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HONORING THE 150TH ANNIVER-
SARY OF THE CITY OF EUREKA, 
HUMBOLDT COUNTY, CA 

HON. MIKE THOMPSON 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday, July 17, 2006 

Mr. THOMPSON of California. Mr. Speaker, 
I rise today to recognize the 150th anniversary 
of the City of Eureka, Humboldt County, CA. 

The search for gold in the nearby Trinity 
Mountains brought the first settlers to Hum-
boldt Bay in 1850. By 1856, the burgeoning 
settlement—Eureka, I have found it!—was 
designated the seat of government for Hum-
boldt County by the California Legislature, and 
on April 18th of the same year officially be-
came the city of Eureka. 

The massive stands of redwoods and abun-
dant salmon did not go unnoticed by early en-
trepreneurs, and soon Eureka had many lum-
ber mills and fishing boats. This wealth of nat-
ural resources set the stage for Eureka to 
dominate the regional timber and fishing in-
dustries for the next 150 years. 

Eureka, the heart of the ‘‘Redwood Empire,’’ 
has been a destination for travelers since it 
was first discovered. In 1914, the first railroad 
was constructed that tied the community by 
land to San Francisco. Roads, and the auto-
mobile, followed and brought even greater ap-
preciation of the natural splendor of the city 
and its surroundings. Tourism remains an im-
portant part of the area’s economy. 

The preservation of the architectural herit-
age of the community was acknowledged by 
the Eureka Heritage Society’s effort in 1987 
that identified over 1,200 historically significant 
and diverse buildings in the city. This unique 
heritage, and the celebrated Carson Mansion, 
draw tourists from around the world to enjoy 
the diversity of architecture, antique shops, art 
galleries, and fine restaurants. 

Eureka’s waterfront harkens back to its rep-
utation as a lively place for timber workers, 
sailors, fishermen, and miners. A walk along 
today’s waterfront reflects a 30-year renais-
sance led by the city to celebrate longstanding 
traditions and a dynamic future—the Woodley 
Island Marina, a newly constructed public 
boardwalk and fisherman’s dock, the Sacco 
Amphitheater, Adorni Center, Wharfinger 
Building, Small Boat Basin and the Eureka 
Main Library. 

The citizens of Eureka have always set a 
high standard for cultural achievement. In 
1879, Eureka established the first publicly sup-
ported library in the State of California; in 
2000 they gathered to celebrate the conver-
sion of the Carnegie Library to house the Mor-
ris Graves Museum of the Arts. Eureka is a vi-
brant cultural center with repertory theater, 
dance and music, and a celebrated Arts Alive 
that connects people and art and business. 
Today the city of Eureka carries on the proud 
traditions of its early founders, while incor-
porating the best of modern life into its historic 
character. 

Mr. Speaker, it is appropriate at this time 
that we recognize the city of Eureka, one of 
the finest and most vibrant cities in California, 
on the occasion of its 150th anniversary. 

f 

IN HONOR AND RECOGNITION OF 
CHIEF JACK MURPHY 

HON. DENNIS J. KUCINICH 
OF OHIO 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday, July 17, 2006 

Mr. KUCINICH. Mr. Speaker, I rise today in 
honor and recognition of Chief Jack Murphy, 
whose recent retirement as the chief of police 
with the city of Brooklyn reflects 40 years of 
excellence in law enforcement, framed by 
leadership, accomplishment, integrity and an 
unwavering commitment on behalf of the se-
curity and safety of the people of Brooklyn. 

Chief Murphy’s illustrious career in law en-
forcement began in 1966, when he became a 
police officer with the city of Brooklyn. He hon-
orably served our Nation in Vietnam, and soon 
thereafter resumed his vocation in law en-
forcement. Chief Murphy and his wife Marie 
continue to hold family and community as the 
foundation of their lives. Together they raised 
four children: Ann Marie, Matthew, Mary Beth 
and Maureen. Both Chief Murphy and Marie 
Murphy followed the call of service to others 
and instilled the significance of integrity, hard 
work and giving back to others within their 
children. Marie has devoted her career to the 
teaching profession. 

Beyond his expertise in law enforcement 
and exceptional leadership abilities, Chief Mur-
phy is known for his unwavering work ethic, 
affable nature and personal and professional 
integrity. Straightforward, fair and honest, 
Chief Murphy garnered the admiration and re-
spect of everyone around him, and was con-
sistently unfazed by the inevitable ebb and 
flow of small town politics. 

Mr. Speaker and colleagues, please join me 
in honor, gratitude and recognition of Chief 
Jack Murphy. His exceptional tenure as police 
officer and chief with the city of Brooklyn is 
forever framed in integrity, efficiency and ac-
complishment, and will continue to strengthen 
the foundation of safety and security for every 
resident and business owner of Brooklyn. I 
wish Chief Murphy, his wife Marie, and their 
three daughters and son, an abundance of 
health, peace and happiness as he journeys 
onward from here. 

FANNIE LOU HAMER, ROSA 
PARKS, AND CORETTA SCOTT 
KING VOTING RIGHTS ACT REAU-
THORIZATION AND AMENDMENTS 
ACT OF 2006 

SPEECH OF 

HON. ELIOT L. ENGEL 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, July 13, 2006 

The House in Committee of the Whole 
House on the State of the Union had under 
consideration the bill (H.R. 9) to amend the 
Voting Rights Act of 1965: 

Mr. ENGEL. Mr. Chairman, I rise today in 
strong support of H.R. 9, the Fannie Lou 
Hamer, Rosa Parks, and Coretta Scott King 
Voting Rights Act reauthorization. Since the 
law’s inception in 1965, this landmark legisla-
tion has protected the right to vote for millions 
of United States citizens. 

There has been great progress made since 
the Voting Rights Act was signed into law by 
President Johnson on August 6, 1965. But, so 
much more must be done. There are still 
many places in our country where Americans 
experience discrimination when they go to the 
polls. In order for the United States to truly be 
the greatest nation ever known, we must en-
sure that when citizens choose to go to the 
polls, they do not face obstacles created to 
disenfranchise them. 

Our Nation’s history is replete with exam-
ples of people’s right to vote being impeded. 
Furthermore, unconscionable violence and dis-
criminatory obstacles such as poll taxes, lit-
eracy tests and grandfather clauses were 
used to deny African American citizens the 
right to vote. The Voting Rights Act provided 
extensive protection to minority communities 
by prohibiting any voting practice that would 
abridge the right to vote on the basis of race. 
In 1975, the Voting Rights Act was expanded 
to protect the voting rights of other minority 
voters—such as Latinos, Native Americans, 
Asian Americans and Alaskan Natives—by re-
quiring language assistance at the polls. 

From California to Texas to my home State 
of New York, minority voters have a greater 
voice in elections due to the Voting Rights Act. 
In fact, my home State of New York is directly 
affected by two important sections of the Vot-
ing Rights Act. Voters in the majority of dis-
tricts in New York State are provided with im-
portant language materials to assist them in 
the voting process if English is not their native 
language. In addition, voters are also pro-
tected by having any new State voting rules 
and regulations approved by the Federal Gov-
ernment before they can be enacted. Extend-
ing the Voting Rights Act is essential to pro-
tecting the voting rights of New Yorkers as 
well as voters throughout the country. 

The Voting Rights Act is one of the most ef-
fective civil rights laws ever enacted. Reau-
thorizing the Act is vital to ensure that the 
progress made, is preserved. 
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FANNIE LOU HAMER, ROSA 

PARKS, AND CORETTA SCOTT 
KING VOTING RIGHTS ACT REAU-
THORIZATION AND AMENDMENTS 
ACT OF 2006 

SPEECH OF 

HON. K. MICHAEL CONAWAY 
OF TEXAS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, July 13, 2006 

The House in Committee of the Whole 
House on the State of the Union had under 
consideration the bill (H.R. 9) to amend the 
Voting Rights Act of 1965: 

Mr. CONAWAY. Mr. Chairman, after careful 
and thoughtful consideration, I could not in 
good conscience vote in support of H.R. 9, the 
reauthorization of the Voting Rights Act (VRA). 
The 1965 VRA successfully protected minority 
voters from disenfranchisement and strength-
ened our democracy. I support that law and 
realize its valuable contributions to our society. 

Every citizen of this great Nation, regardless 
of race, should have the opportunity to cast 
their vote without fear of threats or discrimina-
tion. The VRA was a good idea and necessary 
in 1965, however, times have changed dras-
tically since it was originally enacted more 
than 40 years ago. 

During the debate, a good friend of mine, 
Rep. ROSCOE BARTLETT of Maryland, made 
the comment: ‘‘When you get sick, you go to 
the doctor and you get a prescription. Once 
you get well you stop taking the medicine.’’ 
The provisions of the Voting Rights Act we 
voted on today do not recognize the accom-
plishments and progress made by covered 
States since the original VRA was enacted. 

Today, the majority of electoral discrimina-
tion cases come from outside the jurisdictions 
that are covered under Section 5. The Voting 
Rights Act up for debate today should have 
recognized the many changes and improve-
ments in the American South. Under the bill 
that passed today, Texas remains one of only 
eight States subject to this gross infringement 
on State’s rights. Today, Texas is one of the 
most diverse States in the entire Nation with 
thriving minority communities throughout the 
state. 

Not only do the reauthorized provisions in 
the VRA not take into account the progress 
that has been made, these provisions will be 
used as an unfunded mandate on southern 
States for the next 25 years. Legislation cre-
ated in 1965 to fix a problem of that era, will 
still be in effect in 2032; far too long to pay a 
penalty for things that happened generations 
ago. 

I support the valuable history and impor-
tance of the Voting Rights Act that passed in 
1965, but the discriminatory problems we face 
today were not addressed or considered in 
this reauthorization. I support most of the pro-
visions and the spirit of the VRA; however, 
H.R. 9 does not advance our democracy and 
keeps in place the taints of previous genera-
tions that are no longer deserved. 

FANNIE LOU HAMER, ROSA 
PARKS, AND CORETTA SCOTT 
KING VOTING RIGHTS ACT REAU-
THORIZATION AND AMENDMENTS 
ACT OF 2006 

SPEECH OF 

HON. AL GREEN 
OF TEXAS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, July 13, 2006 

The House in Committee of the Whole 
House on the State of the Union had under 
consideration the bill (H.R. 9) to amend the 
Voting Rights Act of 1965: 

Mr. AL GREEN of Texas. Mr. Chairman, I 
rise in support of equality, non-discrimination, 
and the full participation in our society by all 
Americans. I rise in support of reauthorizing 
the Voting Rights Act of 1965. 

Voting is the most important tool Americans 
have to influence government policies that af-
fect every aspect of our lives. It affects: the 
types of schools our children attend, the qual-
ity of our health care, the decision whether to 
send our sons and daughters to fight and die 
in a foreign land. 

The right to vote is the foundation of our de-
mocracy. The Voting Rights Act provides the 
legal basis to protect this right for all Ameri-
cans. 

On the eve of the 41st anniversary of the 
Voting Rights Act of 1965, we cannot over-
state the impact that this landmark piece of 
legislation has had on the face of this Nation. 

Before passage of the Voting Rights Act we 
had 300 African-American elected officials. We 
now have more than 9,100. 

Before passage of section 203 of the Voting 
Rights Act, we had 1,200 Latino elected offi-
cials. We now have more than 6,000. 

We now have hundreds more Asian-Ameri-
cans and Native Americans serving as elected 
officials. 

The Voting Rights Act was enacted in re-
sponse to our Nation’s long history of discrimi-
nation. But the critical moment leading to the 
VRA’s passage occurred in March 1965 on a 
bridge outside Selma, AL. 

On March 7, 1965, voting rights supporters 
planned a march from Selma to the State cap-
itol in Montgomery to present then-Governor 
George Wallace with a list of grievances. They 
were stopped on the Edmund Pettus Bridge in 
Selma by State troopers and sheriff’s deputies 
on horseback who, in front of television cam-
eras, attacked the more than 500 demonstra-
tors by firing toxic tear gas, charging the 
marchers, and beating people with clubs and 
whips. 

Eight days after ‘‘Bloody Sunday,’’ President 
Lyndon Johnson addressed a special joint 
session of Congress before a national tele-
vision audience and said that: 

Experience has clearly shown that the 
existing process of law cannot overcome 
systematic and ingenious discrimination. No 
law that we now have on the books . . . can 
ensure the right to vote when local officials 
are determined to deny it . . . This time, on 
this issue, there must be no delay, no hesi-

tation and no compromise with our 
purpose . . .’’ 

By August 6, 1965, Congress had passed 
the Voting Rights Act by an overwhelming ma-
jority and President Johnson had signed it into 
law. 

The VRA not only abolished literacy and 
other tests which had been used to deny Afri-
can Americans and other minorities the right 
to vote, it also prohibited ‘‘covered jurisdic-
tions’’ from implementing new voting practices 
without first pre-clearing them with Federal of-
ficials. 

And when the act was expanded and 
strengthened in 1975 to include protections for 
language minorities who had suffered system-
atic exclusion from the political process, 
Latinos, Asian-Americans, Native Americans 
and Alaskan Natives also gained new tools to 
ensure fundamental fairness in the voting 
process. 

Most of the provisions of the VRA are per-
manent, but some will expire next year if they 
are not renewed. The expiring sections in-
clude: 

Section 5, which requires covered jurisdic-
tions to obtain ‘‘preclearance’’ from the Justice 
Department or the U.S. District Court in DC 
before they can change voting practices or 
procedures. 

Section 203, which requires election officials 
to provide written and oral assistance for cer-
tain citizens who have limited English pro-
ficiency. 

Sections 6–9, which authorize the U.S. At-
torney General to appoint examiners and send 
Federal observers to monitor elections when 
there is evidence to suggest voter intimidation 
at the polls. 

While the days of discrimination in the form 
of literacy tests and poll taxes may be over, it 
is clear that voter inequities, disparities, and 
obstacles still remain for far too many minority 
voters. 

In Harris County, TX, citizens of Vietnamese 
descent are under the protection of the VRA. 
Because of this, under the language assist-
ance provisions of the VRA, Harris County is 
required to: 

Provide election information including ballots 
and registration information in Vietnamese, as 
well as English and Spanish. 

Ensure that there are adequate bilingual poll 
workers to meet the needs of the language 
minority communities. 

In 2003, Harris County election officials 
failed to comply with this law. 

Pressure from the Asian American Legal 
Center of Texas, the Asian American Justice 
Center, and the Justice Department resulted in 
an agreement whereby the county agreed to 
ensure compliance with the language provi-
sions of the VRA in the future. 

As a result of these changes, in the Novem-
ber 2004 election, Hubert Vo became the first 
Vietnamese candidate ever to win a seat on 
the Texas Legislature. 

Mr. Chairman, everyone’s right to vote is at 
risk when anyone’s right to vote is denied. The 
Voting Rights Act is good for minorities and 
great for America. 
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FANNIE LOU HAMER, ROSA 

PARKS, AND CORETTA SCOTT 
KING VOTING RIGHTS ACT REAU-
THORIZATION AND AMENDMENTS 
ACT OF 2006 

SPEECH OF 

HON. MADELEINE Z. BORDALLO 
OF GUAM 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, July 13, 2006 

The House in Committee of the Whole 
House on the State of the Union had under 
consideration the bill (H.R. 9) to amend the 
Voting Rights Act of 1965: 

Ms. BORDALLO. Mr. Chairman, I rise today 
in support of H.R. 9, the Voting Rights Act Re-
authorization and Amendments Act of 2006. 
The right to vote is the very foundation of our 
democracy. Yet millions of minority voters face 
discrimination when exercising this crucial 
right. As the most effective civil rights statute 
ever enacted, it is our duty to support the Vot-
ing Rights Act. H.R. 9 will better safeguard the 
rights of minorities. Throughout our history, mi-
nority groups have struggled hard to achieve 
the right to vote. Key provisions of the Voting 
Rights Act will expire if this legislation is not 
passed. We need to ensure that these hard- 
won gains are not rolled back. 

The fight against voter discrimination is far 
from over. H.R. 9 provides more accountability 
in the voting process so that the votes of 
American citizens who are not fluent in 
English will be properly counted. In addition, 
this will effectively combat discrimination 
against voting minority groups. As a represent-
ative of a territory where the native language 
of Chamorro is widely spoken, among other 
languages, I can personally attest to the im-
portance of accommodating non-native 
English speakers. 

H.R. 9 is a necessary reinforcement to the 
cornerstone of our democracy. Minorities have 
a much greater voice today than decades be-
fore thanks to the Voting Rights Act. I urge my 
colleagues to support this important legisla-
tion. 

f 

THE 80TH ANNIVERSARY OF OUR 
LADY OF MOUNT CARMEL PARISH 

HON. DENNIS J. KUCINICH 
OF OHIO 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday, July 17, 2006 

Mr. KUCINICH. Mr. Speaker, rise today in 
honor and recognition of the leaders and 
members of Our Lady of Mount Carmel Par-
ish, of Cleveland, Ohio, as they celebrate 80 
years of faith, guidance and support, embrac-
ing generations of citizens throughout our 
Westside Cleveland community. 

In 1926, Our Lady of Mount Carmel was es-
tablished to serve the spiritual and cultural 
needs of the Italian-American residents of this 
neighborhood. Father Sante Gattuso and Fa-
ther Martin Compango were selected by then- 
Cleveland Bishop John Farrelly to assist and 
guide the needs of the growing population of 
Italian-American families, including newly ar-
rived immigrants from Italy. 

Father Sante slowly garnered the trust and 
admiration of the people of the West 69th 
neighborhood and people began gathering on 

the front porch of the Fascano family home, 
where services were first conducted. Store-
front space was rented for many years until 
ground was broken on West 70th Street in 
1949, the year that the parish and newly built 
grade school found a permanent home—all of 
which was made possible by the faith, commit-
ment and devotion of Father Sante Gattuso 
and the faithful Italian-American community of 
the Westside. 

Mr. Speaker and Colleagues, please join me 
in honor and recognition of every leader and 
member of Our Lady of Mount Carmel Parish, 
as they celebrate 80 years of cultivating faith, 
hope and heritage for generations of families 
within our Cleveland community. We also rise 
in honor and memory of the struggle, sacrifice 
and triumph of the founding members of this 
parish, who journeyed to America with few 
possessions beyond faith, love and hope in 
their hearts and the grit to survive. Love and 
faith still shines from Our Lady of Mount Car-
mel Parish, encircling this neighborhood with 
light, strength and hope rising on the dawn of 
every new day. 

f 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION 

HON. CAROLYN B. MALONEY 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday, July 17, 2006 

Mrs. MALONEY. Mr. Speaker, on July 10, 
2006 I missed rollcall votes Nos. 358 and 359. 

Had I been present, I would have voted 
‘‘yea’’ on rollcall votes Nos. 358 and 359. 

f 

CONGRATULATING II–VI 
INCORPORATED 

HON. MELISSA A. HART 
OF PENNSYLVANIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday, July 17, 2006 

Ms. HART. Mr. Speaker, I would like to take 
this opportunity to congratulate II–VI Incor-
porated, one of the leading high tech compa-
nies in southwestern Pennsylvania, as they 
celebrate the 35th anniversary of their found-
ing. 

In 1971, II–VI Inc. began by producing ma-
terials available for the manufacture of high- 
powered industrial CO2 laser optics. II–VI Inc. 
has grown into a global company with head-
quarters in Saxonburg, Pennsylvania. Today, 
CEO Carl Johnson carries on II–VI’s tradition 
of serving the needs of western Pennsylvania. 

More than 30 years after its founding, this 
western Pennsylvania-based company is rac-
ing to keep up with record demand for its in-
frared optics, radiation detection products and 
crystals used in laser and telecommunications 
equipment. The company was recently se-
lected as one of Businessweek’s Hot Growth 
Companies. 

I ask my colleagues in the United States 
House of Representatives to join me in con-
gratulating II–VI Incorporated. It is an honor to 
represent the Fourth Congressional District of 
Pennsylvania and a pleasure to salute this 
wonderful company. 

ON THE RESOLUTION HONORING 
WESLEY BROWN, THE FIRST AF-
RICAN AMERICAN GRADUATE OF 
THE U.S. NAVAL ACADEMY 

HON. ELEANOR HOLMES NORTON 
OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday, July 17, 2006 

Ms. NORTON. Mr. Speaker, I rise to honor 
the first African American graduate of the U.S. 
Naval Academy and a venerable District of 
Columbia resident, Retired Lieutenant Com-
mander Wesley Brown. On the Fourth of July, 
I urged District residents to commemorate the 
day by celebrating the service of Wesley 
Brown as a tribute to his historic achievement 
and as a way of reminding the nation on this 
day of liberty that thousands of men like Wes-
ley Brown have served their country in the 
armed forces without equal representation in 
Congress and that the pending District of Co-
lumbia Fair and Equal House Voting Rights 
Act affords a way to begin to right this wrong. 

Wesley Brown is an alumnus of Dunbar 
High School, and upon graduation, entered 
the United States Naval Academy. There, he 
not only met the tough academic and military 
requirements to graduate from the Naval 
Academy in 1949, but also prevailed over ra-
cial discrimination and physical and mental 
abuse at the Academy. Mr. Brown served hon-
orably in World War II, the Korean War, and 
the Vietnam War. He retired from the Navy at 
the rank of lieutenant commander. In recogni-
tion of his achievement, the Academy named 
a building after Mr. Brown last year. His re-
markable life story is chronicled in the book 
‘‘Breaking the Color Barrier: The U.S. Naval 
Academy’s First Black Midshipmen and the 
Struggle for Racial Equality’’ by Robert 
Schneller. I am particularly and personally 
grateful to Mr. Brown, who chaired my first 
Service Academy Selection Board, which as-
sists me in nominating D.C. high school stu-
dents for appointments to the military acad-
emies, and remains Chairperson Emeritus. 

Wesley Brown has become a historical fig-
ure living among us. His graduation was a piv-
otal moment in the nation’s efforts to integrate 
the armed forces of the United States and to 
improve racial conditions. His leadership 
paved the way for over 1,600 African Ameri-
cans who have since graduated from the 
Naval Academy. Today, nearly 23 percent of 
the Academy’s students are from minority 
groups. 

Wesley Brown deserves special recognition 
for this pioneering accomplishment, and the 
service he rendered to the cause of equal 
treatment for all Americans by courageously 
accepting unusually difficult challenges for a 
young Black man before the armed forces 
themselves were integrated. He did so as gen-
erations of Washingtonians have done for the 
past 230 years in serving the Armed Forces of 
the United States, always without equal rep-
resentation in the Congress of the United 
States and always paying taxes without rep-
resentation, notwithstanding that this form of 
tyranny was one of the major causes of the 
War for Independence which led to the found-
ing of the United States of America. 

In the spirit of another great Washingtonian, 
Frederick Douglass, who challenged the na-
tion in a July 4th address to live up to its stat-
ed ideals of freedom and equality, I recognize 
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and honor other District veterans and remind 
the nation of the necessity to pass H.R. 5388, 
the Fair and Equal House Voting Rights Act 
which would afford the full vote in the House 
of Representatives for the first time in Amer-
ican history. Passage of this legislation would 
be the optimal way to recognize the service of 
Mr. Brown, D.C. residents who are currently 
serving in Iraq and Afghanistan, and the 
44,000 D.C. veterans who have honorably 
served our nation in the United States Armed 
Forces. 

f 

IN SUPPORT OF MAINTAINING 
NEUTRALITY WITH REGARD TO 
THE PEACE NEGOTIATIONS BE-
TWEEN AZERBAIJAN AND ARME-
NIA 

HON. DAN BURTON 
OF INDIANA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday, July 17, 2006 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speaker, in the 
weeks leading up to the G–8 summit, there 
was some speculation that the leaders of 
Azerbaijan and Armenia might be invited to at-
tend the summit as an incentive to help spur 
further progress on peace negotiations be-
tween the two countries over the Nagorno- 
Karabakh issue. Unfortunately, it appears that 
that did not happen; and I am deeply dis-
appointed that the world has missed the op-
portunity this summit offered to help promote 
peace in a region which has been in conflict 
for far too long. 

Although, in my opinion, a good opportunity 
to advance peace has been lost, I have not 
lost hope that, together with other nations, we 
can help Azerbaijan and Armenia achieve 
peace, and settle once and for all the issue of 
Nagorno-Karabakh, which I believe has signifi-
cantly stunted the development of both nations 
as well as the broader region. 

In 1992, the Commission on Security and 
Cooperation in Europe—CSCE—now the Or-
ganization for Security and Cooperation in Eu-
rope—OSCE—created the Minsk Group, a co-
alition of member states dedicated to facili-
tating a peaceful resolution of the conflict. The 
co-chairs of the Minsk Group—Russia, 
France, and the United States—have served 
as mediators, trying to work in close and ef-
fective cooperation with all parties towards a 
fair and effective settlement of the issues. 

I believe though that our success and credi-
bility as a mediator stems from the policy of 
never appearing to favor one nation’s claims 
over the other. I believe that even the modest 
steps towards peace which we have wit-
nessed, are a direct result of this neutrality. 
According to the United States State Depart-
ment’s 2005 Fact Sheet: ‘‘The United States 
does not recognize Nagorno-Karabakh as an 
independent country, and its leadership is not 
recognized internationally or by the United 
States. The United States supports the terri-
torial integrity of Azerbaijan and holds that the 
future status of Nagorno-Karabakh is a matter 
of negotiation between the parties.’’ This has 
been the policy of the United States towards 
this issue through both the Clinton and Bush 
administrations, and it is important in my opin-
ion that it remains the same. Any outside influ-
ence, any shift in neutrality can only result in 
a false peace. That is why I am deeply con-

cerned when I hear some of my colleagues 
throwing barbs at the Azeris and attempting to 
lay all the blame for this complicated issue at 
their doorstep. 

For example, one of my colleagues once 
said, ‘‘I have long supported the right of self- 
determination for the people of Nagorno- 
Karabakh and greatly admire the efforts of the 
people of this historically Armenian region to 
build democracy and a market economy in the 
face of hostility from Azerbaijan.’’ So far as I 
know, the Nagorno-Karabakh region has never 
been a part of Armenia. To suggest otherwise, 
and to suggest that the problems in Nagorno- 
Karabakh are caused solely by Azerbaijan 
seem to me to distort the facts and potentially 
undermine our good faith efforts to see this 
conflict resolved; and to see peace and pros-
perity come to the people of both Azerbaijan 
and Armenia. 

Mr. Speaker, I would encourage all of my 
colleagues to both maintain our neutrality in 
policy, and to also realize that choosing one 
side over the other at this point in time is a 
setback to peace, especially when the side 
they appear to be choosing may be distorting 
the facts for its own benefit. 

f 

IN HONOR OF DR. EDGAR B. 
MOORE 

HON. DENNIS J. KUCINICH 
OF OHIO 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Monday, July 17, 2006 

Mr. KUCINICH. Mr. Speaker, I rise today in 
honor and recognition of Dr. Edgar B. Moore, 
beloved husband, father, friend, educator, and 
spiritual leader. Dr. Moore leaves a legacy at 
Baldwin-Wallace College that reflects his per-
sonal passions and professional accomplish-
ments in his roles as both chaplain and pro-
fessor. 

Dr. Moore began his career at Baldwin-Wal-
lace in August 1962, when he was hired as 
chaplain. He immediately became involved in 
various chapel activities while counseling and 
advising students and teaching in the Religion 
Department. At the end of his first year, the 
History Department underwent major changes, 
and Dr. Moore was asked to take a position 
as professor of history. He accepted and was 
named chairman while remaining chaplain. Dr. 
Moore remained in the History Department 
until his retirement. 

Dr. Moore’s involvement at Baldwin-Wallace 
extended far beyond the History Department. 
His students became babysitters for his and 
his wife’s three children, Cynthia, Robert, and 
Mary Louise. He chaperoned spring formals 
and Greek parties and assisted in the forma-
tion of the Cosmopolitan Club, which brought 
American and international students together 
to promote greater understanding between 
cultures. 

Dr. Moore continued his own education 
while teaching at Baldwin-Wallace. In January 
1966, he earned his doctorate of philosophy 
from the University of St. Andrews in Scotland. 
Through a series of visits, he developed a re-
lationship between the schools, which led to 
the present Academic Studies Abroad pro-
gram. Dr. Moore attended Northwestern Uni-
versity in the summer of 1969 for graduate 
classes in African Studies. His new knowledge 
and ongoing interest in uniting cultures led to 
the African Studies program. 

Mr. Speaker and colleagues, please join me 
in honor and gratitude to Dr. Edgar B. Moore, 
whose outstanding 44-year career was defined 
by his steadfast commitment to spiritual 
growth, education, and appreciation of diversi-
fied cultures. While his students and col-
leagues will miss him immensely, his legacy 
and contributions to the Baldwin-Wallace com-
munity will live on for many generations to 
come. 

f 

HONORING THE SOLDIERS OF DE-
TACHMENT 1, 779TH ORDNANCE 
COMPANY, THE TENNESSEE NA-
TIONAL GUARD 

HON. MARSHA BLACKBURN 
OF TENNESSEE 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday, July 17, 2006 

Mrs. BLACKBURN. Mr. Speaker, fellow 
Members of Congress, please join me today 
to honor the soldiers of Detachment 1, 779th 
Ordnance Company, of the Tennessee Na-
tional Guard. 

The 779th deserves the nation’s thanks and 
praise for serving honorably and contributing 
mightily to our efforts in the Middle East. 

They have served America in such dan-
gerous and strategically vital locations as 
Ramadi, Habanabi, Al Asad and Al 
Taqaddum, and they have been absolutely 
critical in the tactical and operational success 
of coalition forces. 

Without the skilled and dedicated soldiers of 
the 779th, victory in the Global War on Ter-
rorism would not be possible. 

Let us join the rest of Tennessee in saying 
congratulations, welcome home, and job well 
done. 

f 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION 

HON. SAM GRAVES 
OF MISSOURI 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday, July 17, 2006 

Mr. GRAVES. Mr. Speaker, I would like to 
state for the record my position on the fol-
lowing votes I missed due to reasons beyond 
my control. 

On Thursday July 13, 2006 I had to tend to 
some family matters and thus missed rollcall 
votes Nos. 370, 371, 372, 373 and 374. Had 
I been present, I would have voted ‘‘yea’’ on 
all votes. 

On Monday June 19, 2006 I was unavoid-
ably delayed and thus missed rollcall votes 
Nos. 289, 290 and 291. Had I been present, 
I would have voted ‘‘yea’’ on all votes. 

On Monday May 22, 2006 I was unavoid-
ably delayed and thus missed rollcall votes 
Nos. 177 and 178. Had I been present, I 
would have voted ‘‘yea’’ on both votes. 

f 

INTRODUCTION OF H. RES. 916 

HON. F. JAMES SENSENBRENNER, JR. 
OF WISCONSIN 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday, July 17, 2006 

Mr. SENSENBRENNER . Mr. Speaker, re-
grettably, today I am forced to introduce this 
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resolution calling for an inquiry into grounds 
for the impeachment of U.S. District Court 
Judge Manuel L. Real, from the Central Dis-
trict of California. This resolution has become 
necessary due to a breakdown in the judicial 
branch’s enforcement of the judicial discipline 
statute Congress enacted in 1980. When the 
judicial branch has failed to address serious 
allegations of judicial misconduct, as the Ninth 
Circuit arguably has in this matter, the Con-
stitution provides the Congress only one 
course of action: opening an impeachment in-
quiry. 

I would caution my colleagues and others 
not to jump to any conclusions in this matter. 
Today’s resolution merely allows the House 
Judiciary Committee to open an investigation 
to determine the facts. Only after the House 
Judiciary Committee has conducted a fair, 
thorough, and detailed investigation, will com-
mittee members be able to consider whether 
Articles of Impeachment might be warranted. 

The introduced resolution ensures that the 
investigation will be referred to the House Ju-
diciary Committee. It is modeled after the last 
three impeachment resolutions that the House 
used to investigate, respectively, Judge Harry 
E. Claiborne (1986), Judge Alcee L. Hastings 
(1988), and Judge Walter L. Nixon (1989). All 
three were later impeached and removed from 
office based on the drafting of more detailed 
articles reported by the committee after the in-
vestigations were completed. 

According to press reports and legal filings 
made public, in February 2000 Judge Real al-
legedly interceded on behalf of a defendant 
known to him in a joint bankruptcy and Cali-
fornia State unlawful-detainer action. The de-
fendant reportedly was going through a messy 
divorce and was ordered to vacate a home 
that was held in trust by her husband’s family. 
The defendant filed a bankruptcy petition that 
automatically stayed eviction proceedings in 
October 1999, but the stay was eventually lift-
ed. The defendant, represented by counsel, 
then signed a stipulation that allowed the 
State court to issue an eviction notice in Feb-
ruary 2000, approximately 10 days before 
Judge Real allegedly interceded. 

Judge Real allegedly received ex parte 
communications from the defendant and 
through third parties about the matter before 
he took action. Judge Real was supervising 
the defendant as part of her probation in a 
separate criminal case in which she had pled 
guilty to perjury and loan fraud. 

Judge Real withdrew the case from the 
bankruptcy court and enjoined the State evic-
tion proceeding. He allegedly gave no reasons 
for his assertion of jurisdiction over the case 
or his rulings. The defendant was allowed to 
live rent-free in the home for a period of years. 
When the trustee appealed by mandamus to 
the Ninth Circuit, Judge Real transferred the 
case to another district judge. The trustee re-
claimed the property on appeal but reportedly 
lost at least $35,000 in rent during the pro-
ceedings. 

According to news reports, in February 2003 
a private citizen filed a complaint against 
Judge Real for his conduct in the bankruptcy 
and unlawful-detainer actions. This complaint 
reportedly was dismissed twice by the Chief 
Judge of the Ninth Circuit, even though the 
Judicial Council in the second case reportedly 
recommended that further investigation take 
place regarding ex parte communications be-
tween Judge Real and the litigant. 

Judge Alex Kozinski wrote in his dissenting 
opinion for the Judicial Council of the Ninth 
Circuit, ‘‘The fact of the matter is that the 
judge’s conduct here caused real harm. It cer-
tainly harmed innocent creditors to the tune of 
$50,000 or more. Worse, it harmed public con-
fidence in the fair administration of justice in 
the courts of this circuit. The prohibition 
against ex parte communications, rules of pro-
cedure, principles of law—all of these are not 
trinkets that judges may discard whenever 
they become a nuisance. Rather, they are the 
mainstays of our judicial system, our guar-
antee to every litigant that we will administer 
justice, as our oath requires, ‘without respect 
to person’. . . . [T]he majority’s exiguous 
order seems far more concerned with not hurt-
ing the feelings of the judge in question. But 
our first duty as members of the Judicial 
Council is not to spare the feelings of judges 
accused of misconduct. It is to maintain public 
confidence in the judiciary by ensuring that 
substantial allegations of misconduct are dealt 
with forthrightly and appropriately. This the 
majority has failed to do.’’ 

Judge Real’s actions are under further re-
view by the Ninth Circuit Court of Appeals and 
have been the subject of numerous news re-
ports by the Los Angeles Times and others. 

Based upon these news reports and legal 
proceedings made public, Judge Real’s be-
havior in the bankruptcy and unlawful-detainer 
actions may constitute impeachable conduct. 
Some of the issues that I hope will be re-
viewed during the Committee investigation in-
clude— 

His intercession on behalf of a litigant 
known to him; 

His alleged ex parte communications with 
the litigant known to him; 

His assertion of jurisdiction over pro-
ceedings in which he lacked jurisdiction; 

His alleged failure to explain his assertion of 
jurisdiction to counsel; 

His alleged failure to provide any legal au-
thority for his actions; 

His reply, on at least one occasion, to coun-
sel when questioned as to the basis of a ruling 
(‘‘Just because I said it, Counsel.’’). 

I expect the next step in this process to in-
volve the establishment of a bipartisan im-
peachment inquiry team in the near future. 
CHRONOLOGY OF EVENTS BASED UPON NEWS 

REPORTS AND LEGAL FILINGS IMPEACHMENT 
INVESTIGATION OF U.S. DISTRICT JUDGE 
MANUEL L. REAL, PREPARED BY HOUSE JU-
DICIARY MAJORITY COMMITTEE STAFF 
September 11, 1991: Alan and Elizabeth 

Canter purchase a Los Angeles home as an 
investment. 

September 25, 1991: Their son, Gary, and 
his wife, Deborah, take up residence at the 
home. Gary pays rent thereafter. 

1997: Title to the home is transferred to a 
trust (the ‘‘Canter Family Trust’’). 

February 24, 1999: Gary and Deborah 
Canter separate. Gary moves out and rent 
payments cease thereafter. 

August 13, 1999: Alan Canter files an unlaw-
ful-detainer action in California state court, 
seeking Deborah’s eviction from the prop-
erty and $5,000 back rent. 

October 26, 1999: Deborah Canter files a 
Chapter 13 bankruptcy petition 24 minutes 
before her unlawful-detainer trial com-
mences. The trial is stayed. 

January 24, 2000: Deborah Canter and 
Judge Real conduct a probation review meet-
ing in his chambers. (Judge Real was super-
vising Deborah Canter as part of her proba-
tion in a separate criminal case in which she 
pled guilty to perjury and loan fraud.) 

January 26, 2000: The bankruptcy court 
lifts the stay at the request of the Canter 
Family Trust, thereby allowing the unlaw-
ful-detainer action to proceed. Alan Canter 
and Deborah Canter subsequently sign a stip-
ulated judgment that Deborah vacate the 
premises. 

February 7, 2000: The California state court 
enters a judgment pursuant to the stipula-
tion and orders that Alan Canter recover 
possession of the property from Deborah 
Canter. 

February 17, 2000: Judge Real withdraws 
the case from the bankruptcy court. 

February 29, 2000: Judge Real stays en-
forcement of the California state court judg-
ment. 

Sometime in 2000 or 2001: Judge Real re-
fuses to lift the stay upon motion by the 
Canter Family Trust. 

June 18, 2001: Judge Real again refuses to 
lift the stay upon motion by the Canter 
Family Trust. When counsel for the Trust re-
quested a reason, Judge Real replied: ‘‘Just 
because I said it, Counsel.’’ 

July 2001: Judge Real transfers the bank-
ruptcy proceeding to a second U.S. district 
judge. The second judge re-refers the pro-
ceeding to the bankruptcy court. (The stay 
of the unlawful-detainer action remains in 
effect.) 

January 2002: the bankruptcy court grants 
a motion by the Trust to abandon Deborah 
Canter’s interest in the property. 

August 15, 2002: the Ninth Circuit court of 
appeals vacates Judge Real’s order with-
drawing the case from the bankruptcy court 
and the accompanying order staying enforce-
ment of the California state court judgment. 

February 2003: A judicial misconduct com-
plaint is filed against Judge Real. 

July 14, 2003: The Chief Judge of the Ninth 
Circuit dismisses the complaint. 

December 18, 2003: A Ninth Circuit Judicial 
Council enters an orderer recommending 
that the Chief Judge undertake further in-
vestigation into ex parte communications 
between Judge Real and Deborah Canter. 

November 4, 2004: the Chief Judge enters a 
supplemental order and dismiss the com-
plaint again. 

September 29, 2005: A complaint regarding 
the Chief Judge’s November 4, 2004, order is 
dismissed. 

May 23, 2006: Ninth Circuit Chief Judge or-
ders a ‘‘special committee’’ to investigate 
consolidated complaints against Judge Real. 

H. RES. 916 
Resolved, That Manuel L. Real, judge of the 

United States District Court for the Central 
District of California, is impeached for high 
crimes and misdemeanors. 

f 

IN HONOR AND RECOGNITION OF 
DAVID AND REBECCA JEWEL 

HON. DENNIS J. KUCINICH 
OF OHIO 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday, July 17, 2006 

Mr. KUCINICH. Mr. Speaker, I rise today in 
honor and recognition of David and Becky 
Jewel, united in marriage and united in their 
exceptional service to our Nation’s veterans, 
upon the occasion of their retirement that fol-
lows more than 53 years of combined, out-
standing service within the medical facilities of 
the Veterans Administration. 

Rebecca Jewel is a registered dietician and 
has guided veterans in nutrition health, aware-
ness and education at VA facilities across the 
Nation, including VA medical centers in Hines, 
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IL, Fort Wayne, IN, and in Cleveland and 
Brecksville, OH. Her medical career also in-
cludes work at Parma Community General 
Hospital in Parma, OH. and Christ Hospital in 
Cincinnati. Besides serving as the Advanced 
Systems Dietician, Rebecca provides on-going 
tech support and training for nutrition employ-
ees, and also serves a facilitator for many 
Goal Sharing teams within her department. 

David Jewel, the chief of External Affairs for 
the Louis Stokes VA in Cleveland, has also 
served at VA medical centers in Ann Arbor, 
MI, and Cincinnati, OH. David has consistently 
led efforts to ensure that veterans are fully in-
formed about the benefits entitled to them. He 
has led the effort to upgrade vital areas of 
communication within the VA, with a focus on 
minority veteran’s affairs, community affairs 
programs and public relations. David has been 
the codirector of the Medical Center’s Com-
bined Federal Campaign for the past 4 years. 

Mr. Speaker and colleagues, please join me 
in honor, recognition and gratitude to David 
and Rebecca Jewel, whose individual and 
united dedication to our Nation’s veterans is 
framed by commitment, compassion, integrity 
and accomplishment. Their service and lead-
ership has been a significant component that 
reflects the strength and quality within the VA, 
and is a brilliant example of service for anyone 
who will follow. I wish David and Rebecca 
Jewel an abundance of health, peace and 
happiness as they journey onward from here. 

f 

HONORING GAYE HYDE’S SERVICE 
TO CALIFORNIA’S EAST BAY 
COMMUNITY 

HON. FORTNEY PETE STARK 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday, July 17, 2006 

Mr. STARK. Mr. Speaker, I rise to honor 
Gaye Hyde, my lead caseworker in Fremont, 
CA, district office, who will be retiring on July 
31, 2006. 

Gaye has worked for me, and more impor-
tantly for the people of California’s 13th Con-
gressional District, for 31 years. I dare say 
that her level of commitment is hard—if not 
impossible—to match. I’m honored that she’s 
stuck with me for so many years. But, it is my 
constituents who have been the real winners. 

Gaye has presided over tens of thousands 
of cases herself and has trained every case-
worker who has come and gone from my staff 
over the past 30 years. 

She started handling constituent casework 
in the days before computers were used in the 
office. She had to type initial inquiries to agen-
cies for assistance, have them mailed to 
Washington, DC for my approval, and then 
track their progress through written cor-
respondence from various agencies and sel-
dom returned phone calls. Typically, she took 
piles of letters home and fact checked and 
typed responses late into the night. She was 
always pushing to resolve cases and didn’t 
feel there was time in the day to meet her 
standards or constituents’ needs. 

How times have changed. Today, many 
constituents e-mail their requests for assist-
ance. Gaye is able to e-mail constituent liaison 
offices in a variety of agencies, and much of 
the work is done via the Internet. The process 
makes communication faster, provides better 

accountability, and produces much less paper 
waste—all of which are great advancements. 

What hasn’t changed over time is the impor-
tance of the role of congressional case-
workers. These staff members get little of the 
glory, but are the key component for an effec-
tive Member of Congress. 

Constituents who reach out for help from 
their Member of Congress usually are in great 
need. They are trying to file immigration docu-
ments for a loved one, obtain a lost Social Se-
curity check upon which their parent depends, 
or applying for a federal grant which could 
make or break their organization’s ability to 
continue providing important services to the 
community. 

With Gaye at the helm of my casework op-
eration, I’ve never had to worry about my con-
stituents being served—and served superbly. 
Her retirement is well deserved, but those of 
us lucky enough to work with her, and thou-
sands of East Bay residents she’s helped over 
the years, will miss her tremendously. 

f 

A TRIBUTE TO MARTIN RUBIN 

HON. ADAM B. SCHIFF 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday, July 17, 2006 

Mr. SCHIFF. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to 
honor the late Martin Rubin. Mr. Rubin will be 
greatly missed. The transportation engineering 
world lost a legend whose influence in the de-
velopment of the Los Angeles Metro Rail and 
the San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit, 
BART, systems, among other critical transpor-
tation projects, continues to facilitate the com-
mutes of residents in some of our nations 
most expansive metropolitan areas. 

A native of Brooklyn, New York, Martin 
Rubin entered into the United States Army fol-
lowing his graduation from City College of 
New York. In 1956, he joined Parsons 
Brinckerhoff, a 120-year-old international engi-
neering firm based in New York City. After 
moving to Southern California in 1981, he 
worked indefatigably to expand the prestigious 
representation of Parsons Brinckerhoff to the 
western United States, and simultaneously 
managed a wide array of transportation 
projects. 

Mr. Rubin’s undeniably selfless dedication 
earned him the honor of being in charge of the 
Western region of Parsons Brinckerhoff in the 
1980s, followed in 1990 by his selection as 
the president and chief operating officer of the 
firm’s United States infrastructure arm. Always 
dedicated to service, he relinquished those ti-
tles to assume his duties in the development 
of the Los Angeles Metro Rail system where 
he oversaw the engineering and construction 
for the Blue Line, Green Line, and Red Line, 
as well as overseeing preliminary efforts on 
the Pasadena to Los Angeles Gold Line. He 
was subsequently honored by being named 
the chairman of Parsons Brinckerhoff in 1994, 
an honor that he held until 1997. His retire-
ment in 2004 was a fitting end to his 48 years 
of distinguished service to his firm, and to the 
citizens of California. 

I ask all Members of the House of Rep-
resentatives to pause to honor a great man, 
Martin Rubin, who touched so many people 
through his deeds in life. He will be missed 
not only by his surviving wife and his four chil-

dren, but also by all of those who have bene-
fited from the works to which he dedicated his 
life. 

f 

HONORING ‘‘MOTHER’’ RUTH 
VILLIA JONES 

HON. BARBARA LEE 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday, July 17, 2006 

Ms. LEE. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to honor 
the extraordinary life and work of Ruth Villia 
Jones of Oakland, California. Known to most 
simply as Mother Ruth, she has been a lead-
er, an activist, and an icon in the Oakland 
community for decades, providing care and 
guidance to countless others throughout her 
life, and on July 16, 2006, the friends and 
family of Mother Ruth will gather to celebrate 
this remarkable woman’s 100th birthday. 

Mother Ruth was born July 12, 1906 in Lou-
isiana, soon after the great quake of San 
Francisco. She grew up during a time of ex-
treme social and racial segregation, and 
learned about racial and gender discrimination 
from her family’s experiences. These experi-
ences shaped her resolve to challenge the 
status quo and begin her quest for social and 
human rights in the 1930s and as a Red 
Cross volunteer during World War II in the 
1940s. 

Throughout the 1950s, 1960s, and 1970s, 
Mother Ruth combined her deep spiritual com-
mitment with her desire for social justice, be-
coming active in the civil rights movement and 
fighting to end racial discrimination in our 
country. She marched and worked with the 
Reverend Martin Luther King, Jr., Reverend 
Jesse Jackson, and the Reverend Cecil Wil-
liams. In the 1960s and 1970s Mother Ruth 
supported the work of a young group of Afri-
can American activists, known as the Black 
Panthers, by joining them on picket lines, in 
the Free Breakfast Programs and Schools, 
eventually earning her the esteemed honor of 
‘‘Mother’’ to these young men. 

As ‘‘Mother Ruth,’’ through her vision and 
activism, she has mentored and enriched the 
lives of many local leaders, such as Oakland 
Mayor Lionel Wilson, Congressman Ron Del-
lums, and myself when I was becoming politi-
cally active in the 1970s. Working with her 
helped to instill in me not only a deep sense 
of community, but also a fundamental commit-
ment to fighting for social equity and social 
justice throughout my life. She has been a 
mentor and a friend to me throughout most of 
my life, and I am deeply thankful to her for 
sharing with me her wisdom, her compassion, 
and her support. 

Throughout the Bay Area, Mother Ruth is 
also known for helping to start the meals pro-
gram at Glide Memorial Church, which con-
tinues to this day. In the 1980s and 1990s 
Ruth Villia Jones turned her energy and ex-
pertise to professional organizations, such as 
the Glide Foundation, the California Legislative 
Council for Older Americans, the Alameda 
County Advisory Commission on Aging, the 
Black Women Organized for Political Action, 
the Black Women Organized for Educational 
Development, the National Black Women’s 
Resource Center, the National Association of 
Negro Business and Professional Women’s 
Clubs to name a few. Through her various 
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roles in these organizations, Mother Ruth has 
continued the fight for social justice and equal-
ity on numerous fronts, and inspired countless 
new leaders along the way. 

Mother Ruth Villia Jones has been awarded 
recognition and praise for her activism on 
many occasions, including being named one 
of the 2003 Eternal Voices of the Oakland Af-
rican Museum, the 1984 Ella Hill Hutch Award, 
the 1980 Glide Community Award, and many 
others. 

Mother Ruth Villia Jones has been a loving 
sister, mother, wife, a proud grandmother and 
great grandmother, a friend to many and a 
‘‘Mother’’ to us all. On this very special occa-
sion, Oakland and the entire Bay Area com-
munity comes together to celebrate Mother 
Ruth Villia Jones’ 100th birthday and honor 
her for a lifetime of pursuing peace and fight-
ing for social justice. I am honored to add my 
voice, on behalf of California’s 9th U.S. Con-
gressional District, all those gathered here 
today to thank and salute Mother Ruth for her 
immeasurable contributions to her community, 
our country, and our world. 

f 

SUBMISSION OF TEXAS SENATE 
RESOLUTION 9, URGING THE U.S. 
CONGRESS, TO ADDRESS PROB-
LEMS IN THE DEPARTMENT OF 
VETERANS AFFAIRS 

HON. CHARLES A. GONZALEZ 
OF TEXAS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday, July 17, 2006 

Mr. GONZALEZ. Mr. Speaker, I rise today in 
an effort to bring attention to the insufficient 
policies that this nation has levied toward our 
veterans. The great sacrifices made by our 
military personnel should be acknowledged, at 
the very least, through a secure retirement. 
Yet time and again, the rhetoric presented by 
Members of Congress does not match the 
policies that are created. 

It is imperative that we address the needs of 
veterans through real proposals that will be 
flexible and hold up against the course of 
time, as opposed to short-term fixes. I believe 
that we can provide military retirees with the 
degree of support that is reasonable in light of 
the sacrifices that they have made in service 
to this nation. 

This belief is reflected in a measure adopted 
by the Texas State Senate on May 15, 2006. 
Texas Senate Resolution No. 9 (S.R. 9), 
which was authored by Texas State Senator 
Leticia Van de Putte, urges Congress to ad-
dress problems in the Department of Veterans 
Affairs and to enact legislation that assures 
predictable and adequate funding of the Vet-
erans Health Administration. 

I would like to submit the text of S.R. 9 to 
the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD so that we in the 
Federal Government might be reminded of our 
duty to provide appropriate services to the 
men and women of our military who have 
served our nation so proudly. I am hopeful 
that we can make the needs of veterans a 
greater priority and that we will thusly adopt 
policies that recognize the profound commit-
ment and steadfast courage our military per-
sonnel demonstrate every day. 

TEXAS SENATE RESOLUTION NO. 9 
Whereas, military veterans who have 

served their country honorably and who were 

promised and have earned health care and 
benefits from the Federal Government 
through the Department of Veterans Affairs 
are now in need of these benefits; and 

Whereas, the funding of the health care 
programs of the Veterans Health Adminis-
tration of the Department of Veterans Af-
fairs has failed to reflect the admission of 
newly eligible veterans in the wake of the 
Veterans’ Health Care Eligibility Reform 
Act of 1996 and has fallen short of the 
amount needed to counter soaring medical 
care inflation, resulting in a funding short-
fall of at least $10 billion; and 

Whereas, the current discretionary method 
of funding the health care programs of the 
Veterans Health Administration is uncertain 
and is subject annually to the whims and 
competing priorities of Congress, to the det-
riment of the veterans being served; and 

Whereas, the Vietnam Veterans of America 
organization supports the adoption of a new 
funding mechanism for the health care pro-
grams of the Veterans Health Administra-
tion that is indexed to medical inflation and 
the per capita use of the administration’s 
health care system; and 

Whereas, the substantial delay in adjudi-
cating veterans’ claims for service-connected 
disability compensation is the cause of much 
anguish and anger among veterans and is the 
result of a lack of funding of the Veterans 
Benefits Administration of the Department 
of Veterans Affairs, which has led to an in-
sufficient number of adjudicators and the in-
adequate training and supervision of adju-
dicators; and 

Whereas, while the vast majority of De-
partment of Veterans Affairs employees are 
dedicated to serving veterans, it is necessary 
to ensure that employee accountability 
standards be strengthened at senior and jun-
ior levels; and 

Whereas, while more than five million vet-
erans use the Veterans Health Administra-
tion of the Department of Veterans Affairs 
for their health care needs, tens of thousands 
more are eligible for benefits of which they 
are unaware due to inadequate outreach ef-
forts by the department; now, therefore, be 
it 

Resolved, That the Senate of the State of 
Texas, 79th Legislature, 3rd Called Session, 
hereby respectfully urge the Congress of the 
United States to address problems in the De-
partment of Veterans Affairs related to the 
provision of health care and benefits, the ad-
judication of claims, accountability, and 
outreach and to enact legislation that cre-
ates an appropriation formula that ensures 
predictable and adequate funding of the 
health care programs of the Veterans Health 
Administration; and, be it further 

Resolved, That the Secretary of the Senate 
forward official copies of this Resolution to 
the Secretary of Veterans Affairs, the Presi-
dent of the United States, the President of 
the Senate and Speaker of the House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States Congress, 
and all members of the Texas delegation to 
the Congress with the request that this Reso-
lution be officially entered in the CONGRES-
SIONAL RECORD as a memorial to the Con-
gress of the United States of America. 

f 

HONORING PUBLIC DEFENDER 
JAMES J. STEINBERG, HUM-
BOLDT COUNTY, CALIFORNIA 

HON. MIKE THOMPSON 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday, July 17, 2006 

Mr. THOMPSON of California. Mr. Speaker, 
I rise today in recognition of Humboldt County 

Public Defender James J. Steinberg on the 
occasion of his retirement after nearly 30 
years of service to the people of Humboldt 
County. 

James Steinberg began his public service 
career as a Humboldt County Deputy Public 
Defender in 1977, shortly after graduating 
from the University of California Hastings 
School of Law in 1976. Promoted to Assistant 
Public Defender in 1989, Mr. Steinberg was 
then appointed as Public Defender in 1997. 
During this period, he represented well over 
15,000 clients, including Three Strikes and 
death penalty cases. 

In addition to his dedicated performance in 
the Public Defenders office, Mr. Steinberg has 
served as the Humboldt County Bar Associa-
tion President and the President of the Board 
of Trustees for the Humboldt County Law Li-
brary. Mr. Steinberg has also been a member 
of the North-Coast Co-op Board of Directors, 
the City of Arcata Budget Advisory Committee, 
and as a lecturer and instructor at both Hum-
boldt State University and College of the Red-
woods. Mr. Steinberg is a founding member of 
the Teen Court, which conducts trials by peers 
for first-time juvenile offenders, giving young 
people a hands-on experience in how our jus-
tice system works. 

Mr. Steinberg was recognized in 1997 as 
the Democrat of the Year by the Humboldt 
County Democratic Central Committee. He 
graciously accepted the award in an unforget-
table address, delivered in rhymed verse. Mr. 
Steinberg is well-known and highly regarded 
by his colleagues for his patience, leadership, 
quick wit, superior intelligence and steadfast 
commitment to public service. 

Mr. Speaker, it is appropriate at this time 
that we recognize Public Defender James J. 
Steinberg for his valuable service over three 
decades to the people of California, and ex-
tend our best wishes to him on the occasion 
of his retirement. 

f 

HONORING JOHN F. ‘‘RICKY’’ 
GOODRICH 

HON. MARSHA BLACKBURN 
OF TENNESSEE 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Monday, July 17, 2006 

Mrs. BLACKBURN. Mr. Speaker, I would 
like to take a moment today to honor CW5 
John F. ‘‘Ricky’’ Goodrich of the Tennessee 
Army National Guard. 

Recently, Chief Goodrich celebrated his 
60th birthday at the Ali ai-Salem Airbase in 
Kuwait while serving there with the Guard’s 
Operational Support Airlift Detachment 25. 
While he may be far from home, we’re think-
ing of him and wishing him well as he works 
to defend America’s national security. 

This is not the first birthday Ricky Goodrich 
has spent away from home while serving his 
county though. Nearly 40 years ago, Chief 
Goodrich spent his 22nd birthday as a young 
soldier in Vietnam. 

Chief Goodrich, the command chief warrant 
officer of the Tennessee Army National Guard, 
volunteered for this most recent deployment. 
And in addition to his administrative respon-
sibilities, he routinely flies his C–12 aircraft 
into Iraq and Afghanistan. 

I would not only like to extend our birthday 
wishes, but also thank him for his years of ex-
ceptional service to the United States Army 
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and the Tennessee Army National Guard. 
America’s fortunate to have men like Ricky 
and we honor him today. 

f 

HONORING CHERI FLEMING 

HON. HOWARD P. ‘‘BUCK’’ McKEON 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday, July 17, 2006 

Mr. MCKEON. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to 
recognize Cheri Fleming, a lovely lady from 
Santa Clarita, CA. On May 22, Newsweek pre-
sented her with the prestigious 2006 Dealer of 
the Year Award from the American Inter-
national Automobile Dealers Association, 
AIADA. 

Founded in 1970, AIADA represents 11,000 
American automobile dealerships. The mem-
bers of the association provide nearly 500,000 
American jobs and have a positive economic 
impact both nationally and in their commu-
nities. Every May, in recognition of exceptional 
community contributions and staunch commit-
ment to the advancement of the industry, the 
Dealer of the Year program acknowledges 10 
finalists from across the Nation. Winning the 
first time she was nominated, Cheri was the 
only woman proposed this year for the pres-
tigious award. 

Partners in business, philanthropy and in 
life, Cheri and her husband, Don, purchased 
Valencia Acura in 1997. Although soon to 
change, at the time the dealership’s national 
ranking was dead last for sales and also in 
customer satisfaction. Cheri and Don adopted 
the philosophy of ‘‘friendship’’ instead of ‘‘deal-
ership’’ and began treating their customers 
just as they would like to be treated. Today, 
Valencia Acura is one of the top Acura dealer-
ships in the country and also ranks amongst 
the highest in customer satisfaction with re-
peat and referral customers comprising over 
75 percent of the business. In a relatively 
short amount of time, Valencia Acura has won 
many accolades from Acura and Customer 
Satisfaction Index awards, including: Acura’s 
Precision Team—2002–2004, Honda’s Council 
of Excellence—2004–2005, ‘‘Best New Car 
Dealership in Santa Clarita’’—2003–2005, 
‘‘Most Community Minded Owners in Santa 
Clarita’’—2003–2005 and Santa Clarita Valley 
Chamber of Commerce ‘‘2001 Business of the 
Year’’ for the medium-sized category. 

With the success of Valencia Acura, Cheri 
and Don rapidly became vital forces in the 
Santa Clarita Valley and have donated nearly 
$3 million to community organizations in the 
past 7 years. Their community involvement 
transcends financial support as they can often 
be found participating in community organiza-
tions and generously giving their time, energy 
and efforts for a variety of causes. For their 
hard work and dedication, Don and Cheri were 
selected as Santa Clarita’s Man and Woman 
of the Year for 2004. Never before in the his-
tory of the program has a husband and wife 
received the award in the same year. 

Although at the helm of a thriving business, 
Cheri finds time for her extensive volunteer 
endeavors. Currently, she is the vice president 
at-large and a director for the Henry Mayo 
Newhall Memorial Health Foundation, gov-
ernor-elect for the Soroptimist International 
Camino Real Region, member and past-presi-
dent of the Soroptimist International of Santa 

Clarita Valley, vice president of Special Events 
and a director for the Child and Family Center 
Foundation, a director for the Roar Foundation 
Advisory Board, chair-elect and a director for 
the American Cancer Society Unit Council and 
the Los Angeles Regional Unit Council, vice 
president of the Sheila R. Veloz Breast Imag-
ing Center Advisory Board, chair of the Arthri-
tis Foundation Walk and with Don as her co-
chair, has headed the Boys & Girls Club Auc-
tion for the past 3 years. In addition, Cheri just 
fulfilled her $100,000 pledge to help with a 
cardiac-catheter lab and new emergency room 
for our local hospital. Recently, Cheri chaired 
the Santa Clarita Valley Arthritis Walk raising 
over $60,000 and Don’s efforts for the Flem-
ing-Crawford Golf Invitational raised over 
$113,000 for the Sheila R. Veloz Breast Imag-
ing Center. 

The AIADA acknowledged Cheri Fleming’s 
exceptional community contributions and busi-
ness acumen with the 2006 Dealer of the Year 
Award and I would like to commend Cheri for 
her success as well. Sir Winston Churchill 
once said, ‘‘We make a living by what we get. 
We make a life by what we give.’’ Supported 
by Don, there is no one who embodies that 
statement better than Cheri Fleming. To-
gether, their efforts have made the Santa 
Clarita Valley a much better place to live and 
I salute them for their efforts. 

f 

RECOGNIZING THOMAS R. 
MERRILL OF LAKE COUNTY, FL 

HON. GINNY BROWN-WAITE 
OF FLORIDA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Monday, July 17, 2006 

Ms. GINNY BROWN-WAITE of Florida. Mr. 
Speaker, I rise today to recognize Thomas R. 
Merrill of Groveland, Florida. Recognized as 
the longest serving police chief in the Nation, 
Chief Merrill was honored at the Florida Peace 
Officers Association awards ceremony as the 
first-ever recipient of their Distinguished Serv-
ice Award. 

For the past 37 years, Chief Merrill has 
served as Groveland’s chief of police and has 
proved to be an inspiration to his community 
and area residents. In addition to his high 
morals and integrity, Chief Merrill’s long tenure 
has demonstrated his great dedication and 
commitment to his profession, as well as to 
the city of Groveland. 

Born and raised in Umatilla, FL, Chief Merrill 
joined the military after graduating from col-
lege, serving in the U.S. Air Force from 1959 
to 1963 as a nuclear weapons specialist. Chief 
Merrill later became an officer with the Eustis 
Police Department, where he remained for 3 
years. After taking a brief leave of absence 
from the force to spend time with his family, 
Chief Merrill soon thereafter accepted the po-
sition as Groveland’s police chief. He has 
been there ever since, serving Groveland with 
pride and seeing the city through many 
changes. 

After raising his children in Groveland, Chief 
Merrill is committed to keeping his community 
safe for future generations. He has enjoyed 
watching the police department and the city 
grow during his tenure, and with greater ex-
pansion likely for the future, Chief Merrill has 
no plans to retire anytime soon. 

Mr. Speaker, Chief Merrill’s career shows 
that loyalty and dedication to one’s community 

can indeed bring success and accomplish-
ment. I congratulate him on being the first re-
cipient of the Distinguished Service Award and 
commend him on his commitment and devo-
tion to his career and to Groveland. 

f 

‘‘ACTIVISM FOR THE RIGHT, 
RESTRAINT FOR THE LEFT’’ 

HON. BARNEY FRANK 
OF MASSACHUSETTS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday, July 17, 2006 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr. Speaker, 
one of the great intellectual inconsistencies of 
our time is the assertion by conservatives that 
they are opposed to ‘‘judicial activism’’ and 
wish to have important public policy questions 
left to elected officials. Of course that is true 
only in those cases where they agree with 
what the elected officials have done, and they 
have shown very little restraint when their ide-
ology calls for judicial invalidation of public 
policy. Indeed, some of the greatest anger I 
have heard expressed toward judiciary re-
cently by my conservative colleagues has 
been against the eminent domain decision, in 
which the justices are guilty in the eyes of my 
conservative colleagues of being insufficiently 
activist—that is, the court majority allowed the 
actions of elected State and local officials in 
Connecticut to stand. I agree that eminent do-
main has been abused, but so is intellectual 
integrity when people insist that the courts 
defer to elected bodies on the one hand, and 
then denounce the Supreme Court precisely 
for doing that in the Kelo case. 

Chief Justice Roberts to date appears to be 
very much in the mode of this one-sided con-
demnation of activism, as Adam Cohen co-
gently points out in the July 10 column in the 
New York Times—given the importance of 
consistency in the application of judicial prin-
ciples, I ask that Mr. Cohen’s very thoughtful 
analysis of the Chief Justice’s inconsistency 
be printed here. 
[From the Editorial Observer, July 10, 2006] 

WHAT CHIEF JUSTICE ROBERTS FORGOT IN HIS 
FIRST TERM: JUDICIAL MODESTY 

(By Adam Cohen) 

At the confirmation hearings for John 
Roberts, there were two theories about what 
kind of a chief justice he would be. His crit-
ics maintained that he was an extreme con-
servative whose politics would drive his legal 
rulings. Judge Roberts, on the other hand, 
insisted that he was ‘‘not an ideologue,’’ and 
that his judicial philosophy was to be ‘‘mod-
est,’’ which he defined as recognizing that 
judges should ‘‘decide the cases before them’’ 
and not try to legislate or ‘‘execute the 
laws.’’ 

Judicial modesty is an intriguing idea, 
with appeal across the political spectrum. 
For all the talk of liberal activist judges, 
anyone who is paying attention knows that 
conservative judges are every bit as activist 
as liberal ones; they just act for different 
reasons. A truly modest chief justice could 
be more deferential to the decisions of the 
democratically elected branches of govern-
ment, both liberal and conservative, and per-
haps even usher in a new, post-ideological 
era on the court. 

That is not, however, how Chief Justice 
Roberts voted in his first term. He was mod-
est in some cases, certainly, but generally 
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ones in which criminal defendants, Demo-
crats and other parties conservatives dislike 
were asking for something. When real estate 
developers, wealthy campaign contributors 
and other powerful parties wanted help, he 
was more inclined to support judicial action, 
even if it meant trampling on Congress and 
the states. 

The term’s major environmental ruling 
was a striking case in point. A developer 
sued when the Army Corps of Engineers de-
nied him a permit to build on what it deter-
mined to be protected wetlands. The corps is 
under the Defense Department, ultimately 
part of an elected branch, and it was inter-
preting the Clean Water Act, passed by the 
other elected branch. Courts are supposed to 
give an enormous amount of deference to 
agencies’ interpretations of the statutes 
they are charged with enforcing. 

But Chief Justice Roberts did not defer. He 
joined a stridently anti-environmentalist 
opinion by Justice Antonin Scalia that sided 
with the developer and mocked the corps’s 
interpretation of the law—an interpretation 
four justices agreed with as ‘‘beyond par-
ody.’’ The opinion also complained that the 
corps’s approach was too costly. Justice 
John Paul Stevens dryly noted that whether 
benefits outweighed costs was a policy ques-
tion that ‘‘should not be answered by ap-
pointed judges.’’ 

In an opinion on assisted suicide, Chief 
Justice Roberts was again a conservative ac-
tivist. The case involved Attorney General 
John Ashcroft’s attempt to invoke an irrele-
vant federal statute to block Oregon’s as-
sisted suicide law, which the state’s voters 
had adopted by referendum. Even though it 
meant overruling the voters, intruding on 
state sovereignty and mangling the words of 
a federal statute, Chief Justice Roberts dis-
sented to support Mr. Ashcroft’s position. 

Chief Justice Roberts voted against an-
other democratically enacted, progressive 
law when the court struck down Vermont’s 
strict limits on campaign contributions. He 
joined an opinion that not only held that the 
law violated the First Amendment, but also 
engaged in the kind of fine judicial line- 
drawing—in this case, about the precise dol-
lar limits the Constitution allows states to 
impose—that is often considered a hallmark 
of judicial activism. 

One of the court’s most nakedly activist 
undertakings in recent years is the series of 
hoops it has forced Congress to jump through 
when it passes laws that apply to the states. 
Judge John Noonan Jr., a federal appeals 
court judge appointed by President Ronald 
Reagan, has complained that the justices 
have set themselves up as the overseers of 
Congress. But Chief Justice Roberts voted to 
put up yet another hoop, requiring Congress 
to put the states on ‘‘clear notice’’—what-
ever that means—before requiring them to 
pay for expert witnesses in lawsuits involv-
ing special education. It is a made-up rule 
that shows little respect for the people’s rep-
resentatives. 

These cases make Chief Justice Roberts 
seem like a raging judicial activist. But in 
cases where conservative actions were being 
challenged, he was quite the opposite. When 
a whistle-blower in the Los Angeles district 
attorney’s office’ claimed he was demoted 
for speaking out, Chief Justice Roberts could 
find no First Amendment injury. When 
Democrats challenged Republicans’ partisan 
gerrymandering of Texas’s Congressional 
districts, he could find no basis for inter-
ceding. 

The Roberts court’s first term was not 
radically conservative, but only because Jus-
tice Anthony Kennedy, the swing justice, 
steered it on a centrist path. If Chief Justice 
Roberts—who voted with Justice Scalia a re-
markable 88 percent of the time in nonunani-

mous cases—had commanded a majority, it 
would have been an ideologically driven 
court that was both highly conservative and 
just about as activist as it needed to be to 
get the results it wanted. 

Chief Justice Roberts still probably views 
himself as judicially modest, and in some 
ways he may be. He has been reasonably re-
spectful of precedent, notably when he pro-
vided a fifth vote to uphold Buckley v. 
Valeo, a critically important campaign fi-
nance decision that is under attack from the 
right. He has also been inclined to decide 
cases narrowly, rather than to issue sweep-
ing judicial pronouncements. But at his con-
firmation hearings, he defined judicial mod-
esty as not usurping the legislative and exec-
utive roles. 

His approach to his new job is no doubt 
still evolving, which could be a good thing. 
The respect for the elected branches that he 
invoked while testifying before the Senate 
Judiciary Committee is hardly a perfect ju-
dicial philosophy especially today, when we 
need the court to resist the president’s dan-
gerous view of his own power. Still, that 
principled approach would do more for the 
court and the nation than the predictable 
arch-conservatism the chief justice’s opin-
ions have shown so far. 

f 

FANNIE, LOU HAMER, ROSA 
PARKS, AND CORETTA SCOTT 
KING VOTING RIGHTS ACT REAU-
THORIZATION AND AMENDMENTS 
ACT OF 2006 

SPEECH OF 

HON. SHEILA JACKSON-LEE 
OF TEXAS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, July 13, 2006 

The House in Committee of the Whole 
House on the State of the Union had under 
consideration the bill (H.R. 9) to amend the 
Voting Rights Act of 1965: 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise in proud support of H.R. 9, the 
‘‘‘Fannie Lou Hamer, Rosa Parks, and Coretta 
Scott King Voting Rights Act Reauthorization 
and Amendments Act of 2006.’’ Had I and 
several of my colleagues not heeded the re-
quests of the bipartisan leadership of the 
Committee and the House, there might be an 
amendment to the bill adding the name of our 
colleague, JOHN LEWIS of Georgia, to the pan-
theon of civil rights giants listed in the short 
title. 

Mr. Chairman, with our vote today on H.R. 
9, each of us will earn a place in history. 
Therefore, the question before the House is 
whether our vote on the Voting Rights Act will 
mark this moment in history as a ‘‘day of in-
famy,’’ in FDR’s immortal words, or will com-
mend us to and through future generations as 
the great defenders of the right to vote, the 
most precious of rights because it is preserva-
tive of all other rights. For my part, I stand 
Fannie Lou Hamer and Rosa Parks and 
Coretta Scott King, great Americans who gave 
all and risked all to help America live up to the 
promise of its creed. I will vote to reauthorize 
the Voting Rights Act for the next 25 years. 

I will oppose all of the poison pill amend-
ments offered by offered by the gentlemen 
from Iowa, Georgia, and, sadly, my home 
state of Texas. Collectively, these amend-
ments eviscerate the preclearance provisions 
of Section 5, end assistance to language mi-

norities, and shorten the period of renewal by 
15 years. 

Mr. Chairman, the proponents of these 
amendments claim their amendments are in-
tended to ‘‘save’’ or ‘‘preserve’’ or ‘‘strength-
en’’ the Voting Rights Acts. To claim that you 
are strengthening the Voting Rights Act by of-
fering amendments that weaken it is like say-
ing you must destroy a village in order to save 
it. There will be time enough to discuss in de-
tail each of the weakening amendments when 
they are offered later today. But at this time I 
think it very important to discuss the provi-
sions of the Voting Rights Act which I believe 
an overwhelming majority of the members of 
this House will vote to adopt today. I also want 
to spend some time reminding my colleagues, 
and the American people, why this nation 
needed a Voting Rights Act in 1965 and still 
needs it today. The American people are enti-
tled to know why the Voting Rights Act is 
widely regarded as the most successful civil 
rights legislation in history. For all the progress 
this nation has made in becoming a more in-
clusive, equitable, and pluralistic society, it is 
the Voting Rights Act ‘‘that has brought us 
thus far along the way.’’ 

I. BEFORE THE VOTING RIGHTS ACT 
Mr. Chairman, today most Americans take 

the right to vote for granted, so much so that 
just over half of eligible Americans vote in a 
presidential election. Americans generally as-
sume that anyone can register and vote if a 
person is over 18 and a citizen. Most of us 
learned in school that discrimination based on 
race, creed or national origin has been barred 
by the Constitution since the end of the Civil 
War. 

Before the 1965 Voting Rights Act, however, 
the right to vote did not exist in practice for 
most black Americans. And, until 1975, most 
American citizens who were not proficient in 
English faced significant obstacles to voting, 
because they could not understand the ballot. 
Even though the Indian Citizenship Act gave 
Native Americans the right to vote in 1924, 
state law determined who could actually vote, 
which effectively excluded many Native Ameri-
cans from political participation for decades. 
Asian Americans and Asian immigrants also 
have suffered systematic exclusion from the 
political process and it has taken a series of 
reforms, including repeal of the Chinese Ex-
clusion Act in 1943, and passage of amend-
ments strengthening the Voting Rights Act 
three decades later, to fully extend the fran-
chise to Asian Americans. It was with this his-
tory in mind that the Voting Rights Act of 1965 
was designed to make the right to vote a re-
ality for all Americans. 

Through the years leading up to the pas-
sage of the Voting Rights Act, courageous 
men and women braved threats, harassment, 
intimidation, and violence to gain the right to 
vote for disenfranchised Americans. 

When the Civil Rights Movement came to 
Ruleville, Mississippi in 1962, Fannie Lou 
Hamer quickly became an active participant. 
With training and encouragement from the 
Student Nonviolent Coordinating Committee 
(SNCC), Hamer and several other local resi-
dents attempted to register to vote, but were 
unsuccessful because they did not pass the 
infamous literacy tests. In retaliation for trying 
to register, Hamer was fired from her job, re-
ceived phone threats, and was nearly a victim 
of 16 gunshots fired into a friend’s home. But 
Hamer was not intimidated: by 1963 she was 
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a field secretary for SNCC and had success-
fully registered to vote. Once, when asked 
whether she was concerned that agitating for 
civil rights might stir up a backlash from white 
Mississippians, Fannie Lou Hamer famously 
said: 

I do remember, one time, a man came to 
me after the students began to work in Mis-
sissippi, and he said the white people were 
getting tired and they were getting tense 
and anything might happen. Well, I asked 
him, ‘‘how long he thinks we had been get-
ting tired?’’ . . . All my life I’ve been sick 
and tired. Now I’m sick and tired of being 
sick and tired. 

Mr. Chairman, the Voting Rights Act of 
1965, as amended, was enacted to remedy a 
long and sorry history of discrimination in cer-
tain areas of the country. Presented with a 
record of systematic defiance by certain 
States and jurisdictions that could not be over-
come by litigation, this Congress—led by 
President Lyndon Johnson, from my own 
home state of Texas—took the steps nec-
essary to stop it. It is instructive to recall the 
words of President Johnson when he pro-
posed the Voting Rights Act to the Congress 
in 1965: 

‘‘Rarely are we met with a challenge . . . 
to the values and the purposes and the mean-
ing of our beloved Nation. The issue of equal 
rights for American Negroes is such as an 
issue . . . the command of the Constitution 
is plain. It is wrong—deadly wrong—to deny 
any of your fellow Americans the right to 
vote in this country.’’ 

It was wrong to deny African-Americans and 
other citizens their right to vote. It was wrong 
then and it is wrong now. Nothing has done 
more to right those wrongs than the Voting 
Rights. Without exaggeration, it has been one 
of the most effective civil rights laws passed 
by Congress. 

In 1964, there were only approximately 300 
African-Americans in public office, including 
just three in Congress. Few, if any, black 
elected officials were elected anywhere in the 
South. Today there are more than 9,100 black 
elected officials, including 43 members of 
Congress, the largest number ever. The act 
has opened the political process for many of 
the approximately 6,000 Latino public officials 
that have been elected and appointed nation-
wide, including 263 at the state or federal 
level, 27 of whom serve in Congress. Native 
Americans, Asians and others who have his-
torically encountered harsh barriers to full po-
litical participation also have benefited greatly. 

Mr. Chairman, the Voting Rights Act of 1965 
is no ordinary piece of legislation. For millions 
of Americans, and many of us in Congress, 
the Voting Rights Act of 1965 is a sacred 
treasure, earned by the sweat and toil and 
tears and blood of ordinary Americans who 
showed the world it was possible to accom-
plish extraordinary things. 

Mr. Chairman, I hail from the great State of 
Texas, the Lone Star State. A state that, 
sadly, had one of the most egregious records 
of voting discrimination against racial and lan-
guage minorities. Texas is one of the Voting 
Rights Act’s ‘‘covered jurisdictions.’’ In all of its 
history, I am only one of three African-Amer-
ican woman from Texas to serve in the Con-
gress of the United States, and one of only 
two to sit on this famed Committee. I hold the 
seat once held by the late Barbara Jordan, 
who won her seat thanks to the Voting Rights 
Act. From her perch on this committee, Bar-
bara Jordan once said: 

I believe hyperbole would not be fictional 
and would not overstate the solemness that 
I feel right now. My faith in the Constitution 
is whole, it is complete, it is total. 

I stand today an heir of the Civil Rights 
Movement, a beneficiary of the Voting Rights 
Act. I would be breaking faith with those who 
risked all and gave all to secure for my gen-
eration the right to vote if I did not do all I can 
to strengthen the Voting Rights Act so that it 
will forever keep open doors that shut out so 
many for so long. And the first and most im-
portant thing to do today is to vote in favor of 
H.R. 9 and against all weakening amend-
ments. 

II. RENEWAL OF SECTION 5 AND SECTION 203 
Congress needs to reauthorize Section 5 of 

the Voting Rights Act, which requires election 
law changes proposed by covered jurisdictions 
to be pre-cleared by the Department of Jus-
tice. The reason is simple. Equal opportunity 
in voting still does not exist in many places. 
Discrimination on the basis of race still denies 
many Americans their basic democratic rights. 
Although such discrimination today is more 
subtle than it used to be, it must still be rem-
edied to ensure the healthy functioning of our 
democracy. It is the obligation of the federal 
government to see that the constitutionally 
protected right to vote is guaranteed. This is 
what the Voting Rights Act is designed to do. 
Section 5: Preclearance 

Section 5 applies to 16 states in whole or in 
part, including my home state of Texas. Under 
section 5, a covered jurisdiction must submit 
proposed changes to any voting law or proce-
dure to the Department of Justice or the U.S. 
District Court in Washington, D.C. for pre-ap-
proval, hence the term preclearance. The sub-
mitting jurisdiction has the burden of proof to 
show that the proposed change(s) are not ret-
rogressive, i.e. that they do not have the pur-
pose and will not have the effect of denying or 
abridging the right to vote on account of race 
or color. 

The formula used to designate these cov-
ered jurisdictions was first adopted in 1965 
and then subsequently amended in 1970 and 
1975. Section 5 applies to any state or county 
where a discriminatory test or device was 
used as of November 1, 1964, and where less 
than 50 percent of the voting age residents of 
the jurisdiction were registered to vote, or ac-
tually voted, in the presidential election of 
1964, 1968, or 1972. Although the formula 
used by Congress focused on registration 
rates, Congress was principally focused on 
voter turnout rates. Rather, Congress under-
stood and found that there was an exception-
ally strong correlation between low registration 
rates in the covered jurisdiction and active, 
purposeful discriminatory conduct intended to 
keep African-Americans from voting. 

Mr. Chairman, it is important to emphasize 
that preclearance does not punish states for 
the wrongdoings of the past. Nor does it stifle 
their ability to move forward and progress. 
That is because covered jurisdictions are able 
to remove themselves from the restrictions of 
preclearance through a process known as 
bailout which sets forth clear and demon-
strable standards. Among other things, the ju-
risdiction must show that: 

(1) It has not used a test or device with a 
discriminatory purpose or effect with respect to 
voting; 

(2) No state or federal court has issued a 
final judgment against the state or political 
subdivision for voting discrimination; 

(3) The jurisdiction has submitted all voting 
changes for preclearance in compliance with 
Section 5; 

(4) The Attorney General has not objected 
to a proposed voting change, and no declara-
tory judgment under section 5 has been de-
nied by the U.S. District Court for the District 
of Columbia and; 

(5) The Justice Department has not as-
signed federal examiners to carry out voter 
registration or otherwise protect voting rights 
in the jurisdiction. 

Currently eleven local jurisdictions in Vir-
ginia have taken advantage of the bailout pro-
visions thus far. 

Mr. Chairman, preclearance acts as an es-
sential deterrent because it puts modest safe-
guards in place to prevent backsliding. As a 
bipartisan report by the U.S. Senate in 1982 
said, without Section 5, many of the advances 
of the past decade could be wiped out over-
night with new schemes and devices, such as 
the mid-decade redistricting conducted in 
Texas, which the U.S. Supreme Court struck 
down in part in LULAC v. Perry, 546 U.S.— 
No. 05–254 (June 28, 2006) and the Georgia 
voter identification scheme, which just this 
week was struck down for a second time. 

Mr. Chairman, many scholars and voting 
rights experts agree that without the deterrent 
effect of Section 5, there will be little to pre-
vent covered jurisdictions from imposing new 
barriers to minority participation. 

As much as I and many other may like to 
see it, Section 5 should not be made perma-
nent. Making it permanent would render it vul-
nerable to a constitutional challenge. Because 
Section 5 is race conscious, it must be able to 
withstand strict scrutiny by the courts. What 
this means, in part, is that the provision must 
be narrowly tailored to address the harms it is 
designed to cure. Many legal experts question 
whether the Court would find a permanent 
Section 5 to be narrowly tailored, such as to 
survive a constitutional attack. 

Similarly, Section 5 should not be changed 
to apply nationwide. Although this might sound 
attractive, a nationwide Section 5 would also 
be vulnerable to constitutional attack as not 
narrowly tailored or congruent and proportional 
to address the harms it is designed to cure, as 
required by the Supreme Court’s recent prece-
dents. Section 5 is directed at jurisdictions 
with a history of discriminating against minority 
voters. In addition, nationwide application of 
Section 5 would be extremely difficult to ad-
minister, given the volume of voting changes 
that would have to be reviewed. This expan-
sion of coverage would dilute the Department 
of Justice’s ability to appropriately focus their 
work on those jurisdictions where there is a 
history of voting discrimination. 

SECTION 203 (LANGUAGE ASSISTANCE) 
Mr. Chairman, it is crucial that everyone in 

our democracy have the right to vote. Yet, 
having that right legally is meaningless if cer-
tain groups of people (such as the disabled or 
those with limited English proficiency) are un-
able to accurately cast their ballot at the polls. 
Voters may be well informed about the issues 
and candidates, but to make sure their vote is 
accurately cast, language assistance is nec-
essary in certain jurisdictions with con-
centrated populations of limited English pro-
ficient voters. 

Section 203 was added to the Voting Rights 
Act in 1975 and requires certain jurisdictions 
to make language assistance available at poll-
ing locations for citizens with limited English 

VerDate Aug 31 2005 05:54 Jul 18, 2006 Jkt 049060 PO 00000 Frm 00010 Fmt 0626 Sfmt 9920 E:\CR\FM\A17JY8.036 E17JYPT1yc
he

rr
y 

on
 P

R
O

D
1P

C
64

 w
ith

 R
E

M
A

R
K

S



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — Extensions of Remarks E1427 July 17, 2006 
proficiency. These provisions apply to four lan-
guage groups: Americans Indians, Asian 
Americans, Alaskan Natives, and those of 
Spanish heritage. A community with one of 
these language groups will qualify for lan-
guage assistance if (1) more than 50 percent 
of the voting-age citizens in a jurisdiction be-
long to a single language minority community 
and have limited English proficiency (LEP); 
OR (2) more than 10,000 voting-age citizens 
in a jurisdiction belong to a single language 
minority. community and are LEP; AND (3) the 
illiteracy rate of the citizens in the language 
minority is higher than the national illiteracy 
rate. 

Section 203 requires that registration and 
voting materials for all elections must be pro-
vided in the minority language as well as in 
English. Oral translation during all phases of 
the voting process, from voter registration 
clerks to poll workers, also is required. Juris-
dictions are permitted to target their language 
assistance to specific voting precincts or 
areas. 

There are currently a total of 466 local juris-
dictions across 31 states that are required to 
provide language assistance nationwide. Of 
this total: 102 must assist Native Americans or 
Alaskan Natives across 18 states; 17 local ju-
risdictions in seven states must assist Asian 
language speakers and; 382 local jurisdictions 
in 20 states must assist speakers of Spanish. 
The total of these figures exceeds 466 be-
cause 57 of these Section 203 jurisdictions 
across 13 states must offer assistance in mul-
tiple languages. 

There is a great misconception that section 
203 is not needed because voters must be 
citizens, who are required to. speak English. 
While this is true, such citizens still may not 
be sufficiently fluent to participate fully in the 
voting process without this much-needed as-
sistance. In addition, there are many other citi-
zens, the majarity of whom are Latinos and 
Native Americans, who were barn in the 
United States but have had little or no edu-
cation and/or are limited English proficient. 
The failure of certain jurisdictions to provide 
adequate education to non-English speaking 
minorities is well documented in legal deci-
sions and in quantitative studies of educational 
achievement for Latinos and Native Ameri-
cans. Before the language assistance provi-
sions were added to the Voting Rights Act in 
1975, many Spanish-speaking United States 
citizens did not register to vote because they 
could not read the election material and could 
not communicate with poll workers. Language 
assistance has encouraged these and other 
citizens of different language minority groups 
to register and vote and participate mare fully 
in the political process which is healthy far our 
democracy. 

Mr. Chairman, it should be stressed that 
language assistance is not costly. According 
to two separate Government Accounting Office 
studies, as well as independent research con-
ducted by academic scholars, when imple-
mented properly language assistance ac-
counts only for a small fraction of total election 
costs. The most recent studies show that com-
pliance with Section 203 accounts for approxi-
mately 5 percent of total election costs. 

Finally, Mr. Chairman, language assistance 
works. To cite one example, in 2003 in Harris 
County, Texas, officials did not provide lan-
guage assistance for Vietnamese citizens. 
This prompted the Department of Justice to in-

tervene and, as a result, voter turnout doubled 
and a local Vietnamese citizen was elected to 
a local legislative position. Another example: 
implementation of language assistance in New 
York City had enabled more than 100,000 
Asian-Americans not fluent in English to vote. 
In 2001, John Liu was elected to the New 
York City Council, becoming the first Asian- 
American elected to a major legislative posi-
tion in the city with the nation’s largest Asian- 
American population. 

CONCLUSION 
The Voting Rights Act of 1965, represents 

our country and this Congress at its best be-
cause it matches our words to deeds, our ac-
tions to our values. And, as is usually the 
case, when America acts consistent with its 
highest values, success follows. I urge my col-
league to vote for the bill and reject all amend-
ments. 

f 

PAYING TRIBUTE TO CORAL 
CHILDS 

HON. JON C. PORTER 
OF NEVADA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday, July 17, 2006 

Mr. PORTER. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to 
honor Coral Childs for her tireless efforts to 
enhance technology in the classroom. 

Coral Childs has worked tirelessly to further 
her vision of providing every student in Amer-
ica with access to computers in their schools. 
Through the Computers for Learning program, 
CFL, Coral and her team are turning her vi-
sion into a reality, matching these ‘‘needy’’ 
schools with a donor, either a government 
agency or a member of the private sector, and 
giving young students access to the tools they 
need to prepare themselves to compete in the 
new economy. The CFL program helped bring 
to life an executive order that encouraged gov-
ernment agencies to donate computers and 
equipment to schools. 

The General Services Administration took 
ownership of CFL in late 1999. It was at this 
time that Coral began her work with the pro-
gram. Under her leadership over the next 5 
years, CFL helped transfer more than 118,000 
computers and related equipment to over 
12,000 needy schools. Coral played a signifi-
cant role in both the marketing and outreach 
for the program, but her active involvement 
with the CFL’s website cannot go 
unmentioned. Due to her remarkable compas-
sion for the public and her dedication to the 
cause, the website is a place where agencies 
can instantly access pertinent information 
about needy schools. A key innovation to the 
program that Coral brought to CFL was to ex-
pand potential donors from government agen-
cies to donors from the private sector includ-
ing corporations and individuals. 

Coral’s achievements with CFL helped pro-
pel her to a new position within the General 
Services Administration. She no longer plays a 
daily role in the Computers for Learning pro-
gram, but its success would not exist without 
the key part she played in the program’s initia-
tives and implementation. 

Mr. Speaker, I am proud to honor Coral 
Childs. Her dedication to distributing com-
puters and related equipment to needy 
schools has greatly enhanced the educational 
experience of countless children. I applaud her 

efforts and wish her the best in her future en-
deavors. 

f 

HONORING THE CITY OF ARLING-
TON, TX, ON ITS 130TH BIRTH-
DAY 

HON. JOE BARTON 
OF TEXAS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday, July 17, 2006 

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Speaker, on 
July 19, 1876, the United States was still cele-
brating its centennial as Engine No. 20 rolled 
down the freshly laid tracks of the Texas and 
Pacific Railroad built to extend rail service 
west from Dallas. The railroad had hired fron-
tier surveyor and Presbyterian minister An-
drew Hayter to locate and lay out a 1-square- 
mile township as a wood and water stop mid-
way between Dallas and Fort Worth. Entre-
preneur James Ditto immediately established 
a general store in the center of the new town, 
which had quickly become a shipping point for 
local cotton farmers and merchants. Hayter 
and Ditto named the town Arlington in honor 
of General Robert E. Lee’s home in Virginia, 
and Ditto became the town’s first postmaster. 

Today, Arlington is the 49th largest city in 
the United States with a population of more 
than 360,000 people. It is home to a major 
General Motors assembly plant, a National 
Semiconductor wafer plant, a number of For-
tune 500 facilities, the fastest growing univer-
sity in Texas—the University of Texas at Ar-
lington—and an entertainment complex that is 
one of the top tourist destinations in the coun-
try. The original Six Flags amusement park, 
Hurricane Harbor water park, and the Texas 
Rangers Baseball Club are located there. And 
in 2009, when the new stadium is completed, 
it will become the new home of the Dallas 
Cowboys football team. 

Arlington is and has always been one of the 
best places in Texas to live, work, and play, 
to get a quality education and to start a new 
business. Recent surveys tell us that Arlington 
is also one of the fittest cities of its size in the 
Nation, as well as one of the best educated. 

As the representative to Congress from Ar-
lington, TX, I want to join the citizens of this 
great city in celebrating its 130th birthday, rec-
ognize the city for its outstanding achieve-
ments over the past 130 years, and pray 
God’s blessings on its people for the next 130 
years. 

f 

A TRIBUTE TO DEAN DONALD E. 
WILSON 

HON. BENJAMIN L. CARDIN 
OF MARYLAND 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday, July 17, 2006 

Mr. CARDIN. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to 
honor Donald E. Wilson, M.D, MACP, who is 
retiring as dean of the University of Maryland 
School of Medicine and vice president of Med-
ical Affairs for the University of Maryland. 

Dean Donald E. Wilson has transformed the 
landscape of American medicine and medical 
education at the University of Maryland. In 
1991, when Dr. Wilson was appointed dean of 
the University of Maryland School of Medicine, 
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he was the first African-American dean of a 
primarily non-minority medical school, as well 
as the first African-American dean at the Uni-
versity of Maryland School of Medicine. 

Since 1991, Dean Wilson has increased 
grant and contract awards from $77 million to 
$350 million. Philanthropic support for the 
school of medicine has risen from $1.7 million 
to $37 million. Dean Wilson has created one 
of the most diverse student bodies and fac-
ulties in the country, with the School of Medi-
cine doubling the number of full-time African- 
American faculty. Now ranked among the top 
medical schools in the country, the University 
of Maryland School of Medicine has benefitted 
from Dean Wilson’s leadership that has pro-
moted the values of cultural and gender diver-
sity and created an all-inclusive atmosphere at 
the medical school. 

Dean Wilson’s commitment to the education 
of minority students in the field of medicine led 
him to found the Association of Academic Mi-
nority Physicians. He continues to serve as 
editor of the association’s journal. For his de-
votion, Dr. Wilson became the first recipient of 
the Association of American Medical Colleges’ 
Herbert W. Nickens, MD Award for Diversity. 

Dr. Wilson has been a good and trusted ad-
viser to me on health care policy. He has spo-
ken out about the need to expand research 
into diseases that are more prevalent in the 
African-American community and among 
women. His service on the Maryland Health 
Care Commission has helped to guarantee ac-
cess to emergency health care for all Mary-
landers while ensuring that hospitals are able 
to provide those services. 

I hope you will join me in congratulating and 
thanking Dean Donald E. Wilson for his out-
standing contributions to medical education 
and his commitment to racial and cultural in-
clusion. 

f 

FANNIE LOU HAMER, ROSA 
PARKS, AND CORETTA SCOTT 
KING VOTING RIGHTS ACT REAU-
THORIZATION AND AMENDMENTS 
ACT OF 2006 

SPEECH OF 

HON. SHEILA JACKSON-LEE 
OF TEXAS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, July 13, 2006 

The House in Committee of the 
Whole House on the State of the Union 
had under consideration the bill (H.R. 
9) to amend the Voting Rights Act of 
1965. 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise in strong opposition to the Nor-
wood Amendment to H.R. 9, the ‘‘Fannie Lou 
Hamer, Rosa Parks, and Coretta Scott King 
Voting Rights Act Reauthorization and Amend-
ments Act of 2006.’’ The Westmoreland 
Amendment requires the Attorney General to 
annually determine whether each State and 
political subdivision subject to the 
preclearance requirements of section 5 meets 
the requirements for bailout. The amendment 
further requires the Attorney General to then 
inform the public and each state and political 
subdivision that they are eligible to bail out. 
Last, the amendment would direct the Attorney 
General to consent to the bailout in federal 
court. 

Mr. Chairman, this amendment should be 
soundly defeated. I agree with Mr. SENSEN-
BRENNER that of all the weakening amend-
ments offered, this one is the worst by far. 

The Westmoreland Amendment turns Sec-
tion 5 on its head because instead of enforc-
ing the Voting Rights Act and stopping voting 
discrimination, the Department of Justice will 
be forced to spend nearly all of its time con-
ducting investigations to determine where dis-
crimination no longer exists. In the meantime, 
voting discrimination and constitutional viola-
tions will not be addressed. 

Further, Mr. Chairman, this amendment 
would cripple the Voting Section of the Depart-
ment of Justice’s Civil Rights Division, making 
enforcement of the Act nearly impossible. 
There are nearly 900 jurisdictions covered na-
tionwide by Section 5. Under the proposed 
amendment, determinations of whether a juris-
diction has a clean bill of health will require 
the Attorney General to dedicate considerable 
resources to making these determinations, 
and little else. This amendment has the effect 
of requiring coverage determinations be made 
by the Attorney General each year. 

The Westmoreland Amendment removes 
the longstanding requirement that covered ju-
risdictions bear the burden of establishing that 
they are free from discrimination and places 
that burden on the Attorney General. Jurisdic-
tions are uniquely positioned with the evidence 
showing whether or not voting discrimination is 
still present. 

Finally, Mr. Chairman, the current bailout 
provision in Section 4(a) of the Act provides a 
reasonable and cost-effective opportunity for 
qualifying jurisdictions to bailout any time after 
they meet the criteria, as eleven local jurisdic-
tions in Virginia have already done success-
fully. The cost for bailout actions has averaged 
only $5,000. 

I urge my colleagues to reject the amend-
ment. 

f 

WELCOMING THE NAACP TO WASH-
INGTON, DC ON THE OCCASION 
OF ITS 97TH ANNUAL CONVEN-
TION 

HON. BENJAMIN L. CARDIN 
OF MARYLAND 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday, July 17, 2006 

Mr. CARDIN. Mr. Speaker, I rise to welcome 
the National Association for the Advancement 
of Colored People to Washington, DC for its 
97th Annual Convention, The NAACP has 
been dedicated to promoting and preserving 
civil rights since its founding in 1909. This 
year’s theme, ‘‘Voting our Values, Valuing our 
Votes,’’ reflects well the organization’s commit-
ment to the causes of equality and full partici-
pation in society for each and every American. 

I wish to extend a special welcome to 
NAACP President and CEO Bruce Gordon 
who is completing his first year at the organi-
zation’s helm, and to Chairman Julian Bond, 
who has provided steadfast direction and 
counsel over the years. 

As a native of Baltimore, the NAACP’s 
home, and as a life member of the organiza-
tion, I am filled with pride to see such a large 
turnout this week in our nation’s capital. I also 
want to welcome the delegates from Region 7, 
including my constituents from Maryland, who 

are participating in the week’s events. Many of 
the other delegates flew for the first time into 
the Baltimore-Washington International 
Thurgood Marshall Airport, which was re-
named last year in honor of Justice Marshall, 
a son of Baltimore who served as the 
NAACP’s Chief Counsel prior to his historic 
tenure on the United States Supreme Court. 

The 97th annual convention occurs as the 
House of Representatives has just overwhelm-
ingly passed—without amendments—a 25- 
year reauthorization of the 1965 Voting Rights 
Act, and we look forward to its passage this 
week by the Senate. I want to express my 
gratitude to Mr. Gordon and Mr. Bond for their 
vigorous efforts in support of this crucial legis-
lation. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to join 
me in saluting the NAACP for its extraordinary 
legacy of commitment and courage and for its 
outstanding presence at this 97th annual con-
vention. I look forward to working with them to 
promote and protect civil rights in the years to 
come. 

f 

ON ILLICIT ARMS TRAFFICKING 

HON. CHARLES B. RANGEL 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday, July 17, 2006 

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to 
address the issue of illegal trafficking of small 
arms and light weapons which is responsible 
for the death of approximately 1,000 people 
every day worldwide. As U.N. Secretary Gen-
eral Kori Annan reminded us in the U.N. con-
ference on curtailing small arms and light 
weapons, ‘‘these weapons may be small, but 
they cause mass destruction.’’ 

The United States objects to any inter-
national regulation on arms trade and is op-
posed to a blanket ban on governments sell-
ing arms to ‘non-state actors,’ i.e. rebel 
groups, on the grounds that the oppressed 
have the right to defend themselves against 
tyrannical and genocidal governments. Unfor-
tunately our policy also leaves the door open 
for terrorists groups to get their hands on 
weaponry. The U.S. government is loathe to 
sacrifice the liberty of the oppressed people 
worldwide in exchange for a possible security 
risk (terrorist threat) to the United States, but 
has no qualms in forfeiting the privacy and 
civil liberties of American citizens in return for 
security. 

Furthermore, the United States is the lead-
ing producer of arms in the world, meaning 
we, more than any other country engage in 
arms trade with other governments, as well as 
‘nonstate actors.’ We, as the superpower of 
the global system, must take the leading role 
in eliminating illicit arms trafficking which sup-
plies armaments to brutal civil wars and orga-
nized crime networks and thereby causing 
massive casualties worldwide, everyday. 

The United Nations has adopted a non-bind-
ing agreement program of action in its con-
ference on ‘‘illicit Trade of Small Arms and 
Light Weapons In All Its Aspects,’’ held in July 
9–20, 2001. It encourages nations to ensure 
manufacturers use markings on small arms 
and light weapons make tracing illegal arms 
easier. It also encourages implementation of 
procedures to monitor legal sales, transfer and 
stockpiling of small arms and light weapons 
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and urges governments to make illegal manu-
facture, trade and possession a criminal of-
fense. 

The U.S. policy should be to support the 
U.N.’s Program of Action and try to make the 
resolution of the conference binding to the 
member states. We already have strict regu-
latory policies in arms trade within our bor-
ders. We need to expand those policies inter-
nationally with the assistance of the United 
Nations. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise to enter into the RECORD, 
the article by Warren Hoge, titled With cave-
ats. U.S. Backs Session at U.N. on curtailing 
Illegal Arms, published in the June 28, 2006 
edition of the New York Times, reporting on 
the U.N. Small Arms & Light Weapons Review 
Conference 2006. 

[From the New York Times, June 28, 2006] 

WITH CAVEATS, U.S. BACKS SESSION AT U.N. 
ON CURTAILING ILLEGAL ARMS 

(By WARREN HOGE) 

United Nations, June 27.—The Bush admin-
istration gave its backing on Tuesday to a 
United Nations conference on curtailing the 
international flow of illegal arms, but 
warned delegates against adopting measures 
that would restrict individual possession of 
weapons. 

‘‘The U.S. Constitution guarantees the 
rights of our citizens to keep and bear arms, 
and there will be no infringement of those 
rights,’’ Robert G. Joseph, under secretary of 
state for arms control and international se-
curity affairs, told the General Assembly. 
‘‘Many millions of American citizens enjoy 
hunting and the full range of firearms sports, 
and our work will not affect their rights,’’ he 
said. 

He also said Washington would object to 
any steps to establish international regula-
tion of ammunition or to ban governments 
from selling arms to rebel groups, known in 
diplomatic jargon as ‘‘nonstate actors.’’ 

‘‘While we will of course continue to op-
pose the acquisition of arms by terrorist 
groups,’’ he said, ‘‘we recognize the rights of 
the oppressed to defend themselves against 
tyrannical and genocidal regimes and oppose 
a blanket ban on nonstate actors.’’ 

The two-week conference, which began 
Monday, is intended to improve ways of 
curbing the $1 billion black market in the 
manufacture and distribution of small arms 
and light weapons that supply brutal civil 
wars and organized crime networks and end 
up killing an estimated 1,000 people every 
day worldwide. 

Secretary General Kofi Annan reminded 
the gathering that ‘‘these weapons may be 
small, but they cause mass destruction.’’ He 
urged member countries to toughen existing 
laws governing arms deals. 

Steps that Mr. Joseph said the United 
States would support included the marking 
and tracing of weapons, controls on trans-
fers, certification of the ultimate recipients, 
effective management of national stockpiles 
and destruction of illicit and government-de-
clared surplus weapons. 

Mr. Annan said the conference was not 
contemplating a global ban on gun owner-
ship. ‘‘Nor do we wish to deny law-abiding 
citizens their right to bear arms in accord-
ance with their national laws,’’ he said. 

He seemed to be referring to a campaign by 
the National Rifle Association, which has 
charged in mass mailings that the United 
Nations is plotting to take away Americans’ 
guns through a treaty banning ownership. 

John R. Bolton, the United States ambas-
sador to the United Nations, confirmed that 
he had received hundreds of the form letters. 
Asked why all three citizen delegates from 

the United States to the conference were 
prominent members of the gun lobby group, 
he said he made it a practice not to comment 
on the activities of nongovernmental organi-
zations. 

f 

FANNIE LOU HAMER, ROSA 
PARKS, AND CORETTA SCOTT 
KING VOTING RIGHTS ACT REAU-
THORIZATION AND AMENDMENTS 
ACT OF 2006 

SPEECH OF 

HON. SHEILA JACKSON-LEE 
OF TEXAS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, July 13, 2006 

The House in Committee of the Whole 
House on the State of the Union had under 
consideration the bill (H.R. 9) to amend the 
Voting Rights Act of 1965. 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr. Chair-
man, I thank the gentlemen for yielding. I rise 
in strong opposition to the King Amendment to 
H.R. 9, the ‘‘Fannie Lou Hamer, Rosa Parks, 
and Coretta Scott King Voting Rights Act Re-
authorization and Amendments Act of 2006.’’ 
The King Amendment strikes, inter alia, sec-
tion 203 of the bill. Section 203 is the part of 
the Voting Rights Act that provides language 
assistance to American citizen voters for 
whom English is not their first language. 

Mr. Chairman, this amendment should be 
soundly defeated. I agree with the Mr. SEN-
SENBRENNER that of all the weakening amend-
ments offered, this is one of the worst and 
ugliest. 

Mr. Chairman, one of the most important 
things proponents of the King Amendment fail 
to understand is that Section 203 removes 
barriers to voting faced by TAX PAYING 
AMERICAN CITIZENS, citizens who do not 
speak English well enough to participate in the 
election process. Tax-paying citizens should 
not be penalized for needing assistance to ex-
ercise their fundamental right to vote. 

Language minority citizens are required to 
pay taxes and serve in the military without re-
gard to their level of English proficiency. If 
they can shoulder those burdens of citizen-
ship, they should be able to share in the bene-
fits of voting with appropriate assistance to ex-
ercise the vote. 

Section 203 mandates language assistance 
based on a trigger formula for language mi-
norities from four language groups: Native 
Americans, Native Alaskans, Asian Americans, 
and persons of Spanish heritage. Section 203 
protects citizens, not illegal immigrants. Re-
gardless of one’s position on the ongoing de-
bate over immigration reform, the debate over 
immigration policy is simply irrelevant to the 
debate on ensuring that the fundamental right 
to vote is exercised equally by English and 
non-English proficient citizens. According to 
the 2000 census, more than three-quarters (77 
percent) of those protected by Section 203 are 
native-born citizens. For example, 100 percent 
of Native Americans and Native Alaskans 
were born in the United States; 98.6 percent 
of Puerto Ricans protected by Section 4(e) 
were born in the United States; and 84.2 per-
cent of Latinos were born in the United States. 

Mr. Chairman, section 203 was enacted to 
remedy the history of educational disparities, 
which have led to high illiteracy rates and low 
voter turnout. These disparities continue to 

exist. As of 2000, three fourths of the 3 to 3.5 
million students who are native-born were con-
sidered to be English Language Learners 
(ELLs), meaning the students don’t speak 
English well enough to understand the basic 
English curriculum. ELL students lag signifi-
cantly behind native-English speakers and are 
twice as likely to fail graduation tests. Cali-
fornia has over 1,500,000 ELLs; Texas has 
570,000 ELLs; Florida has 25,000 ELLs; and 
New York has over 230,000. 

Since 1975, there have been more than 24 
education discrimination cases filed on behalf 
of ELLs in 15 States. Fourteen of the States 
in which education discrimination lawsuits 
have been brought are covered by language 
assistance provisions. Since 1992, 10 cases 
have been filed. Litigation and consent de-
crees are currently pending in Texas, Alaska, 
Arizona, and Florida. Discrimination cases that 
have been brought address issues such as in-
adequate funding for ELLs, inadequate cur-
riculum to assist ELLs become proficient in 
English, and lack of teachers and classrooms. 
These disparities increase the likelihood that 
ELLs will achieve lower test scores and drop 
out of school, ultimately, leading to lower voter 
registration and turnout. 

Also, adults who want to learn English must 
endure long waiting periods to enroll in 
English Second Language (ESL) literacy cen-
ters. The lack of funding to expand the num-
ber of ESL centers around the country leaves 
minority citizens unable to enroll in classes for 
several years. For example, in large cities 
such as Boston, citizens must wait for several 
years to enroll. In New Mexico, citizens must 
wait up to a year. In the State of New York, 
the waiting lists were so long, the State elimi-
nated them and instituted a lottery system. 
Once enrolled, learning English takes citizens 
several years to even obtain a fundamental 
understanding of the English language—not 
enough to understand complex ballots. Citi-
zens should not be barred from exercising 
their right to vote while trying to become 
English proficient. 

Most jurisdictions covered by Section 203 
support its continued existence. According to a 
2005 survey, an overwhelming majority of ju-
risdictions covered by Section 203 think that 
federal language assistance provisions should 
remain in effect for public elections. In fact, in 
a poll of registered voters, 57 percent believe 
it is difficult to navigate ballots and instructions 
and that assistance should be provided. 

Mr. Chairman, it is instructive to review just 
a few contemporary examples which dem-
onstrate the continuing need for the language 
assistance provisions of Section 203: 

In 2003 in Harris County, Texas, officials 
did not provide language assistance for Viet-
namese citizens. This prompted the Depart-
ment of Justice to intervene and, as a result, 
voter turnout doubled and a local Viet-
namese citizen was elected to a local legisla-
tive position. 

The implementation of language assist-
ance in New York City had enabled more 
than 100,000 Asian-Americans not fluent in 
English to vote. In 2001, John Liu was elected 
to the New York City Council, becoming the 
first Asian-American elected to a major leg-
islative position in the city with the nation’s 
largest Asian-American population. 

In July 2005, the U.S. Dept. of Justice field 
a lawsuit against the City of Boston for vio-
lations of the federal Voting Rights Act, spe-
cifically the language assistance provisions 
(Section 203) for Spanish language assistance 
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and racial discrimination (Section 2) against 
Asian American voters. The complaint al-
leges that Boston abridged the rights of lan-
guage minority groups by: 

Treating limited English proficient His-
panic and Asian American voters disrespect-
fully; 

Refusing to permit limited English pro-
ficient Hispanic and Asian American voters 
to be assisted by an assistor of their choice; 

Improperly influencing, coercing, or ignor-
ing the ballot choices of limited English pro-
ficient Hispanic and Asian American voters; 

Failing to make available bilingual per-
sonnel to provide effectively assistance and 
information needed by minority language 
voters; and 

Refusing or failing to provide provisional 
ballots to limited English proficient His-
panic and Asian American voters. 

In San Diego County, California, voter reg-
istration among Hispanics and Filipinos rose 
by over 20 percent after the Department of 
Justice brought suit against the county to 
enforce the language minority provisions of 
Section 203. During that same period, Viet-
namese registrations increased by 40 percent. 

The Voting Rights Act of 1965, represents 
our country and this Congress at its best be-
cause it matches our words to deeds, our ac-
tions to our values. And, as is usually the 
case, when America acts consistent with its 
highest values, success follows. By eliminating 
language assistance to American voters, the 
King Amendment will make it more difficult for 
American citizens to participate in the political 
process simply because English is not their 
primary language. The King Amendment is 
thus inconsistent with American values and 
the spirit of the Voting Rights Act. Therefore, 
I urge my colleagues to reject the amendment. 

f 

MEDICARE HOME INFUSION THER-
APY CONSOLIDATED COVERAGE 
ACT OF 2006 

HON. ELIOT L. ENGEL 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday, July 17, 2006 

Mr. ENGEL. Mr. Speaker, I am delighted to 
join with my colleagues KAY GRANGER, TAMMY 
BALDWIN, and RANDY KUHL in introducing the 
Medicare Home Infusion Therapy Consoli-
dated Coverage Act of 2006. This bill would 
correct long-standing gaps in Medicare cov-
erage for home infusion therapy, and will en-
able thousands of beneficiaries to obtain these 
often life-saving therapies in the most conven-
ient and cost-effective setting—their homes. 

Under current Medicare coverage rules, 
beneficiaries who have severe infections, can-
cer, or congestive heart disease and many 
other diagnoses, are needlessly admitted into 
hospitals or nursing homes to receive the care 
they need. This is most unfortunate, Mr. 
Speaker, because in many cases, infusion 
therapy administered in the patient’s home is 
clearly the preferred alternative. Commercial 
health plans have long recognized the clinical 
value and cost-effectiveness of home infusion 
therapy, and full and proper coverage of home 
infusion therapy is commonplace among these 
payers. Medicare stands virtually alone in its 
antiquated coverage policies that discourage 
the use of a therapy that in actuality should be 
promoted for its cost savings, safety, clinical 
effectiveness, and convenience. At a time 
when there is a growing awareness of the 

need to prevent or limit inpatient hospital stays 
for our Nation’s elderly, we believe this legisla-
tion is extremely timely. 

Our bill is very simple in its approach. Cur-
rently, whatever coverage exists for home in-
fusion therapy is divided between part B and 
part D. Part B coverage is based on the dura-
ble medical equipment benefit, because an 
item of DME—the infusion pump—is some-
times needed to administer home infusion 
therapy. That coverage, however, is limited to 
about 23 drugs. Part D, the outpatient pre-
scription drug benefit, covers more infusion 
drugs than part B, but does not cover the 
services, supplies and equipment necessary to 
safely and appropriately administer these 
therapies in the home. As a result, both part 
B and part D coverage of home infusion are 
very limited. Under part B, Medicare bene-
ficiaries do not have access to many of the 
most common infusion drugs covered by com-
mercial health plans. Under part D, many 
beneficiaries have to pay for the infusion serv-
ices, supplies, and equipment with out-of- 
pocket funds. The clear result is that access to 
home infusion therapy, despite its potential for 
cost savings and good clinical outcomes, is 
needlessly limited. 

Our bill would consolidate coverage for 
home infusion therapy under part B, so that 
coverage would be centered in one benefit 
and coverage would be designed to appro-
priately and accurately reflect what is involved 
in the safe and effective provision of home in-
fusion therapy. The Secretary of HHS would 
apply quality standards that are consistent 
with prevailing community standard of care 
commonly utilized by commercial health plans. 
Both beneficiaries and the Medicare program 
itself would reap the benefits of broader ac-
cess to these important medical treatments in 
the home. 

I introduced a similar bill in 2001 that would 
have established a home infusion therapy 
benefit under part B. Since then Congress en-
acted the Medicare Modernization Act of 2003 
which created the part D prescription drug 
benefit. While I appreciate the efforts to broad-
en coverage of the drug portion of home infu-
sion therapy, the problems I have described 
still persist because CMS believes it does not 
have the authority to cover anything beyond 
the drugs. Thus, effective coverage of home 
infusion therapy has remained elusive. We 
can fix this now. 

Along with my colleagues, I urge early con-
sideration of this long-overdue bill. 

f 

THANK YOU, HECTOR BARRETO, 
FOR A JOB WELL DONE 

HON. DONALD A. MANZULLO 
OF ILLINOIS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Monday, July 17, 2006 

Mr. MANZULLO. Mr. Speaker, last Monday 
was the last day in office for Hector Barreto, 
the second-longest serving SBA Administrator 
in its 53-year history. Last week, there was a 
reception in honor of former Administrator 
Barreto with a broad spectrum of the small 
business community in Washington in attend-
ance. This reflected well upon Mr. Barreto and 
his leadership style to bring people together of 
diverse interests and backgrounds. 

I don’t know how Mr. Barreto put up with 
being in Washington for these past 5 years. 

I’m proud to be associated with Mr. Barreto 
and where he has taken the SBA to serve 
more small businesses than ever before in the 
history of the agency. I’m also proud to say 
that Mr. Barreto and I have similar back-
grounds, growing up in the family restaurant 
business in the Midwest. 

It’s amazing to see what has happened dur-
ing the tenure of Mr. Barreto as Administrator 
of the SBA. Mr. Barreto was confirmed by the 
Senate and then sworn into office on July 25, 
2001. Several weeks later, our Nation was hit 
by the awful terrorist attacks on September 
11. More Americans were killed in 9/11 than at 
Pearl Harbor. Mr. Barreto was just getting 
used to his new job responsibilities and this 
terrible tragedy struck America. Administrator 
Barreto rose up to the challenge by extending 
Economic Injury Disaster loans to small busi-
nesses all across America regardless of their 
proximity to the locations of the actual terrorist 
attacks. The terrorists sought to devastate our 
economy by tearing down the World Trade 
Center and disrupting air travel but they did 
not count on the resiliency of the small busi-
ness sector and the American people. More 
than 10,000 small businesses across the Na-
tion employing 166,000 workers were helped 
with over $1 billion in 9/11 SBA disaster loans. 

If that wasn’t enough, Mr. Barreto achieved 
great results in other programs of the SBA. 
Between 2000 and 2005, the SBA more than 
doubled the number of loans made through its 
main business loan guarantee programs. The 
dollar volume also dramatically increased—in 
7(a) by nearly 40 percent and in the 504 pro-
gram by threefold. And after a series of pro-
grammatic shut-downs and curtailments, I 
joined with Mr. Barreto in making the historic 
decision in late 2004 to finally get the 7(a) pro-
gram off the rollercoaster of the appropriations 
process and have it funded entirely through 
user fees just like the 504 and the SBIC pro-
gram. Now, the 7(a) program is going like 
gangbusters, serving record numbers ,of small 
businesses throughout all demographic 
groups, as compared to when it was receiving 
a loan subsidy. 

There has also been a steady increase in 
the number of individuals receiving technical 
assistance, education, and counseling through 
the SBA and its resource partners. Also, as a 
result of active engagement between the SBA 
and Federal agencies, Federal procurement 
dollars going to small businesses are at an all- 
time high. All this was accomplished while 
transforming the SBA into an agency to meet 
the challenges of the 21st century. Change is 
hard but Mr. Barreto made the courageous de-
cision to have the SBA operate more like the 
private sector than a bureaucracy. Doing more 
with less should be praised. not condemned, 
particularly in this tough budget environment. 

Then, Hurricanes Katrina, Rita. and Wilma 
violently struck the gulf coast last year. It was 
as if a swath of complete devastation 100 
miles wide ripped through our country from 
Boston to Chicago. Again. Administrator 
Barreto and his team in the Office of Disaster 
Assistance came through despite enormous 
obstacles placed in their path, including not 
being able to really get to the areas of deep-
est destruction until well after a month after 
Hurricane Katrina ravaged New Orleans. The 
SBA and Administrator Barreto in particular 
took many below-the-belt political potshots 
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along the way. I know when a person’s integ-
rity has been unfairly questioned, and I had to 
stand up to defend a decent and honorable 
man. I was proud to stand with Mr. Barreto 
last December in the press conference to put 
some context and additional facts into a very 
complicated situation. 

Just as a side note, it is very interesting to 
me that the media is not reporting that the 
SBA thus far has approved a record amount 
of over $10 billion in disaster loans to more 
than 152,000 Gulf States residents, rep-
resenting an accomplishment 21⁄2 times great-
er than the Nation’s previous largest dis-
aster—and all done at a faster pace. That is 
something to be proud of. 

Mr. Speaker, I want to take this brief oppor-
tunity to once again thank Mr. Barreto for his 
leadership; for his friendship; and for his serv-
ice to our country. Our Nation’s small business 
community is better for Mr. Barreto’s tenure as 
the second longest serving SBA Administrator 
in history. The new SBA Administrator, Steve 
Preston, has some fairly big shoes to fill. 

Freda and I wish Hector Barreto and his 
family all the best in his new endeavor as the 
new national chairman of the Latino Coalition. 
I am confident that Mr. Barreto will never for-
get his small business roots. 

f 

FANNIE LOU HAMER, ROSA 
PARKS, AND CORETTA SCOTT 
KING VOTING RIGHTS ACT REAU-
THORIZATION AND AMENDMENTS 
ACT OF 2006 

SPEECH OF 

HON. SHEILA JACKSON-LEE 
OF TEXAS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, July 13, 2006 

The House in Committee of the Whole 
House on the State of the Union had under 
consideration the bill (H.R. 9) to amend the 
Voting Rights Act of 1965: 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr. Chair-
man, speaking of the Emancipation Proclama-
tion, Martin Luther King declared that: ‘‘This 
momentous decree came as a great beacon 
light of hope to millions of Negro slaves who 
had been seared in the flames of withering in-
justice. It came as a joyous daybreak to end 
the long night of captivity.’’ I say to you today 
that the Voting Rights Act, like the Emanci-
pation Proclamation that preceded it a century 
before, was also a momentous decree which 
came as a great beacon light of hope to mil-
lions of Americans who for decades had been 
subjected to the withering injustice of racial 
discrimination and electoral disenfranchise-
ment. 

The Gohmert amendment seeks to diminish 
the light of continued hope offered by the 
VRA. The Voting Rights Act of 1965 is no or-
dinary piece of legislation. For millions of 
Americans and myself, the Voting Rights Act 
of 1965 is a sacred treasure, earned by the 
sweat and toil and tears and blood of ordinary 
yet heroic Americans who showed the world it 
was possible to transform their society by hav-
ing the courage to defy entrenched and sys-
tematic racial discrimination and disenfran-
chisement. 

The Voting Rights Act of 1965, as amended, 
which we MUST vote to reauthorize today was 
enacted to remedy a history of systemic and 

widespread discrimination in certain areas of 
the country. Presented with a record of sys-
tematic defiance by certain States and jurisdic-
tions that could not be overcome by litigation, 
this Congress—led by President Lyndon John-
son, from my own home state of Texas—took 
the steps necessary to stop it. It is instructive 
to recall the words of President Johnson when 
he proposed the Voting Rights Act to the Con-
gress in 1965: 

Rarely are we met with a challenge . . . to 
the values and the purposes and the meaning 
of our beloved Nation. The issue of equal 
rights for American Negroes is such as an 
issue . . . the command of the Constitution 
is plain. It is wrong—deadly wrong—to deny 
any of your fellow Americans the right to 
vote in this country. 

The Voting Rights Act of 1965 represents 
our country and this Congress at its best be-
cause it matches our words to our deeds, our 
actions to our values. Martin Luther King said 
that, ‘‘When the architects of our republic 
wrote the magnificent words of the Constitu-
tion and the Declaration of Independence, 
they were signing a promissory note to which 
every American was to fall heir. . . . It is obvi-
ous today that America has defaulted on this 
promissory note insofar as her citizens of color 
are concerned. . . . But we refuse to believe 
that the bank of justice is bankrupt.’’ 

Fortunately, this country has come a long 
way in the past four decades since the assas-
sination of Dr. King. However, as the massive 
voting irregularities that occurred in 2000 and 
2004 clearly illustrate, we have not come far 
enough. That is why we must defeat the 
Gohmert Amendment which seeks to reduce 
the reauthorization period for the VRA from 25 
years to 10 years. 

The considerable evidence presented in 10 
hearings in the Judiciary Committee dem-
onstrate clearly that the level and patterns of 
discrimination and electoral disenfranchise-
ment present today are extremely unlikely to 
be eradicated in 10 years. Moreover, if cov-
ered jurisdictions want to bail out of provisions 
of the VRA, they can. 

In the past, when Congress reauthorized the 
VRA for short periods of time, it created an in-
centive for covered jurisdictions to wait out 
their obligations rather than comply, thus con-
tributing to the widespread non-compliance 
with the statute that occurred throughout the 
1970s. A 10 year renewal of the VRA would 
be inadequate. In order for Congress to as-
sess whether a pattern of discriminatory con-
duct remains, it must be able to review voting 
changes through multiple redistricting cycles. 
The three years following the decennial Cen-
sus are a time of the highest volume of voting 
changes and the greatest opportunity for dis-
crimination. Accordingly, we must maintain the 
25 year renewal period. 

Furthermore, if we observe Congressional 
history, our own experience with the renewal 
of the VRA demonstrates a pattern of length-
ening the period of coverage due to the level 
of entrenchment and intractability of voting dis-
crimination. Given the extensive investment of 
Congressional resources expended by the Ju-
diciary Committee in compiling and consid-
ering the detailed record necessary for reau-
thorization, reenacting the VRA for only 10 
years is inefficient and unacceptable. 

Without exaggeration, the Voting Rights Act 
has been one of the most effective civil rights 
laws passed by Congress. In 1964, there were 

only approximately 300 African-Americans in 
public office, including just three in Congress. 
Few, if any, black elected officials were elect-
ed anywhere in the South. Today there are 
more than 9,100 black elected officials, includ-
ing 43 members of Congress, the largest num-
ber ever. The act has opened the political 
process for many of the approximately 6,000 
Latino public officials that have been elected 
and appointed nationwide, including 263 at the 
state or federal level, 27 of whom serve in 
Congress. Native Americans, Asians and oth-
ers who have historically encountered harsh 
barriers to full political participation also have 
benefited greatly. 

I hail from the great State of Texas, the 
Lone Star State. A state that, sadly, had one 
of the most egregious records of voting dis-
crimination against racial and language minori-
ties. Texas is one of the Voting Rights Act’s 
‘‘covered jurisdictions.’’ In all of its history, I 
am only one of three African-American woman 
from Texas to serve in the Congress of the 
United States, and one of only two to sit on 
this famed Committee. I hold the seat once 
held by the late Barbara Jordan, who won her 
seat thanks to the Voting Rights Act. From her 
perch on this committee, Barbara Jordan once 
said: 

I believe hyperbole would not be fictional 
and would not overstate the solemness that 
I feel right now. My faith in the Constitution 
is whole, it is complete, it is total. 

I sit here today an heir of the Civil Rights 
Movement, a beneficiary of the Voting Rights 
Act. My faith in the Constitution and the Voting 
Rights Act too is whole, it is complete, it is 
total. I would be breaking faith with those who 
risked all and gave all to secure for my gen-
eration the right to vote if I did not do all I can 
to strengthen the Voting Rights Act so that it 
will forever keep open doors that shut out so 
many for so long. 

Consequently, we must honor the legacies 
of those who sacrificed their lives so that we 
may be able to exercise our constitutionally 
protected right to vote by renewing the Voting 
Rights Act for 25 more years. 

f 

PAYING TRIBUTE TO KATHY 
AUGUSTINE 

HON. JON C. PORTER 
OF NEVADA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday, July 17, 2006 

Mr. PORTER. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to 
honor the life of Kathy Augustine, a dedicated 
Nevada leader, who passed away on Tues-
day, July 11, 2006. 

Kathy was a devoted and passionate public 
servant, having served in the Nevada State 
Assembly from 1993 to 1995, and also in the 
State Senate from 1995 to 1999, where she 
chaired the Legislative Affairs and Operations 
Committee and was Vice Chairman of Tax-
ation and the Human Resources and Facilities 
Committees. In 1999, Kathy became the first 
woman to be elected as Nevada State Con-
troller. To add to her impressive résumé, 
Kathy was also a Trustee for the Center for 
Governmental Financial Management, and the 
National Association of State Auditors, Comp-
trollers, and Treasurers’ representative on the 
Electronic Benefits and Services Council, 
where she served as Chair of the Strategic 
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Expansion and Advanced Technology Com-
mittee. 

Kathy’s work on behalf of her constituents 
earned her a number of honors throughout her 
years of public service. She was a recipient of 
the American Legion Achievement Medallion, 
the Community Partners Family Resource 
Center 1998 Community Service Award of Ex-
cellence, the 1998 National Republican Legis-
lators Association, Legislator of the Year, Ne-
vada Opera Theatre’s International Friendship 
Award (2003), and the Augustus Society’s 
Italian American of the Year (2003). 

In addition to her vast public service career, 
Kathy also had an impressive array of aca-
demic achievements. She earned a Bachelor’s 
Degree in Political Science from Occidental 
College in Los Angeles, and a Master’s in 
Public Administration from California State 
University, Long Beach. She served as a Del-
egate to Russia and the Ukraine with the 
American Council of Young Political Leaders 
(ACYPL) in 1993 and was selected as an Ex-
ecutive Committee Member to the Biennial As-
sembly of the Atlantic Association of Young 
Political Leaders (AAYPL) in Paris, France in 
1995. She participated in the Council of State 
Governments Henry Toll Fellowship Program 
and was also selected for the Flemming Fel-
lows Leadership Institute’s Class of 1996. In 
1999, she attended the Governors Center at 
Duke University Strategic Leadership for State 
Executives and, in 2000, graduated from the 
Greater Reno-Sparks Chamber of Commerce 
Leadership program. In 2001, she completed 
the Harvard University, John F. Kennedy 
School of Government, Senior Executives in 
State and Local Government Program. 

Mr. Speaker, I am saddened by the unex-
pected and sudden loss of such a young and 
ambitious woman. Kathy will be remembered 
for her dedication to the State of Nevada, to 
her family, and to her friends. She will be 
deeply missed. 

f 

SUPPORTING INTELLIGENCE AND 
LAW ENFORCEMENT PROGRAMS 
TO TRACK TERRORISTS AND 
TERRORIST FINANCES 

SPEECH OF 

HON. LUCILLE ROYBAL-ALLARD 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, June 29, 2006 

Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
in opposition to H.R. 895. I strongly support 
efforts to track and pursue suspected foreign 
terrorists by monitoring their financial trans-
actions. This Republican resolution, however, 
shamefully distorts the facts and turns the crit-
ical issue of national security into a venue for 
Republican political gain. 

There is no doubt that our country must ef-
fectively and responsibly monitor the financial 
transactions of terrorists. It is for that reason 
I have cosponsored H.R. 900, the Democratic 
alternative resolution. This resolution reaffirms 
Democrats’ commitment to protecting our na-
tional security by tracking suspected terrorists. 
It also reaffirms that, when confidential infor-
mation is leaked, bipartisan Congressional re-
view and oversight are critical—regardless of 
who may be responsible for that leak. Unfortu-
nately, the Republican leadership has denied 
the Members of this House the opportunity to 

debate and vote on this Democratic alter-
native. 

As a result, we are forced only to consider 
this flawed and misleading Republican resolu-
tion. 

This resolution claims that the Terrorist Fi-
nancial Tracking Program is legal, that it pro-
tects individual civil liberties, and that Con-
gress has been appropriately informed about 
its activities. 

The fact is that we do not know if the Ter-
rorist Financial Tracking Program is legal or if 
it protects our civil liberties because no court 
has ruled on these critical issues. In essence, 
this resolution asks Members of Congress and 
the American people to simply accept their 
word on the legality and civil protections of 
this program. 

The resolution’s claim that Congress has 
been appropriately informed about the Ter-
rorist Financial Tracking Program is simply not 
true. In fact, few Members knew about this 
program. Only after its existence was exposed 
to the public by the press did the Bush Admin-
istration offer to brief the appropriate members 
of Congress. As a result, this questionable 
program failed to receive critical Congres-
sional oversight. 

The Republican philosophy of selective 
oversight is also exemplified by the fact that 
this resolution fails to even mention one of the 
most egregious leaks in recent history—the 
2003 identity leak of a CIA agent by a mem-
ber of the Bush Administration. 

This Republican resolution instead attempts 
to shield the administration and Republican 
leadership from public scrutiny by shifting the 
blame for the leaks to the press and diverting 
attention from the fact that the majority party 
has had no hearings, no briefings, and cer-
tainly no resolutions highlighting this serious 
issue. 

The lack of Congressional oversight on 
cases of leaked confidential information is an-
other example of the Republican pattern of 
negligence. 

If the Republican leadership were truly sin-
cere about addressing national security issues 
through this resolution, they would not have 
brought it to the floor without review by the ap-
propriate Congressional Committees and with 
a rule that blocks any consideration of a 
Democratic alternative. 

Mr. Speaker, this Republican resolution is 
deceitful, politically motivated, and an insult to 
the very American democracy that Repub-
licans claim they want to protect. 

I urge my colleagues to vote against H.R. 
895 and to cosponsor the Democratic alter-
native, H.R. 900. 

f 

FANNIE LOU HAMER, ROSA 
PARKS, AND CORETTA SCOTT 
KING VOTING RIGHTS ACT REAU-
THORIZATION AND AMENDMENTS 
ACT OF 2006 

SPEECH OF 

HON. SHEILA JACKSON-LEE 
OF TEXAS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, July 13, 2006 

The House in Committee of the Whole 
House on the State of the Union had under 
consideration the bill (H.R. 9) to amend the 
Voting Rights Act of 1965: 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise in strong opposition to the Nor-
wood Amendment to H.R. 9, the ‘‘Fannie Lou 
Hamer, Rosa Parks, and Coretta Scott King 
Voting Rights Act Reauthorization and Amend-
ments Act of 2006.’’ The Norwood Amend-
ment replaces the existing Section 5 coverage 
formula with one keyed to whether a jurisdic-
tion has a test or device or voter turnout of 
less than 50 percent in any of the three most 
recent presidential elections. The proponents 
of the amendment claim it is needed to pre-
vent the Supreme Court from striking down 
the Voting Rights Act. 

Mr. Chairman, there are several compelling 
reasons for rejecting this amendment, which I 
will discuss. But let me respond, Mr. Chair-
man, to the claim that Georgia has suffered 
enough and should be let out of the ‘‘penalty 
box.’’ I response is simple: the record amply 
demonstrates that Georgia earned its way into 
whatever ‘‘penalty box’’ it is in and it must 
earn its way out, as eleven local jurisdictions 
in Virginia already have. 
REASONS FOR REJECTING THE NORWOOD AMENDMENT: 

Mr. Chairman, the claim that the Voting 
Rights Act faces constitutional jeopardy from 
the Supreme Court if section 5 is not gutted is 
a red herring and is not to be taken seriously. 
First, the Supreme Court has never ruled the 
Voting Rights Acts or any of its provisions un-
constitutional and there is no reason to sus-
pect it will do so now. The claim that the intent 
of the Norwood Amendment is to save and 
protect the Voting Rights Act is disingenuous. 
It is akin to destroying the village in order to 
save it! 

Second, the Norwood Amendment would 
eviscerate the effectiveness of Section 5 by 
extending its reach nationwide. It accom-
plishes this by basing the pre-clearance ‘‘trig-
ger’’ on election turnout in the three most re-
cent presidential elections. Extending the 
reach of Section 5 nationwide will weaken it, 
not strengthen it in at least three ways. A ‘‘na-
tionwide’’ Section 5 would also be vulnerable 
to constitutional attack as not ‘‘narrowly tai-
lored’’ or ‘‘congruent and proportional’’ to ad-
dress the harms it is designed to cure, as re-
quired by the Supreme Court’s recent prece-
dents. Section 5 is directed at jurisdictions 
with a history of discriminating against minority 
voters. Nationwide application of Section 5 
would be extremely difficult to administer, 
given the volume of voting changes that would 
have to be reviewed. This expansion of cov-
erage would dilute the Department of Justice’s 
ability to appropriately focus their work on 
those jurisdictions where there is a history of 
voting discrimination. 

The lack of understanding of the true pur-
pose and significance of the Voting Rights Act 
on the part of the supporters of the Norwood 
Amendment is most revealed by the desire to 
extend the reach of Section 5 nationwide. The 
proponents of the Norwood Amendment char-
acterize the pre-clearance provisions of Sec-
tion 5 as the ‘‘penalty box,’’ reserved for those 
jurisdictions that have ‘‘broken the rules.’’ 

The right to vote is not a game; it is serious 
business, and for those who led the fight to 
secure that right for African-Americans, it was 
deadly serious. Section 5 is not punitive; it 
prohibits discriminatory changes affecting the 
right to vote. The Voting Rights Act has no 
provisions that name particular states or 
areas. Section 5 is aimed at a type of prob-
lem, not a state or region. It is designed to 
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prevent backsliding by states whose discrimi-
natory literacy tests were outlawed by the 
original act in 1965. Section 4 banned literacy 
tests in states where they were used to dis-
criminate, but experience showed that when 
one method of voting discrimination was 
blocked—either through court action or a new 
law—another method would suddenly appear 
as a replacement. Congress therefore in-
cluded the Section 5 preclearance provision to 
prevent the implementation of new discrimina-
tory laws. The objections made since 1965 
showed the covered jurisdictions have at-
tempted to use gerrymandering and other 
forms of discrimination to abridge the right to 
vote. Section 5 has focused on these efforts. 

Mr. Chairman, utilizing recent presidential 
election turnout data to determine who should 
be covered by Section 5 preclearance con-
fuses the symptom with the disease. In 1965, 
Congress used registration and turnout data to 
select which states should be subject to fed-
eral pre-approval of voting changes because 
that was the most efficient way to identify 
those places with the longest and worst his-
tory of voter disfranchisement and entrenched 
discrimination and blatant racism by recal-
citrant jurisdictions. Congress understood that 
while a multitude of formulas could be con-
jured to identify which governmental units 
would be subject to preclearance, there was 
and could be only one way for a covered juris-
diction to overcome the need to preclear its 
election laws, and that is by satisfying an inde-
pendent federal judiciary that it had renounced 
its discriminatory past and could be trusted not 
to employ any artifice that would result in a re-
turn to those days of shame. 

Mr. Chairman, the coverage formula does 
not need to be changed to bring it to up to 
date. The current formula correctly identifies 
jurisdictions that have the longest and worst 
history of voter disenfranchisement and en-
trenched discrimination. Jurisdictions free of 
discrimination for ten years can come out from 
under coverage. Those with continuing prob-
lems remain covered. And those where a 
court finds new constitutional violations can 
become covered. If the existing coverage for-
mula were to be replaced with a formula that 
relies on 1996, 2000, and 2004 presidential 
election data, it would amount to a repeal of 
Section 5, even though we know that voting 
discrimination continues in the currently cov-
ered jurisdictions. 

Last, the Norwood Amendment undermines 
the constitutionality of a renewed Section 5. 
The current coverage formula targets jurisdic-
tions where Congress found a record of perva-
sive discrimination in voting on the basis of 
race. There is no evidence that the new trig-
gers relied upon in the Norwood Amendment 
will target such jurisdictions, and only those ju-
risdictions, with a history of racial discrimina-
tion when its comes to its citizens’ exercise of 
the franchise: 

The Norwood Amendment is not likely to 
pass constitutional muster because it is not 
narrowly tailored to achieve the Congressional 
objective of subjecting only those jurisdictions 
with a history of voter discrimination and elec-
toral racism to the pre-clearance provisions of 
Section 5. 

CONCLUSION 
The jurisdictions covered by section 5 of the 

Voting Rights Act earned their way in; they 
can earn their way out through the bailout pro-
visions of the Act. What they have not earned 

is for this Congress to end preclearance re-
quirements for where there is a continuing 
need for such oversight, as the Texas mid- 
decade redistricting case and the Georgia 
voter identification case make clear. 

I urge my colleagues to reject the amend-
ment. 

f 

SENATE COMMITTEE MEETINGS 

Title IV of Senate Resolution 4, 
agreed to by the Senate on February 4, 
1977, calls for establishment of a sys-
tem for a computerized schedule of all 
meetings and hearings of Senate com-
mittees, subcommittees, joint commit-
tees, and committees of conference. 
This title requires all such committees 
to notify the Office of the Senate Daily 
Digest—designated by the Rules Com-
mittee—of the time, place, and purpose 
of the meetings, when scheduled, and 
any cancellations or changes in the 
meetings as they occur. 

As an additional procedure along 
with the computerization of this infor-
mation, the Office of the Senate Daily 
Digest will prepare this information for 
printing in the Extensions of Remarks 
section of the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD 
on Monday and Wednesday of each 
week. 

Meetings scheduled for Tuesday, July 
18, 2006 may be found in the Daily Di-
gest of today’s RECORD. 

MEETINGS SCHEDULED 

JULY 19 

9 a.m. 
Environment and Public Works 

To hold hearings to examine the science 
and risk assessment behind the Envi-
ronmental Protection Agency’s pro-
posed revisions to the particulate mat-
ter air quality standards. 

SD–628 
9:30 a.m. 

Judiciary 
To hold hearings to examine antitrust 

concerns relating to credit card inter-
change rates. 

SD–226 
10 a.m. 

Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs 
Business meeting to consider the nomi-

nations of Frederic S. Mishkin, of New 
York, to be a Member of the Board of 
Governors of the Federal Reserve Sys-
tem, Linda Mysliwy Conlin, of New 
Jersey, to be First Vice President, 
James Lambright, of Missouri, to be 
President, and J. Joseph Grandmaison, 
of New Hampshire, to be a Member of 
the Board of Directors, all of the Ex-
port-Import Bank of the United States, 
Geoffrey S. Bacino, of Illinois, to be a 
Director of the Federal Housing Fi-
nance Board, Edmund C. Moy, of Wis-
consin, to be Director of the Mint, De-
partment of the Treasury; to be fol-
lowed by a hearing to examine the 
semiannual Monetary Policy Report to 
Congress. 

SD–106 
Commerce, Science, and Transportation 

Business meeting to consider the nomi-
nations of Mark V. Rosenker, of Mary-
land, to be Chairman of the National 
Transportation Safety Board, R. 
Hunter Biden, of Delaware, and Donna 
R. McLean, of the District of Columbia, 

each to be a Member of the Reform 
Board (Amtrak), John H. Hill, of Indi-
ana, to be Administrator of the Federal 
Motor Carrier Safety Administration, 
Andrew B. Steinberg, of Maryland, to 
be an Assistant Secretary of Transpor-
tation, routine lists in the Coast Guard 
and NOAA, and other pending calendar 
business. 

SR–253 
Health, Education, Labor, and Pensions 

Business meeting to consider proposed 
Pandemic and All-Hazards Prepared-
ness Act, S. 843, to amend the Public 
Health Service Act to combat autism 
through research, screening, interven-
tion and education, and the nomina-
tions of Elizabeth Dougherty, of the 
District of Columbia, Peter W. Tredick, 
of California, and Harry R. Hoglander, 
of Massachusetts, each to be a Member 
of the National Mediation Board. 

SD–430 
Homeland Security and Governmental Af-

fairs 
To hold hearings to examine Department 

of Homeland Security purchase cards. 
SD–342 

Energy and Natural Resources 
Public Lands and Forests Subcommittee 

To hold an oversight hearing on the im-
plementation of Public Law 108–148 The 
Healthy Forests Restoration Act. 

SD–366 
11 a.m. 

Commerce, Science, and Transportation 
Technology, Innovation, and Competitive-

ness Subcommittee 
To hold hearings to examine high per-

formance computing. 
SR–253 

2 p.m. 
Judiciary 

Business meeting to consider pending 
calendar business. 

SD–226 
2:15 p.m. 

Judiciary 
To hold hearings to examine judicial 

nominations. 
SD–226 

2:30 p.m. 
Foreign Relations 

To hold hearings to examine Extradition 
Treaty Between the United States of 
America and the United Kingdom of 
Great Britain and Northern Ireland, 
and related exchanges of letters, signed 
at Washington on March 31, 2003 (Trea-
ty Doc. 108–23). 

SD–419 
Intelligence 

To receive a closed briefing regarding in-
telligence matters. 

SH–219 

JULY 20 
9:30 a.m. 

Armed Services 
To receive a closed briefing regarding 

overhead imagery systems. 
S–407, Capitol 

Foreign Relations 
To hold hearings to examine U.S. policy 

options regarding North Korea. 
SD–419 

Judiciary 
Business meeting to consider pending 

calendar business. 
SD–226 

10 a.m. 
Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry 

To hold hearings to examine USDA dairy 
programs. 

SR–328A 
Energy and Natural Resources 

To hold hearings to examine the nomina-
tions of John Ray Correll, of Indiana, 
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to be Director of the Office of Surface 
Mining Reclamation and Enforcement, 
and Mark Myers, of Alaska, to be Di-
rector of the United States Geological 
Survey, both of the Department of the 
Interior, and Drue Pearce, of Alaska, 
to be Federal Coordinator for Alaska 
Natural Gas Transportation Projects, 
Federal Energy Regulatory Commis-
sion. 

SD–366 
Small Business and Entrepreneurship 

Business meeting to mark up an original 
bill to reauthorize the Small Business 
Administration. 

SR–428A 
Veterans’ Affairs 

To hold hearings to examine ‘‘VA Data 
Privacy Breach: Twenty-Six Million 
People Deserve Assurance of Future 
Security’’. 

SR–418 
Aging 

To hold hearings to examine the generic 
drug maze relating to access to afford-
able, life saving drugs. 

SD–106 
11 a.m. 

Homeland Security and Governmental Af-
fairs 

Federal Financial Management, Govern-
ment Information, and International 
Security Subcommittee 

To receive a closed briefing regarding 
Iran. 

S–407, Capitol 

1:30 p.m. 
Homeland Security and Governmental Af-

fairs 
Federal Financial Management, Govern-

ment Information, and International 
Security Subcommittee 

To hold hearings to examine Iran’s nu-
clear impasse, focusing on the status of 
Iran’s nuclear weapons capabilities, 
European negotiations and the UN Se-
curity Council, and the feasibility of 
further negotiations, democracy pro-
motion, sanctions, and/or military op-
erations. 

SD–342 
2 p.m. 

Appropriations 
Business meeting to mark up H.R. 5631, 

making appropriations for the Depart-
ment of Defense for the fiscal year end-
ing September 30, 2007, proposed legis-
lation making appropriations for the 
Departments of Labor, Health and 
Human Services, and Education, and 
Related Agencies for the fiscal year 
ending September 30, 2007, H.R. 5385, 
making appropriations for the military 
quality of life functions of the Depart-
ment of Defense, military construc-
tion, the Department of Veterans Af-
fairs, and related agencies for the fiscal 
year ending September 30, 2007, and 
H.R. 5576, making appropriations for 
the Departments of Transportation, 
Treasury, and Housing and Urban De-
velopment, the Judiciary, District of 

Columbia, and independent agencies for 
the fiscal year ending September 30, 
2007. 

SD–106 
2:30 p.m. 

Intelligence 
To receive a closed briefing regarding in-

telligence matters. 
SH–219 

JULY 25 

9:30 a.m. 
Armed Services 
Airland Subcommittee 

To hold hearings to examine the F-22A 
multiyear procurement proposal in re-
view of the Defense Authorization Re-
quest for fiscal year 2007. 

SR–222 

JULY 27 

10 a.m. 
Veterans’ Affairs 

To hold hearings to examine the nomina-
tions of Patrick W. Dunne, of New 
York, to be Assistant Secretary of Vet-
erans Affairs for Policy and Planning, 
and Thomas E. Harvey, of New York, to 
be Assistant Secretary of Veterans Af-
fairs for Congressional Affairs. 

SR–418 
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