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ADDRESSING THE IMMIGRATION STATUS OF
ILLEGAL IMMIGRANTS BROUGHT TO THE
UNITED STATES AS CHILDREN

TUESDAY, JULY 23, 2013

HoOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
SUBCOMMITTEE ON IMMIGRATION AND BORDER SECURITY
COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY
Washington, DC.

The Subcommittee met, pursuant to call, at 2:30 p.m., in room
2141, Rayburn House Office Building, the Honorable Trey Gowdy
(Chairman of the Subcommittee) presiding.

Present: Representatives Gowdy, Goodlatte, Poe, Smith, King,
Jordan, Amodei, Labrador, Holding, Lofgren, Conyers, Jackson Lee,
Gutierrez, and Garcia.

Staff Present: (Majority) Andrea Loving, Counsel; Allison
Halataei, Parliamentarian & General Counsel, Graham Owens,
8%er11§; (Minority) Tom Jawetz, Counsel; and Maggie Littlewood,

erk.

Mr. GowDY. Good afternoon. The Subcommittee on Immigration
and Border Security will come to order. Without objection, the
Chair is authorized to declare recesses of the Committee at any
time. This is a hearing entitled “Addressing the Immigration Sta-
tus of Illegal Immigrants Brought to the United States as Chil-
dren.” We welcome all of our witnesses today. Both panels. And we
will get to our witnesses momentarily.

When Chairman Goodlatte had the first immigration hearing
months ago, I said we were looking for a remedy that would last
a lifetime. A real remedy, not a political or electoral remedy, but
a real remedy that is best for our country. And I said I thought we
could find a synthesis or a harmony, if you will, between the com-
passion that defines us as a people and the respect for the rule of
law that defines us as a republic.

The House Judiciary Committee has since held nearly a dozen
hearings on different aspects of our immigration system and passed
four bills, including legislation to strengthen interior enforcement
and ensure the laws we pass are actually enforced. We know bor-
der security and interior enforcement are the only guarantee that
we will not repeat the mistakes of the past.

The issue of how to treat children brought to this country is not
new. Congress has considered it since at least 2001, but it is a new
issue for this Congress and several Members of this Subcommittee.
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We all view children as a special protected class. We have all wit-
nessed acts of heroism where total strangers risk and sacrifice
their lives for other people’s children. We admire teachers and
other professionals who dedicate their lives to teaching and helping
other people’s children. Children and the issues that impact their
lives unite us like nothing else. And because children are a special
class, the law treats children differently in almost every regard.

When children wander into neighborhood yards, we don’t call
that trespassing. When children cry and yell and scream at res-
taurants or on airplanes, we don’t call that a violation of the noise
ordinance. When children eat a grape at the grocery store or eat
piece a candy waiting in line before Mom or Dad pays for it, we
don’t call that petty larceny. Children can’t sign contracts, they
can’t vote, they can’t purchase certain items, they can’t even work
in some instances because the law treats children differently. Even
when children do get in trouble, legally, the system is completely
separate. Even the purpose of the system is different. The purpose
of the adult justice system is to punish; the purpose of the juvenile
justice system is to rehabilitate and to restore.

The law treats children differently for a variety of reasons, in-
cluding the fact that children cannot form the intent necessary to
violate the law. And intent is a necessary element of every criminal
offense. Simply put, children who were brought here hadn’t com-
mitted a crime, misdemeanor or otherwise. The adults may have,
but the children have not. And that is not an expression of compas-
sion, that is the execution and the application of the law.

There are an estimated 1.35 million undocumented children
under the age of 18 and an estimated 1.6 million between ages of
18 to 24 in this country. In recent months, I have heard from many
organizations and individuals regarding legislation aimed at grant-
ing legal status for this subset of undocumented immigrants chil-
dren from South Carolina, children from as far away from South
Carolina as California. When my good friend Jeff Denham was gra-
cious enough to let me visit him in his district, Jeff, I remember
a young lady at your town hall coming up to us afterward. And for
virtually all her life this young lady grew up thinking that she was
an American citizen. She never knew any differently. She led a vir-
tuous life with good grades, hard work, community involvement,
active in her church, wonderful, loving family. Exactly the kind of
person that you and I would want to be a fellow citizen. She was
polite. She was persuasive. She just had one question for us: what
country am I supposed to go back to? This is the only country I
have ever known.

So while there is an obvious openness with respect to children
who have done nothing wrong, those same equities in my judg-
ment, do not apply in the same regard to the remainder of the 11
million undocumented immigrants. They may or may not have
other equities to argue. Let me say this as plainly as I can, at-
tempts to group the entire 11 million into one homogeneous group
in an effort to secure a political remedy will only wind up hurting
the most vulnerable. And to earn the trust, respect of our fellow
citizens, we must ensure there are sufficient antifraud measures
and sufficient screening mechanisms so those who seek the benefit
unjustly and without a factual basis are identified.
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In conclusion, let me say this: we are a Nation of laws because
law provides order and structure and predictability and peace and
equality and justice. Compassion is good. But it can ebb and flow
with the vicissitudes of life and the perspective of the individual.

The law remains sturdy and strong as the foundation upon which
we live. I will support and defend the Constitution and laws of the
United States of America against all enemies, foreign and domes-
tic. I will bear true faith and allegiance to the same. I will bear
arms on behalf of the United States when required by the law. I
will perform noncombatant service in the Armed Forces of the
United States when required by the law. I will perform work of na-
tional importance under civilian direction when required by the
law. That is not an oath for Congress; that is the oath of citizen-
ship. That is the pledge and the promise each makes, hand on
heart, to their soon to be fellow citizens. Five distinct references to
the law in just a single paragraph of the oath. If we expect people
to support, defend, and live by the law after they become citizens,
what possible explanation can exist for not applying the law during
the process of becoming a citizen.

So finally the equities are on the side of the children in my judg-
ment. Equities to be debated. The law is also on the side of these
children. And the law stands above equity and opinion. America is
different. We are compassionate and free because most of all we
are a Nation of laws. And I presume that is one reason people so
desperately want to come here in the first place.

And with that, I would recognize the gentlelady from California,
Ms. Lofgren.

Ms. LOFGREN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Today’s hearing exam-
ines a critically important issue in our broken immigration system:
the treatment of undocumented young people who were brought to
the U.S. as children. These are kids who have grown up in this
country, have attended American high schools, and who often know
no other country as home.

This Subcommittee last held a hearing about these DREAMers
in 2007 when three young women testified about their lives. One
of the witnesses, Tam Tran, grew up in California, graduated from
Santiago High School in Garden Grove, California and from UCLA
with a Bachelor’s Degree in American Literature and Culture with
honors. Tam was in the Ph.D. program in American Civilization at
Brown University and was continuing to serve as a leading voice
in support of the DREAM Act when she and a close friend, another
DREAMer, died in a car crash on May 15, 2010.

I wanted to recognize Tam as we begin this hearing because I am
mindful of what Martin Luther King, Jr. referred to as the “fierce
urgency of now.” Right now, we have an historic opportunity to fix
our broken immigration system, and it would be a national shame
if we were unable to do that. One part of that fix, an important
and compelling part of that fix, is to ensure that DREAMers have
an opportunity to become just as American on paper as they al-
ready are in their hearts. I believe that there is a strong, bipar-
tisan support for that principle and I am encouraged by some of
what I have heard on this issue from Republican Members, includ-
ing those in leadership, over the past few months.
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In some ways, this is not new. The DREAM Act was first intro-
duced as bipartisan legislation in 2001 and has had bipartisan sup-
port ever since. But the breadth of support in Congress is prom-
ising and I am extremely pleased that this breadth of support will
be reflected by the witnesses who will be testifying today.

But as encouraged as I am by the focus of our hearing today, 1
must also say that I have concerns about some of what I have read
in the press leading up to this hearing. I understand that Majority
Leader Cantor and Chairman Goodlatte are working on a legisla-
tive proposal that is rumored to be called the KIDS Act. Their de-
sire to become champions for this issue is a positive development
and is in many ways a testament to the hard work that DREAMers
themselves have done to build a coalition by telling their stories
and advocating for change. But like the immigration bills that this
Committee marked up in June, we have not yet seen the language
of the KIDS Act, and we have not been asked to contribute to the
effort. While I am looking forward to reviewing the KIDS Act when
its authors are prepared to share it, I know that this is a sharp
departure from the history of DREAM Act legislation that was al-
ways drafted and introduced with bipartisan support.

I am even more concerned about reports that some Republican
Members may be working on legislation that would allow undocu-
mented immigrants other than the DREAMers to obtain some tem-
porary lawful status but without a specific path to legal, perma-
nent residency.

I want to be clear: I recognize that this represents significant
progress, and I welcome that. I believe it shows a growing appre-
ciation that we cannot fix our broken immigration system without
addressing the 11 million undocumented immigrants who are part
of our businesses, our communities, and our families. But I believe
it would be a grave mistake to allow millions of people to come out
of the shadows and obtain lawful immigration status, only to leave
them in a second-class status for the rest of their lives.

As I said at the Committee’s very first hearing in this Congress,
partial legalization is a dangerous path. We need only to look at
France and Germany to see how unwise it is to create a permanent
underclass. What makes America special is that people come here,
they assimilate, they become fully American with all of the rights
and responsibilities that citizenship bestows.

The American people agree. In a recent Gallup poll, Americans
were asked the following question: “would you favor or oppose each
of the following as part of legislation to address the issue of illegal
immigration?” They were then provided various components of top-
to-bottom reform of our immigration laws, mandatory e-verify,
tightened border security, increased visas for skilled workers, and,
“allowing illegal immigrants to become citizens.” In the context of
a broader fix to our broken immigration system, 88 percent said
they favored a path to earned citizenship for the undocumented.
Support was overwhelmingly strong across all ideological and eth-
nic groups. Among conservative, non-Hispanic, White respondents,
83 pg:rcent favored a path to citizenship and only 17 percent op-
posed.

We have an opportunity now to do something that will help
strengthen America’s economy. An opportunity to keep families to-
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gether. And for everyone who believes in the rule of law, and I
think all of us on the Judiciary Committee are in that camp, we
have an opportunity to design an immigration system that pro-
motes law-abiding behavior instead of our current one that actually
depends upon law breaking.

This opportunity does not come often. I feel as though my entire
time in Congress, 18-plus years, has been spent looking for an
opening to fix our broken immigration system once and for all. This
is that time. The Senate passed a bipartisan immigration reform
bill, and I am doing everything I can to make sure the House is
able to do the same. If we work together, I think we can make that
happen, and I think our country will be better as a result. We
know that our history as a country, America, was formed by immi-
grants, and we will not serve our country well unless we ensure
that our future also welcomes the immigrant that will help build
a stronger America.

And I thank you, Mr. Chairman, and yield back.

Mr. Gowpy. Thank you. Thank the gentlelady from California.

The Chair will now recognize the gentleman from Virginia, the
Chairman of the full Committee, Mr. Goodlatte.

Mr. GOODLATTE. Thank you, Chairman Gowdy. Thank you for
holding this hearing. Thank you for your compelling opening state-
ment.

You know, when most Americans think about illegal immigra-
tion, they picture adults crossing the desert on the southwest U.S.
border. But not every illegal immigrant in the United States can
be placed into the same category. Some did, in fact, come here by
paying a coyote to smuggle them across the border. Some came
here legally on a visa and didn’t leave when their allotted time ex-
pired so they could work here illegally.

However, there is another class of unlawfully present aliens, a
class of individuals who deserve to be considered from a different
perspective. I am talking about aliens brought here as children by
their parents. They had no input into their parents’ decision to
bring the family to the U.S. illegally. And many of them know no
other home than the United States, having grown up as Americans
since they were toddlers, in some instances. They surely don’t
share the culpability of their parents.

I have spoken about the fact that as part of the step-by-step ap-
proach the House is taking to address immigration reform, we
should look at whether we as a Nation should allow this group of
young people to stay in the U.S. legally. And while this is an im-
portant piece of immigration reform, it too must be accomplished
effectively and responsibly to ensure that several years from now
Congress is not once again being asked to pass another piece of leg-
islation dealing with the immigration status of a new group of
young people brought here by their parents.

To that end, I do not believe that parents who made the decision
to illegally enter the U.S. while forcing their children to join them
should be afforded the same treatment as their kids. Because, let’s
be clear, parents bringing their young children to the U.S. illegally
is not something we want to encourage, not only because it would
lead to continued illegal immigration, but also because illegally
crossing the border is dangerous.
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We have all seen the pictures or even video of children who are
dehydrated and lethargic from an arduous trek across the Mexican
and Arizona desert with their parents or with smugglers paid by
their parents. These border crossings could include everything from
handing a child over to a coyote in hopes of getting the child to the
U.S., to placing a child in the back of a semi-truck in hopes that
Customs and Border Protection officers at the U.S. Port of entry
wouldn’t detect a human presence in the trailer, to bringing a child
down into a tunnel built between Mexico and the United States,
knowing that at any moment it could collapse. These are all kinds
of things that immigration reform must ensure come to an end. En-
forcement at the border and in the interior of the U.S. is crucial
to ending these kinds of situations. And this Committee has passed
legislation to strengthen the enforcement of our immigration laws.

However, successful immigration reform must also look at how to
address the significant population of illegal immigrants who are al-
ready here and who were brought here as young children by their
parents through no fault of their own. And it needs to acknowledge
that just because there is a group of children does not mean they
should all be treated the same. For instance, if they have joined
gangs or been involved in criminal activities, such as by entering
the country as a drug mule crossing the border, or if they have oth-
erwise shown that they do not intend to be productive members of
American society, they should not be treated the same for purposes
of legal status as young children brought here by their parents.

So I am pleased that the Chairman is taking the time to look at
this issue today, and I look forward to hearing the testimony of all
of our witnesses. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, I yield back.

Mr. Gowpy. I thank Chairman Goodlatte.

I know we have two panels, including four colleagues who have
other Committee assignments. There had been other requests for
opening statements. So we will get to you as quickly as we can. I
will recognize Mr. Garcia, gentleman from Florida.

Mr. GARCIA. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I wish to thank the
Chairman. I know that he and many on the other side are trying
to find a solution for this problem, a right solution, a just solution,
an American solution. That said, when Members of this Committee,
when Members of this House use inflammatory language, use of-
fensive language, it does not help the process. In my district, I have
multiple schools who on a regular basis produce valedictorians.
And they are undocumented. However, when Members of this
House use language such as, “For everyone that is a valedictorian
there are another hundred out there who weigh 130 pounds and
have calves the size of cantaloupes because they’ve been hauling 75
pounds of marijuana across the desert,” it is offensive. And is be-
neath the dignity of this body and this country. I know that my col-
leagues are trying hard. In particular, I know that the Ranking
Member on our side has been working very hard to find a solution.
But this is an American problem, and we need to work together.
We need to stop pointing fingers and find a pathway forward.

I look forward to the good will in particular of all this House to
try to find a way to solve this very American problem. Thank you.

Mr. GowDY. The Chair thanks the gentleman from Florida.

The Chair now recognizes the gentleman from Iowa, Mr. King.
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Mr. KING. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I appreciate your recog-
nizing me for an opening statement. And my purpose in requesting
time here is to help set the tone a little bit differently, in that
when I see that we have eight witnesses all lined up on one side
of the agenda and four people lined up to speak as opening state-
ments and then would hear from the eight witnesses and at that
point maybe you would hear from someone who happens to dis-
agree with this concept that is before us today called the KIDS Act.
And I don’t know how I am supposed to know that officially. I did
pick that up in the news. I know it was referred to by the
gentlelady from California as the KIDS Act.

But we don’t have a bill before us, ladies and gentlemen. And so
we can’t look at the language of a bill and take a position on that
language. We are here today examining a concept, a philosophy, a
potential bill that is not yet before us. This is the opposite order
that we usually conduct business with in this Congress. So I would
suggest that in the future we turn that back around, actually have
a bill before us that we can have witnesses testify to.

All of us have sympathy for children who are brought here with-
out knowledge that they were breaking the law. I do not think that
the definition of a child cannot form intent doesn’t stick when I
look at the way we punish people for committing other crimes. And
so I disagree with that definition to some degree with the Chair-
man of the Subcommittee on this particular subject. But whose
fault is it? It is not the children’s fault if they are children. It is
not the children’s fault if they are unaware. It is not the children’s
fault if their parents brought them into the United States. They
are all subject to the application of the law. Then whose fault is
it? Is it the parents’ fault? I think so. And is any one of these wit-
ness panel, these four or the next four, are they going to advocate
that we punish the parents for bringing their children into a situa-
tion where they all find themselves in contradiction of the law, in
violation of the law? Is this being set up as a broader picture of
a backdoor amnesty so that all people that are unlawfully in the
United States, with those exceptions that the Senate has identified
as those that have committed a felony and those who have com-
mitted those three mysterious misdemeanors, they would be ex-
empt. But, otherwise, everybody in America is targeted to get legal-
ized by the Senate Gang of Eight that may be implicitly in an ac-
tion that might come from this bill. And I am very concerned about
that. Because if you legalize people that are here in this country
unlawfully and you waive the application—even if there were chil-
dren and you waive the application of the law on their parents, es-
pecially if they are the ones that brought them to commit this act,
then who do you enforce the law against if everybody that hasn’t
committed the felony is now legalized or their family member is to
be reunified and everybody that comes after this point, when do
you start to enforce the law if we can’t enforce it today? On the
next one that arrives with a 1-week-old baby? Maybe. I don’t think
so. I think what is on course here, advocated by our witnesses
ahead of us, I expect, and those that will follow them, is, we will
just do this little sliver here because this one tugs at our heart. It
tugs at my heart, too.
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But I listen to the Subcommittee Chairman’s statement when he
says he wants a remedy that will last a lifetime. I think we have
a higher responsibility than that. I think we have to preserve the
rule of law so that this country can last for many, many genera-
tions into the future. Not our lifetime, but the lifetime of the
United States of America. And if you exempt the rule of law with
regard to immigration, even a part of it, then what you have done
is you have suspended the law in a category. And if you can sus-
pend the law and exempt it for people who are either here illegally,
for people that will come here illegally and those who, by the way,
according to the Senate language, have been deported in the past
and you invite them to come back to the United States again, then
what you have done is you have sacrificed the rule of law on the
altar of political expediency. And the result will be American immi-
gration law will not be set by Americans again, it will be set by
the people that can circumvent the border security that we are
promised. But I will promise you, it will not come. It did not come
in 1986. This Administration is not serious about enforcing the law.
They will make whatever promises they need to do in order to do
the legalization they want to do. And if the end of this thing is citi-
zenship because they are willing to sacrifice the rule of law for po-
litical power and we have 100 million Americans today of working
age that are not in the workforce, and we are talking about giving
a reward for breaking the law, we must take this back to the es-
sential fundamental principle.

I appreciate the Chairman yielding me some time, and I am look-
ing forward to the testimony of the witnesses. I am not hopeful
that I am going to hear that statement in any of the testimony that
comes before this Committee. I thank the Chairman. I yield back
the balance of my time.

Mr. GowpY. The Chair now recognizes the gentlelady from
Texas, Ms. Jackson Lee.

Ms. JACKSON LEE. Mr. Chairman, this is a good start. We have
done this, however, for those of us who are senior Members on this
Committee, for more than a decade. And I thank you and Congress-
woman Lofgren for the testimony that will be rendered today. And
I believe that it is worthy to hear Members of Congress and to find
that common ground. It is also worthy to hear the opposition. But
it is also well to note that we as legislators are best when we act
on behalf of the American people and we strike a compromise. The
difficulty is, as I have listened to my good friend, that we will go
nowhere if we cannot find a common ground or we do not have
those who can see compromise on the horizon. But the one thing
that we cannot compromise on, and I said this earlier in remarks,
around the DREAMers and I thank them, for they have put in a
spark plug that has drawn now the interest of our friends on the
other side of the aisle, is that we are commemorating and cele-
brating Ramadan, but we also have principles in the Christian
faith. One of them is in the book of Ruth, where this young woman
entreats her mother-in-law not to leave her. She had come close to
her mother-in-law, and she asked that her mother-in-law not go
somewhere else and leave her. But we want to tell the DREAM Act
children that they can stay, but we don’t know about your parents
or your sisters and brothers. What values are those? What value
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is it if we tell our DREAM Act children that they can stay but we
tell them not to honor their mother and their father. We have a
format. We have comprehensive immigration reform. And we can
listen to individual suggestions. I have seen bills that may be ad-
vantageous, that may even be put into the larger framework that
so many Members have been working on over the years. But we
cannot move forward if we have motions on the floor of the House,
for example, voted enthusiastically to unfund the funding that
would process DREAM Act children. How can you say that you are
interested in moving forward when we have struck a chord of dis-
sension by taking the very dollars away that would help move the
process forward, even if we were to take this one bill at a time.

I will say this as I wrap up. I have spent a number of years, we
will hold an immigration hearing that we invite all of you to come
to in Houston, Texas, on the 29th. We want people to come from
far and wide. Members of Congress are coming in from around our
State. And we are looking to delineate Texas’ interest and commit-
ment, as one of the larger States of the Union, in comprehensive
immigration reform.

This morning, we heard that it is not only business persons, but
it is the evangelical or the faith community and business. We are
hoping to strike a chord. That is what we need in this Congress.
Members of Congress that believe in business, you can vote for
comprehensive immigration reform. Members of Congress that be-
lieve in the faith community, evangelicals and want to bring people
together, you can vote for a comprehensive approach. And certainly
if you adhere to law enforcement, who have cried out for com-
prehensive immigration reform, you can do that. But most impor-
tantly, if you believe in humanity, if you believe in the young peo-
ple that maybe because we are in Washington you don’t see. I see
them. They come into our office with tears in their eyes. Yes, val-
edictorians, salutatorians. Young men and women—I know there is
a bill talking about those who have served in the military. We have
done some of that before. Some young man who stopped me while
I was shaking his hand on the platform of graduation, he stopped
me as we were shaking hands, wishing him well. He said, I want
to go into the service. And he can’t go now. He didn’t stop me and
said he wanted to go to vacation or he wanted to get a big-time job.
He wanted to go and serve his Nation. But of course he had an ob-
stacle. If you see those kinds of children, then you know that the
only approach we can take is comprehensive immigration reform.
If you see the tears, if you view the vast humanity, that is the ap-
proach we should take.

I hope, Mr. Chairman, Ranking Member, that this Committee
will see a comprehensive initiative, and that we will be voting
much sooner than later for a better America. With that, yield back.

Mr. GowDY. Thank the gentlelady from Texas.

The Chair now recognizes the gentleman from Texas, Mr. Poe.

Mr. PoE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Thank you for holding this
hearing, as well as the Chairman of the full Committee, the numer-
ous hearings we have had and the step-by-step approach toward
immigration reform legislation. I want to make my comments cen-
ter on the phrase breaking the law. “Breaking the law.”
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It is estimated that over 1.3 million children were brought here
from foreign countries without their consent by their parents who
are under the age of 10. 1.3 million brought here under the age of
10. Everywhere in our law that I am aware of there must be some
intent for the act to be committed, either civil intent to form a con-
tract, criminal intent to commit a crime. In most States, 10 and
under, a person cannot form the intent to do anything, to commit
a crime, to sign a contract, because the law says they are a child.
And as you have said, Mr. Chairman, immigration law is the only
place I know of where intent is not required to be considered,
quote, illegal.

I think it is time that we bring the law up to the standard of
all laws in the United States, that a child cannot form the intent
to commit an act that is illegal in the United States. So, therefore,
we should look at children brought here by their parents, 10 and
under, whatever age we use, 1.3 million, as not being able to have
illegal status because they cannot—they did not consent to the act.
They did not make that determination mentally. And, therefore,
they should be treated, I think, in a special way, that they are chil-
dren brought here with no intent to have the status that they have,
they were—that status was given to them by their parents.

So breaking the law? I am not so sure that we can say that they
have broken the law because their status should not be retroactive
after they reach a certain age, but their age at the time that they
were brought here. 1.3 million brought here under the age of 10,
nowhere else in our law can a person commit a violation of the law
under the age of 10 except in immigration.

So it seems to me that it is time that we deal with these special
children in a very special way and bring them into our society and
move forward with rectifying this error in our immigration law and
making sure that we, as the Chairman has said, have compassion,
that we follow the rule of law, and that we move forward with rec-
ognizing these children.

I have met numerous individuals who were brought here as chil-
dren. Some of them serve in our military overseas, Afghanistan,
Iraq. So I think this hearing is very important, hearing from fellow
Members of Congress about this issue is a unique, special issue in
the entire discussion of immigration legislation,dealing with those
children that were brought here not by their choice and not by
their intent, but the choice and intent of someone else.

And I will yield back, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Gowpy. Thank the gentleman from Texas.

Mr. Gowpy. I believe there was one more request from the gen-
tleman from Idaho.

Mr. LABRADOR. Mr. Chairman, there was no request. But I will
go ahead and make a short statement. I just——

Mr. GowDY. I should have kept my mouth shut.

MlIi (%JABRADOR. Okay. But anything the Chairman asks me to do,
I will do.

Mr. GowDY. The gentleman is recognized.

Mr. LABRADOR. Thank you. Mr. Chairman and members of the
panel, members of the audience, I am grateful that you are here.
I am grateful that we are having this discussion. I think it is im-
portant for us as Americans that we comply first with the rule of
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law, that we, second, look at what the security of our Nation is,
that we, third, look at what we need to do to make sure that the
mistakes we have made in the past with respect to enforcement of
our law, that they can be corrected. I think this is an important
hearing. I think—I like the tone that we have set so far. And I
want to make sure that we continue to have this tone and this con-
versation here about what to do with the people that came here as
young people.

Now, I do want to make something very clear that I have said
in public and private. There is no right to citizenship of the United
States. It is a privilege that is provided by the law. And it is a
privilege that is provided by our Constitution. And it is something
that we need to discuss here, how to do it in the best way, so we
can prevent in the future having the same mistake—making the
same mistakes that we made in 1986 and making the same mis-
takes that we have made over the last 30 or so years. And I want
to thank you for being here. I want to thank you for your efforts.
And I will continue to do something to make sure that we can find
a way for us to actually solve the problems that are facing us,
which are grave problems that I think affect the future of the
United States.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. GowpDy. Thank the gentleman from Idaho.

We are privileged to have two wonderful panels, the first of
which are four of our distinguished colleagues, each of whom has
a very distinguished resume. I would invite the audience or the
viewers to look at their resumes in more detail. But in the interest
of time, because they have other Committees to go to—and, Luis,
we are anxious for you to come up and join the Subcommittee, I
am not going to read the biographies. I am simply going to recog-
nize Representative Coffman, Representative Denham, Representa-
tive Gardner, Representative Gutierrez, for your opening state-
ments. And then we will—we thank you, and we will let you go
back to the Committees that I know you all serve on.

With that, Representative Coffman.

TESTIMONY OF THE HONORABLE MIKE COFFMAN, A REP-
RESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF COLO-
RADO

Mr. CorFMAN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. So the first question
that we——

Mr. Gowpy. You may want to punch the button on the——

Mr. COFFMAN. It is on now.

So the first question that we ought to ask ourselves here today
is whether or not we believe that the young people who were
brought to this country illegally as children, who grew up and who
went to school here, who probably know of no other country, ought
to have the pathway to citizenship. And I believe that the answer
to that question is yes.

From my own background, I believe that the greatest expression
of American citizenship is serving this Nation in our military. It is
from the sacrifices of those who have worn the uniform that we as
Americans enjoy the freedoms that we have today. I strongly be-
lieve that the undocumented young people in our country ought to
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bﬁ able to serve in our military as one of those pathways to citizen-
ship.

I come from a military family. My late father served in both the
United States Navy and the Army and was a combat veteran from
both World War Il and the Korean War. I am also a combat vet-
eran with service in both the United States Army and Marine
Corps and was in both the first Gulf War and the Iraq War.

First of all, I think we need to remember that the role of the
United States military is to defend our Nation and that the prin-
ciple objective must always be the national security of our country.
We must never use our Armed Forces as an instrument of social
policy when that conflicts with our national security interests.
Many of us can remember being told, half jokingly, by drill ser-
geants that in the military we are to defend democracy and not to
practice it.

So the first question should be, will it benefit our military to
have these undocumented immigrants be able to enlist in the
United States military, and I think that the answer is clearly yes.
Allowing these undocumented young people to enlist in the military
will contribute to the national security of our country.

I left for my first overseas assignment in the United States Army
in Europe in 1972. I returned from my last assignment with the
United States Marine Corps in Iraq in 2006. What I saw over the
course of that time was first a military in the early 1970’s, in the
aftermath of Vietnam, that suffered from low morale, poor dis-
cipline, and a question mark behind its combat readiness. Since
both recruiting and retention were difficult, standards were contin-
ually compromised in favor of sustaining a large force numerically.

There is no comparison to my reflection of the military in the
early 1970’s and the military of today. The United States Armed
Forces of today is much smaller in size, but it is an elite and a
more lethal force of highly qualified Americans who want to con-
tinue to serve. However, when the civilian job market improves, re-
taining this quality force will become more challenging.

A study in 2009 completed by Mission Readiness, entitled
“Ready, Willing, and Able to Serve,” found that 75 percent of young
adults between the ages 17 to 24 are not fit for military service be-
cause they either don’t have a high school diploma, are overweight,
have a criminal record, or a history of substance abuse. I strongly
believe that expanding the pool of eligible recruits to select from
could play a critical role in helping to retain the elite status of our
military even as the civilian job market improves.

What my legislation, H.R. 435, the Military Enlistment Oppor-
tunity Act, does is provide reforms to our recruiting regulations
that would allow certain undocumented residents of the United
States to apply for military service after they have been first vetted
by the Department of Homeland Security. The vetting by the De-
partment of Homeland Security would only mean that the indi-
vidual is eligible to apply to serve in the military and it would be
up to each respective branch of service as to whether or not to ac-
cept these applicants.

Permanent residents, or green card holders, are allowed to enlist
in the military today, but because they are not U.S. citizens, they
are very restricted in terms of what occupational fields they can do.
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Only U.S. citizens can hold a security clearance and without a se-
curity clearance, an increasing number of occupational fields in the
military are off limits. Opening up enlistment opportunities to un-
documented residents would only aggravate an existing problem by
relegating these new recruits to a shrinking number of occupa-
tional fields given the fact that more and more of them require se-
curity clearances.

My solution under H.R. 435 is to grant citizenship at the begin-
ning of their enlistment for both permanent residents and for those
who were previously undocumented but now who would be allowed
to enter the military. This would enable the military to use all of
their soldiers, sailors, marines, and airmen to their best and high-
est potential because they would no longer be restricted from enter-
ing the majority of career fields. However, in doing so, I would
make the citizenship revokable should the service member receive
a less than honorable discharge within a 5-year period. Currently,
enlistments are for an 8-year period but can be a combination of
active duty, reserve, or inactive reserve time when the service
members are still available to be called up to return to active duty.

I strongly believe that allowing those young people we are talk-
ing about today to serve in our military as a pathway to citizenship
is not just the right thing to do but will serve to strengthen the
national security of our country.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. GowDY. Thank you, Representative Coffman.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Coffman follows:]

Prepared Statement of the Honorable Mike Coffman,
a Representative in Congress from the State of Colorado

Thank you Chairman Gowdy and the Immigration Subcommittee Members for the
opportunity speak today on this panel on the legalization of the young undocu-
mented population present in the United States.

Historically, there is no question that immigrants have contributed greatly to the
strength, prosperity, and vitality of our nation.

Americans understand that people are an asset to be valued because we are a na-
tion of, by and for the People—without which our American experiment would cease
to function.

Unfortunately, our current system is broken and has become overly burdensome
for individuals and their families, who want to come to the U.S. in search of a better
life.

The legal immigration process is so difficult that it encourages breaking the law
rather than wading through a complicated bureaucratic visa system.

For these reasons, I support conservative immigration reform because our current
system simply does not work for the individuals who share our beliefs and deeply
desire to be here.

Although I understand the issue of immigration reform has become divisive, I do
believe we can come together on at least one single issue.

We can and should provide a path to citizenship for the young undocumented in-
dividuals who were brought here by their parents.

These young people have grown up here, attended school here, and know of no
other country besides the United States.

It should be easy for us to formally accept them into society as long as they have
stayed out of trouble and are independent, productive residents.

Also, many of these young people wish to serve this country in uniform.

My late father, a retired Army master sergeant, taught me that there is no higher
demonstration of American citizenship than serving in the military.
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As a Marine Corps combat veteran myself, I could not agree more and I strongly
urge that these individuals have the opportunity to enlist and serve if they qualify.

Early this year, I introduced H.R. 435, the Military Enlistment Opportunity Act,
which would allow qualified Deferred Action Childhood Arrivals to enlist in the mili-
tary.

Most importantly, H.R. 435 provides a path to citizenship through military serv-
ice, giving recruits access to all areas of military service including Officer Candidate
School, Special Forces, military police, and cyber security.

Citizenship is a prerequisite for a security clearance—without which—these ca-
reer fields are foreclosed.

This access to additional talent is also highly beneficial to our armed services be-
cause creating a greater pool of recruits is crucial for the military to confront an
impending recruitment problem.

Recently, a study completed by Mission Readiness, titled “Ready, Willing and Un-
able to Serve,” concluded that 75 percent of young adults ages 17 to 24 are not fit
for military service.

The vast majority of applicants are turned away because they don’t have a high
school diploma, are overweight, have a criminal record or a history of substance
abuse.

My bill would allow the military to continue to choose from the best by expanding
their recruiting base. This is essential for our national security.

Finally, unlike other proposals like the Senate bill, H.R. 435 is in line with how
the military enlistment process functions.

By certifying the individual before they attempt to enlist, we relieve the military
of performing the central functions of the Department of Homeland Security.

Although the military does perform background checks and confirm documents,
their central function is to ensure the best and brightest are joining their ranks
rather than authenticating individual documents.

H.R. 435 is a commonsense bill that helps young undocumented individuals as
well as the military.

I hope that this Committee and the House as a whole understand how important
immigration reform can be for our military and national security, and

I look forward to working together on legislation that not only helps the young
people gain legalization but also aids the armed services maintain their elite and
unparalleled level of service to this nation.

Thank you again for the opportunity to testify today and I yield back.

Mr. GowDY. Representative Denham, we want to make sure the
microphones are fully functioning, so we may need to stand down
just for 30, 45 seconds.

Mr. DENHAM. Chairman Gowdy.

Mr. Gowpy. It is definitely working now, Brother.

Mr. DENHAM. Chairman Gowdy. There we go.

TESTIMONY OF THE HONORABLE JEFF DENHAM, A REP-
RESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF CALI-
FORNIA

Mr. DENHAM. Chairman Gowdy, Ranking Member Lofgren, I just
want to first start by thanking both of you for not only the appre-
ciation that I share with both of you on spending time with me
going over specific pieces of this legislation, but more importantly,
my constituents. You guys have both dedicated a great deal of time
and it is much appreciated by me and the folks in my district. I
also want to thank the Members of this Committee for dedicating
so much time to actually fixing this problem. I, like the Chairman,
want to fix this once in my lifetime. It is a huge priority. It is a
personal priority of mine. But it is also something that I believe
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will grow the economy of California and contribute to the greatness
of America.

But on a personal note, I have witnessed the trials and the joys
of immigration through my own family. My father-in-law is a natu-
ralized citizen from Mexico, my wife and her siblings first-genera-
tion Americans. I was very proud when my father-in-law, a very
proud man, asked me to help him study for his citizenship test. It
is a big deal. Not everybody wants to become a citizen, but those
that do are willing to work hard to make this country great. Now,
I know that we are here today to talk about kids that have been
brought here through no fault of their own, a very important topic.
And T look forward to continuing to engage on a variety of other
issues. But specifically on this topic, one of the bills that is already
in print, that a number of you have already cosponsored, will be
part of the KIDS Act, would be the ENLIST Act. And during my
16 years of serving in the United States Air Force, I served along
with many foreign nationals who were able to earn citizenship
through putting their lives on the line for Americans in the armed
services. Our Nation has never made citizenship a requirement for
service in our Armed Forces. 50 percent of enlistees in the 1840’s
were immigrants. 660,000 military veterans became citizens
through naturalization between 1862 and the most recent numbers
of 2000. Individuals from Marshall Islands, Micronesia, Palau, and
America Samoa can gain citizenship today through military service.
The Lodge Act was passed by Congress in the 1950’s to allow the
military to recruit from Europe and other Nations overseas to fill
critical roles. Between 1952 and 1990, 34,620 Filipinos, many of
whom I served with, enlisted in the Navy were granted U.S. citi-
zenship.

I introduced the ENLIST Act, H.R. 2377, which authorizes the
enlistment in the Armed Forces of undocumented immigrants who
were brought into the United States as children and who are other-
wise qualified for enlistment. This bill will provide a way for the
undocumented immigrants to be lawfully admitted to the U.S. for
permanent residence by reason of their honorable service and sac-
rifice in the U.S. military. Not the only way, but certainly a way
to show their dedication to this great country that we have.

The ENLIST Act will only affect a certain population of kids who
have been in the United States since the age of 15 and are prohib-
ited from expressing their patriotism and allegiance to the United
States under current military code. These recruits would provide
the military departments with a talent pool of young men and
women, many of whom would have strategically valuable language
and cultural competencies.

I recently met with a constituent, Gloria Sanchez, Mr. Chairman,
I think you met her as well, who was recruited by the Marines
from Modesto High School. A day after completing her paperwork
and forms, Gloria was contacted by the recruiter and asked for her
Social Security number, which she obviously did not have because
she was brought here unlawfully into the United States. Gloria
would have been able to serve her country had my ENLIST Act al-
ready been law.

In the midst of our immigration reform debate, one thing we
should all agree on is that we must require those who came here
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illegally to give back before they can receive any additional benefit.
As someone who served, I remember the pride I felt wearing the
uniform and cannot think of any better way for these young people
to earn the right to fully share in the rights and freedoms of Amer-
ica.

I would just like to point out one other thing. As we traveled
around this district, we traveled around the State, and I have even
spent on time in other districts around the Nation. I have talked
to not only a large number of immigrants, but I have talked to a
lot of kids. And I get a very interesting look. We don’t speak
English—we don’t speak Spanish, we only speak English. Their en-
tire life they have gone to our schools with our kids.

It is an issue we have to address. This is a big challenge, ad-
dressing the entire immigration system. But specifically on this
issue, we have to address this issue, we need to address it now.

Let me just finish by saying last month I appreciated Chairman
Goodlatte and House Democratic Caucus Chairman Becerra, we
had a colloquy on the floor dealing with the ENLIST Act. Both had
said that they were willing to work together on making sure that
this issue becomes a reality. I appreciate your willingness to do
that. This is an important part of this package. And I hope this en-
tire Committee and the entire House will consider the ENLIST Act
as one of the ways, one of the ways for undocumented individuals
to legalize. Without providing opportunities to earn a legal status
our body will not resolve our immigration status. There is no better
way than putting your life on the line for this country to become
an American citizen.

I thank you.

Mr. GowpY. Thank you, Mr. Denham.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Denham follows:]

Prepared Statement of the Honorable Jeff Denham,
a Representative in Congress from the State of California

Dear Chairman Goodlatte, Ranking Member Conyers, Members of the Committee,

Thank you for giving me the opportunity to address you in this Hearing on the
immigration status of those brought to the United States as children. These are un-
documented residents who only know America as their home, and were brought into
the United States not by their own will, but that of their parents or guardians.

As a resident of central California, I have spent several decades getting an edu-
cation, running a business, raising children, farming, attending worship services,
volunteering for school events and kid’s sports events—all alongside neighbors who
were immigrants from Central America, South America, Southeast Asia, Portugal,
and many other parts of the world.

I have also witnessed the trials and joys of immigration through my own family.
My father-in-law is a naturalized citizen from Mexico, and my wife and her siblings
are first-generation Americans. Watching my father-in-law and other family mem-
bers go through the process of becoming citizens and integrating their pride of their
heritage seamlessly with their American patriotism has helped shape my idea of
what patriotism means. I am grateful for the opportunities I have had to experience
the rich heritage of immigrants in one of the most diverse regions of the world, and
it is a heritage my wife and I have taken great care to share with our two children
and our nieces and nephews.

Although I grew up in a very diverse environment, it was during my 16 years
serving in the United States Air Force that I developed my strongest appreciation
for the contribution of immigrants to our nation. I served alongside many foreign
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nationals who were able to earn citizenship through putting their lives on the line
for Americans in the Armed Services.

Our nation has never made citizenship a requirement for service in our armed
forces. Since the founding of our nation, noncitizens have been a part of our mili-
tary, and Congress has seen fit to make military service a way for patriotic individ-
uals from other countries to show allegiance to our flag and become United States
citizens.

Almost half of U.S. Army enlistees in the 1840s were immigrants and more than
660,000 military veterans became citizens through naturalization between 1862 and
2000. These men and women have proven that they are prepared to make the ulti-
mate sacrifice for their adopted country. I believe that anyone who swears an oath
to defend our nation and serves out an enlistment term honorably should be entitled
to the privileges afforded to American citizens.

Currently, citizens of the Marshall Islands, Micronesia and Palau, as well as
American Samoa can gain citizenship through military service. Many individuals
here on student visas and employment-based visas have special eligibility to join our
armed forces and earn citizenship through the Military Accessions Vital to the Na-
tional Interest (MAVNI) program. Additionally, many foreign nationals and Legal
Permanent Residents serve in our armed forces as a way to earn citizenship. In the
1950s, Congress passed the now-expired Lodge Act, which allowed the military to
recruit from Europe and other nations overseas. Between 1952 and 1990, 34,620
Filipinos enlisted in the Navy and were granted U.S. citizenship. In all of these
cases, national security is enhanced, not threatened or undermined by foreign na-
tionals and noncitizens. Likewise, allowing undocumented immigrants to enlist
would not pose any additional national security risk because they would be subject
to the same screening mechanisms in place for the other foreign nationals serving
in our armed forces to earn the right to be called Americans.

In order to allow undocumented Dreamers to serve our country, I introduced the
ENLIST ACT, H.R. 2377, which authorizes the enlistment in the armed forces of
undocumented immigrants who were brought into the United States as children and
who are otherwise qualified for enlistment. This bill will provide a way for the un-
documented immigrants to be lawfully admitted to the U.S. for permanent residence
by reason of their honorable service and sacrifice in the U.S. military.

The ENLIST Act will not give undocumented immigrants special benefits, nor will
it create an opportunity or incentive for undocumented immigrants to rush the bor-
der now. The bill will not change military naturalization law. The ENLIST Act will
only affect a certain population of people who have been in the United States and
are prohibited from expressing their patriotism and allegiance to the United States
under current military code. The bill gives an opportunity for current undocumented
immigrants who otherwise qualify for enlistment to give back to the nation that has
provided them with so much, including public elementary and secondary education
and, in many cases, a college degree.

For the many thousands of young undocumented immigrants who graduate from
our public and private high schools each year, military service would offer an ave-
nue for them to serve the United States and earn a legal status in the country they
love. These recruits would provide the military departments with a talent pool of
young men and women, many of whom would have strategically valuable language
and cultural competencies.

I recently met with Gloria Sanchez, a constituent of mine, who was recruited by
the Marines to serve our country for her leadership, aptitude, skills, courage, and
patriotism. The Marines and other branches of the military visited her high school,
Modesto High School, and spent hours talking interested students through the re-
cruitment process. A day after completing her paperwork and forms, Gloria was con-
tacted by the recruiter and asked for her social security number, which she did not
have because she was brought unlawfully into the United States. Gloria would have
been able to serve her country had my ENLIST Act already been law. It is a shame
to see men and women who have lived in the United States for most of their child-
hood denied the ability to put their lives on the line for our country. Congress has
an interest in helping build up and care for our armed services, and that includes
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providing opportunities for patriotic young people like Gloria to enlist and serve
alongside our forefathers and the greatest heroes of American history.

This body is debating different approaches to fixing our broken immigration sys-
tem, but one thing we should all agree on is that the approach must require those
who came here illegally to give back before they can receive any additional benefit.
As someone who has served, I remember the pride I felt to wear the uniform and
cannot think of any better way for these young people to earn the right to fully
share in the rights and freedoms of America.

I hope you will support the ENLIST Act’s purpose of allowing undocumented im-
migrants to enlist in the regular component of the Armed Forces. Thank you for giv-
ing me the opportunity to present this testimony before you today.

Mr. Gowbpy. Mr. Gardner.

TESTIMONY OF THE HONORABLE CORY GARDNER, A REP-
RESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF COLO-
RADO

Mr. GARDNER. Thank you, Chairman Goodlatte, Ranking Mem-
ber Conyers, Chairman Gowdy, Ranking Member Lofgren, and
other Members of the Committee, for the opportunity to testify
today. My full statement has been submitted for the record.

This hearing today is an important step toward addressing immi-
gration reform in a sensible and systematic manner. Clearly, our
current system is broken. Immigration is an important issue for my
district,like it is for everyone on this panel. Ignoring immigration
laws for nearly 2 decades has helped result in approximately 11
million people in the United States without documentation. In fact,
40 to 42 percent of undocumented individuals in the Nation were
once here legally, but overstayed their visas. The 1986 bill has
proven unworkable and too easily avoidable. We must reform immi-
gration laws and we must do so in a step-by-step process with de-
liberation and debate surrounding each piece of reform. And we
must begin with border security and interior enforcement. We can-
not simply put reform to the side because it is unworkable or the
political will is simply not present to make it work. We have a
chance to prove to the American people that the Federal Govern-
ment can be trusted to build a long-term and common sense sys-
tem.

It has been said by many that the United States is a Nation of
immigrants, and I imagine if I was not blessed to be born in this
country I would have done everything I could to be in this country.
But we are also a Nation of laws. Our current immigration laws
have proven inadequate and are not being enforced. If a law is not
enforced or it is ignored, then we no longer remain a Nation of laws
and the law becomes worth little more than the bill paper that it
is written on.

Congress must move forward by building a new system of immi-
gration laws that will stand strong and secure but still allow a
workable system for people that want to be part of this great Na-
tion and a healthy economy to have the opportunity to do so. I urge
the House to be guided by law and fairness during this process and
fair as well to the those currently waiting in the legal process to
become citizens. Any immigration reform must first begin with bor-
der security and interior enforcement as a top priority, and I will
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not support reform that fails to include strong security enforcement
measures. Not only do these measures need to exist, but there
must be confirmation from a credible outside entity that these
measures have been satisfied and implemented. No one should be
able to simply choose not to enforce the law or waive it through the
administrative process. Once we have secured our borders and are
enforcing the law and guaranteed these measures are working may
we look to other reforms.

With these principles setting the framework, we are here to dis-
cuss potential reform for the very young, the children who were
brought illegally into this country as minors. These are the chil-
dren and young adults that for all intents and purposes are cul-
turally American. These are the children that grew up in the
United States and go to school with our children and grand-
children, with my daughter. This is an issue of fairness, law, and
compassion. Many of these children know no other Nation except
for the United States. Their parents made a decision to enter the
country illegally and our broken system did nothing to prevent it.
They deserve to be afforded some form that recognizes that they
are here through no fault of their own. It was not their decision
to not follow the law. I believe Members across the aisle can unite
and agree that providing them with some sort of immigration relief
is the fair thing to do. But this must be part of a step-by-step re-
form package. The legislation addressing these young individuals
should not provide them with a treatment that is unfair to those
already following the legal process. Any legislation addressing
these children would need to be solely for the benefit of the child
and no one else. It cannot elicit chain migration. During the proc-
ess, we must find the appropriate balance. And while these chil-
dren remain innocent, we cannot reward those family members
who have broken the law.

And I have a story that I would like to share with the Com-
mittee. In 2005, I had just been appointed to the Colorado State
Legislature, and I held one of my first town meetings on the East-
ern Plains in a small farm town. The government teacher of the
local high school brought the government class, the entire class, to
attend the meeting. There weren’t many of them. But during the
question-and-answer period of the meeting, a young girl stood up
and introduced herself, proudly stating that she was graduating
first in her class, the valedictorian of her senior class, and she had
gone to school with those same classmates since her kindergarten
year, K through 12. She stood up and said she was brought in this
country when she was only a few months old, brought into the
country illegally. And she asked this question, I will never forget.
Do you support in-state tuition for illegal aliens, she asked. I told
her that I did not because allowing passage of such a policy was
avoiding the real problem, it was failing to address the overall need
for immigration reform and that we can’t start with in-state tuition
because we have to pursue meaningful immigration reform first to
fix the broken nature of our process before anything else could hap-
pen. About a month ago, I was in the same small town in the East-
ern Plains, and I ran into this young girl once again, same girl, the
valedictorian of her high school, waiting tables. Eight years later,
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we talked once again about the need for immigration reform. Eight
years later, nothing has happened.

This time, Congress cannot just talk about immigration reform.
Congress must act. While there will be strong disagreement about
what to do, how to proceed, and what the end policy will ultimately
look like, we simply cannot do nothing. We must act, and I believe
we can do so in a way that 30 years from now, 100 years from now,
future generations of this country, both immigrants and non-
immigrants, can say that back then they did the right thing and
it is working.

I would like to thank the Committee for the opportunity to tes-
tify today.

Mr. GowDY. Thank you, Mr. Gardner.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Gardner follows:]

Prepared Statement of the Honorable Cory Gardner,
a Representative in Congress from the State of Colorado

Thank you Chairman Gowdy, Ranking Member Lofgren, and the other members
on this subcommittee for the opportunity to testify today. The panel is an important
step to address immigration reform in a sensible and systematic manner. In my dis-
trict, immigration is an incredibly important matter—for families trying to look for
a better way of life or agricultural interests hoping to harvest this year’s crop.

The Immigration Reform and Control Act of 1986 proved unworkable and too-eas-
ily avoidable, and it helped result in approximately eleven million people in the
United States without documentation. We need long-term, common sense legislation
to fix this broken system. The House is committed to moving forward with a step-
by-step process, with proper deliberation and debate surrounding each piece of re-
form. It is important that we do this right—proving to the American people the fed-
eral government can be trusted to build a lasting system that cannot simply be put
aside because it is unworkable or the political will is simply not present to make
it work.

This afternoon, I will share my views on how to move forward. I believe any immi-
gration reform effort must begin first with border security and enforcement of the
law. A strong guestworker program, accompanied by a modernized e-verify system,
is critical. I will also discuss the potential reform for the very young—children—who
were brought illegally into this country as minors, and possible ways to address this
issue.

Many of us elected in 2010 came to Congress because we wanted to put this na-
tion back to work. We wanted to get government out of the way in order to grow
the economy so that people can find jobs and make sure there is a better tomorrow.
We came to Washington to keep the American dream alive, and ensure that this
great nation serves as a beacon of hope for individuals and families that want to
achieve the American dream.

It has been said many times before—the United States is a nation of immigrants.
Had I not been blessed to have been born in this country, I know I would have done
everything I could to make sure my family had the opportunity to grow up here.
We are also a nation of laws. Our current immigration laws have proven inadequate
and are not being enforced. If a law is not enforced or it is ignored, then we no
longer remain a nation of laws and the law becomes worth little more than the
paper upon which it is written. According to The Wall Street Journal, between forty
and forty-two percent of the undocumented people in this country came here legally,
but overstayed their visas. We need to move forward by building a new system of
immigration laws that will stand strong and secure, but still allow a workable sys-
tem for people that want to be a part of this great nation and healthy economy to
have the opportunity to do so. I urge the House to be compassionate and fair during
this process.

Border security and interior enforcement remain my top priority during this de-
bate—it must come first. A government that cannot secure its own border is a gov-
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ernment that is not doing its job. The same is with a government that cannot assure
a legal workforce. In 1986, the American people were promised interior enforcement
during immigration overhaul, but this never took place. Ignoring immigration laws
for at least two decades has resulted in at least eleven million undocumented indi-
viduals throughout the nation. We can rebuild the trust of the American people by
securing the borders and enforcing the laws, and making sure that no one can sim-
ply choose not to enforce the law or waive it through administrative process. Not
only do strong security and enforcement measures need to exist in any reform, but
there must be confirmation from a credible, outside entity that these measures have
been satisfied and implemented.

Once we have secured our borders and are enforcing laws—knowing the measures
are working—we may look to other reform provisions. Today, we are here to specifi-
cally discuss those amongst us who were brought to the country as young children.
These individuals, for all intents and purposes, are culturally American. These are
the young adults and children who grew up in the United States and go to school
with our children and grandchildren, with my daughter. These children know no
other nation, except for the United States.

This is an issue of fairness, decency, and compassion. Their parents made a deci-
sion to enter this country illegally and our broken system did not prevent it. They
deserve to be afforded some form of legal status that recognizes that they are here
through no fault of their own. It is not their fault, nor was it their decision to not
follow the law. I believe Members across the aisle can unite and agree that pro-
viding these children with some sort of immigration relief is the just and fair thing
to do. But it must be part of a step-by-step reform package.

Any legislation that would address these children would need to be solely for the
benefit of the child, and no one else. It cannot elicit chain migration. During this
process we must find the appropriate balance between compassion and justice.
While these children remain innocent, we cannot reward those family members who
have broken the law. However, the children do deserve to have the opportunity to
continue the American dream and we, as Members of Congress, should have the
compassion to provide them with this. In 2005, I had just been appointed to the
state legislature. I held one of my first town meetings on the eastern plains of Colo-
rado in a small farm town. The government teacher of the local school brought the
senior government class to attend the meeting. During the question and answer por-
tion of the meeting a young girl stood up and introduced herself, proudly stating
that she was graduating first in her class, the valedictorian. She had gone to school
with her classmates, in the same school, since kindergarten. But, she said, she was
brought into this country when she was only a few months old and she was illegal.
“Do you support in-state tuition for illegal aliens?” she asked.

I told her that I did not, because allowing passage of such a policy was avoiding
the real problem, it was not addressing the overall need for immigration reform. We
must pursue meaningful immigration reform to fix the broken nature of the process
before anything like this can happen.

A month ago, on the eastern plains of Colorado, I saw this same girl. The valedic-
torian of her class, waiting tables. Eight years later, I once again talked about the
need for immigration reform. Eight years later, nothing has happened.

This time, Congress cannot just talk about reform. We must do it.

While there will be strong disagreement about what to do, how to proceed, and
what the end policy will ultimately look like, we cannot simply do nothing. We must
act. And I believe we can do so in a way that, thirty years from now, future genera-
tions of this country—both immigrants and non-immigrants—can say, they did it
right. It is working.

Again, I would like to thank the Committee for the opportunity to participate in
today’s hearing.

Mr. Gowpy. I now recognize our friend and fellow Judiciary
Committee Member, Mr. Gutierrez.
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TESTIMONY OF THE HONORABLE LUIS V. GUTIERREZ, A REP-
RESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF ILLINOIS

Mr. GUTIERREZ. Thank you, Chairman Gowdy and Ranking
Member Lofgren, for inviting me to testify today and to the full
Committee Chairman, Chairman Goodlatte, for joining us as he
has during all of these hearings.

Twelve years ago, I introduced the first bill to legalize the status
of young people brought to this country by their parents, the Immi-
grant Children’s Educational Advantage and Dropout Prevention
Act, 2001. Since I introduced that first bill, the movement for legal
immigration, for immigration reform, and for legalization has
grown broader and deeper. In every community today there are
young people, religious people, women, business owners, immigrant
moms and dads and regular civic-minded U.S. citizens organizing
to make sure we pass immigration reform this year in the U.S.
Congress.

Over the August recess, Members of this Committee and Mem-
bers of the House of Representatives will see firsthand that the de-
sire for reform is real and present in their communities across this
Nation. We have recently heard the Speaker of the House and the
Majority Leader and a wide array of Republican voices say they are
for legalizing the status of children under certain circumstances,
including a pathway to citizenship. Wow. DREAMers and others
who support immigration reform must be pretty darn persuasive.
After all, look how far we have come in such a sort time. Just 8
months ago, the Republican Party platform said, deport them all,
veto the DREAM Act, and make every State pass Arizona S.B.
1070. Just a month ago, all but six of the Republicans in the House
voted to kill the funding for the deferred action for childhood arriv-
als. Three weeks ago, every single Republican on this panel voted
to make every undocumented young person a criminal.

But I am not here to chastise you. Rather, I am here to say,
thank you for taking a step in the right direction of justice today.
Now let us find a way to walk forward together tomorrow. Those
of us who have sat at the immigration reform table for many, many
lonely years are glad you are stepping up and engaging in a con-
versation with us. We need you. Without you, we cannot achieve
success. If the Republican majority is starting with the DREAMers
because that is as far as you are willing to go in terms of legal sta-
tus for undocumented immigrants, I say thank you for coming this
far. Because even a small step in the right direction is the first
step in any good faith negotiation. It says compromise may indeed
be within reach.

But let me be absolutely crystal clear and unequivocal, legalizing
only the DREAMers is not enough. It would not be enough, given
the years and decades of hard work and equities that millions of
immigrants have built in this country. It would not be enough to
satisfy the intense hunger for legality in the immigrant community,
the desire to pledge allegiance to this country, the pride with which
so many want some day to say “I am an American citizen.” And
it is not enough to restore the rule of law and truly fix a broken
immigration system.

I have met with DREAMers and with their moms and dads, and
I want the same thing for their kids that I want for my two won-
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derful daughters. I want an indivisible family. I cannot imagine for
1 minute that Republicans who I know also honor the sanctity of
family want to legalize the children but leave the rest of the family
vulnerable to our broken immigration system.

After the election, I traveled to Missouri to meet with United We
Dream and other DREAM activist leaders. I was told in no uncer-
tain terms that they would not leave their parents behind. I will
let them speak for themselves because they are well and truly ca-
pable of doing so, but let me tell you what I saw.

But let me tell you what I saw. I saw a maturity and a level of
confidence that I think any politician would be a fool not to con-
sider. They will not settle for what is good for them unless they can
also win what is good for their families. And do you know what?
Do you know why? Because their parents instilled values in them.
Good and decent kids are raised by good and decent parents. If we
honor the children for being upstanding and, quote, the kind of im-
migrants we like, then we must honor the parents who helped raise
them to be upstanding.

I suspect—no, Chairman Gowdy—I know that there is more to
come. This hearing and the legislation we understand is being pre-
pared by the majority I fully believe is just the first step. I am opti-
mistic that once you take one step toward justice, you will take a
second and a third and as many steps as it takes until the thirst
is extinguished. I want all of us to walk there together.

Once you see that standing up for young and talented immi-
grants feels good and right, you will want to stand up also for their
parents who raised and nurtured them. The DREAMers will re-
member, the Nation will remember forever how this Congress and
this country treated their parents. We have come such a long way,
and we need to work together to keep America moving forward.

Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask unanimous consent that the
op-ed written by my colleague, Congressman Mike Coffman, titled
“The Time for Immigration Reform is Now”—it was published this
past Sunday in the Denver Post—be submitted for the record. I
have traveled to a lot of places but the op-ed in the paper that wel-
comed me on Sunday morning in Denver when I arrived this past
Sunday is one of the best acts of welcoming I have ever received.
And I would like that to be introduced into the record.

Mr. GowpDy. Without objection.

Mr. GUTIERREZ. And Mr. Chairman, I would like to be introduced
into the record—consent to submit an editorial from the Bakers-
field Californian, the hometown newspaper of Congressman David
Valadao, with whom I shared a stage this past Saturday in Bakers-
field in his district, and this editorial praises him for his willing-
ness to compromise and engage Members on both sides of the aisle
on the immigration issue. I ask that also be included in the record.

Mr. Gowpy. Without objection.

[The material referred to follows:]
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Mike Coffman: The time for immigration reform is now

By Mike Coffman The Denver Post
Posted: DenverPost.com

While we are a nation of immigrants, our policies regarding immigration are dysfunctional. This
is not just because we can't control our own borders and enforce our immigration laws, but
also because even our system of legal immigration fails to reflect the needs of our country. A
comprehensive immigration reform proposal must incorporate three essential elements: it
must secure our borders and provide for the effective enforcement of our immigration laws; it
must contribute to the economic growth of our country; and it must be compassionate in
keeping families together.

First, we must secure our borders and enforce our laws. [ronically, my first overseas military
assignment involved providing border security for another country while our own border
remained unsecure. |'ve been down to our border with Mexico and I'm not convinced that
simply throwing more money at border security will solve the problem. What is needed is
leadership that reflects both the will to secure our borders and objective metrics, evaluated by
experts outside of the executive branch, to make that determination. In addition, | don't think
many Americans realize that 40 percent of illegal immigration is committed by those who first
enter our country legally but then overstay their visas. Comprehensive immigration reform
must not only provide for border security but also must help us enforce our immigration laws
on those who enter our country on visas.

Removing the incentives for employers to hire people who are in this country illegally should
be an essential element of any comprehensive proposal. To help enforce our laws, employers
must have access and be required to use an electronic system, such as E-Verify, where they
can quickly and accurately verify the legal status of each job applicant. Employers should be
subject to stiff fines and criminal prosecution should they knowingly hire workers in this
country illegally.

Comprehensive immigration reform must meet the economic needs of our country. No doubt,
immigration policies should not be used as a tool to displace American labor but to
complement it. Reform efforts should facilitate a more fluid and workable visa authorization
system so that temporary workers for both low- and highly skilled positions can obtain and
renew work permits. Seasonal temporary work, such as in agriculture, needs a robust system
that allows the workers, without their families, to come into our country when they are needed
and then go home after their seasonal work is done. For those on student visas in technical
fields critical to our economy, we should allow them to stay and work in the United States after
they graduate.

Lastly, comprehensive immigration reform must show compassion to the families that have
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been here regardless of their immigration status. Many have either children who were born
here and are American citizens or children who grew up here, went to school here, and who
know of no other country besides the United States. | believe that these young people should
be afforded a pathway to citizenship. The adults who knowingly broke our immigration laws
but who have otherwise not viclated any criminal laws should be provided a temporary
provisional residency. This would constitute a probationary status that would be rescinded if
certain requirements — such as criminal background checks, paying taxes, and independence
from public assistance — are not met.

From this status, they could apply to be permanent residents (green card), but not until all the
border security and enforcement requirements, under a new immigration reform law, are
certified to be effectively in place by experts outside of the executive branch.

There should be no special pathway to citizenship. After earning permanent resident status,
they could apply for citizenship and should be treated like any other applicant, understanding
that a critical part of comprehensive immigration reform must include the establishment of a
much higher standard for both English proficiency and for demonstrating an understanding of
the civic culture of our nation.

Qur immigration system is badly broken, and every day that it is allowed to continue
constitutes amnesty for those who have violated our laws. The time for comprehensive
immigration reform is now.

U.S. Rep. Mike Coffman is a Republican who represents Colorado's 6th Congressional
District.
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"We keep hearing of people saying, 'We wanted X people in a crew and we only ended up with
Y.," Bedwell said.

It's actually starting to get a bit silly.

One would think that McCarthy would leap to the aid of the farmers in his district, but as the No.
3 man in the GOP's House leadership team, his job is primarily party politics and caucus
appeasement. Perhaps, then, he should consider the political consequences of further alienating
the fastest-growing voting bloc in America. Failure to act on immigration hurt Republicans in
2012, and it will hurt them again in due course, unless they agree to meaningful action, and soon.

One southern valley Republican, at least, seems to get that. Where's the other one? Perhaps

tending to his A rating from the anti-amnesty group Americans for Legal Immigration.

http.//www bakersfieldcalifornian. conmy/opinion/our-view/x 1028019795/ At-least-one-valley-
congressman-gets-it
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[The prepared statement of Mr. Gutierrez follows:]

Prepared Statement of the Honorable Luis V. Gutierrez,
a Representative in Congress from the State of Illinois

Thank you, Mr. Chairman and Ranking Member Lofgren for inviting me to tes-
tify.

I am always impressed by the depth and the breadth of the movement in this
country for immigration reform.

Twelve years ago, I introduced the first bill to legalize the status of young people
brought to this country by their parents, the Immigrant Children’s Educational Ad-
vantage and Dropout Prevention Act of 2001 (H.R. 1582). That bill provided legal
status to minors who had lived in the U.S. for at least five years and who were stu-
dents.

Needless to say, Congress never passed that bill or similar bills, which is why we
are here today.

At the time, immigration reform and standing up for undocumented students was
a pretty lonely place to stand.

But look at where we are today.

United We Dream, an advocacy group which is represented on our second panel
today, is just one of many advocacy groups and networks that have fought the last
dozen years for immigrant students and young people. They are diverse, they are
sophisticated, they are powerful, and—having had various groups of immigrant
youth protest at my offices over the years—I can tell you, they are persistent.

Immigrant youth define the pro-immigrant movement and I want to say thank
you to them for your leadership, your courage, your risk-taking, and your selfless-
ness.

But they are not alone.

Today, the movement for legal immigration, for immigration reform, and for legal-
ization is broad and deep.

In every community in this country, there are young people, there are religious
people, there are women, there are business owners, there are Latino, Asian and
African and immigrant moms and dads, and there are just regular, civic minded
U.S. citizens organizing today to make sure we pass immigration reform this year
in the United States Congress.

They stand with the DREAMers.

And the movement has grown in just the past few years.

When President Barack Obama was first elected President, I remember Congress-
man Rahm Emanuel, then an immigration reform skeptic, sitting me down with
Congresswoman Jan Schakowsky in Rahm’s Chicago office for the sole purpose of
counting Democratic votes for immigration reform.

Our best guess was we had 185 solid Democratic votes for reform and we would
need 40-50 Republicans to join us.

For two years, the President, Speaker Pelosi and everyone else said, “We’d love
to push for immigration reform, Luis, but bring us the 40-50 Republican votes first
and we’ll talk about it.”

Not for want of trying, on my part and on the part of the Congressional Hispanic
Caucus and many others to build support on both sides of the aisle, we were fight-
ing against the headwinds of the most partisan period in recent American history.

Even Republicans who stood with us and who had co-sponsored the DREAM Act
or had co-sponsored the bipartisan bills I wrote with Jeff Flake and John McCain
and Ted Kennedy—even most of those Republicans would not stand openly with us.
HWe were unable to show we had 218 votes to pass immigration reform in the

ouse.

Just two years ago, we were not sure we could pass the DREAM Act when
DREAMers, advocates, parents, educators and Democrats, including the President
and Speaker Pelosi, were ready to call the vote in November 2010.

A ragtag, informal coalition of Democrats—and one or two stealthy Republicans—
helped us whip the DREAM Act vote, which took place on December 8, 2010.

We passed the DREAM Act 216-198 and had 208 Democrats on board, even bet-
ter than what Emanuel and Schakowsky and I had calculated a year or two earlier.

We had 8 Republicans join us, and two of them continue to serve to this day.

And you know what? The sun came up the next morning. The world did not spin
off its axis. We had voted to legalize millions of young people, yet civilized society
did not crumble.

Over in the Senate, 55 Senators voted for the DREAM Act but because of their
arcane filibuster rules, it failed to come to a final vote. A minority, mostly—but not
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exclusively—Republicans were able to thwart what the American people and a ma-
jority in both Houses of Congress favored.

Flash forward another year or so and the movement is growing still. In 2011,
there was a limited form of prosecutorial discretion for some immigrants, including
undocumented youth, which President Obama announced as part of an expansion
of local police involvement in immigration enforcement.

In 2012, we were asking the President to help stop or slow down the massive
wave of deportations that were taking a heavy toll on families, including DREAM-
ers, in neighborhoods all across the country.

For almost two years after the DREAM Act filibuster prevented passage of the
bill, legal scholars and many others joined us to say the President had extraordinary
powers to examine the deportations of DREAMers and suspend them because they
were not in the national interest.

The White House said they didn’t have these powers under current law, but what
they really meant was that if they started to dial-back the deportations against
DREAMers and other groups of immigrants whose departure weakened, not
strengthened our country—powers that are clear in current law and which the
former Chairman of this Subcommittee has acknowledged the President indeed
has—that Republicans, starting in this Subcommittee and going all the way to the
Speaker’s Office would take action to stop the Obama Administration if they took
any such action.

And they were right.

The Republicans introduced the HALT Act to prevent the President from exer-
cising the executive branch’s long-held power of prosecutorial discretion. This bill
would have suspended certain discretionary forms of immigration relief, policies
prioritizing the removal of “criminal aliens” over “non-criminal” aliens and the au-
thority to allow a case-by-case examination of the deportation of DREAMers.

But the march towards justice for young immigrants continued forward and in
June 2012, the President announced he would let people who met certain criteria
apply to have their deportations deferred, making them pay fees and submit finger-
prints and documentation that they fit the Department of Homeland Security’s cri-
teria to review their cases.

In the city of Chicago on August 15th of last year, they came by the thousands.
Approximately 13,000 young people and their families came to Navy Pier to get
more information, find out what forms and what documentation they would need
and, if they were ready, to fill out their application right on the spot.

There were lots of kids, but the people who came out in Chicago that day were
families. Little kids too young to apply. Teenagers who were both timid and all
grown-up at the same time, as only teenagers can be. We had college students and
graduates with degrees and some who had to drop out of school to support them-
selves and their families.

And lots of Moms and Dads! They came to make sure they found out what was
going on. They had sacrificed their whole lives to make sure their little boy or little
girl had a chance in this country and they were there to watch out for them, to pray
for them, and to help make it happen. They were overjoyed that their children were
getting a chance they wished they had for themselves or for their other children.

Senator Dick Durbin and Mayor Emanuel and half the elected officials in town
watched the 13,000 peaceful, hopeful people go through that line and we knew we
had come so far from 2001 when I first introduced my bill.

We have heard the Speaker and the Majority Leader and a wide array of Repub-
lican voices say they are for legalizing the status of children under certain cir-
cumstances. I know as I look at the dais that there are votes for the DREAM Act
and for legalization of some immigrants under some circumstances on the Repub-
lican half of the dais.

The movement we saw earlier in the year towards compromise and cooperation
is beginning to be visible again.

Just last November, every single Republican ran on a platform that said no to
any form of legalization ever.

In fact, every single undocumented immigrant—according to the Party Platform
adopted in Tampa—was to leave the country. All 11 million.

Your Presidential candidate said they had to self-deport. He said the Arizona
Law, SB1070, should be the law in every state. He said he would veto the DREAM
Act if it came to his desk.

Look how far we have come just in the last eight and a half months. Now we have
a growing consensus in the Republican Party that legalization under some cir-
cumstances might be okay.

Look how far we have come since June 8th. Just over a month ago. On that day,
the House voted on the Homeland Security Appropriations Bill and attached to that
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bill was an amendment offered by the gentleman from Iowa, which said that any
funds to protect immigrants from deportation who were brought to the U.S. as chil-
dren were to be stripped from the bill.

Just a month ago, every single Republican who voted—except for six—voted for
the King Amendment. And every single democrat except for three voted against it.

Just a week or so later, every Republican in this committee voted to make every
undocumented immigrant—whether they came here with a visa and overstayed or
if they came across the border or were smuggled in without a visa—every single un-
documented immigrant into a federal fugitive.

We would dump into the criminal justice system 11 million undocumented immi-
grants and then tell police, if you fail to go after them, we will take your federal
money away. We will strip the funds that you use for community policing to make
your neighborhoods safer, unless you start the kind of local police roundup activities
that made Sheriff Joe Arpaio a household name in Spanish coast to coast.

Every Republican on the full committee voted for the SAFE Act. But it gets worse.

Not only would the undocumented immigrants be federal fugitives punishable
with time in jail before they would be deported, their kids, their parents, their
spouses, their landlords, their employers, and almost anyone else who has contact
with them—could be charged with harboring or abetting federal fugitives, given the
new authority of the States and police to enforce immigration law

That’s possibly another 10, 20, or 30 million people we drop into the criminal jus-
tice system. And everyone on that side of the dais voted for that just two or three
weeks ago.

What I am trying to say is that I have been one of the strongest advocates for
immigration reform, I learned a great deal from the DREAMers, and we must be
pretty darn effective.

Because just eight months after your platform said deport them, just a month
after all but six of you voted to make every last one of them deportable, and just
three weeks after every single one of you voted for the SAFE Act to make them and
their families all criminals, here we are at a new turning point.

I am not here to slam you.

I am here to say thank you. I am here to say welcome aboard. Those of us who
have sat at this table and felt lonely are glad you are stepping up again to talk this
over with us.

If the Republican Majority is starting with the young people we call DREAMers
because that is as far as you are willing to go in terms of legal status for undocu-
mented immigrants, I say thank you for coming this far, because taking a step in
the right direction is the first step in any good faith negotiation.

It is the first step that says a compromise may be within reach. It is a place we
can start.

Let me be clear, and unequivocal. Legalizing only the DREAMers is not enough.
It is not enough given all the hard work and equities that millions of immigrants
have built in this country. It is not enough to satisfy the intense hunger for legality,
the desire to pledge allegiance to this country and the national interest in restoring
the rule of law.

But even saying that most of the 11 million are not, in fact, leaving and that we
must deal with reality in a new and more effective way is an important first step
towards compromise.

I suspect there is something else going on. I suspect that this is a first step and
that there are others to come. This hearing and the legislation we understand is
being prepared by the Majority is like dipping your toe in the water.

Maybe if you feel comfortable with one toe, we can work with you to dip another
toe in the water.

I am optimistic that once you take a step towards justice, you will take a second
one.

Once you see that standing up for young immigrants feels good and feels right,
you will want to do it more.

They are delightful young Americans who are just as American as my kids and
your kids, but they don’t have that crucial piece of paper that says they can live
here with the full rights—and responsibilities—of my children and your children.

As Congressman Coffman and Congressman Denham knows, they want to join the
military. They want to serve this country because it is the only country many of
them know.

We are simply talking about the paperwork of our immigration system catching
up with the reality of our society. And we in this Subcommittee and in this Con-
gress can act to make sure that paperwork catches up with reality.
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Through this process, you are meeting young undocumented immigrants and I
challenge you to tell them apart from their other immigrant and native U.S. born
classmates and neighbors.

When my daughter brought home friends from school, we didn’t check the kids’
papers. We didn’t ask for a birth certificate. And when their parents came to pick
them up at our house, we didn’t ask for their papers, either.

We talked like parents do about our daughters; about how they were growing up
so fast, about how kids growing up in America have so many opportunities and so
many hurdles and how things were simpler in our day, regardless of whether they
grew up in Chicago like me or someplace else.

Their kids were growing up here just like my kids were growing up here and
probably in some cases, the parents, and maybe the kids, were undocumented immi-
grants.

The question before us today is not whether we should legalize the young people
who grew up here. I think my colleagues—not only the majority in the House, but
a majority of Republicans—would support such a bill crafted in the right way.

In the bipartisan group I am a part of, we are crafting a bill that allows DREAM-
ers to legalize their status and get on a quicker path to permanent residency. This
is the consensus of the group, including among our most conservative members.

. Bult what our bill does is to look not just at the individual immigrant, but at their
amily.

How can you legalize the status of a teenager and deny legal status to their par-
ent?

How do you slice and dice the family, such that those who were brought here as
children get one set of circumstances and their older siblings get something else?
Or their parents?

I think we should look at immigrants as most of them look at themselves. As
members of families with different generations and different circumstances, but
each with a unique and powerful contribution to make to American society and to
each other.

We should be uniting and strengthening the family unit, not dividing them up.

George W. Bush said that “family values do not end at the Rio Grande,” and I
think we should examine exactly which side of that river he was talking about.

When I traveled to Missouri after the election to meet with United We DREAM
and other DREAM activists and leaders, I was told in no uncertain terms that they
would not leave their parents behind.

Many of them are among the 400,000 young people who have received Deferred
Action for Childhood Arrivals or DACA.

With fees paid, fingerprints taken and criminal background checks passed, DACA
recipients are in a safe place when it comes to deportation and they can work legally
and apply for a driver’s license in nearly every state.

But despite being in a safe place, they will not leave their moms and their dads
and their siblings by the side of the road.

I will let them speak for themselves because they are well and fully capable of
doing so, but let me tell you what I saw.

I saw a maturity and a level of confidence that I think any politician would be
a fool to mess with.

They are here. They are staying. They are not afraid. And they will not settle for
what 1s good for them unless they can also win what is good for their families.

They will remember forever how this country treats their parents. Their genera-
tion, whether they are immigrants or native born Americans, will remember what
we do in this Committee in this Congress.

We have come a long way, but we need to work together to keep moving forward.

Mr. Gowpy. Thank you, Mr. Gutierrez. Again on behalf of all of
us, I full well recognize that you are needed on the floor and in
Committee and you have constituents that are waiting on you and
the fact that the four of you would take the time to come and tes-
tifthe are all very, very grateful for your perspective and your in-
sight.

We have another panel, so we will stand down just for a moment
while the three of you go about and Mr. Gutierrez hopefully will
join us. And with that, we will be in recess for 5 minutes.

[Recess.]
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Mr. Gowpy. I want to thank our first panel again for their time
and expertise and now turn our attention to our second group of
witnesses, and we are equally grateful for their presence. We will
begin, as is our custom with non-Member witnesses, by having you
rise and take an oath. If you would all please rise and lift your
right hands.

[Witnesses sworn.]

Mr. GowDy. Let the record reflect all witnesses answered in the
affirmative. You may be seated. Well, thank you again and I am
going to read all of your biographies at once and then recognize you
individually for your 5-minute opening statement.

And we will start with Dr. Barrett Duke. He is the Vice Presi-
dent for Public Policy and Research and Director of Research Insti-
tute of the Ethics and Religious Liberty Commission of the South-
ern Baptist Convention’s Agency for Applied Christianity. He has
been with the group since 1997.

Dr. Duke graduated summa cum laude with a BA from Criswell
College. He received a Master’s with honors in Old Testament stud-
ies in 1985 from Denver Conservative Baptist Seminary and a
Ph.D. in religious and theological studies from joint doctoral pro-
gram of the, I'm probably not going to pronounce this right, let’s
jusii1 sa?y the School of Theology at the University of Denver. How
is that?

Mr. DUKE. Yes, sir. That works.

Mr. GowDY. Welcome. And then we will have Ms. Margie
McHugh. She will be our next witness, Co-Director of the Migration
Policy Institute’s National Center on Immigrant Integration Policy,
where she provides in-depth research and policy analysis on a
broad range of immigrant immigration issues. Prior to joining MPI,
Ms. McHugh served for 15 years as Executive Director of the New
York Immigration Coalition, as Deputy Director of the New York
City’s 1990 Census Project and as Executive Assistant to New York
Mayor Ed Koch’s Chief of Staff. She is a graduate of Harvard and
Radcliffe colleges. Welcome, Ms. McHugh.

Ms. Pamela Rivera is a native of Florida and a daughter of immi-
grants from Colombia. She is a graduate of Florida State Univer-
sity and currently pursuing a Master’s Degree at the University of
Florida. She has worked for various nonprofit causes, including the
Salvation Army. Although she is a United States citizen, her sister
is an undocumented immigrant who was brought to the United
States at a young age by her parents. Welcome, Ms. Rivera.

And last but not least, Ms. Rosa Velazquez is a member of the
National Coordinating Committee of the United We Dream Net-
work and Cofounder and Executive Director of the Arkansas Coali-
tion for DREAM. She is also a board member of the Arkansas
United Community Coalition. She was brought to the United
States unlawfully by her parents when she was 5 years old and has
resided in Arkansas for nearly her entire life. She is currently
studying at Henderson State University and Harding University
where she is pursuing two Master’s Degrees, one in English as a
Second Language and the other in American Literature. Welcome,
Ms. Velazquez.

Dr. Duke, we will start with you and then you will have a series
of light panels in front of you and they mean what they tradition-
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ally mean in life, green is go, yellow, slow down; and red is kind
of summarize if you are able to do so. With that welcome again,
Dr. Duke.

TESTIMONY OF BARRETT DUKE, Ph.D., VICE PRESIDENT FOR
PUBLIC POLICY AND RESEARCH, THE ETHICS AND RELI-
GIOUS LIBERTY COMMISSION OF THE SOUTHERN BAPTIST
CONVENTION

Mr. DUKE. Thank you very much. Good afternoon, Chairman
Gowdy, Ranking Member Lofgren, and Members of the Sub-
committee. As you heard, I am Dr. Barrett Duke. I'm the Vice
President for Public Policy and Research for the Southern Baptist
Convention’s Ethics and Religious Liberty Commission. I appre-
ciate the opportunity to speak to the Subcommittee this afternoon
from a faith-based perspective on the subject of children who were
brought here by their parents contrary to our Nation’s immigration
laws.

The Subcommittee is right to view this group of undocumented
immigrants differently from those who came here as adults. These
are people who did not make a conscious decision to break the Na-
tion’s immigration laws. They were brought here as minors. This
is the only life they know. It is likely that they identify more with
this country and its culture than they do with the country and cul-
ture from which their parents brought them. This is their home, in
other words.

Our country should not hold these children accountable for the
choices their parents made. Would anyone in this room want to or
expect to be held accountable for decisions their parents made? I
think not. Such distinctions are abhorrent to us as Americans.
Many of our forebears came to this land to escape such types of so-
cial stratification. In this land, every person is to be judged by his
or her own character and accomplishments, not those of his or her
parents. God Himself has pledged such an approach to individual
accountability. In the Hebrew scriptures, held by me and billions
of others as God’s revealed will, the prophet Ezekiel speaking God’s
pronouncement declared, “A son won’t suffer punishment for a fa-
ther’s iniquity and a father won’t suffer punishment for the son’s
iniquity.” If God will not hold children accountable for the sins of
their parents, certainly we should not either.

As an evangelical Christian, I rely heavily on the teachings of
the Bible to help me develop my thoughts about all aspects of life,
my own and my Nation’s. I fully support the Biblical teaching of
the divine origin and role of government as laid out in such pas-
sages as Roman’s Chapter 13, verses 1 through 5. However, that
passage does not give government the freedom to act in any way
it chooses. It states that God’s design for government is to punish
bad behavior and to reward good behavior. Surely, we would all
agree that this is a fundamental purpose of government. While
every person brought to this country illegally as a minor should not
qualify for special consideration by the Subcommittee, many cer-
tainly should. Those who are of good moral character and a dem-
onstrated desire to make their own way through life should be
given a chance to come out of the shadows and join in the full life
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and vitality of our Nation. We should, in other words, reward their
good behavior.

This is a group of people who embody many of the characteristics
we value in Americans. This is the spirit our Nation celebrates. We
should celebrate that spirit in these young men and women as well
and provide a way forward for them.

As you consider legislation to assist these children of undocu-
mented immigrants to fully prepare for full and productive lives in
our Nation, here are some things I would urge you to consider:

First, it is difficult to imagine how you can fully address their
needs without also addressing the needs of the other undocu-
mented immigrants in our Nation, including their parents. It is my
hope and prayer that Congress will see this as one piece of a bigger
plan that meets the principles of sound immigration reform. We
can honor the rule of law, secure our borders and chart a just and
compassionate way forward for the millions of other undocumented
immigrants living peacefully and productively in our midst.

Second, some parameters are in order as you chart a way for-
ward for these young people. I suggested some in my full testi-
mony, which you have, like evidence of prior residence in the coun-
try, enrollment in higher education or some form of national serv-
ice like the military, which you just heard the gentleman speak of,
completion of high school or a GED, granting a provisional legal
status while they fulfill their obligation, and then eligibility for a
green card and citizenship afterward.

I thank the Committee for your willingness to tackle this impor-
tant matter. We are dealing with lives here, not only laws. Let jus-
tice be blind, but let her also be discerning. Their character and
drive reveal that these young men and women under consideration
represent some of the best of what we are looking for in our future
citizenry. We should welcome them and encourage them and em-
power them to stand tall.

As we honor them and their commitment, we say to a watching
world and likely to a watching citizenry that this really is still the
land of opportunity and promise.

That concludes my comments. I look forward to attempting to an-
swer any questions you might have.

Mr. Gowpy. Thank you, Dr. Duke.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Duke follows:]

Prepared Statement of Barrett Duke, Ph.D., Vice President for Public Pol-
icy and Research, The Ethics & Religious Liberty Commission of the
Southern Baptist Convention

Good afternoon, Chairman Gowdy, Ranking Member Lofgren, and members of the
subcommittee. I am Dr. Barrett Duke, vice president for public policy and research
for the Southern Baptist Convention’s Ethics & Religious Liberty Commission. As
you are aware, the Southern Baptist Convention is the nation’s largest non-Catholic
denomination, with nearly 16 million members worshipping in more than 46,000 au-
tonomous local congregations. The Ethics & Religious Liberty Commission is the of-
ficial Southern Baptist entity charged by the Southern Baptist Convention to speak
to our nation’s moral, cultural, and religious liberty matters. I appreciate the oppor-
tunity to speak to the subcommittee this afternoon from a faith-based perspective
on the subject of children who were brought here by their parents contrary to our
nation’s immigration laws.



35

The subcommittee is right to view this group of undocumented immigrants dif-
ferently from those who came here as adults. These are people who did not make
a conscious decision to break the nation’s immigration laws. They were brought here
as minors. This is the only life they know. It is likely that they identify more with
this country and its culture than they do with the country and culture from which
their parents brought them. This is their home.

Our country should not hold these children accountable for the choices their par-
ents made. Would anyone in this room want to or expect to be held accountable for
decisions their parents made? I think not. Such class distinctions are abhorrent to
us as Americans. Many of our forebears came to this land to escape such types of
social stratification. In this land, every person is to be judged by his or her own
character and accomplishments, not those of his ancestors or her parents. God, Him-
self, has pledged such an approach to individual accountability. In the Hebrew
Scriptures, held by me and billions of others as God’s revealed will, the prophet Eze-
kiel, speaking God’s pronouncement, declared, “A son won’t suffer punishment for
a father’s iniquity, and a father won’t suffer punishment for the son’s iniquity” (Eze-
kiel 18:20). If God will not hold children accountable for the sins of their parents,
certainly we should not either.

As an evangelical Christian, I rely heavily on the teachings of the Bible to help
me develop my thoughts about all aspects of life, my own and my nation’s. I fully
support the biblical teaching of the divine origin and role of government as laid out
in such passages as Romans 13:1-5. However, that passage does not give govern-
ment the freedom to act in any way it chooses. It states that God’s design for gov-
ernment is to punish bad behavior and to reward good behavior. Surely, we would
all agree that this is a fundamental purpose of government.

While every person brought to this country illegally as a minor should not qualify
for special consideration by this subcommittee, many certainly should. Those who
are of good moral character and demonstrate a desire to make their own way
through life should be given a chance to come out of the shadows and join in the
full life and vitality of our nation. We should reward their good behavior. This is
a group of people who embody many of the characteristics that we value in Ameri-
cans. This is the spirit our nation celebrates. We should celebrate that spirit in
these young men and women, as well, and provide a way forward for them.

As you consider legislation to assist these children of undocumented immigrants
to fully prepare for full and productive lives in this nation, here are some things
I would urge you to consider. First, it is difficult to imagine how you can fully ad-
dress their needs without also addressing the needs of the other undocumented im-
migrants in our nation, including their parents. It is my hope and prayer that Con-
gress will see this as one piece of a bigger plan that meets the principles of sound
immigration reform. We can honor the rule of law, secure our borders, and chart
a just and compassionate way forward for the millions of other undocumented immi-
grants living peacefully and productively in our midst.

Second, some parameters seem to be in order. These young women and men
should be able to prove they were minors when they were brought here, and they
should have been here for some period of time prior to the enactment of your legisla-
tion so that we make sure we don’t encourage a rush into the country by parents
hoping to take advantage of this country’s good will. They should demonstrate that
they are young men and women of strong moral character, with a commitment to
their futures. Their legal records and a commitment to pursue some form of higher
education, possibly college or technical school, or some form of service to their coun-
try, like joining the armed services, should be a sufficient guide for that. As a sign
of their good faith commitment to pursue these goals, they should have successfully
completed high school or passed the GED exam. They should be granted a provi-
sional legal status that protects them from deportation while they are in higher edu-
cation or some other acceptable activity. Following successful completion of their
tracks, they should be allowed to apply for a green card and eventually citizenship
if they desire it.

As I said earlier, I think you must also consider the parents of these young peo-
ple. They are likely still their principal supporters, especially of those who pursue
an education track. I do not think that you can confer a legal status on their parents
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through this legislation. That should be part of the broader immigration reform that
must be done. But, until you do that, you should do what you can to prevent the
use of the children’s records as a means to identify their parents for deportation.
A simple solution might be to seal that part of the children’s records from govern-
mental inquiry.

There is also the important matter of cost for those who pursue higher education.
I know Congress is debating that issue for our nation’s college students now. You
know how much college costs. We shouldn’t make it impossible for these young, as-
piring people to attain the goal we have held out to them. If we are serious about
helping them to reach their full potential, and we should certainly be so, then we
should do what we can to make it possible for them to obtain some form of financial
assistance if they need it. The states should decide whether they can qualify for in-
state tuition. But I would urge you to consider whether the federal government can
help. Currently, non-citizens with proper documentation or who meet certain cri-
teria can seek federal education funds, like refugees, assylees, victims of human-
trafficking, and others. So, there is already somewhat of a precedent for this.

I thank the committee for your willingness to tackle this important matter. We
are dealing with lives here, not only laws. Let justice be blind, but let her also be
discerning. Their character and drive reveal that these young men and women
under consideration represent some of the best of what we are looking for in our
future citizenry. We should welcome them and encourage them, and do all we can
to empower them to stand tall. As we honor them and their commitment, we say
to a watching world, and likely, a watching citizenry, that this really is still a land
of opportunity and promise.

That concludes my comments. I look forward to attempting to answer any ques-
tions you might have.

Mr. Gowpy. Ms. McHugh.

TESTIMONY OF MARGIE McHUGH, CO-DIRECTOR, NATIONAL
CENTER ON IMMIGRATION INTEGRATION POLICY, MIGRA-
TION POLICY INSTITUTE

Ms. McHUGH. Mr. Chairman and Members of the Committee,
good afternoon. Thank you for the invitation to appear before you
today. I've been asked to testify about the broad demographics of
the population of young, unauthorized immigrants who were
brought here as children and have since established deep roots in
this country. Since the more generic analysis of this population
does not exist, I will rely in my testimony on a detailed analysis
I co-authored in 2010 of the then DREAM Act population which
looked at the size and key sociodemographic characteristics of un-
authorized immigrants who had entered the U.S. before age 16 and
were continuously present in the U.S. for at least 5 years.

Our analysis found that approximately 2.1 million children and
youths were potentially either immediately eligible for conditional
legal status or could become eligible in the future. Our study di-
vided the age and date of arrival of eligible populations into four
subgroups based on their age and level of education, and we esti-
mated each group’s likelihood of meeting the requirements to ob-
tain legal permanent residence, which in that case included com-
pletion of a college degree or at least 2 years of post-secondary edu-
cation or military service.

Very quickly, the four subgroups broke out as follows: the largest
was school-age children who would become eligible in the future if
they graduated from high school or earned a GED and completed
post-secondary education or military service requirements. Forty-
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three percent of potential beneficiaries were in this category, or
934,000 children under age 18.

The next largest group, at 28 percent, were those who had al-
ready earned a high school diploma or GED but would need to pur-
sue college or military service in order to obtain a green card.

Next, about 23 percent, or nearly 500,000 youths, were those
over age 18 who lacked a high school diploma. They could poten-
tially become eligible in the future if they completed a high school
diploma or GED and subsequently completed post-secondary edu-
cation or military service.

And, finally, we estimated that about 5 percent, or 114,000 of the
2.1 million, had already obtained at least an associate’s degree,
and, thus would be immediately eligible for a green card.

You will see in my written testimony that we looked further at
key sociodemographic characteristics of the population and chal-
lenges many of these young people would face in completing college
or being accepted into the military. These included affording college
tuition and fees, needing to work to support themselves or their
families, juggling parenting responsibilities and closing gaps in
academic English proficiency. Overall, we estimated that only 38
percent of the 2.1 million who were potentially eligible based on
their age, date of arrival and duration of residency would be able
to meet the educational attainment or military service require-
ments in the legislation proposed at that time.

Since the cost of higher education and access to financial aid are
such critical factors affecting college completion for low-income
youth based on historical trends, we found that college affordability
was likely to be the most significant factor that would prevent
young immigrants from completing a post-secondary education re-
quirement.

Our profile of the potentially eligible population is consistent
with national research demonstrating that young immigrants are
more likely to be nontraditional college students, meaning that
they often enroll in post-secondary education at older ages, attend
college part time, work while going to school and juggle family re-
sponsibilities along with their coursework. All of these factors have
been associated with lower rates of college enrollment and comple-
tion, therefore a financial, social and academic support stands to
play a critical role in the success of this population if their pathway
to permanent residence and citizenship requires successfully mak-
ing one’s ways through post-secondary education or military serv-
ice.

I would like to point out before closing that more recently the
Congressional Budget Office estimated that approximately 1.5 mil-
lion unauthorized immigrants would meet the age at arrival cri-
teria under a version of DREAM included in recent Senate immi-
gration legislation. CBO estimated that approximately 24 percent
of these, 360,000, would be able to achieve permanent residence or
naturalized by 2023.

In conclusion, Mr. Chairman, while the MPI and CBO estimates
are based on different parameters, it does seem clear that approxi-
mately 1.5 million to 2 million youths meet the residency and age
at arrival requirements contemplated in recent legislative pro-
posals, but far fewer would gain permanent residence, and eventu-
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ally citizenship, under these proposals, approximately 825,000 indi-
viduals in our analysis and 360,000 in CBQO’s assessment of S. 744.

In light of the reality that the pathway is a narrow one, the
sociodemographic characteristics of unauthorized immigrants
brought here as children provide important considerations for pol-
icymakers seeking to allow them to successfully achieve permanent
legal status in the United States and become fully contributing
members of our society.

I thank you, Mr. Chairman, for the opportunity to testify and
would be pleased to answer any questions.

Mr. Gowpy. Thank you, Ms. McHugh.

[The prepared statement of Ms. McHugh follows:]
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Mr. GowDYy. Ms. Rivera.

TESTIMONY OF PAMELA RIVERA, WASHINGTON, DC

Ms. RIVERA. I want to take this opportunity to thank Chairman
Gowdy and the Subcommittee for letting me share my very per-
sonal story.

My parents moved to the United States in the 1980’s, and I was
born in 1987 in California. Shortly after my birth, they moved back
to Colombia with money they had saved working in the U.S. and
tried to pursue a life there. They had my sister Evelyn while we
were living in Colombia, and in 1991 when I was 4 and Ev was 3,
they moved back to the U.S.

They moved back in order to provide a better life for us. They
wanted us to live without the drugs, violence and daily car bomb-
ings that defined daily life in Colombia and for us to have a chance
at obtaining a world-class education and fulfilling the American
Dream.

For many years, I did not know about my family’s immigration
status. However, as the years passed, I began to understand that
my family was not like most. And even though my parents worked
hard to provide for our family, we would never be treated the same.

My dad worked nights and my mom worked mornings in order
to make sure that my two sisters and I were never left alone. They
understood the meaning of family and how important it was to
raise their daughters in a stable home. My mom learned English
quickly by volunteering at our school and working with us on our
homework. I remember my mom asking my teachers to send home
extra homework even on Fridays so that my sisters and I would
catch up to other students.

My youngest sister Sara was born here in Florida in 1993. We
all grew up in the same home, attended the same schools, spoke
English, played lacrosse, but there was one major difference that
would come to dominate our lives. Sara and I were natural born
U.S. citizens, while my sister Evelyn was brought here on a now-
expired visa.

It wasn’t until high school that I found out for sure about my
family’s immigration status. There were so many little things that
would come up what that I could not do, I had to work twice as
hard to figure out because of the situation. For example, I was not
able to get my driver’s license when I turned 16. And I cannot tell
you how hard it is as a teenager to not be able to drive. As hard
as this was for my youngest sister and for me, there was always
the light at the end of the tunnel, we were U.S. citizens. Ev did
not have that. She had to go through high school graduation know-
ing that there was no relief in sight, no path to college, no path
to a normal job. She had to walk across that stage and into the
shadows.

The somewhat normal life she had gotten to live in the only
home she had ever known was over, she also had to walk across
that stage without our mom watching because our mom a couple
months before had been pulled over at a traffic stop, arrested and
forced to leave the country, all of this happening with my sister in
the car.
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This all occurred while I was a sophomore in college, and I can-
not put into words the level of devastation this caused. It affected
my personal well-being, it affected my academic success. My sisters
and I worked hard in school and all earned Bright Futures Scholar-
ships. But unlike my youngest sister and I, Evelyn was unable to
claim her scholarship because of her undocumented status.

As a U.S. citizen, I have been able to pursue the American
Dream. I'm a graduate of Florida State University and I'm cur-
rently pursuing my Master’s Degree at the University of Florida.

Living in a mixed-status family, I have learned to cherish every
moment I have with my family, especially since we've lost our
mom. As a U.S. citizen, I'm hopeful that Congress finds a way to
keep this from happening to other families. As of last year, it had
been over 6 years since Ev had seen her mom. It has been over 6
years since her life as she knew it came to a halt. This is the only
home she knows. She has been here for 21 years. Yet she is pun-
ished every day and forced to live a life in limbo for no reason at
all.

The American Dream has been bittersweet for my family. I've
had to watch my sister and others like her be denied opportunities
afforded to us in the only country she has ever known by what
amounts to an accident of birth.

Thank you so much for letting me share my story.

Mr. GowDY. Thank you, Ms. Rivera.

[The prepared statement of Ms. Rivera follows:]

Prepared Statement of Pamela Rivera, Washington, DC

I want to take this opportunity to thank Chairman Goodlatte, ranking member
Conyers and distinguished members of this committee for this opportunity to testify.

My parents moved to the United States in the 1980’s and I was born in 1987.
Shortly after my birth they moved back to Colombia with money they had saved
working in the US and tried to pursue a life there. They had my sister Evelyn while
we were living in Colombia. In 1991 when I was 4 years old they moved back to
the U.S. in order to provide a better life for my sister and me. They wanted us to
live without the drugs, violence, and daily car bombings that defined daily life in
their native Colombia; and for us to have a chance of obtaining a world-class edu-
cation and fulfilling the American Dream.

For many years I did not know about my family’s immigration status. However,
as the years passed I began to understand that my family was not like most, and
even though my parents worked hard to provide for our family we would never be
treated the same. My father worked nights and my mother worked in the morning
in order to make sure that my two sisters and I were never left alone. They under-
stood the meaning of family and how important it was to raise their daughters in
a stable home.

My mother learned English quickly by volunteering at our school and working
with us on our homework. I remember my mom asking my teacher to send home
extra homework so that my sister and I would catch up to the other students. My
youngest sister was born here in the U.S. in 1993. We all grew up in the same
home, attended the same schools, spoke English, and played lacrosse, but there was
one major difference that would come to dominate our lives: I was a natural born
U.S. citizen while my sister Evelyn was brought to the United States on a now-ex-
pired visa.

It wasn’t until high school that I found out for sure about my family’s immigration
status. I was unable to get my drivers license until I was 18 because my parents
could not take me to the DMV. There were so many little things that would come
up that I could not do or had to work twice as hard to figure out because of this
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situation. All of this was with the knowledge that my youngest sister and I were
U.S. citizens, and that for us there was a light at the end of the tunnel.

Evelyn did not have that. She had to go through her high school graduation know-
ing that there was no relief in sight—no path to college, no path to a normal job.
She knew she had to walk across that stage and into the shadows, and that the
somewhat normal life she had gotten to live in the only home she had ever known
was over. She also had to walk across that stage without our mom watching, be-
cause our mother was forced to leave under voluntary departure.

My sisters and I worked hard in school and all earned the Bright Futures Schol-
arship but unlike our youngest sister and me, Evelyn was unable to claim her schol-
arship because of her undocumented status.

As a Citizen of the United States, I have been able to pursue the American
Dream: I am an alumna of the Florida State University, and am currently pursuing
a master’s degree at the University of Florida.

Living in a mixed status family I have learned to cherish every moment I have
with my family especially since we have lost our mother. We have to be proactive
on issues. We have to protect our families. It has now been over 6 years since Eve
has seen our mom. It has been 6 years since her life as she knew it came to a halt.
This is the only home she knows, she broke no laws, she did nothing wrong, yet
she is punished every day and forced to live in limbo—for no reason at all.

The American Dream has been bittersweet for us. I have had to watch my sister
be denied the opportunities afforded to us, in the only country she has ever known,
by what amounts to an accident of birth.

Mr. GowDY. Ms. Velazquez.

TESTIMONY OF ROSA VELAZQUEZ,
ARKANSAS COALITION FOR DREAM

Ms. VELAZQUEZ. I would like to thank Chairman Gowdy, Rank-
ing Member Lofgren, and the distinguished Members of this Com-
mittee for the opportunity to testify today. My name is Rosa Velaz-
quez. I'm 30 years old. And ever since I was 5, Arkansas has been
my home. I'm as Arkansan as the Arkansas Razorbacks, the Har-
ding Bisons and the Henderson Reddies.

I'm honored to be a member of the United We Dream National
Coordinating Committee. United We Dream is the largest immi-
grant youth led group network in the country made up of 51 affili-
ates in 25 States. As a network, United We Dream is committed
to winning citizenship for our families and communities, all 11 mil-
lion Americans without papers, and to creating an immigration sys-
tem that treats all Americans with dignity, parents like my mother
who was 22 years old when we came to the U.S.

Sadly, like so many other parents, her story has been forgotten.
She made the courageous decision to travel alone with my 4-year-
old brother Rudy and myself. I was 5. My mother packed all of our
things in a backpack, and in August 1989 we got in a plane in
Mexico City and we arrived in Dallas, Texas. My father Rodolfo
would join us a year later in Arkansas.

Throughout my schooling, I was involved in every club, organiza-
tion and civic group I could be a part of. I have always had the de-
sire to be involved but it was in music that I found my true pas-
sion. I remember that the best performances I had were at
Ouachita Baptist University where I would later be offered a choral
scholarship. My parents taught me that our family values were
greater than anything, and where one went, the rest followed. I can



50

remember vividly the day that I enrolled at Ouachita Baptist Uni-
versity. My parents went with me. They went with me when I
chose my classes, when I looked at my dorm and when I went into
the financial aid office. It was at this office that I found out that
I was no longer eligible for a scholarship. I was undocumented, and
I saw my once-in-a-lifetime opportunity slip through my fingers be-
cause I lacked legal status. To be fully eligible, I had to be a U.S.
citizen. It was then that my mother took my hand with tears in her
eyes and she told me that I could do anything that I set my mind
to. So if I wanted to go to college, I was going to go to college.

My mother’s hardworking hands are the reason that I'm here
today and she is also the reason that I am currently a grad student
at Henderson State University and Harding University in Arkan-
sas, and I'm pursuing two Master’s Degrees one in ESL English
and one in American Literature. She is also the reason that my
brother, Rudy, is going to the University of Arkansas in Fayette-
ville where in 2 years he will achieve a Bachelor’s Degree in cul-
inary arts. And she is also the reason that my 12-year-old brother
Randy, a U.S. citizen, has high hopes and aspirations to attend col-
lege in the future.

Arkansas is the poultry capital of the world. We have several
poultry processing plants and this is where my mother first began
her work. Her job for the next 10 years was to cut chicken tenders
with scissors and arrange them in the little yellow trays that you
are able to purchase today at any grocery store.

As I sit here today telling you about my achievements and my
successes, my mother, who has sacrificed everything for me with
her hard work, is now suffering with carpal tunnel syndrome.

When Members of Congress tell me that I deserve the oppor-
tunity to earn citizenship and my mother doesn’t, I tell them that
if anyone deserves that opportunity to earn citizenship, it is my
mother Rosalinda. My mother did what any mother facing uncer-
tainty would have done—provide a better life for her children.

This is the land of opportunity where we learned that with hard
work and perseverance, we have the opportunity to succeed. If Con-
gress were to adopt an incomplete solution that would provide a
path to earn citizenship for DREAMers like me but something less
for our parents, it be like saying that I can now be one of you, but
my parent can never be, that our hardworking parents are good
enough to pick up your crops, to babysit your children, to landscape
your yards, but they will never be treated as equal members of so-
ciety. The solution that includes only DREAMers and people like
me will lead to further separation of families and will in no way
provide the answer that you seek.

Fix our broken immigration system. Do we really want to ignore
the values that history has taught us by giving our parents a sit
at the back of the line—bus type of legalization?

I am talented in many fields. I am an asset to this country but
my mother’s hardworking hands are the foundation on which this
country was built. I am my mother’s daughter. She and I are equal.
My name is Rosa Angela Velazquez Figueroa. I am the daughter
of Rosalinda and Rodolfo Velazquez and the sister to Rudy and
Randy Velazquez. I am undocumented. I am one of the 11 million.
And together, we are the American Dream.
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Thank you.
Mr. Gowpy. Thank you, Ms. Velazquez.
[The prepared statement of Ms. Velazquez follows:]

Testimony of Rosa Velazguez
Hearing on “Addressing the Immigration Status of Illegal Immigrants
Brought to the United States as Children”

July 22, 2013

I would like to thank Chairman Gowdy, Ranking Member Lofgren, and the
distinguished Members of this Committee for the opportunity to testify today.

My name is Rosa Velazquez and I am 30 years old. Ever since I was 5, Arkansas has
been my home. And I am as Arkansan as the Arkansas Razorbacks, Harding Bisons and
the Henderson Reddies.

I am a member of the United We Dream National Coordinating Committee. United We
Dream is the largest immigrant youth-led network in the country, made up of 51 affiliate
organizations across 25 states. As a network, United We Dream is committed to winning
citizenship for our families and communities—all 11 million Americans without papers—
and to creating an immigration system that treats all immigrants with dignity. We will
not accept proposals that leave our parents behind or that criminalize our community!

Parents like my mother, who was 22 years old when we came to the US. Sadly, like so
many other parents, her story has been forgotten. She made the courageous decision
and traveled alone with my 4-year-old brother, Rudy and myself. I was 5. My mother
packed all of our things in a backpack, and in August 1989, we got on a plane in Mexico
City and we arrived in Dallas, Texas. My father, Rodolfo, came to Arkansas to join us a
year later.

I started my education at a public school in Southwest Arkansas. Throughout my
schooling, I was involved in every club, organization and civic group I could be a part of.
I have always had a desire to be involved but it was in music that I found my passion. I
remember that the best performances I had were at Ouachita Baptist University, where [
would later be offered a choral scholarship.

And most recently my life changed when I was privileged enough to perform the
National Anthem in front of more than 500 undocumented Americans at our first ever
mock naturalization ceremony. That moment on Capitol Hill when I led my patriotic
community in a tribute to this great country was the most American I have ever felt.

My parents taught me that our family values were greater than anything. And where one
went, the rest followed. T can remember vividly the day that I enrolled at Quachita
Baptist University. My parents went with me. T had them with me when I chose my
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classes, when I looked at my dorm and when I went into the financial aid office. Tt was at
this office that I found out that I was no longer eligible for a scholarship. I was
undocumented, and I saw my once-in-a-lifetime opportunity of attending college slip
through my fingers because I lacked legal status. This is where I also learned that having
a social security number, an Arkansas driver’s license and a work authorization
document, were not enough. To be fully eligible, T had to be a US citizen. It was then that
my mother, through silent tears, took my hand and told me that I could do anything [
set my mind to...so if I wanted to go to college, I was going to go to college.

My mother’s hardworking hands are the reason that today, I am currently a grad student
at Henderson State University and Harding University in Arkansas, pursuing two
master's degrees, one in ESL English and one in American Literature. She is the reason
that my brother, Rudy, is attending the University of Arkansas in Fayetteville, where in
two years he will graduate with a Culinary Arts degree. And she is also the reason my
twelve year old little brother, Randy, a US citizen, has high hopes and aspirations to
attending college in the future.

Arkansas is the poultry capital of the world. We have several poultry processing plants
and this is where my mother first began to work. Her job, for the next 10 years, was to
cut chicken tenders with scissors, and arrange them in the yellow trays that you are able
to purchase at any grocery store. As I sit here today telling you about my achievements
and successes, my mother, who has sacrificed everything for me with her hard work, is
suffering with carpal tunnel syndrome.

When Members of Congress tell me that I deserve an opportunity to earn citizenship
and my mother does not, I tell them that if anyone deserves that opportunity to earn
citizenship, it is my mother, Rosalinda.

My mother did what any mother, when facing uncertainty, would have done; provide a
better life for her children than she had. Given the circumstances we lived under in
Mexico, she knew in her heart that the US would become our home for what has now
been 24 years. This is the land of opportunity, where we learned that with hard work
and perseverance, we have the opportunity to succeed.

If Congress were to adopt an incomplete solution that would provide a path to earned
citizenship for DREAMers like me, but something less for our parents, it would be like
saying that T can now be one of you, but my parents can never be. Such a solution would
tell DREAMers like me that our hardworking parents are good enough to pick your
crops, babysit your children, landscape your yard, and at the same time never treated as
equal members of this society. This solution that includes only DREAMers and people
like me will only lead to further separation of families and will in no way provide the
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solution you seek: fixing our broken immigration system and recognizing the full
humanity of those who have been drawn here by the prospects of work.

Do we really want to ignore the values that history has taught us by giving our parents a
“sit at the back of the bus” type of legalization?

I was taught at home what this country was founded on: family values, Christian values,
courage, equality and justice. Anything other than a viable path to citizenship is not
acceptable for me, my family and the other 11 million Undocumented Americans waiting
for you to act.

I am talented in many fields and am an asset for this country, but my mother’s working
hands are the foundation on which upon this country was built.

I am my mother’s daughter.
She and I are equal.

We both came here in pursuit of a better life and just like millions of Dreamers and
families, we are ready to claim our citizenship.

As a representative of the community directly affected by what actions this committee
will take on immigration reform, I hope that all members will seek our input as the
process moves forward. And I hope that this hearing is the first step in addressing not
only a real solution for me, but also for my parents.

My name is Rosa Angela Velazquez Figueroa, daughter of Rosalinda and Rodolfo
Velazquez and sister to Rudy and Randy Velazquez.

I am undocumented,

I am one of the 11 Million

and together,

WE are the American DREAM.
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Mr. GowDpy. I'm only going to say this once. No response from
the audience. We are going to have order in this. It’s fine to express
yourself internally. No visible response.

With that, I would recognize the gentleman from Virginia, the
Chairman of the full Committee, Mr. Goodlatte.

Mr. GOODLATTE. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. And it is
my pleasure to ask some questions of the witnesses and I would
like to start with you, Ms. Rivera. I very much appreciate your tes-
timony and that of Ms. Velazquez.

Ms. Velazquez said that she didn’t think there should be any dif-
ference between all of the 11 million people who are seeking to
come here between herself and her mother, for example. But you
know your parents. You probably know the parents of other people
who have children who are not lawfully present in the United
States. And my question for you is, would your parents and do you
think other parents would be supportive of legislation that would
allow your sister and other young people brought here at an early
age to get legal status and ultimately U.S. citizenship but did not
address their situation; in other words, parents’ situations in the
same way?

Ms. RIvERA. You know that is an incredibly difficult question to
answer. My parents like I'm sure any other parents want what is
the absolute best for their children. So you know it’s easy to say
that, yes, they would be very happy with that. But at the same
time I can tell you that the pain of not having my mother with us
is something that I really can’t put into words and it is not some-
thing that I feel comfortable saying I'm okay with.

Mr. GOODLATTE. Your mother is not here in the United States.

Ms. RIVERA. Yes, sir.

Mr. GOODLATTE. But if she were here in the United States and
she got a different status, say a legal status as opposed to a citizen-
ship status, how would she feel about that?

Ms. RIVERA. My mom is, I know everyone says their mom is the
best, but my mom is the best, and she from the minute they came
here, as I said in my testimony, she was at my teachers’ classrooms
every day you know helping out, making sure that that we, you
know, were as involved in our community as possible. It was at the
time extremely annoying and I can only say that when it comes to
my family, knowing my mom, she wants to be a part of this coun-
try. She still thinks, she still thinks of herself as an American even
though she is in Colombia. So, I feel as though my mom would like
a shot at being a citizen and she wants the opportunity and the
responsibility that comes with that.

You know, again, we had up until that happened lived here, my
parents for close to 20 years before she left. My dad is now a legal
resident. He lives here. This is for them, what has become their
lives. It is the only home we have ever known, so it is very difficult
for me to say we would be okay with that and quite frankly, I
wouldn’t be okay with that. I know the sacrifices my parents made.
I know the long hours my dad worked. I know how hard it was for
them to be separated from everything they knew as their home, so
I wouldn’t want to have to make that decision.
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Mr. GOODLATTE. Well, I certainly understand that you would not
want them to have to make that decision, but Congress has to
make that decision. And that is the hard part.

Let me ask Dr. Duke if you would comment on the problem that
we have here of determining how we proceed to assure that we
don’t have future children brought here through the desert, in the
backs of trailers, under tunnels and so on, into the United States
illegally. So in order for Congress not to be back in the same posi-
tion of debating whether to grant legal status to another 11 million
illegal immigrants 20 years from now, what enforcement kinds of
measures does the Southern Baptist Convention support being put
into place?

Mr. DUKE. Yes, sir. Thank you for the question. It is a concern
to Southern Baptists as well that we resolve this at this time and
that we not have to come back here again as well. I think most
Southern Baptists are saying, secure the border and workplace
verification. They believe those two components would have a lot
to do with addressing the future of illegal immigration. If folks
can’t get work here it’s going to pretty much discourage them from
coming. And so we do believe that those are a couple of compo-
nents. There are certainly many others that the Committee should
consider as well.

Mr. GOODLATTE. And in your testimony you mention that a com-
mitment to the pursuit of a higher education or military service
should be a sufficient guide to show that these young people have
good moral character and a commitment to their futures and thus
should be afforded a path to legal status. What should happen to
young illegal immigrants who do not show such a commitment and
are not of good moral character?

Mr. DUKE. You know, that is a really tough question in my opin-
ion. The legislation under consideration here to me requires a cer-
tain level of moral character as well as a commitment to the future,
to their futures and so I think that is going to be necessary for this
special track for these particular young people. I think the rest are
going to have to simply be considered along with all of the other
10 million or so undocumented immigrants in our country that the
Committee is going to have to figure out how they address. There
are going to be some adults who aren’t going to be able to qualify
for whatever this Committee, the Committee and ultimately Con-
gress chooses to do as well. And, unfortunately, some of those chil-
dren as well are going to be caught in a situation where they have
made wrong choices and they have made it nearly impossible for
themselves to find a way for this country to be able to grant them
the kind of legal status that we would like to give them.

Mr. GOODLATTE. Thank you, Doctor. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Gowpy. Thank you, Chairman Goodlatte. The Chair will now
recognize the gentlelady from California, the Ranking Member of
the Subcommittee, Ms. Lofgren.

Ms. LOFGREN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and thanks to all of
our witnesses for simply excellent testimony that not only informs
us but I think informs people who are watching this hearing across
the country on C-SPAN and other Members of Congress who are
watching it in their offices. It is very important that you are here.
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Listening to our two young ladies, Ms. Rivera and Ms. Velazquez,
very powerful testimony that you have given and as I was listening
to Mr. Goodlatte’s, Chairman Goodlatte’s question I was thinking
about the relationship between parents and sons and daughters.

I have a son and a daughter, kind of about your age. I would do
anything for them. And I think you’re saying the same about your
parents. But here is the problem. When you have, when you are
pitting sons and daughters against moms and dads, you’ve created
really a system that is not healthy. And if I'm hearing you right,
Ms. Rivera, it’s not that your mother wouldn’t do anything for you,
it’s that you would not permit that. You would not permit your
mother to be thrown to the side of the road for your benefit.

Is that kind of a good summary of your position?

Ms. RIVERA. Yes.

Ms. LOFGREN. Thank you.

Dr. Duke, we've worked together in the past and I appreciate
very much your testimony. And it’s interesting you know there are
many issues that you and I don’t agree on but what we have
learned is that we can work to things that we do agree on and one
of those things has been immigration. The Ethics and Religious
Liberty Commission is part of the Evangelical Immigration Table,
and the statement released in March calling for immigration re-
form said that it should, and I quote, provide clear steps to citizen-
ship for those who want, want it and qualify. Dr. Russell Moore,
the President of the Commission, sent a letter to Congress last
month saying that, and I again quote, “A tough yet achievable
?arned pathway to citizenship is a necessary part of broader re-

orm.”

Is that still your position and the position of the Ethics and Reli-
gious Liberty Commission of the Southern Baptist Convention?

Mr. DUKE. Congresswoman Lofgren, thanks for the question.
Yes, it is still our position. It is my position that we should not be
creating second-class citizens in this country. We just don’t do that
here. Everyone should have a full opportunity to rise to the, a full
opportunity that this country affords them and citizenship is cer-
tainly a part of being able to do that.

So we believe, and I certainly believe, that we do need to create
an opportunity for citizenship for those who can qualify by what-
ever standards this Committee and Congress would choose. But we
do believe that that should be a component that is possible for
these folks.

Ms. LOFGREN. Thank you very much. And I hope that the faithful
here in the House will listen to your words of advice.

Now when the House last took up the DREAM Act some Mem-
bers took to the floor and they called it the Nightmare Act. They
said that allowing these young people to come out of the shadows
and have an opportunity to earn legal permanent residence, and
possibly also in the future citizenship, would prevent Americans
from getting jobs and realizing other opportunities.

How would you answer that attack, Dr. Duke?

Mr. DUKE. Well, certainly, we are in a situation in our country
right now where we don’t have enough jobs it would seem, but we
also have a lot of jobs that are simply going unfilled, and so, clear-
ly, we need more workers in certain areas than we have right now.
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We know that business is looking for more workers currently. So
clearly there is still a need for more workers in this country. The
best thing that we can do is create as well qualified and educated
a workforce as we possibly can. We have all of these young folks
here right now, what, over 1 million, who can be brought fully into
the workforce and can meet a lot of those needs that we already
have and as we continue to grow our economy we are going to need
more workers and eventually everybody who wants a job, a full-
time job is going to be able to find one. So I think this country
needs more workers not less workers.

Ms. LOFGREN. Thank you very much. I'll just close by saying you
know whenever we have a hearing like this I'm so struck by the
courage shown by undocumented individuals. I think of them as as-
piring Americans. And I remember my grandfather who came to
this country when he was 16 years old with nothing. His process
then was he got on a boat, it sailed to America and he got off the
boat. He never saw his parents again. But he wanted to be an
American just like you want to be an American. And he and gen-
erations of aspiring Americans came and really built this country.

And to think that our future will not be enriched by people who
want to, who have enough hope and enough courage and enough
ambition to want to be a free American, to help build our country,
that that future would not be enriched is just a mistake because
through aspiring Americans, people who want to come and throw
in their lot with us and build a better country, our future will be
strengthened. And I don’t think we need to ration that. I think we
ought to embrace that. Just as immigrants built our past they will
help us build a great future for Americans.

So thank you all for your wonderful testimony today.

Mr. Gowpy. I thank the gentlelady from California. The Chair
will now recognize the gentleman from Iowa, Mr. King.

Mr. KiNG. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I appreciate being recog-
nized, and listening to the testimony of the witnesses here, gath-
ering my thoughts and trying to digest what’s been taking place
here today, and I think the first question I would ask is, Ms. Velaz-
quez, and your testimony here I could hear the emotion in your
voice and would you characterize the life you have had here in the
United States as, you individually, living in the shadows?

Ms. VELAZQUEZ. I'm sorry?

Mr. KiNG. Would you characterize your life living here in the
United States as living in the shadows?

Ms. VELAZQUEZ. Living in the shadows wasn’t an option for me.
There were—I was a voice to some members of my community.
Some of the kids that were going to college there, that were want-
ing to go to college came up to me and I had to voice myself to
them and let them know that

Mr. KING. So you wouldn’t characterize your life as living in the
shadows here?

Ms. VELAZQUEZ. No, sir.

Mr. KING. Thank you. I appreciate knowing that.

I turn to Dr. Duke. And listening to your testimony and you cited
Ezekiel 18:20 in that I would call it the sins of the father section.
But I understand that point that the sins of the son shall not be
punished by the father—onto the father and vice versa. But I look
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at that and I also I read through the rest of your testimony and
the balance of what you said, and it appears to me that neither
would you punish the parents for bringing their children here, you
just wouldn’t do so in this bill.

Did I read that correctly?

Mr. DUKE. Thank you for the question, Congressman. No, I'm not
saying we shouldn’t hold the parents accountable for the choices
that they made. There do need to be appropriate forms of restitu-
tion and penalty if these

Mr. KING. But you wouldn’t apply current law to them, you
would exempt them from current law and want to write a new law
that would be less onerous than the penalties in current law for the
parents?

Mr. DUKE. Yes, sir, I think what we are saying is we are, or at
least what I'm asking you is to create another set of penalties for
the law other than the penalty that currently exists.

Mr. KING. Would this be under the concept of mercy?

Mr. DUKE. Well, mercy at the very least, but also in my opinion
simply a matter of practicality and humanity.

Mr. KING. Mercy at the very least. Can you cite—and you are,
no question, a Biblical scholar. Can you cite any place in the Bible
where mercy is not accompanied by repentance?

Mr. DUKE. Well, Congressman, I simply know that God says, I
will have mercy on whom I will have mercy. So He gets the free-
dom to choose whether or not

Mr. KING. We're pretty sure he calls for repentance, though,
aren’t we, as Christians?

Mr. DUKE. He gets to choose under which circumstances He
wants to have mercy, and we get to choose the circumstance under
which we choose to have mercy.

Mr. KING. Let me suggest that we couldn’t teach Christianity
without repentance being a component of it, however. And I just,
I wanted to make that point but also, I know that the Southern
Baptist Conference has cited Matthew 25:35 for I was a stranger
and you let me in.

Mr. DUKE. Yes, sir.

Mr. KING. And that is a central theme, also, which I'm a little
surprised isn’t in this testimony, but I would expect that you would
adhere to that proposal as well, that theological philosophy?

Mr. DUKE. Yes, sir, that’s correct.

Mr. KING. So are you aware, when we see that word “stranger,”
and when you look back through the Greek which is the foundation
of the interpretation that most of the modern day Bible that I
know, the word stranger is the Greek word xenos, x-e-n-o-s. And
are you aware that that really means within that context in Greek
guest foreigner, an invited guest, rather than someone who came
in against the law?

Mr. DUKE. Yes, sir. I understand that there are various under-
standings of how that word is to be interpreted in that passage.

Mr. KING. So you wouldn’t interpret Mathew 25:35 to mean you
are commanded by God to welcome anyone that comes into your
country or home regardless of whether they were invited or wheth-
er they were uninvited?
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Mr. DUKE. I don’t think—yes, sir. I think that is correct. We are
not required to invite anyone who simply comes along into our
homes. But we are required to express hospitality toward those, as
many of those as we can.

Mr. KING. Towards invited guests, according to the Greek inter-
pretation I would suggest.

Mr. DUKE. Pardon?

Mr. KING. Hospitality toward those invited guests, according to
the Greek interpretation of the word xenos, stranger, invited guest.

Let me move on. Also St. Paul gave a sermon on Mars Hill, it’s
in Acts 17. And in that he said, and God made every Nation on
Earth, and He decided when and where each Nation would be, and
He granted that authority to the elected officials within the coun-
tries to set the border and to control the border. And that is the
definition of sovereignty as I understand that.

Would you have a different understanding of St. Paul’s sermon
on Mars Hill?

Mr. DUKE. No, sir. I think that God does give human beings the
1freedom to create their own borders and to establish their own
aws.

Mr. KiNG. Thank you very much. I appreciate all the witnesses.

Mr. Chairman, I yield back.

Mr. GowDy. The Chair would now recognize the gentleman from
Michigan, the Ranking Member of the full Committee, Mr. Con-
yers.

Mr. CoNYERS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and welcome to all of
our witnesses.

I'm very impressed by the overall direction that all of the wit-
nesses have made, their understanding of how we deal with not
only the DREAMers but with their parents as well. One thing that
concerns me is that sometimes we manage to keep the DREAMers
in and there seems to be a growing tendency in that direction in
the Congress. But the separation of the children, the DREAMers,
from their parents, is something that still troubles me. And I'd like
to just go down the witness list and see if you share any of this
unease with me.

And I always like to start with the Vice President of the South-
ern Baptist Convention. One of these days we're going to get a wit-
ness from the Northern Baptist Convention here, but it hasn’t hap-
pened yet.

Mr. DUKE. There aren’t as many of them.

Mr. CoNYERS. That’s a good reason.

Mr. DUKE. I thank the Congressman. I do share concerns for the
parents of these young men and women. They’re in a different cir-
cumstance, however, because they purposefully have violated the
law. So it’s difficult for me to see how we can address the cir-
cumstance for these particular young people and then also address
the parents’ needs without talking about a full immigration solu-
tion.

Mr. CoNYERS. Comprehensive.

Mr. DUKE. Yes, sir, a complete immigration solution that would
address not only their parents but the parents of children who
were born here as well who also need their circumstances to be ad-
dressed.
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Mr. CoNYERS. And might I ask you for your feelings on this part
of the discussion?

Ms. McHUGH. 1 would just say that our organization is focused
on analysis of policy options facing the Congress, and so it’s not the
sort of way that we would approach the, approach an issue.

Mr. CoNYERS. That means that you wouldn’t think of it as com-
prehensive or that we could create a path for citizenship even for
the parents although they have without doubt violated some of our
immigration rules but we always start off here by saying, on both
sides of the aisle, that the immigration system is broken. So it’s not
a matter of worrying too much about these rules, it is can we con-
struct some others? And do you have an idea on that?

Ms. McHUGH. Perhaps I was listening to your question with too
formal an ear. I thought you said did I have a feeling of concern
about that. I would say for my organization overall that a great
deal of our policy analysis over the years has focused on the need
for more comprehensive approaches to reform if we are to fix the
system. But I would just say that there’s a distinction between that
and the question that you had asked.

Thank you.

Mr. CoNYERS. Oh, thank you.

Ms. Rivera, what say you?

Ms. RivERA. Obviously, I am supportive of comprehensive immi-
gration reform, anything that helps families stay together. I think
that that is the epitome of at least what my family, what I was
raised on. I think it’s for the well-being of children, and I just think
it’s for the well-being of America because you know the family unit
is probably the most important unit we have in society.

Mr. CONYERS. So what about the parents? Do you think that we
keep the DREAMers and work out a way for them a path for citi-
zenship? But what bothers me is what do we do with the parents?
Do we kick them out? Do we separate? Do we separate them from
their children who were born here in the country?

Ms. R1vERA. No. I don’t think that that is, I don’t think that that
is a real option. I think that that can cause lasting damage. I can
tell you, I recently got married, I got married last month and had
to go through the decision of trying to figure out how to do a wed-
ding because I have my sister who cannot leave the country, and
I have my mother who cannot come into the country. So I was en-
gaged for 2 years hoping that some type of solution would occur
and that at the very least my sister would be able to travel to Co-
lombia. So finally we just had to give in and we had to get married.
And it was wonderful but my mom was there via face time.

Mr. CoNYERS. Thank you so much.

Mr. Chairman, could I get a response from Ms. Velazquez, even
though my time is expired?

Mr. Gowby. Certainly, Mr. Conyers. Ms. Velazquez, you may an-
swer Mr. Conyers’ question.

Ms. VELAZQUEZ. Thank you. At home I was taught that what this
country was found on family values, Christian values, courage,
equality and justice. I hope that this hearing is the first to address-
ing not only a resolution for me but for my parents as well.

Mr. CoNYERS. Thank you very much and thank you, Mr. Chair-
man.
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Mr. GowDy. I thank the gentleman from Michigan. The Chair
will now recognize the gentleman from Ohio, Mr. Jordan.

Mr. JORDAN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Let me thank all the others. It’s very good testimony, compelling
emotional testimony we appreciate that. Let me go right to where
Mr. Conyers was.

Ms. Velazquez and Ms. Rivera just for the record so we're all
clear, you obviously support a path for citizenship for DREAMers
and you would support a path for citizenship for parents as well?
Ms. Velazquez?

Ms. VELAZQUEZ. Yes, sir.

Mr. JORDAN. Ms. Rivera?

Ms. RIVERA. Yes, sir.

Mr. JORDAN. How about you, Ms. McHugh?

Ms. McHUGH. I'm sorry, a path

Mr. JORDAN. A path to citizenship for DREAMers is what we're
talking about today. Would you also support a path to citizenship
for parents?

Ms. McHUGH. My organization isn’t an advocacy organization
and so we don’t take positions.

Mr. JORDAN. I'm asking you as a witness in today’s hearing what
do you think?

Can you speak on your behalf of yourself or you can only talk
about your association?

Okay. How about Dr. Duke?

Mr. DUKE. Congressman, thanks for the question. Yes I believe
there should be a way forward for citizenship for these others as
well.

Mr. JORDAN. Okay. Let me go back to Ms. Velazquez. What about
the rest of the estimated 11 million illegals here? Do you support
a path to citizenship for those individuals? Ms. Velazquez?

Ms. VELAZQUEZ. Yes, sir. I support a path to citizenship for the
11 million.

Mr. JORDAN. Ms. Rivera?

Ms. RIVERA. Yes, sir.

Mr. DUKE. Yes, sir.

Mr. JORDAN. You guys do? The Southern Baptists have taken a
position on that?

Mr. DUKE. Restate your question so I can answer it then, please.

Mr. JORDAN. We all know you are for the DREAMers. We all
know you’re for parents except Ms. McHugh doesn’t want to re-
spond to that. Ms. Velazquez and Ms. Rivera also are for the rest
of the estimated 11 million who are here illegally, a path to citizen-
ship. I just want to know where the Southern Baptists are.

Mr. DUKE. Yes, sir. In our resolution in 2011 we did call for legal
status for the undocumented immigrants here in our presence in
this country and in further reflection since then most Southern
Baptists are also asking for a way forward for citizenship for these
11 million as well, and that certainly would be my position.

Mr. JORDAN. That’s your position and it’s the position of the
Southern Baptists?

Mr. DUKE. The Southern Baptist Convention has not stated offi-
cially that that is its position.
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Mr. JORDAN. Ms. Velazquez, do you support the comprehensive
bill passed by the United States Senate?

Ms. VELAZQUEZ. I support a pathway to citizenship for 11 million
undocumented immigrants.

Mr. JORDAN. Have you looked at the Senate bill?

Ms. VELAZQUEZ. Yes, sir.

Mr. JORDAN. And you are for it or against it?

Ms. VELAZQUEZ. It has a path to citizenship, so I support a path
to citizenship.

Mr. JORDAN. Ms. Rivera, can you comment on the Senate bill?
Are you for The Senate bill?

Ms. RIVERA. Yes, I am.

Mr. JORDAN. Ms. McHugh, have you taken a position on the Sen-
ate bill?

Ms. McHUGH. No, we have not.

Mr. JORDAN. Dr. Duke, have Southern Baptists taken a position
on the Senate bill?

Mr. DUKE. The Southern Baptist Convention has not taken a po-
sition on the STEM bill. My organization, the Ethics and Religious
Liberty Commission

Mr. JORDAN. No, no. I'm talking about the Senate bill, as passed
by the Senate.

Mr. DUKE. Oh, the Senate bill. No, sir, we have not. We have
simply said we believe it is a good step forward but it needs some
repair and needs some work and we are looking to the House to
help address some issues.

Mr. JORDAN. Last question for you, last question, Mr. Chairman
and it’s for you, Dr. Duke.

The Southern Baptist Convention, you said you believed they're
for a pathway to citizenship for the 11 million even though you
haven’t taken a formal position. Is there anything in what you per-
ceive as the position of the Southern Baptists that says border se-
curity must happen before there is a pathway to citizenship for
those, for the estimated 11 million folks in the country illegally?

Mr. DUKE. Yes, sir. I would say that most Southern Baptists, and
certainly myself, believe that we need to make sure the border is
secure before citizenship is possible. But we do believe that we do
also need to address the circumstances of these 11 million and that
it needs to be done as a package in order to make sure that all of
the needs of our Nation and of these undocumented immigrants are
addressed.

Mr. JORDAN. Okay. Do you have any—I said last question but I
changed my mind here, Mr. Chairman. I’'ve got one more for Dr.
Duke.

Do you have any concern—Mr. Gutierrez and the passion he
brings to this issue we all respect. But he talked about in his state-
ment that, you know, if, in fact, we pass a DREAM Act for young
people that well, we're going to have to make sure we do it for par-
ents because we can’t have this—are you at all concerned about
where it goes and the logical steps that Mr. Gutierrez has pointed
out and all of you have pointed out, that it travels that way before
we have a chance to actually secure the border and maintain the
border as a sovereign Nation? Does that concern you at all, Dr.
Duke, and the Southern Baptist Convention?
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Mr. DUKE. Congressman, it does concern me that we may not get
to the place where we secure the border. And I'm looking to you
to make sure that there is a mechanism in place that assures us
that the border is secured before permanent legal status is applied,
but that doesn’t mean that you can’t do something intermediate in
the meantime so that these folks here can at least know that they
no longer have to live under the fear of deportation while our coun-
try is resolving this problem.

Mr. JORDAN. Great. Thank you, Mr. Duke. Thank you, Mr. Chair-
man.

Mr. Gowpy. I thank the gentleman from Ohio.

The Chair would now recognize the gentleman from Illinois, Mr.
Gutierrez.

Mr. GUTIERREZ. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman, and thank
you to all the witnesses. It was a very compelling and very moving
testimony. I'm delighted that you’re here and I'm delighted that
we're having a hearing that I think really broadens the perspective
of this Committee. And I'd like to take the opportunity to say that,
to Ms. Velazquez, you love your mom?

Ms. VELAZQUEZ. Yes, sir. I love my mother.

Mr. GUTIERREZ. After you described her, I love her too. And I
want her to be part of your life.

Ms. VELAZQUEZ. Thank you. I'll let her know that.

Mr. GUTIERREZ. And I know that, Ms. Rivera, you know, you
have two siblings, right?

Mr. RIVERA. Yes, sir.

Mr. GUTIERREZ. One of them out of status, the other one an
American citizen like you. How do you feel, how important is it to
you as an American citizen that you get your mom back? How im-
portant is it?

Ms. RIVERA. It would mean a lot. It’s hard because there are so
many things that you just want to call your mom and tell her
about. There are so many little instances that people don’t have to
think about and don’t even realize or, you know, that you take for
granted. I've had to, I've had to experience that. I know how dif-
ficult it is and I can’t imagine how difficult it must be for my moth-
er always living in fear and never knowing if something happens
to her kids, knowing that she cannot be there for them.

So you know I understand this issue is incredibly complicated,
and I'm very happy not to have to do this myself but I believe that
Congress has the ability to do it and I would love to have my moth-
er back.

Mr. GUTIERREZ. Thank you. As we look at it, and as I look at it,
I try to look at it through the prism. I have two daughters. I can’t
imagine what their life would be like without their mother. There
are certain things that dads don’t do. There are certain parts of life
that dads don’t fill in. I am kind of like the—I am the concierge.
You know, need a ticket. Okay. Call Dad, he’ll get you a ticket.
Need to learn to drive a car, call Dad. Need somebody to take you
to the university to go check it out, call Dad. I do those kinds
things of things. Flat tire, call Dad. Right? Then there’s all the
other stuff that moms do, that parents do. I am not trying to di-
minish what we as men do and the relationship we have. But
moms are pretty important in people’s lives. So we should think.
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I don’t think about them as much. I say to my colleagues, I think
simply about ourselves. And I think about what our relationship is
to our children and how important I know every member of this
panel is and has been and will continue to be to their children. And
to simply look at it from your own prism in terms of your own chil-
dren and what would their lives be like without us, I don’t think
it would be the same.

And I just want to say that, look, this isn’t about the Senate bill.
We can draft one here in the House of Representatives. We have
the skills and we have the knowledge and I know that we have the
fortitude to get us through those debates and those discussions.
And so it is not about amnesty.

I mean, I look at the Senate bill and I say to myself, we really
want it. I mean, we are saying 10, 15, 20, 25 years. Ms. Velazquez.
Every cent that an undocumented person like your mother has
spent and sent to Social Security Trust Fund, gone. Vanished. Con-
fiscated in the Senate bill. Ten, 15, 20, 25 years. Work for the next
10 years. I came to Congress to have comprehensive healthcare for
everybody. Gone. Eleven, 10 years, you want to get legalized, don’t
expect a cent of subsidy. And pay every tax imaginable and fulfill
every financial responsibility. And don’t expect one means tested
program. Not one.

And in 10 years, kind of forget about bringing your brothers or
your sisters, because those are costs. Those are gone. And then if
that wasn’t enough, 20,000 more border patrol agents. But you
know what, it is worth it what you are doing. What we are doing
is worth it. It is worth it to sit down. And I want to extend another
hand to the other side of the aisle to say all those things, I don’t
like them, but I am ready to accept them. Because the alternative
is the kind of pain that you hear about from that young lady. And
you have to multiply what they said here millions of times. I just
want you to think of those millions of tears each and every day,
the pain and the devastation that exists in our community.

So thank you for the personal testimony. Thank you for
humanizing this issue for all of us, and because I think that is
going to help inform this Committee better than any statistics can.
Thank you so much.

Ms. VELAZQUEZ. Thank you.

Mr. GowDy. I thank the gentleman from Illinois.

The Chair will now recognize the gentleman from Idaho, Mr.
Labrador.

Mr. LABRADOR. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Ms. Rivera, I only disagreed vehemently with one thing that you
said in your testimony, and it’s my mom is the best. So, no. I just
have a few questions for you. And I appreciate both of you testi-
fying today. But I want to talk about the realities of immigration.
The immigration system that we are currently living under.

Are you familiar, Ms. Rivera, with the immigration system back
in Colombia, what it is like?

Ms. RIVERA. I'm not. No.

Mr. LABRADOR. Do you know what would happen if I entered the
country illegally today in Colombia?

Ms. RIVERA. No, sir.
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Mr. LABRADOR. Okay. Do you know what would happen to my
kids who I would bring into Colombia illegally?

Ms. RIVERA. No, sir.

Mr. LABRADOR. I suggest to you the treatment would be vastly
different than the treatment that you and your family would re-
ceive here in the United States.

Now, since you came before us, and I don’t like to ask personal
questions, but you've testified about some personal issues. You said
that your mom—you said you are a U.S. citizen; correct?

Ms. RIVERA. Yes, sir.

Mr. LABRADOR. And your mom can’t come here to the United
States. How is that possible when you are a U.S. citizen? What ex-
actly is happening?

Ms. RIVERA. My mom, when I was a sophomore in college, she
was pulled over for a minor traffic citation, was then arrested. And
I believe she was—she was then arrested. And then at some point
ICE got involved. She was taken to a detention center. You know,
unfortunately for us, at the time, you know, I was not aware of all
the different things——

Mr. LABRADOR. I just want to—I want to clarify something. She
was arrested. She was returned to Colombia. Is that correct?

Ms. RIVERA. She was taken to a detention center and then a cou-
ple months later she was then——

Mr. LABRADOR. And you are over the age of 21.

Ms. RIVERA. Not at the time.

Ms. RIVERA. But today you are.

Ms. RIVERA. Yes, I am.

Mr. LABRADOR. Why can’t you apply for her?

Ms. RIVERA. I have. Her visa was approved in the U.S. and then
when she went to the embassy in Bogota, she was denied.

Mr. LABRADOR. Do you know why she was denied?

Ms. RIVERA. They said that she automatically, for leaving the
country, the 10-year ban was

Mr. LABRADOR. So did you file a waiver for her?

Ms. RIVERA. My father—so complicated.

Mr. LABRADOR. Just yes or no. I know this is difficult.

Ms. RIVERA. He has since then.

Mr. LABRADOR. And they haven’t approved that yet.

Ms. RIVERA. No.

Mr. LABRADOR. But there is a way for your mom to come if you
file a waiver and all those things. And the only point I am trying
to make, I am not trying to embarrass you or put you on the spot-
light, is one of the things that we are talking about doing here in
the House of Representatives is actually removing some of these
waivers that are actually preventing people who have been re-
moved from the United States from coming back legally. And that
is something that if we could pass in some legislation, you know,
that would actually help you and your family, and it is one of the
things that I am trying to accomplish.

Now, Ms. Velazquez, you—in your testimony, you said some
things that I found frankly a little bit hard to understand. You
said, “If Congress were to adopt an incomplete solution that would
provide a path to earned citizenship for Dreamers like me but
something less for our parents, it would be like saying that I can
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now be one of you but my parents can never be.” And then you also
said, “Do we really want to ignore the values that history has
taught us by giving our parents a seat at the back of the bus type
of legalization?”

That is actually highly inaccurate. And it is highly, I think, a lit-
tle bit dismissive of our current immigration system. Are you famil-
iar with the H-1B process at all?

Ms. VELAZQUEZ. I am not.

Mr. LABRADOR. Right now, if I came to the United States legally,
so not coming illegally, I came to the United States as an H-1B
worker, which is somebody who works in—as a guest worker in the
high tech industry or requires a college degree, and I had children
in the United States, they would become citizens. But I would not
be necessarily—I would—I don’t have a right to become a citizen
of the United States. I could apply for citizenship, but there is
nothing that technically says I would have to become a citizen. And
there are millions of people who come to the United States who
have children and they still have to leave even though they came
here legally. Are you aware of that?

Ms. VELAZQUEZ. I did not know that.

Mr. LABRADOR. So it wouldn’t be treating your family any dif-
ferent than we treat the millions and millions of people who actu-
ally come legally to the United States and they don’t have a right
to stay in the United States. Now, I want to find a way to make—
to help the 11 million. I don’t have a problem with that. But to
come here to Congress and say that we are putting your parents
in the back of the bus when we are treating them—we would treat
them the same that we would treat anybody else who came here
legally who doesn’t have a right to citizenship, I think you need to
really rethink your rhetoric. Because there are people that are here
legally that don’t become citizens of the United States, and they
have children here, and they have the same values, the same be-
liefs, the same everything that you have, but the law does not
allow them to become citizens. But yet they can actually stay here
as guest workers in many, many industries.

I want to find a solution for this problem. I want us to treat ev-
erybody fairly. But, like I said in my opening statement, the most
important thing for me is the rule of law, making sure that we pre-
vent having this problem again 10 years from now, 20 years from
now. Because, frankly, that is not fair to either one of you. If we
continue to have these problems for the next little while, then there
is going to be another Ms. Rivera and another Ms. Velazquez who
is going to be coming here to Congress and telling us about the
compelling story about their families and how their families now
need to have a new legal status.

So I want to help you, I want to help your families, but, most
importantly I want to make sure we fix the problems that we have
so we don’t have to have this conversation again. Thank you very
much for being here today.

Mr. GowpDy. Thank the gentleman from Idaho.

The Chair would now recognize gentlelady from Texas, Ms. Jack-
son Lee.

Ms. JACKSON LEE. Let me thank the Chairman. And I join with
the idea that whenever we make steps toward improving lives and
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act as legislators, we are really doing the right thing because that
is a challenge and the charge that we have been given in this Con-
gress, is to come to help fix America’s problems.

I want to acknowledge my appreciation for all of the witnesses.
But I do want to thank in particular who I saw earlier, Ms. Velaz-
quez and Ms. Rivera. Because along with your knowledge, there
are personal stories that are being told.

And, Ms. Rivera, I can’t thank you enough for discussing some-
thing so personal. And I think if we can all appreciate each other’s
humanity that what we are talking about is not the nuts and bolts
of moving checkers on a chess board, checkers board or chess on
a chess board, but we are really talking about human lives. And
I believe that we have held human lives in the balance too long.
This has been going on too long. The key to this is not presup-
posing or predicting ill and disaster and devastation, but to look at
the Senate bill as a marker in terms of attempting to frame, Dr.
Duke, the relief this time so we don’t have the idea of someone
being able to say this will happen again.

Dr. Duke, I want to pose this question to you. We thank you for
representing the Southern Baptists. This morning, we were with
the evangelicals, who have made a commitment and have em-
braced, I guess, people from different faiths. And they believe it is
time to move—really on the—the human aspect of it. As you lis-
tened to Ms. Rivera, Ms. Velazquez, you know, this is a comprehen-
sive pathway to citizenship. There is a crack in the armor when
you suggest that you will take the children. I know that some years
back, the Ranking Member and myself worked on—in various ways
and then together—the idea of what kind of facilities children are
in, young people are in, under the age of majority. Previously, in
detention centers, it wasn’t a pretty scene. It wasn’t a pretty scene
when you had to separate families. So the human question arose.
The idea of human trafficking, which I know the church has
worked on, is dastardly. I come from a city that has an enormous
problem in human trafficking, and it is not an international city,
it is Houston.

So my question to you is, do you see the value in taking the com-
prehensive approach and regularizing family members, agricultural
workers, tech workers, other skilled workers that really reins in
Whgt I think our friends have been speaking of through this hear-
ing?

Mr. DUKE. Thank you for the question, Congresswoman Jackson
Lee. Yes, we believe that we do need to address the entire 11 mil-
lion or so undocumented immigrants here, that the family unifica-
tion is an important aspect of immigration reform. The question for
us with the—with this particular question on these particular chil-
dren to us is a little different than their parents simply because the
children didn’t break any laws. And so I just don’t see how you can
address the parents who did break laws of that particular group
differently than you address all the other parents of children who
broke the law. That needs to be addressed in a bigger package of
bills that we believe this—that you are working on and that we are
hopeful you will continue to work on. And that this particular as-
pect of it, just these particular children just become one part of the
entire package that does ultimately assure us family units.
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Ms. JACKSON LEE. So you can support comprehensive immigra-
tion reform?

Mr. DUKE. Yes, we support a full immigration reform.

Ms. JACKSON LEE. Let me ask, get these questions out before my
time, Ms. Rivera, Ms. Velazquez, can you talk to me both about the
pain of separation from parents or the pain that young people
have? Why don’t we start with you, Ms. Rivera, the pain that you
are experiencing—even though you are over 21?7

Ms. RIVERA. Yes, ma’am.

Ms. JACKSON LEE [continuing]. Of not having your mother here.
I assume she is in Colombia?

Ms. RIVERA. Yes, ma’am.

Ms. JACKSON LEE. You as a citizen have the right to visit. But
the pain of not being able to have your mother here in the United
States.

Ms. RIVERA. It’s very difficult. It’s the little things that add up.
Birthdays, celebrations, graduations, weddings, also to things that,
you know, become harder and harder. It’s having to see my sister,
who is unable to visit her, suffer and see that the only way she can
interact with my mom is through a computer camera. So it’s in-
credibly difficult. As I said in my testimony, it affected me while
I was in school. I had to reach out to my college of liberal arts to
my counselors and let them know what was going on because I
could not concentrate. I was a college undergrad student trying to
understand immigration law, which is just about impossible. Filing
paperwork. So it’s just—it’s very difficult.

Ms. JACKSON LEE. Ms. Velazquez.

Ms. VELAZQUEZ. I can only imagine what it would be not to have
my parents with me. My younger brothers, yeah, it would be dev-
astating. And the pain in the community exists. We have several
families in the State of Arkansas that are now battling that. And
I can only imagine what Hido’s parents would feel like to leave
their 5 U.S. citizen children and then having to go back to a place
that, you know, they haven’t been to in a long time. We also have
another case in Fort Smith where the Hernandez family have two
U.S. citizen children, one is 3 years old. And their parent is in a
detention center, waiting to be deported. And every time I see
Leticia, I can see the pain in her eyes that she has whenever she
talks to me about her dad and how much she misses him and play-
ing with him. So just the thought of not being there, and even at
my age, not being there with him is terrifying to me.

Mr. Gowpy. Thank you, Ms. Velazquez. I thank the gentlewoman
from Texas——

Ms. JACKSON LEE. Let me thank the Chairman very much. And,
Mr. Chairman, I am yielding back, just saying that Congress’ duty
is to fix these kinds of problems, even if they are pretty tough. I
thank you and I yield back.

Mr. GowDy. The Chair would now recognize the gentlelady from
California for unanimous consent. And then the gentleman from
Nevada, who has waited patiently, my good friend Mark Amodei.

Ms. LOFGREN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I would ask unanimous
consent that we make a part of the record statements from the
Congressional Asia-Pacific Island American Caucus, the National
Immigration Forum, the First Focus Campaign for Children, the
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American Civil Liberties Union, the National Immigrant Justice
Center, the Asian Americans Advancing Justice, CHIRLA, the
Anti-defamation League, National Education Association, YWCA,
and the Church World Service, as well as a statement on citizen-
ship from the Evangelical Immigration Table, and a poll from last
week from the Gallup Organization on immigration as seen by
Americans.

Mr. Gowpy. Without objection.

[The information referred to follows:]
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Today, the House Subcommittee on Immigration and Border Security will hold a hearing titled
“Addressing the Immigration Status of lllegal Immigrants Brought to the United States as Children,” As
Chair and Immigration Task Force Chair of the Congressional Asian Pacific American Caucus
{CAPAC), we strongly support fixing our broken immigration system.

Asian Americans over the last ten years were the fastest growing racial group, making up 6% of the U.S.
population. In the context of our current immigration debate, Asians also make up the single largest
group of new immigrants coming to the U.S. annually, accounting for over ten percent of all
undocumented immigrants.

We believe that any effort to amend our immigration system must include a roadmap to citizenship for
the estimated 11 million undocumented immigrants residing in the U.S. Immigrants in the United
States, who work hard, pay their taxes; and undergo criminal and national security background ¢hecks
deserve an opportunity to come out of the shadows and enter American society.

Asian American and Pacnﬁc Islander (AAPI) undocumented youth specifically stand to benefit from
immigration reform. One in 10 young people who would benefit from the DREAM Act is of Asian
origin. Of 1.76 million potential DACA (Deferred Action for Childhood Arrivals) beneficiaries, 9
percent (about 170,000) are from Asia. In the University of California system, AAPIs make up about
45% of undocumented undergraduate students. -

These young peop]e were brought to the United States through no fault of their own, Theyare
Americans in every way, except on paper. They were raised as Americans, in American schools, yet
cannot benefit from the opportunities afforded by a college education. These youths contribute to our
nation and our culture every day. We owe them a chance to continue their pursuit of the Ameérican life
and dream. In 2010, members of CAPAC overwhelmmg]y voted in-favor of the DREAM Act {({L.R.
5281) when it passed the House

However, & ]egnslatlve fix that only addresscs DREAM youth would ignore the challenges that face
immigrant families throughout the country, including the 4.5 million Ametican-citizen children of
undocumented immigrants living in mixed-status families.- Congress should address the parents,
families and neighbors of DREAM eligible youth as we work on-updating our nation’s immigration
laws. " Inability to do so.would fail to adequately fix our broken immigration system and tear millions of
families apart. ‘The family. unitis a bedrock American value that Congress should continue to protect as
we consider immigration reform.

While we strongly.support efforts to address this population of undocumented immigrants who came to
the U.S. as youth, we should not leave the remaining undocumented immigrants without a roasdmap to

FRINTED On RECVELED MAREA
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citizenship. Last month, a super majority of bipartisan Senators successfully passed comprehensive
immigration reform (S. 744) that addressed undocumented youth as‘well as the remaining 9 million
undocumented immigrants.. Itis now up to the House to act on the best chance in a generation to reform
our broken immigration system. We urge this subcommittee to follow the bipartisan precedent led by the
Senate to draft legislation that ensures undocumented immigrants of every age and background can
come out of the shadows and become American citizens.

' Rep. Me Hond

: - Immigration Taskforce Co-Chair
Wsian Pacific American Caucus Congressional Asian Pacific American Caucus
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July 23, 2013

Chairman Gowdy, Ranking Member Lofgren, and Members of the Subcommittee on Immigration Policy and
Border Sceurity, thank you for the opportunity to submit this staternent on addressing the immigration status of

immigrants brought to the U.S. as children.

The First Focus Campaign for Children is a bipartisan children’s advocacy organization dedicated to making
children and familics a priority in federal policy and budget decisions. An important aspect of that work 1s a
commitment to ensuring that our nation’s immigration policies promote child well-being by ensuring that families
stay together and that all children have the opportunity to grow and thrive. We support the passage of immigration
reform that mecets the needs of children and protects American family values.

We have long worked towards passage of the Development Relief and Hducation for Alien Minors (DRILAM]) Act,
and are encouraged to see support continue to grow on the issue across party lines. We firmly believe that
immigrants who entered the ULS. as children, have grown up as Ameticans, and call this country their home should
have the opportunity to become ULS, citizens and fully contribute to society. Itis estimated that 1 million children
currently under the age of 18 are growing up in the U.S. with an uncertain future with the only option of relief
being the temporary two-year deferred action and work authorization available through the Deferred Action for
Childhood Arrivals (DACA) pr()grzlrn.1 While the DACA program has been successful, congressional action is sl
urgently needed to provide these young people with a long-term solution by creating a path to citizenship.
Providing undocumented youth with citizenship would help secure our nation’s future prosperity by reducing the
high school dropout rate and making the U.S. once again a global leader in college completion rates. Tn fact, a 2010
study by the UCLA North Amcrican Integration and Development Center found that the legalization of
undocumented youth could potentially pencrate 1.38 to 3.6 trillion dollars over their lifetime.” Thus, we finmly
belicve that any legislative fix for immigrants brought to the U.S. as children must be as inclusive as possible by
accounting for all immigrants who entered as minors despite their current age, creating achievable requirements

and fe

, and making higher education affordable.
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However, we also firmly believe that a legislative fix that only addresses the children in need of immigration status

talls short of fully addressing the challenges facing the millions of children that are impacted by U.S. immigration

policy every day, including the 4.5 million U.S. citizen children living in mixed-legal status families. These children
live in fear of being separated from a parent or loved one at any moment, and thousands have already been torn
apart from a father or mother. In fact, according to the Department of ITomeland Sceutity, nearly 205,000 parents
of U.S. citizen children were deported in the 26 months between July 1, 2010 and September 31, 2012.° Research
has consistently shown that separation from a parent due to immigration enforcement has a significant detrimental

impact on children’s mental and physical health, academic performance, and economic stability.* A new report by

Human Impact Partners estimates that in the next year, i current immigration enforcement levels are maintained,
roughly 43,000 U.S. citizen children will experience a decline in health as a result of the deportation of a primary

carcgiver, while another 100,000 children will sutfer from withdrawal after a parent’s arrest.” In some cascs, a child
with a detained or deported parent may unnec:

arily enter the U.S. child welfare system, as documented by a

recent report by the Applied Res

rch Center which estimates that 5,100 children with a detained or deported

om, there is o

parcnt arc currently living in foster carc. Once a child is involved with the child welfa
significant risk that they may be permancntly separated from their family due to conflicting immigration and child

welfare laws.

lior too long our immigration laws have failed to consider the interests of children, and as result, our children have
paid a heavy price. Addressing the 1 million children in need of legal status is an important first step, but it is also
necessary that Congress act to pass a comprehensive fix to our immigration system that protects our children’s
rights and interests and keeps families together. Recognizing the need for immigration reform to duly consider the

needs of children, I'irst locus co-led an effort to develop a set of chitdren’s principles for immigration reform
s

which have been endorsed by over 200 organizations. These principles call for immigration reform to:

e Provide children, youth and their families with a direct, clear, and reasonable pathway to citizenship,
including a unique and expedited path for all those who entered the ULS. as children, such as 1DACA-
erantees, undocumented children who are still minors, immigrant toster children, and unaccompanied
immigrant children;

e Ensure that immigration judges are allowed to exercise discretion in admission and removal decisions
based on the hardship to U.S. citizen and lawfully permanent children;

e Ensurc that parents are not needlessly separated from their children, by reforming immigration
enforcement policies to ensure that the best interest of children are considered in detention, ransfer, and
removal decisions and allowing parents to make decisions regarding their child’s care;

e Fstablish policics for child welfare and immigration enforcement agencics to better facilitate the
reunification of children in foster care with a detained or deported parent;

e Modernize the family immigration system to address the backlog and create appropriate channcls for tuture
migration that promaote fatmily unity;

e Drotectaccess to critical safety net programs and income supports tor children and their families; and

e Provide improved protections for unaccompanicd immigrant children, including access to legal

representation.
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In closing, we’d like to thank the Chairman and the Subcommittee for holding this hearing on such an important
issue and for recognizing that children must be given special consideration in the immigration debate. We fully
support inclusive and reasonable legislation that will provide undocumented individuals who entered the U.S. as
children with the opportunity to achieve full citizenship as part of a larger immigration proposal that addresses the
nceds of the millions of children hiving in mixed legal-status famlics as well as the thousands of vulnerable
unaccompanied immigrant children seeking refuge in our country every vear. To fully make children a priority,
Congress must address the full spectrum of issues impacting children to ensure that cur immigration system works
for children and families.

Thank you again for the opportunity to submit this statement. Should you have any further qucsnons please

contact Wendy Cervantes, Vice President of Immigration and Child Rights Policy a

! Immlgrmnn Policy (cnfcr (7)1’?) Who and Where the DREAMers are. ftfp:f [

and Dc\'clupmcnt o nlcr, Unlw
s i f1_hehind.pdf

3 ULS. Immigration and Customs Linforcement. Ucporuuon of Parents of U.S. uuzm Lhdahcn July 1, 2010- Scplcmbcr 30,2012,
‘\cce;sed bx (olurhne&cum on December 12, 2012, hitn:/ /colodines A o

:/ [asid.uclaedu fuploads /4/2/
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Chairman Gowdy, Ranking Member Lofgren, and Members of the Subcommittee
on Immigration and Border Security:

The American Civil Liberties Union (“ACLU”) commends the Subcommittee on
Immigration and Border Security for conducting a hearing on a pathway to citizenship for
aspiring Americans who came to the U.S. as children, popularly known as DREAMers.
The ACLU is a nationwide, non-partisan organization of more than a half million
members, countless additional activists and supporters, and 53 aftiliates nationwide
dedicated to enforcing the fundamental rights of individuals under the Constitution and
laws of the United States. The Immigrants’ Rights Project of the ACLU engages in a
national program of litigation, advocacy, and public education to enforce and protect the
constitutional and civil rights of immigrants.

Addressing the legal status of DREAMers is an important, but insufficient
response to the need for immigration reform. This statement discusses additional reforms
that are necessary to give DREAMers the equal protection of our Constitution and a fair
chance to fulfill their American dream.

L To guarantee full equality and inclusion for DREAMers and U.S. citizen
children in mixed-status families, immigration reform legislation must
include a fair pathway to citizenship for aspiring Americans as well as
due process reforms.

Irrespective of their immigration status, all children suftfer when their parents and
siblings are living in the shadows.' Undocumented people are vulnerable to exploitation
by employers, which has serious economic consequences for their families. Millions of
DREAMers, other immigrants, and U.S. citizens live daily with the fear that their parents
and siblings will be detained and deported.® High school DREAMers wonder whether
their parents will be there to see them graduate and to move onto higher education. Any
immigration reform legislation, therefore, must include a fair path to citizenship that
keeps families together.

In addition, immigration reform must address the systemic due process problems
that have long plagued our immigration detention and deportation system. Almost
205,000 parents of U.S. citizen children were deported between July 2010 and September
20127 In far too many cases, immigration judges do not even have the authority to
consider whether parents can remain with their children in the U.S. Convictions for an
“aggravated felony”—a misnomer which includes misdemeanors, no contest pleas, non-

! See TIIROKAZL YOSHIKAWA & JENY A KHOLOPTSEY A, MIGRATION POLICY INSTITUTE, UNAUTHORIZED
IMMIGRANT PARENTS AND THEIR CHILDREN’S DEVELOPMENT (2013), available ar
http://www.migrationpolicy.org/pubs/COI-Yoshikawa.pdf.

* Over five million children—cight pereent of all children in the U.S.—have at least one parent who is an
undocumented immigrant. /d. at 3.

* Seth Freed Wessler, Nearly 205K Deportations of Parents of U.S. Citizens in Just Over Two Years,
COLORLINES (Dec. 17, 2012, 9:45 AM),
http://colorlines.com/archives/2012/12/us_deports_more_than 200k_parents.html.
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violent offense, and even decades-old convictions—Ilead automatically and categorically
to deportation, with only the narrowest of exceptions.” In aggravated felony cases, the
immigration judge is not permitted to take family relationships into account,
notwithstanding the hardship that deportation would cause to a U.S. citizen child or
family member.

We urge the House of Representatives to recognize the contributions that the
DREAMers and their families have made and will continue to make to this country.
Relegating millions of aspiring Americans to a permanent “underclass,” in which they
work and pay taxes, but are denied the opportunity to become citizens, as well as their
basic rights to family unity, is counter to our American ideals of fundamental fairness.

II. Immigration reform legislation must provide a fair and expeditious path
to citizenship and must clarify that DREAMers are “lawfully present.”

Any immigration reform should include a generous, fair, and expeditious pathway
to citizenship for DREAMers, without prohibitive fees or unreasonable eligibility criteria.
Additionally, legislation should remove key barriers that currently keep DREAMers from
realizing their full potential and giving back to our communities.

Fair eligibility criteria for DREAMers include the elimination of any upper age
cap, so that a// DREAMers who came to the United States as children and satisty the
eligibility requirements are not arbitrarily barred from the path to citizenship, due to
delays in passing immigration reform legislation. Moreover, educational requirements
should be reasonable and responsive to the financial barriers that DREAMers must
overcome to pursue higher education.”

Furthermore, immigration reform legislation should clarify that beneficiaries of
Deferred Action for Childhood Arrivals (“DACA”) and DREAMers legalized under
forthcoming legislation, are treated as “lawfully present” in the U.S. as they proceed
along the path to citizenship. Recent experience with the DACA program makes the
need for such clarification all too clear. Notwithstanding clear guidance from the federal
Department of Homeland Security that DACA recipients are lawfully present and
authorized to live and, in most cases, work in the U.S., a few states have opted to deny
DREAMers basic rights and privileges based on the states’ wrongful conclusions that
DACA recipients are not authorized to be in the U.S. For example, Arizona has denied
drivers’ licenses to DREAMers based on its own erroneous determination that DACA
recipients are not federally “authorized” to be in the U.S..* and Georgia has denied
DREAMers admission to five state universities based on its conclusion that DACA

18 U.S.C. § 1101(a)(43).

® DREAMers are incligible for federal financial aid, inchuding work-study and loans. See Catherine Euschio
& Fermin Mendoza, The Case for Undocumented Students in Higher Education, EDUCATORS FOR FAIR
CONSIDERATION 2 (2013), available ar http://www.edfe. org/images/EAFC_TheCase pdf. In most states,
DREAMers must pay out-of-state tuition rates at four-vear universities. See infra notes 10-12.

® hetp:/fwww.aclu.org/immigrants-rights/arizona-dream-act-coalition-et-al-v-brewer

(VS
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recipients are not “lawfully present.”” DREAMers should not be denied the basic rights
and privileges they need to function in everyday life and to pursue their educational and
career goals. Immigration reform legislation that gives DREAMers a pathway to
citizenship and clarifies that they are lawfully present will help protect DREAMers from
such discrimination by state entities.

II. Immigration reform legislation must remove the barriers that unfairly
exclude DREAMers from educational and career opportunities.

Under current law, prohibitive state tuition rates and arbitrary state licensing
restrictions prevent many DACA beneficiaries and DREAMers trom pursuing their
educational and career goals. Immigration reform legislation mustinclude a repeal of 8
U.S.C. § 1623, which forbids states from providing undocumented students
postsecondary education benefits “on the basis of residence,” unless the same benefit is
available to out-of-state U.S. citizens or nationals.® For many DREAMers, the dream of
attending college is limited to state public colleges, which are much more affordable than
private colleges. Unfortunately in many states, undocumented DREAMers attending
public colleges are charged out-of-state tuition rates even though those DREAMers
attended secondary school in the state. The practical reality is that for most immigrant
families, the costs of out-of-state tuition are prohibitively expensive,” and out-of-state
tuition rates effectively block many DREAMers from all higher education institutions,
other than community or junior colleges.

In response to this problem, 15 states have enacted laws that extend in-state
tuition to all students graduating from state high schools, thereby making public colleges
and universities more affordable—and thus more accessible—to students regardless of
immigration status.'® These states allow students who meet specific requirements,
regardless of their immigration status, to pay in-state tuition rates at public postsecondary
schools: California, Colorado, Connecticut, lllinois, Kansas, Maryland, Minnesota,
Nebraska, New Mexico, New York, Oklahoma, Oregon, Texas, Utah, and Washington.
Some of these state tuition equality laws have been subject to legal challenges—all
unsuccessful—under 8 U.S.C. § 1623."" Immigration reform legislation should repeal 8
U.S.C. § 1623 to clarify that all states are free to choose to provide in-state tuition to
undocumented students, DACA recipients, and DREAMers who are on the pathway to
citizenship.

? http:/fwww.acluga.org/news/2013/03/06/aclu-georgia-sends-letter-board-regents-asking-they-lift-ban

¥ See, e.g., Day v. Bond, 500 F.3d 1127 (10" Cir. 2007); Martinez, et al. v. Regents of the University of
California, 198 1>.3d 1 (Cal. 2008).

? Map: State Laws & Policies on Access 1o Higher Education for Immigrants, NATIONAL IMMIGRATION
LAaw CENTER (May 25, 2013), hitp://www.nilo.org/eduaccesstoolkit? hrmifmaps.

' Eighteen states have laws or university system policies that grant in-state tuition to undocumented
students: California, Colorado, Connecticut, Illinois, Hawaii, Kansas, Maryland, Michigan, Minnesota,
Nebraska, New Mexico, New York, Oklahoma, Oregon, Rhode Island, Texas, Utah, and Washington. See
id.

 See, e.g., Day v. Bond, 500 F.3d 1127 (l()Lh Cir. 2007). Martinez, et al. v. Regents of the University of
California, 198 P.3d 1 (Cal. 2008).
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Finally, immigration reform legislation should guarantee that DREAMers and
other work-authorized immigrants have equal access to professional, commercial, and
business licenses. Providing access to professional licenses is necessary to ensure that
DREAMers can pursue careers in medicine, law, science, and a host of other fields."?
Indeed, without this clarification in the law, DREAMers will be cut off from pursuing
their career and vocational goals, since they will be blocked from obtaining the requisite
license to practice in their field of training. Moreover, eliminating barriers to
professional, commercial, and business licenses for these talented individuals will enrich
the economy and benefit all Americans. We are all worse off when talented immigrants
are blocked from careers based on arbitrary licensing restrictions.

We commend the Subcommittee for recognizing the need for a pathway to
citizenship for DREAMers. The criteria for legalization should be fair, without
prohibitive fees or any age cap that would arbitrarily exclude some DREAMers. Once
they are on the path to citizenship, DREAMers should be given the same basic rights and
privileges as other lawfully present aspiring Americans. Legislation must also remove the
barriers that unfairly exclude DREAMers from educational and career opportunities, so
that DREAMers have equal access to affordable higher education and professional
licenses.

Most importantly, legislation should recognize that DREAMers’ undocumented
families and neighbors also dream of coming out of the shadows and participating fully in
our economy and communities. Without a path to citizenship and equal due process
protections for all undocumented immigrants, DREAMers and U.S. citizen children in
mixed-status families will still be denied the equal protection of our laws, and our
Constitution’s promises of fairness and equal opportunity will remain unfulfilled. We
urge the Subcommittee to promote equality and family unity by considering a
comprehensive approach to immigration reform, including due process reforms and a
pathway to citizenship for all undocumented immigrants.

2 Over 800 different occupations require a license, and approximately 30 percent of all workers nationwide
must have a license as a condition of employment. MORRIS M. KLEINER, LICENSING OCCUPATIONS:
ENSURING QUALITY OR RESTRICTION COMPETITION? 5 (W E. Upjohn Institute, 1st ed. 2006). ALAN B.
KRUEGER, Do You Need a License to Earn a Living? You Might Be Surprised at the Answer, N.Y . [ TMES,
March 2, 2006, hip:/Avww.nviimes. com/2006/03/02/business/vourmoney/0Zscene htm!




82

NATIONAL
IMMIGRANT _
JUSTICE CENTER
A HEARTLAND 2L1JANCE PROGRAM

Testimony by Mary Meg McCarthy
Executive Director, National Immigrant Justice Center

Submitted to the House Judiciary Committee
Hearing on “Addressing the Immigration Status of lllegal Immigrants
Brought to the United States as Children”

July 23, 2013

Chairman Goodlatte, Ranking Member Conyers, and members of the Committee: Thank you for the
opportunity to submit this statement for the record. Since its founding nearly 30 years ago, Heartland
Alliance’s National Immigrant Justice Center (NIJC), a Chicago-based non-governmental organization, has
been dedicated to safeguarding the rights of non-citizens. Each year, NIJC and its unparalleled network
of 1,000 pro bono attorneys provide legal counsel and representation to nearly 10,000 individuals. NIJC
also promotes access to justice for impoverished immigrants, refugees, and asylum seekers through
impact litigation, policy reform, and public education.

Thank you for taking the time to hold this hearing on the plight of undocumented immigrant youth. We
applaud the decision of both Democrats and Republicans to consider this important issue; however, we
strongly urge you to consider comprehensive immigration reform that would help all families. Providing
a roadmap to citizenship for DREAMers is a good first step; however, many of the 11 million
undocumented people who have built lives in the United States are not DREAMers and are in need of a
way to come out of the shadows as well. In order to resolve the problems that our broken immigration
system has created, a solution is needed for the larger undocumented immigrant community.

Undocumented immigrants are interwoven into our communities and many families are mixed-
status—meaning that at least one family member is a noncitizen and one is a U.S. citizen. According to
the Pew Hispanic Center, in 2011, 16.6 million people lived in a mixed-status family and one-third of U.S.
citizen children of immigrants live in a mixed-status family. Therefore, failure to include the parents and
siblings of DREAM-eligible youth in immigration reform efforts will not stabilize immigrant families and
will have a serious impact on the well-being of many immigrant youth.

In the first six months of 2011, over 46,000 parents of US citizen children were deported.? Deportation
has devastating consequences for families. Our deportation policy—which often targets individuals
whose only wrongdoing is being out of status—creates single-parent households, leaving families in

* Taylor, P., M.H. Lopez, J. Passel, and S. Motel. “Unauthorized Immigrants: Length of Residency, Patterns of Parenthood.” Pew Hispanic Center,
Dec. 2011, hitp:/fwww.pewhispanic.org/2011/12/01 funauthorized-immigrants-lengibi-o f-residency-patierns-ol-parenthood.

2 Wessler, S.F. “U.S. Deports 46k Parents with Citizen Kids in Just Six Manths,” Colorfines, Nov. 3, 2011,
hitpy//coladines.comfarchives/2011/11/shocking dats on parents deported with citizen children.htmi.

208 S. LaSalle Street, Suite 1818, Chicago, IL 60604 | Phone: 312.660.1370 | Fax: 312.660.1505 | www.immigrantjustice.org
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financial and emotional turmoil. Nationally, children in single-parent households are 4.2 times maore
likely to live in poverty than children in two-parent households.” In addition, the poverty rate for single-
mather families is 40.7 percent compared to 24.2 percent for single-father families.” Since men are
disproportionately detained more often than women, the economic consequences for immigrant
families are much greater.® Families are at a higher risk to fall into poverty following deportation.

Also, many children whose parents are deported end up in the foster care system. According to a report
from the Applied Research Center, there are a minimum 5,100 children in the foster care system as a
result of parents being detained or deported.® The cost of foster care is estimated at $26,000 annually
per child. In addition, the cost to detain one person is an estimated $164 per day; with at least 34,000
people detained at any time, this costs American taxpayers $5.4 million per day.” At a time when our
country is struggling with federal sequestration and cuts to social service programs, the U.S. cannot
afford this wasteful spending to detain and deport hardworking parents, tearing families apart in the
process.

The impact of immigration enforcement paolicies goes far beyond the individuals who are subject to
immigration enforcement; their families and communities also suffer the consequences. In addition to
the financial costs of detention and deportation, children in immigrant families and their communities
suffer emotionally and psychologically. In addition, many immigrant children conflate immigration
agents with the police and grow up believing that they cannot go to the police for help. In fact, many
immigrant families will not seek out emergency services or cooperate in criminal investigations for fear
of being deported. This makes our communities less safe.

Laura entered the US with her siblings thirteen years ago at the age of sixteen. Although she
considers the U.S. fo be her home, she wasn't able to apply for deferred action status because
she missed the cutoff date by one year. As such, Laura has to live in fear of coming into contact
with ICE and being deported.

We need to find a solution to the broken immigration system. This must include a roadmap to
citizenship for 11 million New Americans in this country. Any legislation that provides a narrow path to
citizenship is only a temporary fix that will not solve our problems in the long-run. In addition, it
excludes many hardworking individuals.

Victor, a native of Mexico, has been in the United States since he was seven years old. He
graduated with honors from Waukegan High School. Affer graduation, he worked at a metal

3 Dreby, J. “How Today’s Immigration Enforcement Policies Impact Chidlren, Families, and Communities.” Center for Americon Progress, Aug.
2012, hitp:/fwww americanprogress.ore/wp-content/upleads/2012/08/DrebyimmisrationFamiliesFINAL pdf, pp. 9.

* Ibid.

" Dreby 2013.

© Wessler, S.F. “Shattered Families: The Perilous Intersection of Immigration Enforcement and the Child Welfare System.” Applied Research
Center, Nov. 2011, hitp://www arc.org/shatteredfamiiies.

7 National Immigration Forum. The Math of Immigration Detention: Runaway Costs for Immigration Detention Do Not Add up to Sensible
Policies.” Aug. 2012.

208 S. LaSalle Street, Suite 1818, Chicago, IL 60604 | Phone: 312.660.1370 | Fax: 312.660.1505 | www.immigrantjustice.org
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factory for seven years while also attending college classes to train to be an automotive collision
expert. He regularly attends his church, Iglesia Sagrada Familia, and helps out with the youth
group. He has two traffic citations for driving without a license, both of which he paid and resolved
in a timely manner. He has no additional criminal history, past arrests, prior convictions, or
outstanding arrest warrants. His neighbors characterize him as “courteous and attentive” as weff
as ‘responsible and hard-working.”

In September 2008, Victor was stopped by ICE officers while he was giving an acquaintance a
ride home. Officers were looking for the acquaintance, but questioned and detained both of them.
Victor gave his name and date of birth to the officers, but refused to answer any questions about
his immigration status. ICE officers forcibly searched Victor and placed him in removal
proceedings based on information seized from his wallet. He paid a $5,000 bond to get out of
immigration detention. In December 2008, NIJC became involved in the case. Our motion to
suppress/fterminate was denied, and NIJC was appealing up through the courts when DACA was
announced. His case was then administratively closed in 2012 and Victor was granted DACA.

Victor's girlfriend recently had their first child. They have been living together for more than a
year; she cares for the baby at home while Victor provides for the family. Victor is currently
pursuing advanced training in automotive repair at Coffege of Lake County. According to his
professors, he is an “outstanding member” of his community and “motivated to continue his
education.”

Finally, failure to address the situation of the 11 million undocumented people in this country will
perpetuate an underclass without full rights and will impede economic growth. According to the
Migration Policy Institute, naturalized citizens earn more than noncitizens and are less likely to be
unemployed.® Naturalized citizens earn 50 to 70 percent more than noncitizens.” They are also half as
likely to live below the poverty line compared to noncitizens.'” Indeed, the Center for American Progress
(CAP) found that implementation of the Senate’s immigration reform bill S. 744, which includes a 13-
year-long roadmap to citizenship, will boost GDP by $832 billion between 2013 and 2022. The CAP
report also indicates that the longer immigrants have to wait for legalization, the more economic
benefits are curtailed. Reducing the wait to naturalize under the Senate plan to just five years would
increase GDP by $1.1 trillion over a 10-year period."

Immigration advocates from all backgrounds—including DREAMers—will not stand for immigration
reform that excludes parents and family members. Not only is this bad for our families, it is bad for our
communities and our economy. We urge this Committee to create a meaningful solution by introducing

8 Sumption, M. and S. Flamm. “The Economic Value of Citizenship for Immigrants in the United States.” Migration Policy Institute, Sept. 2012,
http://eamnegie.org/fleadmin/Media/Publications/myi_scon valug citizenship 01.pdf

2 sumption and Flamm 2012, pp. 11.

" Ibid, pp. 11.

" Lynch, R. and P. Oakford. “The Economic Effects of Granting Legal Status and Citizenship to Undocumented Immigrants.” Center for American
Progress, Mar. 20, 2013, hitp://www.americanprogress.org/wp-content/uploads/2013/03/EranomicEffectsCitizenship-L.odf.
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comprehensive immigration reform legislation with a roadmap to citizenship for all 11 million

undocumented people.

I thank you for the opportunity to present this testimony on the urgent need to reform America’s
immigration system.  Should you have any questions, please feel free to contact me at

mmccarthy@heartlandalliance.org or at 312.660.1351.

208 S. LaSalle Street, Suite 1818, Chicago, IL 60604 | Phone: 312.660.1370 | Fax: 312.660.1505 | www.immigrantjustice.org
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Written Statement of
Asian Americans Advancing Justice

House Committee on the Judiciary
Subcommittee on Immigration and Border Security

Hearing on: “Addressing the Immigration Status of Illegal Immigrants Brought to the United
States as Children"

July 23,2013

Today the House Subcommittee on Immigration and Border Security will hold a hearing titled
“Addressing the Immigration Status of lllegal Immigrants Brought to the United States as
Children.” On behalf of Asian Americans Advancing Justice (“Advancing Justice”), a national
non-profit, non-partisan affiliation representing the Asian American and Pacific Islander (AAPT)
community on civil and human rights issues, we believe that considering the plight of
undocumented youth is a good first step in reforming the broken immigration system. However,
we respectfully urge the Subcommittee to consider the plight of all of the estimated 11 million
undocumented individuals who currently reside in the United States. Anything less than a full
solution to fix the broken immigration system is not enough.

Asian Americans and Pacific Islanders (AAPI) have much at stake in pushing for fair and
inclusive immigration reform. Out of about 18 million AAPIs in the U.S., 1.3 million are
undocumented.! More undocumented AAP1 immigrants are from China than any other Asian
country (280,000), closely followed by the Philippines (270,000), India (240,000), Korea
(230,000), and Vietnam (170,000).> Undocumented Indians are the fastest growing
undocumented AAPI community - has doubled in size from 120,000 to 240,000 from 2000 to
20117 267,000 LGBT-identified individuals are undocumented, representing about 2.7% of
undocumented adults in the U.S. and of which 15% of undocumented LGBT adults are AAPIL*

AAPT undocumented youth specifically stand to benefit from immigration reform. Among the
2.1 million undocumented youth who would qualify for legalization through the DREAM Act, 1
in 10 is of Asian origin.” Of 1.76 million potential DACA beneficiaries, 9 percent are (about
170,000) from Asia.® In the University of California system, AAPIs make up about 45% of
undocumented undergraduate students, with Koreans comprising 70 percent of the

Pew Hispanic Center, “Tnauthorized Tmmigrant Population: National and State Trends, 2010,” available at
blip/Awww. pewhispanic org/201 1/02/0 ) upsuthorised-immigrant -population-bruostional -and-state-trends-2010/.
“ Michael IToefer, Nancy Rytina and Bryan Baker, DIIS Office of Immigration Statistics, “Estimates of the
Unauthorized Imumigrant Population Residing in the United States: January 2011, September 2012, available at
hitp ww s, gov/xhibrary asscls/statisties/publications/ols 1l pe 2011 pdlL
" lloeler at 5.

! Gary I. Gates, “LGBT Adult Immigrants in the United States,” Williams Institute, March 2013, pg 1, available at
http://williamsinstitute law. ucla.edu/wp-content/uploads/L GBTImmigrants-Gates-Mar-2013.pdf.

* Jeanne Batalova and Margic McHugh, “DREAM vs. Reality: An Analysis ol Potential DREAM Act
Beneticiaries,” July 2010, pg. 6, available at http://www.migrationpolicy.org/pubs/dream-insight-july2010.pdf.

* Jeanne Batalova and Michelle Mittelstadt, “Relief from Deportation: Demographic Profile of the DREAMers
Potentially Eligible under the Deferred Action Policy.” August 2012, pg. 6, available at

http/www migrationpolicy.org/pubs/fs24_deferredaction pdf.
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undocumented student population followed by Pilipino (10%), Chinese (7%), and Indian and
Pakistani students (5%).

Undocumented youth face several obstacles: 1) they cannot receive any federal financial aid; 2)
they cannot establish state residency; 3) they cannot receive benefits on the basis of residency, as
federal law bars states from doing so unless the same benefit is offered to all U.S. citizens
regardless of their residency; and (4) they lack access to healthcare.® In fact, any solution to the
broken immigration system should include access to health care, not just for Dreamers but for all
undocumented immigrants as tax-paying members of our society.” These youth also often face
emotional distress, anxiety, sadness, and depression — all psychological costs related to the fear
of revealing their status to others and fears of deportation.™

In addition, many Dreamers reside in mixed-status families where family members are
undocumented, are legal permanent residents, and are citizens. These families are getting tormn
apart, separated, and held back because of the broken immigration system. A large percentage of
the 11 million undocumented individuals have gone through the legal immigration system and
are ensnared in backlogs, waiting for years to legalize."' To be with their family, some have
overstayed their visas or arrived without authorization because of the long wait times for family
sponsorship, while others have let their temporary status lapse. According to the Pew Hispanic
Center, approximately 5.5 million children in the United States, including 4.5 million U.S.-bomn
citizens, live in mixed-legal status families with at least one parent who is an unauthorized
immigrant.'?

These children are at risk of being separated from a parent at any time. The U.S. Department of
Homeland Security (DHS) Office of the Inspector General estimates that over 108,000 parents of
U.S.~citizen children were removed from the U.S. between 1997 and 2007."* Reflecting a
dramatic increase in recent years, statistics released by DHS reveal that 204,810 parents of U.S.-

* University of California Otfice of the President, “Annual Report on AB 540 Tuition Exemptions, 2011-2012
Academic Year,” June 2013, Page 15, available at Littp /v ucop.edu/student -

alfairs/ (es/ab540 annuabmpt 2012 ndf

’ National Immigration Law Cenler, “Immigrants and the AlTordable Care Act,” available at

http://vwow nile.org/inumigrantsher html.

* Institute on Taxation and Feonomic Policy, “Undocumented Immigrants’ State and Local Tax Contributions,”
July 2013, available at http://www.itep.org/pdfiundocunientedtaxes.pdf (estimates that undocumented immigrant
contribute significantly, paying $10.6 billion a year in state and local sales, exeise, income and propertly laxes).

" Educators for Fair Consideralion, “The Case lor Undocumented Students in Higher Education,” available at
http://www edfc.org/imagesEAFC_TheCase.pdf.

* Immigration Policy Center, “Why Don't They Just Get in Line?: The Real Story of Getting a “Green Card” and
Coming to the Uniled States Legally,” March 2013, available at hiup://www.immigrationpolicy .org/just-lacts/why -
don%E2%80%991-they-just-gel-line.

¢ Immigration Policy Center, “Falling Through the Cracks: The Impact of Immigration Enforcement on Children
Caught Up in the Child Welfare System,” available at http:/www.immigrationpolicy.org/just-facts/falling-through-
cracks.

Immigration Policy Center, “Falling Through the Cracks: The Impact of Immigration Enforcement on Children
Caught Up in the Child Welfare System,” available at http:/www immigrationpolicy org/iust-facts/falling-thicugh-
cracks: DITS Office of Inspector General, “Removals from [llegal Alien Parents of United States Citizen Children,”
January 2009, available at hitp:/Avww.oig. dhs. gov/assetsMemt/CIG_09-15 Jan02 pdf.
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citizen children were removed from the U.S. between July 1, 2010 and September 31, 2012,
accounting for nearly 23 percent of all individuals deported during that period.™*

Moreover, by no means was Deferred Action for Childhood Arrivals (DACA) - instituted by the
Obama Administration - a panacea. Although DACA allowed Dreamers to legally work in the
U.S. and defer their deportation proceedings, this is only a temporary bandage. Deferred action
is not federal law and can be terminated at any time."> DACA recipients are only granted such
status for two years at a time and an application notifies DHS of their presence, potentially
exposing youth to future removal proceedings. Lastly, no benefits are conferred to family
members that may also be undocumented but do not qualify for deferred action.

Tn 2013, we face a historic opportunity to wholly fix the broken immigration system. We need a
broad and inclusive solution to address the plight of all Dreamers that includes the ability to
become citizens and to reunite with their loved ones. Moreover, we need a comprehensive
solution that fully addresses the 11 million undocumented individuals that live in the U.S.
Immigrant youth cannot leave their parents behind, stuck in second-class status. Immigrant
youth have been at forefront of calling for reform that will bring all 11 million out of the
shadows. These leaders have also called for a commonsense solution that reunites families,
protects workers, and ends harsh and unwarranted enforcement measures.

This is a mandate not just by Asian Americans and Pacific Islanders, but by the American
people. In the November 2012 election, AAPI community said that immigration reform is issue
of vital importance. In exit polling conducted by Advancing Justice-LA, 82% of Asian
American voters in California said that immigration played an important role in how they viewed
the presidential candidates."® 73% of Asian American voters and 71% of Latino Americans cast
their ballots for President Barack Obama in the November 2012 election.'” A June 21, 2013
FiveThirtyEight blog for the New York Times reports that polls show 72 percent of Republicans
support a path to citizenship with multiple, specified requirements, as do 77 percent of
independents and 83 percent of Democrats.

* Immigration Policy Center, “Fatling Through the Cracks: The Impact of Immigration Enforcement on Children
Caught Up in the Child Weltare System,” available at http://www.inumigrationpolicy org/iust-facts/falling-through-
cracks: Seth I'reed Wessler, Colorlines, “Nearly 205K Deportations of Parents of U.S. Citizens in Just Over 2
Years,” available at http://colorlines.com/archives/2012/12/deportations_of parents_of_us-
bomn_citivens_122012.htm].

U8 Department of Homeland Sceurity, “Delerred Action for Childhood Arrivals: Frequently Asked Questions,”
available at http://www.dhs.gov/deferred-action-childhood-arrivals.

* Daniel Ichinose, Asian Pacific American Legal Center (now Asian Americans Advancing Justice as of Tune
2013), “I'HE 2012 ASIAN AMERICAN VO'TE [N CALIFORNIA: Preliminary (indings [tom APALC’s 2012
slatewide phone poll,” available at
http://apale. advancinginstice. org/sites/defanlt/files PIIONEY20POLL % 20POWERY 20POINT . pdf.

- New York Tines, “Clection 2012: President Ixit Polls,” available at
hitp://elections.nytimes.com/201 2/results/president/exit-polls.

" Nate Silver, New York Times, “In linmigration Reform, Republican Suppert for Citizenship [linges on
Obstacles,” available at
vethirtvei ght.blogs nvtimes.com/2013/06/2 Vin-immigration -reform-republican-support-for-citizenship-
on-obstac
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There are also economic benefits to providing a path to citizenship for the 11 million. Earlier
this year on June 18, 2013, the Congressional Budget Office (CBO) assessed the Senate’s
comprehensive immigration bill (S. 744), which includes path to citizenship. The CBO found
that in the first ten years after enactment, S.744 would reduce federal budget deficits by $197
billion (although Corker-Hoeven amendment decreased this to less than $40 billion)."” Over 20
years, S. 744 would reduce deficits by $700 billion over that period.*® Allowing undocumented
immigrants to work in the United States legally would increase their state and local tax
contributions by an estimated $2 billion a year.”' In contrast, mass deportation would cost the
U.S. economy a $2.6 trillion in lost, cumulative GDP over 10 years,” and a total 5-year
immigrza}tion enforcement cost under a mass deportation strategy would be approximately $285
billion.

We once again strongly urge the Subcommittee to consider the plight of all of the estimated 11
million undocumented individuals who currently reside in the United States. Anything less than
a full solution to fix the broken immigration system is not enough. We welcome the opportunity
for further dialogue and discussion about these important issues. We look forward to working
with the Committee as it develops and moves immigration reform legislation through Congress.
Thank you for the opportunity to express the views of Advancing Justice.

* Congressional Budget Ollice, “Cost Estimate: 8. 744 Border Securily, Economic Opportunity, and Immigration
Moeodernization Act, As reported by the Senate Committee on the Judiciary on May 28, 2013, including the
arnendments made in the star print of June 6, 2013, June 18, 2013, available at
http//Awww cho.gov/sites/defauli/f ofiles/attachments/s744.pdf (subsequently amended on June 24, 2013 by
CBO after Corker-Hoeven amendment passage, available at
hitp://www.cbo.gov/sites/delault/liles/cboliles/attachments/SA%201 183 .pdl).

“ Congressional Budget Office, “Cost Estimate: S. 744 Border Security, Economic Opportunity, and Immigration
Modernization Act, As reported by the Senate Committee on the Judiciary on May 28, 2013, including the
amendments made in the star print of June 6. 2013, June 18, 2013, available at
hitp://fwww.cho.gov/sies/default/Oles/chofles/at tachment s/ 7 44 . pd !

* Institute on Taxation and Economic Policy, “Undocumented Immigrants’ State and Local Tax Contributions,”
July 2013, available at http://www.itep.org/pdfiundocumentedtaxes. pdf.
 Raul Hinojosa-Ojeda, lmmigration Policy Center, “Raising the Floor for American Workers: The Keonomic
Benetits of Comprehensive Immigration Reform,” January 2010, available at
http://www.americanprogress.org/issues/2010/0 1 /pdf/immigrationeconreport. pdf.

“ Center for American Progress, “The Costs of Mass Deportation: Impractical, Expensive and Ineffective,” March
2010, available at http://www.americanprogress.org/issues/2010/03/pdf/cost_of_deportation.pdf.
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Arrivals (DACA) initiative to defer the deportation of some undocumented immigrants who
were brought to the 1.8, as children, and allow them to work legaily.

We urge the House to act now to ereate a pathway to legalization for the thousands of young
students who were brought to our country with no documentation, through no fault of their
own. These children, like their American counterparts, have been raised and educated in our
communities, have worked hard and stayed out of trouble. They deserve the opportunity to
make a contribution to our country. Without legislation similar to the DREAM Act, these
committed students will graduate without hope or a plan for the future, and without a place
1o call home.

While ADL supports legislation that creates a pathway to citizenship for students brought to
the United States as children, the Ametican people want broad immigration reform with a
path to citizenship for undocumented immigrants. A July 11" 2013, Gallup poll found that
88% of all Americans support a path to citizenship as part of imumigration reform. A poll of
Republican primary voters found 70% of respondents are open to a bill that combines tough
border security, and requiring employers to check on potential hires” legal status with
providing an eventual path to citizenship, and 71% of respondents support increases in legal
immigration.

A piecemeal approach to immigration reform that addresses only undocumented minors but
would deport their older siblings and parents is simply out of step with the clear majority of'
the American public who support legalization for the undocumented immigrants already
contributing to American society. Individual pieces of legislation that address only small
portions of the problem cannot fix America’s broken immigration system. The House has an
extraordinary opportunity to pass historic immigration reform legistation. We urge youto
seize this unique moment in history and pass a comprehensive immigration reform bill that
honors our history as a nation of immigrants.

Our immigration system has been broken for too long: Passage of legislation akin to the
DREAM Act would be an important first step toward restoring order and faimess to our
immigration system, but it cannot be the only step. We urge the House to address the plight
of undocumented minors in the context of broader, comprehensive reform that reflects the
best of America’s founding ideals and creates a pathway to citizenship for immigrants,
builds safeguards against bias and discrimination, and extends equal rights to all families.

Sincerely,
)é*wé Burdith )eﬁ anh T, Landon_
Stacy Burdett Deborah Lauter

Washington Divector Director, Civil Rights Division
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July 23,2013

The Honorable Zoe Lofgren

U.S. House of Representatives

1401 Longworth House Office Building
Washington, DC 20515-0519

Dear Congresswoman Lofgren:

On behalf of the more than three million members of the National Education
Association, we would like to offer the following views in connection with today’s
hearing, “Addressing the Immigration Status of Illegal Immigrants Brought to the
United States as Children.”

The United States is a nation of immigrants, and how we treat new immigrants
reflects our commitment to the values that define us. We urge the House to move
swiftly and support common-sense immigration reform that;

Creates a realistic path to citizenship for all the aspiring Americans who
call the United States home. When drafting legislation, we urge you to
consider the need to ensure a fair process that takes into consideration the
ways in which aspiring Americans contribute to our country, and how they
help strengthen our economy.

Preserves the unity of families, traditional and nontraditional. Family
unity plays a critical role in student success. Yet growing numbers of public
school students live in fear that our nation’s immigration policies will break
up their families, forcing them to choose between their country and their
loved ones—mothers, fathers, sisters, and brothers. Family-based
immigration is essential to keeping America strong.

Creates an expedited path to citizenship for students brought to the
United States as children. Our broken immigration system is draining
America of the talent and resources this nation needs to compete in the
global economy of the 21st century. Under current law, undocumented
students can be denied access to in-state tuition, federal loans, and health
benefits; as a result, many are unable to pursue higher education. Yet a 30-
year-old immigrant who graduates from college pays $5,300 more in taxes
and costs the government $3,900 less annually than a high school dropout. A
DREAM Act would provide an expedited path to citizenship for students
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brought to the United States as children, by no fault of their own, who
graduate from high school or earn a G.E.D. An expedited path to citizenship
for our littlest aspiring Americans—children too young to have graduated
from high school—on a par with a DREAM Act would help ensure equity
within families.

Immigration policy is a top priority for educators because it has a profound impact
on their students and students’ families. Educators encounter aspiring Americans in
their classrooms and schools every day. They are students, friends, and
neighbors—people who moved here to put food on the table, to provide for their
families, and for the uniquely American promise of freedom and opportunity. We
are all better for having these hardworking, aspiring Americans as contributing
members of our communities.

NEA urges the House to act swiftly and in a bipartisan fashion. We look forward to
working with you to make comprehensive immigration reform a reality at last.

Sincerely,

Mary Kusler
Director, Government Relations
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were brought to the country as children, known as DREAMers (because of the 2001
Development, Relief, and Education for Alien Minors Act), to begin the citizenship
application process immediately. Any provisions pertaining specifically to legalization for
DREAMers should allow people who are currently in school to qualify and not be restricted
by age or education level; give states more freedom to offer in-state tuition; limit any
criminal or conduct bars; and, clarify that the often harsh immigration consequences for
certain conduct do not apply to minors.

« Protections for trafficked women and immigrant women who are victims of sexual or
domestic violence. Immigration reform should include protections for immigrant women
who are victims of sexual abuse, domestic violence and trafficking. Detained immigrant
women and young girls are at higher risk for experiencing sexual assault and rape, and they
must have access to resources and protections to prevent such incidences. U-Visas for
immigrant victims of violence should be included as a part of immigration reform. In 2000,
advocates in the field recognized that, while VAW A provided critical protections for
victims of domestic and sexual violence, immigrant victims were reluctant to speak up due
to a fear of deportation or retaliation. U-Visas provide a safe haven for immigrant victims
by allowing them to reach out for help and creating a path to citizenship independent of
their abusers.

We are at a critical crossroads in our nation’s history as Congress considers legislation to
overhaul our immigration system. We urge Congress to be inclusive of the needs of women,
girls, and their families by passing legislation that includes a fair roadmap to citizenship and
reunifies families; guarantees access to affordable health care options; creates a system that
enables young immigrants who are enrolled in school or serving their country the ability to
become citizens; and provides critical protections to women who are victims of trafficking,
sexual assault or domestic violence.

Sincerely,

o

Dara Richardson-Heron, M.D.
CEO, YWCA USA
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Mr. GowDY. The gentleman from Nevada, Mr. Amoodei.

Mr. AMODEL Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I want to associate my-
self with the remarks of my colleague from Texas, although I wish
Mr. Gutierrez was still here. I wanted to talk with him on the
record about teaching people to drive. Since he is not, we will skip
that part.

You know, during the course of this hearing you have heard
things about, “I don’t want my parents left behind.” “So this doesn’t
happen again.” The package, comprehensive, you know, in this
town, define “comprehensive.” And everybody has concentrated on
what the problem is now, and rightfully so. But we don’t have that
luxury of just concentrating on that. Your circumstances have been
well represented, and I will tell you what, quite frankly, I person-
ally believe the hardest thing for anybody to do is go back to the
people that they represent, whatever the district is, and say we did
nothing. Does anybody on the panel think that what is going on
now is okay and nothing, status quo is okay?

Record should reflect nobody answered in the affirmative. Cor-
rect? Okay.

So now let me ask you this: I want to ask you to branch out be-
yond your personal circumstances, wanting your parents together,
all that other sort of stuff, which is understandable in human na-
ture. What was—and I will start with you, Ms. Velazquez, do you
have any knowledge of what the thought process was when your
mom, if I recall correctly, I missed part of it, said, you know what,
I'm going there. And I'm staying and I'm taking my 2-year-old, the
age doesn’t really matter. And I am asking the question in the con-
text of, because one of the toughest things to justify, because, okay,
in 1986 they dealt with it. Here we are in 2013, we are going to
deal with it, hopefully, we should. But now as some of the indica-
tion has been, so now we are 10 years down the road, 15 year down
the road. How do you make sure that nobody comes here 15 or 20
years from now and has to sit where you are and tell the stories
about that? What is the piece—and with all due respect, the border
isn’t Texas to California. You know, there is a gulf and there are
a few coasts, and there is that thing up there north of Montana
called Canada. What is your thought on how do you make sure this
doesn’t happen again? Once we deal with this group, any sugges-
tions?

Ms. VELAZQUEZ. Well, I think that’s your responsibility, Con-
gressman. I think you—you all hold the answer to what we’re going
through.

Mr. AMODEL. Okay. And I appreciate that. But when you come
and say, I want a comprehensive thing, I want you to deal with it,
you can’t say, but I got nothing to give you on the other part.
Here’s what I want you to do for me. I mean, you can, but then
you risk whatever we come up with, which I think would scare the
heck out of you.

Ms. Rivera?

Ms. RIVERA. Thank you, Congressman. To answer the first part
of that question, you know, Colombia in the ’80’s and the early '90’s
was a very scary place to be. You know, my parents did what I
think any parent would do, what I know I would do for my chil-
dren, is they tried to give us, you know, every opportunity. And
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they wanted to get us out of there because it was just so dan-
gerous.

So to now address the second part of your question, it’s very dif-
ficult to say, you know, how you—you fix this problem. But, you
know, I know that you guys are incredibly talented and I know
that you may think that that is a copout, but I really think that,
you know, sitting down and talking this out you can figure it out.

Mr. AMODEL And thank you for acknowledging that and the fact
that the folks on the south side of the building should have a shot
at that and hearings like this and other things, as well as the folks
from the north side of the building.

Ms. McHugh, any thoughts? What have other countries done?
What do you do so that you just don’t keep turning the wheel and
having new groups that are disenfranchised because our current
system obviously isn’t working?

Ms. McHUGH. I'm not involved in a lot of these different areas
of work in my organization. But you may be aware that we have
published extensive analyses of both interior and border enforce-
ment systems. We have done comparative work looking at how
other countries are handling these issues. Also we've done a great
deal of analysis of selections

Mr. AMODEL Briefly—I got a yellow light. Briefly, can you sum-
marize?

Ms. McHUGH. Yes. We know there are no easy answers to this.

Mr. AMODEL Thank you for that. It’s unanimous so far.

Mr. DUKE. Congressman, thanks for your question. It is the great
question, how do we not ever come back here again. There will
probably always be some people here illegally. We're not going to
ever get hundred percent security at that point. But certainly the
workplace is a large draw. And if you can put in some kind of e-
verify for most employment circumstances, that certainly is going
to deal with a lot of it. We need a way to track visas as well so
the folks aren’t overstaying their visas. To me it’s offensive that the
folks who gave their word that they would only be here a certain
amount of time have chosen to back out on their word and over-
stayed their visas. To me, that’s a concern as well. So you should
address that as well. And then, of course, border security would
help as well.

Mr. AMODEI. Thank you very much. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. GowDY. Thank the gentleman from Nevada.

The Chair would now recognize himself for 5 minutes of ques-
tioning.

Dr. Duke, I made a D in Old Testament, so I never thought
about trying to take New Testament. But several of my colleagues
have made reference to the Bible, and I'm almost positive that a
couple named Joseph and Mary emigrated, according to one of the
gospels, to Egypt when Herod was looking for their son. I guess in
the Gospel of Matthew. But I want to ask you this, because this
is what kind of vexes me from an equity or a fairness standpoint.
I want you to imagine—I never understood why God preferred
Esau over Jacob. And I never really understood why they killed the
fatted calf for the prodigal son when the other son had done it ex-
actly right, exactly the way he was supposed to do it. He didn’t go
and squander his fortune, he did what his father asked him to do.
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So imagine a couple in Colombia with a daughter every bit as
bright and engaging and beautiful as Ms. Rivera. And they did it
the way we asked them to do it. What are the equities of jumping
anyone ahead of them in line?

Mr. DUKE. Congressman, thanks for the question. It is a tough
question. And your questions about exactly how to understand
those particular situations in the Bible are still being debated and
will be until the Lord returns, I'm sure. So you're not alone in try-
ing to sort through some of those things.

I think that the reality is we have a situation that no—nobody
wants but it’s a real situation that we’re dealing with. And we have
11 million people here. We cannot continue to allow them to live
in the circumstances they are living in. It’s not right for them, it’s
not in our country’s best interest. So we need to address that. If
we’re going to secure the borders and we’re going to trap 11 million
people here, we better figure out some kind of way to stop us from
simply consigning them to lives of poverty or bare subsistence, and
their children and their children and their children after them. So
it’s more a practical question I think at that point, what you do
folks in line trying to get her when you already have 11 million
here. You could say that you already have 11 million here you have
to address and those other folks, you know, at least they are mak-
ing a living wherever they are. At least they have some degree of
support wherever they are rather than us trying to drive these
other folks out of here.

So we have to address this situation. We can’t simply ignore it
and act as though it doesn’t exist. But when we do talk about get-
ting on a path to our legal status, permanent legal status and so
on, or citizenship, they should get behind the line. They should get
at the end of the line for everybody who already has their paper-
work in. For whenever their paperwork goes in, it should go in and
be active after all of these other folks who have already applied in
that process. So some folks will be a long time in that process un-
less you want to speed up how quickly we can process people for
citizenship.

Mr. GowDy. Ms. Velazquez, I think all of the witnesses have
made a reference to 11 million. I hear it everywhere I go as if it’s
a homogenous group, and we know it’s not. And you made ref-
erence several times to the 11 million. Would you agree with me
that those members of the 11 million who can’t pass a background
check shouldn’t be on a path to anything other than deportation?

Ms. VELAZQUEZ. Maybe the people that don’t pass a background
check, but I do believe that there should be a pathway for the ma-
jority of the 11 million.

Mr. GowDy. Well, now, that is very different from what you said
earlier, and that is kind of my point. My point is all 11 million
can’t pass any background check. All 11 million of any category of
people, from preachers to Members of Congress, can’t pass a back-
ground check. So why persist with the talking point of 11 million
when we know that that’s disingenuous? All 11 million don’t want
to be citizens. All 11 million can’t pass a background check. And
even if you concede that then we get to the details of what the
background check is going to look like. For instance, if you were
sitting where Mr. Amodei is sitting, if you have a conviction for do-
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mestic violence, should you be on a path to citizenship or a path
to deportation?

Ms. VELAZQUEZ. Well, I can only argue for my sake and my par-
ents’ sake——

Mr. GowbpY. No, no, no, no, no. With all due respect, you advo-
cated on behalf of 11 million aspiring Americans. You are not a dif-
ficult fact pattern. Ms. Rivera is not a difficult fact pattern. So the
talking point of 11 million aspiring Americans, I am not interested
in—in that. I am down in the details of what does a background
check look like? Do you think a conviction for domestic violence
should disqualify someone from being on a path to citizenship or
status?

Ms. VELAZQUEZ. I think I'm going back again to that’s up to you
all to decide. And

Mr. Gowpy. Well, if it’s up to us, then why do I constantly hear
11 million if it’s one monolithic, homogeneous group? Why? I mean,
why not just say what you said, which is there are subgroups that
warrant different levels of scrutiny. For instance, children who
were brought here with no criminal intent. That warrants one level
of scrutiny. The parents who brought them here who can fashion
criminal intent warrants another level of scrutiny. Those who have
misdemeanor convictions have one level of scrutiny. Those who
have multiple misdemeanor convictions have a different level of
scrutiny. Those who have felony convictions have a different level
of scrutiny. Why is that not the more honest response than to talk
about 11 million aspiring Americans?

Ms. VELAZQUEZ. Well, honestly, I'm in no position to tell you who
deserves what. And I don’t know what you would do. How would
you decide that 1 percent deserves something that the other
doesn’t.

Mr. Gowpy. Well, it’s not hard for me. I spent 16 years pros-
ecuting people for domestic violence. That’s a disqualifier to me,
even though most States consider it a misdemeanor. So with all
due respect, the devil is in the details.

Ms. VELAZQUEZ. Right.

Mr. Gowpy. The bright line—you know, people don’t have any
trouble with that. The devil is in the details. I'm out of time. I'll
just say this on behalf—all four of you were very good, persuasive
witnesses, even if I don’t agree necessarily with everything that’s
said. I think you are here in good faith. You contributed to the de-
bate. When I see quotes like I did today from someone named Dan
Pfeiffer, who apparently works for the President. I think it is the
same Dan Pfeiffer that once said the law is irrelevant. And he
tweeted out today that our plan is to allow some kids to stay, but
deport their parents. He summarized this entire debate with that
tweet.

So I want to compliment you and thank you for not being a dem-
agogic, self serving political hack, who can’t even be elected to a
parent advisory committee, much less Congress, which is what Mr.
Pfeiffer is. I want to thank you for not being that and under-
standing these are complex issues where reasonable minds can per-
haps differ.

And with that, on behalf of all of us, I thank you for contributing
to this issue.
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Does the Ranking Member wish to say something in conclusion?

Ms. LOFGREN. No. I would just say that I do thank, once again,
the witnesses for their testimony, and I think that it has advanced
the cause of justice forward. And you are right, these are com-
plicated questions. But I think you are also right they are not so
complicated that we can’t figure them out. And so I would just like
to pledge once again my interest in working with the Chairman to
reform the laws. They are a mess from top to bottom. And hope-
fully we can fix them from top to bottom.

And I yield back and thank you for the offer.

Mr. Gowpy. I will thank the gentlelady.

Ms. JACKSON LEE. Mr. Chairman.

Mr. GOwDY. Yes.

Ms. JACKSON LEE. I might have a parliamentary inquiry. We
have had this hearing, we appreciate it. Do you know whether
there will be a series of hearings? Will we now move to full Com-
mittee? Or what do we—can we perceive to be the next steps?

Mr. Gowpy. I appreciate the gentlelady’s question, and I can’t
think of anyone less qualified than the lowest Member on the Re-
publican side answering it. But I am happy to check with Chair-
man Goodlatte and get you an answer.

Ms. JACKSON LEE. Thank you so very much. We will both do so.
Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I yield back.

Mr. GowDy. I will thank all our witnesses. And with your indul-
gence, I would like to come down there and thank you in person.
With that, we are adjourned.

[Whereupon, at 5:13 p.m., the Subcommittee was adjourned.]
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