bill do?

It does the opposite by cutting addic-
tion services and mental health treat-
ment under Medicaid.

Donald Trump’s fourth promise to
the American was that he would not
cut Medicaid. During the Republican
presidential primary, he bragged that
he was the first and only potential
GOP candidate to state that there will
be no cuts to Social Security, Medi-
care, and Medicaid.

What does the Trump-Ryan bill do?

It cuts Medicaid more than it has
ever been cut before. According to the
Center on Budget and Policy Priorities,
it cuts Medicaid funding by $370 billion
over 10 years.

The Trump-Ryan bill will perma-
nently and radically weaken this crit-
ical safety net for the working poor. It
freezes enrollment in Medicaid and
unravels the Medicaid expansion. If
you are worried about what this means
for you, your family, and your friends,
you should be.

Donald Trump is breaking his prom-
ise on Medicaid. Will he break his
promise on Medicare, too? Will he
break his promise on Social Security?
Why is Donald Trump breaking prom-
ise after promise he made on health
care?

The Trump-Ryan bill takes
healthcare coverage away from mil-
lions of people, it raises deductibles
and copays, and provides worse cov-
erage for those who are lucky enough
to still be able to afford it.

So what are Donald Trump, PAUL
RYAN, and House Republicans up to?
This bill does a lot of things poorly,
but there is one thing, and really only
one thing, that this bill does incredibly
well. It cuts a whole lot of taxes for the
rich.

This Trump-Ryan ‘‘healthcare bill”’
includes a whopping $600 billion in tax
cuts, almost all for the wealthy. The
single biggest tax cut in the bill re-
peals a 3.8 percent tax on investors who
make more than $250,000.

This tax cut will not put a single dol-
lar back in the pocket of any family
who makes less than $250,000. But if
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you are the top one-tenth of 1 percent,
which means that you make at least
$3.75 million per year, then you will get
on average a $165,000 tax cut. This is
outrageous.

The Trump-Ryan bill also repeals a
nearly 1 percent tax on families mak-
ing over $250,000. Again, if you are in
the top one-tenth of 1 percent, you are
going to do great under the Trump-
Ryan bill. You will get an average tax
cut of over $30,000.

But, if you are in the bottom 90 per-
cent, if you are an average, hard-
working American, you will get noth-
ing from this tax cut.

Who are Donald Trump, PAUL RYAN,
and House Republicans looking out for?
If you are an out-of-work steelworker
in Youngstown, it is not you. If you are
a struggling farmer in rural Alabama,
it is not you. If you are working at
Target, Walmart, or McDonald’s, you
are out of luck, too. Heck, even if you
are making a decent living as an auto
worker or a truck driver, it is not you.

Two nights ago, Donald Trump even
admitted this. In an interview on FOX
News, Tucker Carlson pointed out to
Donald Trump that the rich do a lot
better under the Trump-Ryan
healthcare bill than working and mid-
dle class people, many of whom sup-
ported him in this election.

What did Donald Trump say in re-
sponse? ‘‘Oh, I know.”

Donald Trump, PAUL RYAN, and
House Republicans are looking out for
the richest of the rich. They are put-
ting the pinch to you, hardworking
Americans, to give their rich friends
and supporters a giant tax break, and
they are willing to wreck our
healthcare system and take healthcare
insurance away from 24 million Ameri-
cans to do it.

Two years ago, MARCO RUBIO called
out Donald Trump as a con artist. The
Trump-Ryan healthcare bill is one big
con on the American people.

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

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Mem-
bers are reminded to avoid engaging in
personalities toward the President.

————

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

By unanimous consent, leave of ab-
sence was granted to:

Mr. MCEACHIN (at the request of Ms.
PELOSI) for today.

—————

ENROLLED BILL SIGNED

Karen L. Haas, Clerk of the House,
reported and found truly enrolled a bill
of the House of the following title,
which was thereupon signed by the
Speaker:

H.R. 1362. An act to name the Department
of Veterans Affairs community-based out-
patient clinic in Pago Pago, American
Samoa, the Faleomavaega Eni Fa’aua’a
Hunkin VA Clinic.
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