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treatment regimen with their pregnancy pre-
vention goals. Similarly, it would mean
making family planning services more wide-
ly available through PMTCT programs, be-
cause many HIV-positive new mothers wish
to delay or prevent a subsequent pregnancy.
Finally, in high-prevalence countries, it
would mean promoting greater integration
of HIV counseling and testing services into
family planning programs, so that more sex-
ually active women at risk of HIV are likely
to be tested and to receive appropriate coun-
seling and treatment.

These strategies are more than academic.
The Elizabeth Glaser Pediatric AIDS Foun-
dation, the largest provider of PMTCT serv-
ices under PEPFAR, has been striving to in-
corporate contraceptive services into its pro-
grams because ‘‘care and treatment staff
members are uniquely positioned to address
HIV-positive women’s needs concerning fu-
ture pregnancy plans and counsel them based
on their social circumstances, health status,
and ART regimen.” Indeed, as negotiations
in Congress got underway last month to re-
authorize PEPFAR, the Foundation wrote to
the House Foreign Affairs Committee to urge
broadening the use of PEPFAR funds in
order to support these ‘‘essential prevention
services. . . . As implementers, we cannot
overstate the importance of [integration] to
the work we do on the ground to prevent the
spread of HIV.”

For individual women who live where HIV
is rampant, the interrelatedness of HIV pre-
vention and unintended pregnancy preven-
tion is a practical reality. Yet most inter-
national program donors, including the
United States government, have viewed
them as complementary goals but separate
and unrelated outcomes. All along, the fact
of contraception as HIV prevention has been
hiding in plain sight. It is time to seek it.

——————

FULL-YEAR CONTINUING
APPROPRIATIONS ACT, 2011

SPEECH OF

HON. LAURA RICHARDSON

OF CALIFORNIA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Tuesday, February 15, 2011

The House in Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union had under
consideration the bill (H.R. 1) making appro-
priations for the Department of Defense and
the other departments and agencies of the
Government for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 2011, and for other purposes:

Ms. RICHARDSON. Mr. Chair, | move to
strike the last word.

| rise to oppose any effort, including the
Paul Amendment (No. 523), which would ter-
minate International Security Assistance Fund-
ing. | oppose any such attempt because cut-
ting international security funding is unwise
and short-sighted, and would undercut U.S. in-
terests in the Middle East.

Given the turmoil in the Middle East, it is es-
sential that the United States keep its commit-
ment to Israel’s security by fully funding the $3
billion in U.S. aid pledged to Israel for Fiscal
Years 2011 and 2012.

The dramatic events in Egypt and Tunisia
underscore the importance of Israel to the
United States and the fragility of Israel’s secu-
rity situation. At a time when lIsrael is facing
increased security threats, cutting U.S. aid to
Israel would send exactly the wrong message
to Israel and its potential adversaries about
the strength and reliability of America’s com-
mitment to Israel’s security.
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Mr. Chair, international security assistance
funding is not a “handout” or “giveaway” to
Israel, Egypt, Jordan, or to Pakistan. Rather,
this investment provides several tangible ben-
efits to the United States: by helping lIsrael
maintain its qualitative military edge, QME,
American assistance has promoted peace with
Egypt and Jordan, and made lIsrael secure
enough to make significant concessions in
peace agreements with these countries and
dramatic peace overtures to the Palestinians
and to Syria; Israel’'s battlefield use of Amer-
ican equipment and shared know-how has
helped the United States improve both its
equipment and tactics especially while fighting
two wars in Iraq and Afghanistan; aid to Israel
also fuels economic growth here at home
since Israel is required to spend 74 percent of
U.S. aid in the United States, which helps cre-
ate American jobs.

Mr. Chair, while other countries in the Mid-
dle East wrestle with change and instability,
the United States can count on lIsrael as our
trusted, reliable, and democratic ally. Israel in
turn must be able to count on the United
States. Nothing will send a clearer message to
Israel and any potential adversaries of Amer-
ica’s unshakeable commitment than defeating
any and all attempts to terminate security
funding for Israel.

————————

GAO DOCUMENT ON PORT OF
BELLINGHAM

HON. JIM McDERMOTT

OF WASHINGTON
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Friday, February 18, 2011

Mr. MCDERMOTT. Mr. Speaker, | submit
the following Report for the RECORD which |

referenced during debate on my Amendment
No. 99 to H.R. 1.

DECISION

Matter of: Port of Bellingham.

File: B-401837.

Date: December 2, 2009.

Lee P. Curtis, Esq., Troy E. Hughes, Esq.,
and Maggie L Croteau, Esq., Perkins Coie
LLP, for the protester.

James H. Roberts, III, Esq., Van Scoyoc
Kelly PLLC, for Port of Newport, an in-
tervenor.

Mark Langstein, Esq., Lynn W. Flanagan,
Esq., and Diane M. Canzano, Esq., De-
partment of Commerce, for the agency.

Glenn G. Wolcott, Esq., and Ralph O. White,
Esq., Office of the General Counsel, GAO,
participated in the preparation of the de-
cision.

DIGEST

1. Agency had no reasonable basis to deter-
mine that awardee’s proposed pier was lo-
cated outside a designated floodplain area
and therefore complied with the solicita-
tion’s limitations regarding lease of property
located within a base floodplain.

2. Where awardee’s proposed pier construc-
tion was within a designated floodplain area,
agency failed to properly consider whether
there was any practicable alternative to se-
lecting awardee’s proposal, as was required
by the terms of the solicitation.

DECISION

Port of Bellingham, of Bellingham, Wash-
ington, protests the award of a lease by the
Department of Commerce, National Oceanic
and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA), to
Port of Newport, of Newport, Oregon, pursu-
ant to solicitation for offers (SFO) No.
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09WSA0200C to provide office, warehouse, and
related space for NOAA’s Marine Operations
Center-Pacific (MOC-P).
We sustain the protest.
BACKGROUND

The SFO at issue here was published in No-
vember 2008, and contemplated the award of
a long-term operating lease to support the
activities of NOAA’s MOC-P.! Among other
things, the solicitation sought offers to pro-
vide 31,000 square feet of office, warehouse
and related space, 1,960 linear feet of pier
space, and 20,000 square feet of equipment
laydown space. Agency Report (AR), Tab 7,
SFO, at 5. The solicitation provided that the
lease award would be based on the offer de-
termined to be most advantageous to the
government based on application of the fol-
lowing evaluation factors: location of site;
site configuration and management; quality
of building and pier, availability; past per-
formance and project financing; quality of
life; and price. AR, Tab 7, SFO amend. 3, at
2. The solicitation also provided that: ‘“‘An
award of contract will not be made for a
property located within a base flood plain or
wetland unless the Government has deter-
mined that there is no practicable alter-
native.”” SFO at 7.

In February 2009, five offers were sub-
mitted by four offerors, including Newport
and Bellingham.2 Upon review and evalua-
tion of the offers, the agency determined
that four of the five offers were in the com-
petitive range.? By letters dated April 20,
2009, the agency advised each of the offerors
of their inclusion in the competitive range
and identified various issues for discussions.

Concurrent with its ongoing evaluation of
proposals, the agency contracted with an en-
gineering firm to perform an environmental
assessment (EA) of the various offers, as re-
quired by the National Environmental Pol-
icy Act of 1969 (NEPA).4 In June 2009, the
agency published a draft EA that provided
in-depth environmental analysis regarding
each of the four offered sites; the final EA
was published in July with no substantive
changes. Among other things, both the draft
and final EA stated, under the heading
“Floodplains,” as follows:

[Newport’s] proposed dock would be within
the 100-year [base] flood plain[5] (Zone A2),[6]
and is therefore likely to be impacted by
flooding, particularly if the finished level of
the dock is below an elevation of nine feet
NGVD [National Geodetic Vertical
Datum].[?] Additionally, there is some poten-
tial for the structure to affect the character-
istics of flooding in the area, by trapping de-
bris against the piles of the dock and/or al-
tering the way in which floodwaters cir-
culate/flow within the bay.[8]

AR, Tab 20, Final EA, at 5-96.

During discussions with Newport, the
agency brought the floodplain matter to
Newport’s attention, stating:

It appears that the offered site and pier are
in the 100 year flood plain.[®] This would be
all parts of the site lower than 9 feet Na-
tional Geodetic Vertical Datum (NVGD) . . .
are within the 100-year floodplain (Zone A2
on the FEMA map, base flood elevation of 9
feet NVGD). Please confirm in your Final
Revised Proposals (FRP’s) that the finished
site level and structures will be above the 100
year flood plain (see SFO Section 1.7).

AR, Tab 15, Letter from Contracting Offi-
cer to Newport, May 14, 2009, at 1.

In response, Newport did not alter the lo-
cation of its proposed pier, nor did it provide
any meaningful explanation as to why the
pier should be considered to be outside of the
floodplain area.l® Nonetheless, Newport con-
cluded its response to the agency by stating:
“‘all proposed facilities and structures will be
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designed above the BFE.”” AR, Tab 15, Engi-
neer’s Memorandum, May 22, 2009, at 3.

Following submission of final proposals,
the agency’s source evaluation board (SEB)
evaluated the competing offers and con-
cluded: ““‘As all four offerors met the require-
ments of the solicitation each offer was ana-
lyzed on both its technical and financial
merits to determine the awardee of this pro-
curement.” AR, Tab 22, SEB Final Revised
Proposal Summary Report, at 54. With re-
gard to evaluation under the non-price eval-
uation factors, the SEB concluded that
“Port of Newport’s technical proposal was
determined to be the most technically
sound’”’ and that ‘‘Port of Bellingham’s tech-
nical proposal received the second highest
ranking.” Id. at 55. With regard to total eval-
uated price, the agency determined that Bel-
lingham offered an annual lease price that
was significantly higher than Newport’s an-
nual lease price of $2,533,439. Id. at 65. Based
on this evaluation, the agency concluded
that ‘“‘Port of Newport has met all require-
ments outlined in the solicitation, has been
evaluated as the most technically proficient
offer, and offers the Government the lowest
price.” Id. at 58-59.

Newport’s proposal was selected for award
on August 4. This protest followed.

DISCUSSION

Bellingham protests that the agency failed
to comply with the SFO provision that stat-
ed: ““An award of contract will not be made
for a property located within a base flood
plain or wetland unless the Government has
determined that there is no practicable al-
ternative.” See SFO at 7. More specifically,
Bellingham protests that Newport’s proposed
pier was clearly within a designated flood-
plain area; that the agency had no reason-
able basis to conclude otherwise; and that
the agency was, therefore, required to make
a determination as to whether there was a
practicable alternative to Newport’s offer.

The agency responds that it ‘“‘properly con-
cluded that Newport’s offered property is not
located within the base floodplain,” and
that, having so concluded, that the agency
“was not required to and properly did not
conduct a practicable alternative analysis.”
AR, Tab 2, at 15. In maintaining that New-
port did not propose property within the des-
ignated floodplain area, the agency refers to
the fact that the ‘‘finished level” of New-
port’s proposed pier is projected to be higher
than 9 feet NGVD (the applicable BFE) as-
serting: “‘[I]f the finished level of the pier
were built below 9 NGVD it would be located
within the base floodplain and likely im-
pacted by flooding; if it were built above 9
NGVD it would not be in the base flood-
plain.” Agency Response to Protester’s Com-
ments, Oct. 16, 2009, at 2. The agency also ref-
erences Newport’s conclusory representa-
tion, provided in response to the agency’s
discussion question, quoted above, that ‘‘all
proposed facilities and structures will be de-
signed above the BFE.”’11 On this basis, the
agency maintains that it reasonably con-
cluded that Newport’s proposed pier was out-
side the designated floodplain area and, ac-
cordingly, maintains the agency had no obli-
gation to—and did not—consider whether
there was any practicable alternative.

Our Office has previously considered
whether, in leasing real property, an agency
has properly considered the particular flood-
plain requirements that are at issue here.
See, e.g., Ronald Brown, B-292646, Sept. 20,
2003, 2003 CPD 1170; Vito J. Gautieri, B-261707,
Sept. 12, 1995, 95-2 CPD Y131; Alnasco. Inc., B—
249863, Dec. 22, 1992, 92-2 CPD 11430; Wise Inv.,
Inc., B-247497, B-247497.2, 92-1 CPD 480; Oak
Street Distribution Ctr., Inc., B-243197, July 2,
1991, 91-2 CPD Y14; Western Div. Inv.; Columbia
Inv. Group, B-213882, B-213882.2, Sept. 5, 1984,
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84-2 CPD Y258. In this regard, we have noted
that the floodplain requirements flow from
Executive Order (EO) No. 11988, 42 Fed. Reg.
26,951 (1977), which precludes a federal agency
from providing direct or indirect support of
flood plain development when there is a
practicable alternative. We have further
noted that the purpose of EO No. 11988 is to
minimize the impact of floods on human
health and safety, as well as to minimize the
impact on the environment.l2 See Vito J.
Gautieri, supra., at 2-3. In considering compli-
ance with these floodplain requirements, we
have held that an agency must, at a min-
imum, consider whether a proposed structure
will be located within a designated flood-
plain area. See, e.g., Ronald W. Brown, supra.,
at 1-2 (agency reasonably concluded that
floodplain provisions did not bar award of
lease where proposed building was not lo-
cated within the floodplain area, even
though the periphery of the site was within
the floodplain); see also Oak Street Distribu-
tion Ctr., supra., at 3-4 (agency properly
awarded lease where proposed building was
not within floodplain); cf. Wise Inv.. Inc.,
supra., at 2-4 (award of lease not prohibited
where ground level of site had been elevated
by filling).

Here, based on the record discussed above,
there can be no reasonable doubt that New-
port’s offer proposed to build its pier struc-
ture within the designated floodplain area.
Further, as noted above, Newport’s construc-
tion of the pier was a significant aspect of its
offer in that the solicitation required
offerors to provide a minimum of 1,950 linear
feet of pier space.l3 AR, Tab 7, at 7. Finally,
it is clear that the pier structure may have
an environmental impact on the floodplain
area within which it is to be located.14

As discussed above, Newport’s proposed
pier construction within the designated
floodplain area was expressly presented to
the agency by the very engineering firm the
agency retained to, among other things, in-
form the agency on floodplain matters.15
Consistent with that notification, in con-
ducting discussions with Newport, the agen-
cy requested that Newport address the flood-
plain issue in the context of the location of
its proposed pier, yet, Newport did not.16 Fi-
nally, the fact that the ‘‘finished level” of
the pier may be above the BFE has no bear-
ing on the clearly apparent fact that the pier
structure itself is to be constructed within
the designated floodplain area, which will,
among other things, require Newport to
drive hundreds of concrete piles ‘‘approxi-
mately 15 feet below the mudline.”’ 17 See AR,
Tab 20 at 4-18. In this regard, neither New-
port’s proposal nor the agency’s contempora-
neous evaluation documents, address the
specific environmental issues identified in
the EA report, including the potential for de-
bris to be trapped against the concrete pier
piles or the pier’s alteration of the way
floodwaters circulate and flow within the
bay.

On this record, there was no reasonable
basis for the agency to conclude that New-
port’s proposal did not fall within the scope
of either the solicitation’s express floodplain
limitations or EO No. 11988’s limitations re-
garding potential environmental impacts.
Accordingly, the agency was required to con-
sider the environmental impact of Newport’s
proposed pier structure and to determine
whether there was a practicable alternative
to Newport’s offer, the record is clear it did
not.

The protest is sustained.18

RECOMMENDATION

Since the contract award to Newport failed
to comply with the solicitation requirements
regarding lease of property within a base
floodplain, we recommend that the agency
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comply with those requirements. Specifi-
cally, the agency should consider, and docu-
ment, whether there was a practicable alter-
native to Newport’s offer. In the event the
agency’s analysis identifies a practicable al-
ternative, as contemplated by the solicita-
tion, we recommend that the agency imple-
ment such alternative, if otherwise feasible.
In the event the agency’s analysis concludes
there is no practicable alternative, it should
comply with the procedural requirements es-
tablished in EO No. 11988, as set out above.
Further, the agency should provide a copy of
its documentation regarding this matter to
the parties. Finally, we recommend that the
protester be reimbursed its costs of filing
and pursuing this protest, including reason-
able attorneys’ fees. The protester should
submit its certified claim for costs, detailing
the time expended and costs incurred, di-
rectly to the contracting agency within 60
days after the receipt of this decision. 4
C.F.R. §21.8(f)(1) (2009).
LYNN H. GIBSON,
Acting General Counsel.

1The MOC-P, which has been located in Se-
attle, Washington, for more than 60 years,
provides centralized management for 10
NOAA ships and is the permanent homeport
for 4 of those ships. In July 2006, a fire de-
stroyed a significant portion of MOC-P’s fa-
cilities, forcing NOAA to reduce the scope of
its current lease and distribute some of its
ships to alternative locations; what remains
of the ongoing lease expires in June 2011.

2Bellingham submitted two proposals.

3Bellingham’s second proposal was ex-
cluded from the competitive range.

4The agency states that the EA ‘‘was per-
formed by personnel from various technical
disciplines including, but not limited to,
those with background in port engineering,
environmental planning, water resources,
wetlands, geology, and marine species and
habitats.”” AR, Tab 2, at 15.

5The agency explains that a ‘base flood-
plain’ is an area that is likely to be flooded
once every 100 years or, described in the al-
ternative, an area that has a 1 percent
chance of flooding during a given year. AR,
Tab 2, at 16.

6The agency further notes that base
floodplains are designated by the Federal
Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) as
‘‘Zone A2” where FEMA has established a
‘“‘base flood elevation” (BFE)—that is, the
level of water surface elevation resulting
from a 100-year flood. Id.

"There is no dispute that the BFE applica-
ble to Newport’s proposed site is 9 feet
NGVD.

8In addition to identifying the location of
Newport’s proposed pier as being within the
designated floodplain area, the EA describes
various aspects of Newport’s proposed pier
structure, stating:

A new pier for NOAA use is to be con-
structed to the west of where the existing
piers are currently situated. . . .

Preliminary conceptual design undertaken
by the offeror . . . estimated that the new
pier would require the following piles:

70 vertical pier piles (60 edge, 10 middle),
which are 18 inch diameter, 0.375 inch ASTM
500, filled with concrete to approximately 15
feet below the mudline.

210 batter pier piles (60 edge, 150 middle), of
same construction as the vertical pier piles.

240 fender piles, which are 12.75 inch diame-
ter, 0.5 inch wall

22 vertical small boat mooring piles 16 or
18 inches in diameter, 0.375 inch ASTM 500.

It is anticipated that vibratory methods
would be used to drive the new piles, al-
though jetting could used, if allowed by the
relevant agencies. . . .

It is anticipated that approximately 42,000
cubic yards would need to be dredged from
the proposed pier site. . ..



February 18, 2011

AR, Tab 20, at 4-18 to 4-19.

9In addition to Newport’s proposed pier,
the EA noted some potential that Newport’s
proposed buildings containing office and
warehouse space might be constructed below
the BFE.

10In contrast to Newport’s failure to pro-
vide any meaningful information regarding
the apparent location of Newport’s proposed
pier within the designated floodplain area,
Newport’s response did address the other
structures on its proposed site.

11 Despite the agency’s purported reliance
on Newport’s conclusory representation, the
contracting officer expressly acknowledges
that Newport’s response provided no mean-
ingful information regarding the location of
its pier, summarizing Newport’s response as
follows:

The Port of Newport provided a response
[to the floodplain discussion question] with
its FRP that included a statement an[d]
analysis dated May 22, 2009, by a professional
engineer with KPFF Engineering, that ex-
cept for the pier, Newport’s proposed site
was not in a 100-year or base floodplain.
[Bold added.]

AR, Tab 1, Contracting Officer’s State-
ment, at 10.

12 Specifically, EO No. 11988 states:

[TIn order to avoid to the extent possible
the long and short term adverse impacts as-
sociated with the occupancy and modifica-
tion of floodplains and to avoid direct or in-
direct support of floodplain development
whenever there is a practicable alternative,
it is hereby ordered as follows:

(1) Before taking an action, each agency
shall determine whether the proposed action
will occur in a floodplain. . .

(2) If an agency has determined to, or pro-
poses to, conduct, support, or allow an ac-
tion to be located in a floodplain, the agency
shall consider alternatives to avoid adverse
effects and incompatible development in the
floodplains. If the head of the agency finds
that the only practicable alternative con-
sistent with the law and with the policy set
forth in this Order requiring siting in a
floodplain, the agency shall, prior to taking
action, (i) design or modify its action in
order to minimize potential harm to or with-
in the floodplain, consistent with regulations
issued in accord with Section 2(d) of this
Order, and (ii) prepare and circulate a notice
containing an explanation of why the action
is proposed to be located in the floodplain.

Protesters Comments on Agency Report,
exh. 1, at 1-2.

13In this regard, in defending against this
protest, the contracting officer has stated:
“Pier structures are essential to meet the
operational requirements of the Marine Op-
erations Center-Pacific.” AR, Tab 1, at 11.

14 As noted above, in addition to concluding
that the pier would ‘‘likely be impacted by
flooding,” the EA stated that the pier could
potentially affect the area ‘‘by trapping de-
bris against the piles of the dock and/or al-
tering the way in which floodwaters cir-
culate/flow within the bay.” AR, Tab 20, at 5—
96.

15 As the agency points out, there can be no
question as to the qualifications of the per-
sonnel that prepared the EA. Specifically, as
described by the agency, the EA ‘“‘was per-
formed by personnel from various technical
disciplines including, but not limited to,
those with background in port, engineering,
environmental planning, water resources,
wetlands, geology, and marine species and
habitats.”” AR, Tab 2, at 15.

16Indeed, as summarized by the con-
tracting officer, Newport’s response to the
agency’s discussion question regarding the
floodplain matter addressed all of Newport’s
proposed site ‘“‘except for the pier.”” AR, Tab
1, at 9.
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17 Although not specifically addressed by
the parties, we note that FEMA has dis-
cussed this issue in connection with the Na-
tional Flood Insurance Program (NFIP). In a
booklet titled ‘“‘Answer to Questions About
the NFIP,” FEMA has stated:

75. Does elevating a structure on posts or
pilings remove a building from the Special
Flood Hazard Area (SFHA)?

Elevating a structure on posts or pilings
does not remove a building from the SFHA.
If the ground supporting posts or pilings is
within a floodplain, the building is still at
risk. The structure is considered to be within
the floodplain, and flood insurance will be
required as a condition of receipt of Federal
or Federally related financing for the struc-
ture. The reason for this, even in cases where
the flood velocity is minimal, is that the hy-
drostatic effects of flooding can lead to the
failure of the structure’s posts or pilings
foundation. The effects of ground saturation
can lead to decreased load bearing capacity
of the soil supporting the posts or pilings,
which can lead to partial or full collapse of
the structure. Even small areas of ponding
will be subject to the hydrodynamic effects
of flooding; no pond or lake is completely
free of water movement or wave action. This
movement of water can erode the ground
around the posts or pilings and may eventu-
ally cause collapse of the structure.

FEMA Internet Website at wwvv.fema.gov/
businesss/nfip/fidmanre.shtm.

18In defending against this matter, the
agency has requested that we dismiss Bel-
lingham’s protest for various reasons, in-
cluding the agency’s assertions that it was
legally precluded from awarding the lease to
Bellingham due to Bellingham’s price and/or
that Bellingham’s proposal should be simi-
larly viewed as offering a structure within a
designated floodplain area. We have declined
to dismiss the protest based on the agency’s
post-protest assertions, since it is not clear
that, during the acquisition process, the
agency considered either of these matters as
a mandate for rejecting Bellingham’s pro-
posal. While these matters may be proper
considerations by the agency in determining
if there are practicable alternatives, in the
context of the agency’s dismissal requests we
view the agency’s post-protest assertions as
being made ‘‘in the heat of litigation,” and
we will not rely on them as bases for dis-
missing the protest. See Boeing Sikorsky
Aircraft Support, B-277263.2, B-277263.3, Sept.
29, 1997, 97-2 191 at 15.

————

TRIBUTE TO REV. SAMUEL R.
HARDMAN, SR.

HON. JO BONNER

OF ALABAMA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Friday, February 18, 2011

Mr. BONNER. Mr. Speaker, | rise to pay
tribute to a patriotic American who loved his
country and loved the Lord, and dedicated his
life to the service of both.

The Rev. Samuel R. Hardman, Sr. passed
away on February 10, 2011, at the age of 85.
A native of Zephyrhills, Florida, he was a life-
long resident of Magnolia Springs, Alabama.

To anyone who knew Father Sam, it was
clear he was passionate about America. At the
young age of 17, as the world was embroiled
in the Second World War, he eagerly enlisted
in the U.S. Navy. He was commissioned a
bomb disposal officer at age 19 and served in
the South Pacific as the United States battled
the Empire of Japan.
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After the war, he returned home to attend
the Episcopal Seminary in Sewanee, Ten-
nessee, and was ordained a priest in 1950.

With one war behind him, many would have
chosen the more comfortable road of civilian
life. Yet, Father Sam elected to take a dif-
ferent path. He chose to serve the Lord while
at the same time serving his country. He re-
turned to the Navy as a Chaplain, taking him
to battlefronts in Korea and Vietnam. Much of
his time in uniform was in the service of the
U.S. Marine Corps.

Father Sam retired from the Navy as a Cap-
tain in 1975 and moved to Magnolia Springs
where he served in the Diocese of the Central
Gulf Coast for the next 32 years.

Mr. Speaker, Father Sam’s uncommon de-
votion to America and his faith make him a
very special man. However, he is all the more
special to me as he presided over the mar-
riage ceremony when my wife, Janee, and |
were wed on August 15, 1990. We will be for-
ever grateful for his spiritual and fatherly role
in our lives and in the lives of countless others
who have been parishioners of St. Paul's
Episcopal Church in Mobile.

On behalf of all the people who have been
touched by Father Sam’s life, | wish to extend
condolences to his family, including his sons,
William, and Samuel, Jr.; sisters, Alfea Thom-
as, and Mary Lee; 9 grandchildren; 9 great
grandchildren, and a host of nieces and neph-
ews and other relatives. You are all in our
thoughts and prayers.

———

THE THIRD TIME IS AS GOOD AS
THE FIRST

HON. HOWARD COBLE

OF NORTH CAROLINA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Friday, February 18, 2011

Mr. COBLE. Mr. Speaker, | am sure that
fans across the country will have their own
opinion, but for my money, | have to say that
the best high school football team in the coun-
try resides in the Sixth District of North Caro-
lina. | have some facts to back up my opinion.

West Rowan High School owns the nation’s
longest active football winning streak among
all high schools. The Falcons won their 46th
consecutive game while capturing their third
straight North Carolina 3—A high school foot-
ball championship. West Rowan’s last loss
was in Week 2 of the 2008 football season.

The Falcons completed their third straight
season of perfection on December 11, 2010,
when they defeated Eastern Alamance 34-7
at N.C. State’s Carter-Finley Stadium. | must
also note that the Sixth District was a double
winner in this game because the Eastern
Alamance Eagles proved to be a worthy oppo-
nent. Eastern Alamance also resides in the
Sixth District. So, congratulations to the Fal-
cons and the Eagles for a tremendous 2010
football season.

The way that West Rowan captured this title
was special because of the obstacles that had
to be overcome in the title bout. It has long
been said that defense wins championships
and the Falcons are a prime example of this
philosophy. In the title game, the star quarter-
back for the Falcons was knocked out of the
game with a concussion requiring a full team
effort to capture the state crown. West Rowan
and Eastern Alamance battled in a great
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